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Preface

The battle of Salamanca was Wellington's finest victory. It lacks the fame and the awful grandeur of the bloody slog on the slopes of Mont St Jean, but technically it was far superior. Of all Napoleon's victories, only Austerlitz, Friedland and possibly Rivoli can be compared to its daring conception and skilful execution. After four days of careful, patient manoeuvring in which any mistake could easily have been fatal, Wellington recognized a fleeting opportunity and was able to grasp it. For the first time in the Peninsular War the allied army attacked in the open field, and the French were routed with enormous losses. A French officer described the result as ‘the beating of forty thousand men in forty minutes’, and although this is an exaggeration – making the action appear less hard-fought than was the case – it captures the enormous shock suffered by French pride and morale. Never again would the French offer Wellington battle in the Peninsula with such confidence, and this was as significant as the liberation of Madrid, the raising of the siege of Cadiz and the French evacuation of Andalusia, all of which resulted from the victory.

Despite its importance, Salamanca has received surprisingly little attention. In almost two hundred years only three slight books, all aimed at a popular or uncritical audience, have appeared describing the campaign and the battle. These works are rightly overshadowed by the famous histories of the war in the Peninsula as a whole, beginning with Napier and including Fortescue's History of the British Army and Sarramon's more recent work. The best of these for Salamanca is Sir Charles Oman's History of the Peninsular War. Oman's description of the battle is well written, fair and perceptive, illustrated with lively quotations and supported by two invaluable appendices of statistics. It advanced our knowledge far beyond previous accounts and remains the starting point for any new study of the battle. Nonetheless, Oman's account occupies just two chapters out of the twenty-four in a fat volume which covers many other operations, including the sieges of Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz and campaigns in Valencia, Andalusia and other parts of Spain. As a result Oman lacks the space to explore fully all the issues raised by the battle. Furthermore, it is almost ninety years since his account was first published, and in that time many new sources have come to light which greatly enrich our understanding of the battle.

The purpose of the present work is to give a detailed account of what happened on 22 July 1812. This apparently simple objective has proved surprisingly difficult to achieve in practice. There is no shortage of sources: scores of officers and men wrote accounts of their experiences either in diaries or letters soon afterwards, or in reminiscences years later, and these personal narratives can be tested against casualty statistics of varying reliability and by visiting the battlefield, which remains today substantially as it was in 1812. But while the sources are plentiful, they do not always fit neatly together; indeed, they are riddled with contradictions, inconsistencies, gaps and uncertainty. Sometimes the only account of an important incident comes from a dubious source; and sometimes two apparently reliable sources flatly contradict each other. The sources are numerous, but not evenly distributed: a great number of British soldiers published their recollections of the battle; far fewer Frenchmen wished to recall their defeat; while Portuguese voices – except for British officers serving in Portuguese units – have proved elusive.

Normally the historian deals privately with these problems, occasionally drawing attention to a particularly thorny issue in the text – perhaps when a novel interpretation is advanced – while alluding briefly to some other difficulties in the notes. This method is inescapable in addressing a large, sweeping subject if the narrative is not to lose its momentum and the reader to miss the thread of the argument. However, it can also mislead the reader by suggesting that our understanding is far more securely based than is the case. Most casual readers of Oman's account of Salamanca probably come away with the impression that there are only a few outstanding difficulties, and that these would be solved easily if fresh evidence came to light.

In fact, almost every aspect of the battle has its complexities, if not its contradictions. I want to explore these problems and examine the various gradations between what we know as surely as we know anything about the past (that a battle was fought a few miles south of Salamanca on 22 July 1812 in which the French were defeated), through what is debatable (the formation of Pakenham's division in its advance, or who gave the order for Pack's attack on the Greater Arapile), to the point where the evidence fails completely. In other words I want to show the reader the historian's building site before the scaffolding has been taken down, the tools put away and the debris swept out of sight. Thus, at one level the subject of the book is the battle of Salamanca; at another, it is a case study of the problems encountered in answering even the comparatively simple historical question of what happened at a particular place on a particular day. Not that I wish to venture into the theoretical or philosophical issues underpinning the writing of history: my objective is much more modest – to show how a simple empirical study is constructed, and how source problems are addressed.

There is a danger that these two goals may conflict. Many readers will only want to know ‘what happened’ and will have no wish to have problems with the sources paraded before them, feeling that it is the author's task to resolve such questions as best he can. In deference to such readers, and in order to keep the book readable, I have divided the text into a main narrative, which tells the story of the battle as fully as possible, and which includes a discussion of the most important or controversial problems, and a commentary which runs in parallel to the narrative, and which allows for an extended discussion of other problems and the inclusion of supplementary material that would overburden the narrative. Some readers will, no doubt, ignore the commentary completely; others will consult it only for particular points of special interest to them; while a few may, perhaps, find it even more interesting than the narrative.

In writing the history of the battle, I have quoted extensively from the many first-hand accounts which are our principal source for what happened. These are often well written, giving a vivid insight into the author's feelings as well as the actions of his unit. As such, they are an important reminder that the battle was fought by living men, not anonymous, unfeeling cogs in a machine. Many of their experiences were common to soldiers in any battle of the period, not just Salamanca, and thereby give a broader relevance to the work.

I have benefited greatly from two visits to the battlefield, in 1993 and for three days in the summer of 2000. Walking the terrain is an invaluable tool in understanding any battle: some doubtful points immediately become clear, while new, unexpected problems arise. The credibility of some first-hand accounts is confirmed by the accuracy of their description of the ground, while others are cast into doubt. Nonetheless, visiting a battlefield is a supplement to, not a substitute for, hours spent in the library and archives. It is all too easy for the visitor, enjoying the tramp through dry grass under a hot sun, with a head full of images of far-off days, to believe that he or she knows ‘what must have happened’. But in the end our knowledge of the battle depends on the testimony of those who were there, for events did not always unfold in the most logical or plausible way.

On the vexed issue of place and personal names I have generally preferred the form made familiar by previous accounts of the battle; for example, the Greater and Lesser Arapiles, rather than the Arapil Grande and the Arapil Chico. Some names are particularly uncertain: Oman spells the French divisional commander General Bonnet with two ‘n’s, many other sources, including Martinien and Sarramon use only one – Bonet – but ‘Bonnet’ is the form used in the manuscript of the return of casualties prepared by General Lamartinière, the chief of staff of the French army. Colonel Arentschildt of the King's German Legion is spelt thus by Oman, but without the final ‘t’ by Fortescue and Beamish, while Michael A. Taenzer informs me that he actually signed his name ‘von Arentsschildt’ (double s and dt). After some reflection I have decided to ignore the double s and follow Oman, for introducing a third form of the name into common use would not eliminate the other spellings and would only increase the confusion. Similarly I have preferred the comfortable if illogical ‘1st Ligne’ for French regiments to the pedantically correct ‘1e Ligne’.

I am grateful to a number of individuals and institutions for permission to quote unpublished material, and for the good wishes and encouragement which so often accompanied the formal permission. Mr G. Hope allowed me to quote from the Hope of Luffness papers deposited at the National Archives of Scotland, including the full text of a letter from ‘H.C.’ printed and discussed in Appendix IV. Mrs J. N. Tomes permitted me to quote from the letters of Lieutenant-Colonel Sir Alexander Gordon in her possession. And the National Army Museum, the National Archives of Scotland, the National Library of Scotland and the Public Record Office all gave me permission to quote material which they hold, as well as making it possible for me to see the original papers.

This book was written while I was a long-term Visiting Research Fellow at the Department of History, University of Adelaide (a position I still hold). The facilities, encouragement and resources provided by the department, and by the Barr Smith Library, were immensely useful in bringing the project to fruition. I should particularly mention Professor Trevor Wilson who has explored diverse approaches to military history, matching form to subject with exemplary success. I must also thank the staff of many other libraries and archives for their assistance: the State Library of South Australia and the State Library of Victoria; the British Library, the Public Record Office and the National Army Museum in London; the Scottish Record Office and the National Library of Scotland in Edinburgh; the Brighton Public Library, Sussex; and numerous regimental museums across Britain that replied to my enquiries – in particular, Major Hugo White of the Duke of Cornwall's Light Infantry Museum. Finally, Général Bach and Chef de Bataillon Porchet of the Service Historique de I'Armée de Terre, at Vincennes, for sending me a photocopy of Lamartinière's original casualty return.

When the book was in its final stages I was fortunate enough to spend a month at the University of Southampton as a Fellow of the Hartley Institute. Although the primary focus of my research was on another subject, I was able to devote a couple of productive days to work on Salamanca, including a more detailed examination of the plan of the battle in Wyld's Atlas, looking through the unpublished letters of Sir Denis Pack and consulting Oman's own copy of the first edition of Andrew Leith Hay's A Narrative of the Peninsular War. I am grateful to the staff of the special collections for making my visit so pleasant, and in particular to Dr Christopher Woolgar for his hospitality, friendship and good advice, not only on this occasion, but over many years.

Mr S. G. P. Ward kindly answered many queries and shared his immense knowledge of Wellington's army in a most enjoyable correspondence. His magnificent gift of books and papers to the University of Southampton has ensured that his collection – including many rare and even unique items – will be both expertly preserved and made readily available to scholars working in the field.

Mr Mark Urban kindly sent me the draft of his fascinating book on Colonel Scovell The Man who Broke Napoleon's Codes, as well as copies of several unpublished letters describing the battle from the Le Marchant and other private collections. I have also greatly benefited from his comments on a late draft of chapter six, and from a stimulating and encouraging correspondence with him. Lieutenant-Colonel R. E. R. Robinson generously gave me copies of his notes of the 61st Regiment digest, a manuscript source that I was unable to see for myself. Mark Romans drew on his detailed research into Wellington's intelligence-gathering to answer my queries on that aspect of the campaign. Ian Robertson used his experience in describing terrain and his knowledge of the battlefield to save me from several infelicities in Appendix V. Mrs Alison Thomas translated Wachholtz's journal from the German for me, and John Emerson checked my reading of some doubtful passages in the French sources. Mr Victor Sutcliffe provided me with some important bibliographical information. Señor Pedro Vicente Morales lent me invaluable assistance when I was visiting the battlefield. Mr David Elder read the script, shed light on a number of doubtful points and gave me much encouragement. Dr Paddy Griffith and an anonymous reader for Yale University Press both also read the script and made a number of stimulating suggestions, although they must not be held responsible for any errors or eccentricities that remain. Mrs Chris Crothers of the Department of Geographical and Environmental Studies of the University of Adelaide converted my rough sketches into stylish maps and then accepted innumerable amendments with great good humour.

I have derived great pleasure and benefit from contact with many enthusiasts for the period through the Napoleonic Discussion Forum on the internet (www.napoleon-series.org). Steven Smith of California displayed both his dedication and his bibliographical skills not only in tracking down Oman's vague citation ‘Wachholtz’ to its source in a century-old German military periodical, but also in obtaining and sending me a photocopy of the article. Bernabe Saiz Martínez de Pisón answered many questions about the Spanish forces at the battle, and generously sent me copies of the maps of the campaign and battle from Arteche's history. Bob Burnham shared his knowledge of British memoirs of the Peninsular War, filling gaps in my collection and answering bibliographical queries. Others have been equally kind. To mention only a few: Tom Holmberg, Bruno Nackaerts, Ron McGuigan, Robert Markley, Michael A. Taenzer, John Cook and George Nafziger have all helped, often repeatedly, both in points of detail and with stimulating ideas.

I must single out for special thanks Howie Muir, another friend made through the internet, whose fascination with the subject, immense enthusiasm and detailed knowledge of the terrain forced me to re-think many casual assumptions and greatly enriched the final work.

My publisher, Dr Robert Baldock of Yale University Press, showed great faith in the proposed work despite its narrow focus, while my editor, Candida Brazil, saw the work through the press with great patience and skill, calmly resolving problems posed by a rather complicated script.

Dr Charles Esdaile is an old and excellent friend whom I have thanked on similar occasions in the past. As always I have enjoyed our correspondence and am grateful for the perceptive comments he made, both in reading the script and elsewhere.

Finally, I must thank my mother, the best of travelling companions, critics and scholarly exemplars rolled into one.


Chapter One

The Campaign

By the end of 1811 the Peninsular War had lasted for three and a half years, and no end was in sight. Napoleon's lightning campaign in late 1808 had driven the Spanish armies from the Ebro in disarray and led to the capture of Madrid, but it had not broken the Spanish will to resist: the war continued and more than 200,000 – at times more than 300,000 – French troops were tied up south of the Pyrenees. Unlike in central Europe, conquered provinces required large permanent garrisons to prevent them bursting into insurrection, while in the more remote regions, which had not yet been overrun, new armies continued to be collected to oppose the French. By removing the Bourbons and placing his brother Joseph on the Spanish throne, Napoleon had made a compromise peace difficult, if not impossible; while the presence of the French armies in Spain, their requisitions, the misdeeds of their soldiers and their punitive atrocities gave constant incitement to resistance. Then there were the British, who provided arms, supplies and money to the patriot forces, especially at the beginning of the war, and whose army had made several interventions in the conflict. In 1808 Sir John Moore had diverted Napoleon from the conquest of Andalusia and dragged his forces into the remote, barren and strategically unimportant north-west corner of Spain. In 1809 Sir Arthur Wellesley had consolidated the British position in Portugal and then attempted to exploit the lopsided distribution of French forces in Spain. His campaign failed only because Soult and Ney had fortuitously evacuated Galicia, and so were able to threaten his lines of communication and force him to retreat, thus making fruitless the allied victory at Talavera. In 1810 a large part of the vast French reinforcements sent to the Peninsula after the defeat of Austria were employed in an attempt to drive the British from Portugal, but Wellington (as Wellesley now was) had made ample preparations to check the long-threatened invasion. Masséna's army received a bloody check at Busaco, where the re-trained Portuguese army showed that it would fight. Turning Wellington's flank, the French resumed their advance, only to grind to a halt before the almost impregnable Lines of Torres Vedras which protected the whole Lisbon Peninsula. Masséna wisely refused to attack such a formidable obstacle and referred the problem to Napoleon, maintaining his position throughout the winter despite severe shortages of food and the ravages of disease. By the spring he could wait no longer. Napoleon had proved unable to send worthwhile help and Masséna's army was now dangerously weak compared to the allies, who had been fed well and reinforced over the winter. Masséna retreated back to the frontier: his invasion of Portugal had cost the French army some fifteen thousand men, most of whom had died from sickness and lack of food.

In Spain, however, the French armies appeared to be making progress. Soult had successfully invaded and occupied Andalusia at the beginning of 1810, although he failed to capture Cadiz, which became the capital of the independent Spanish government. A year later, in another winter campaign, he defeated the Spanish Army of Estremadura and captured the great fortress of Badajoz on the Portuguese frontier. Meanwhile, in eastern Spain, Suchet was having similar successes, capturing Tortosa in January 1811, Tarragona in June, then advancing into the rich province of Valencia and capturing its capital, the city of Valencia, in January 1812. The loss of Andalusia and Valencia threatened to cripple the Spanish resistance, for it left only a few poor, isolated provinces under the control of the government of Cadiz, and they had neither the population nor the wealth to raise regular armies powerful enough to drive back the French.

But equally the French forces in the Peninsula – some 320,000 men at the beginning of 1812 – were now fully stretched, without a significant central reserve or the capacity to meet any sudden disaster. Nor could they look to Napoleon for assistance, for ever since the middle of 1811 he had been turning his attention to the likelihood of a new war in eastern Europe. The steady stream of French reinforcements had dwindled almost to nothing, and selected units, mostly very good troops such as the Imperial Guard and the Polish regiments, were withdrawn. So the French could expect to achieve little in Spain in 1812 other than to consolidate their hold over their new conquests, while the loss of Andalusia and Valencia might undermine the Spanish regular forces and the guerrillas might weary of a hopeless struggle. Looking further ahead, if Napoleon's war with Russia was successful – and there was little reason to doubt that it would be – his victory might be followed by heavy reinforcements to Spain, as had happened after the defeat of Austria in 1809; and such forces might be sufficient to overwhelm the allies and subdue the guerrillas, and so eventually bring this difficult and unpopular war to a victorious conclusion.

Wellington's Anglo-Portuguese army was the greatest threat to these hopes, for it was by far the largest and most efficient allied force left in the Peninsula and it had a secure base in Portugal. But in late 1811 French optimists, including Napoleon, did not regard it as posing too serious a danger. Wellington's efforts at exploiting Masséna's defeat had not been very successful. He had defeated a French attempt to relieve the blockade of the fortress of Almeida in the Battle of Fuentes de Oñoro, but the garrison had escaped through his lines after sabotaging the fortifications. Two sieges of Badajoz had failed, despite Beresford's bloody victory at Albuera, when the French armies of Soult and Marmont (who had replaced Masséna) combined and forced Wellington to withdraw before them. The second half of 1811 was less costly but even less productive as a blockade of Ciudad Rodrigo proved ineffective. Wellington retained the initiative, for the French had no thought of taking the offensive against him or attempting a serious invasion of Portugal, but it seemed that he could be safely contained on the frontier. Napoleon went even further, however, for he concluded that the allied army was incapable of undertaking substantial operations in the midst of winter, and instructed Marmont to detach some of his forces to assist Suchet in Valencia. Marmont saw no danger in obeying these orders and, with a spirit of co-operation rare among the French marshals in Spain, sent even more men than Napoleon had suggested. But Wellington had learnt from his mistakes in 1811 and made meticulous preparations for his next attempt. This time he moved rapidly and with an ample siege train that he had managed to bring forward in secret. Ciudad Rodrigo was besieged on 8 January 1812 and fell eleven days later. Even without the diversion of Marmont's troops it could not have been saved: the attack was too sudden, too rapid and too well prepared to allow the French time to collect their forces and intervene.

Having captured Ciudad Rodrigo, Wellington's next objective would clearly be Badajoz, the more southerly of the great fortresses on the Spanish side of the frontier. Again he made meticulous preparations, although this time he could not hope to surprise the French. The fortress was much stronger than Ciudad Rodrigo, with an excellent garrison which had withstood two sieges in 1811 and so was full of confidence. Wellington expected Marmont and Soult to combine to march to its relief and, while he had some hopes of taking Badajoz before they could intervene, he had made up his mind that, unless the odds were very unfavourable, he would fight their combined forces rather than give up the siege. A victory in such a battle would not only precipitate the fall of Badajoz, it would also open the road to Seville, lift the siege of Cadiz and probably force the French to evacuate all of Andalusia, all before midsummer. But again Napoleon intervened, ordering Marmont not to march to aid Badajoz but instead to invade northern Portugal, which, he believed, would force Wellington to give up the siege in order to protect his bases. Marmont had no faith in the plan, and executed it with little enthusiasm. It was never likely to succeed in its primary object, although it is just possible that with more enterprise it might have gained the consolation prize of re-capturing Ciudad Rodrigo or even Almeida; but in the event it achieved little, despite causing Wellington some uneasiness. Without Marmont's support Soult was too weak to intervene in the siege of Badajoz, and on the night of 6 April British troops stormed the fortress. They met with courageous and ingenious resistance; the attacks on the main breaches failed, and success only came when a diversionary attempt to escalade the castle gained a foothold because most of the garrison was concentrated at the breaches. The cost was very high: 3,713 casualties in the storm alone; 4,670 in the siege as a whole; and the horror of the night was succeeded by days of drunken pillaging, murder and other atrocities before the soldiers could be brought under control again.

In barely three months Wellington had broken the deadlock of 1811, and it was still only April, with the full campaigning season before him. He was tempted to advance into Andalusia and attack Soult directly, but Marmont's incursion into northern Portugal and the vulnerability of Almeida and Ciudad Rodrigo alarmed him. Also, Marmont commanded the most mobile of the French armies in Spain and, if Wellington advanced into Andalusia, Marmont might follow him with most of his forces. But if Wellington moved directly against Marmont, it was most unlikely that Soult would send him any significant aid, both because Soult's resources were already fully committed occupying his vast vice-royalty and because he was generally more inclined to seek than to provide co-operation.

If Marmont received help, it was more likely to be from some of the other French forces in Spain. General Caffarelli commanded the Army of the North, which guarded French lines of communication from Bayonne through Burgos towards Madrid. It was a thankless task which had brought little credit to his predecessors, for their forces always looked substantial on paper but were overextended on the ground, and they were constantly harassed by guerrillas whom they could never subdue. Nonetheless, the Army of the North was under orders to support Marmont if Wellington advanced against him, just as it had supported Masséna at Fuentes de Oñoro, and Marmont when he forced the blockade of Ciudad Rodrigo in 1811. Another possible source of assistance was King Joseph's Army of the Centre, although this was really only strong enough to hold Madrid and the adjacent provinces. Joseph and Marshal Jourdan, his principal military adviser, both saw the need to reinforce Marmont in order to contain Wellington, but were naturally reluctant to withdraw their garrisons from the few areas that recognized royal authority. Theoretically Joseph was, by Napoleon's decree, commander-in-chief of all the French forces in Spain, and he sent the marshals many orders mixed with pleas which generally displayed a fair grasp of the state of the war in the Peninsula as a whole. Sometimes the marshals replied with promises, sometimes with excuses and sometimes they did not reply at all, but Joseph's authority was weak and they seldom, if ever, acted simply in obedience to his orders. The third possible source of reinforcements for Marmont was Marshal Suchet, who now commanded all the French forces in Aragon, Catalonia and Valencia. Wellington feared that Suchet might return the assistance which Marmont had given him at the beginning of the year, especially as he had seen intercepted copies of orders from Joseph which he took more seriously than did Suchet. But Catalonia and Aragon were always very uneasy possessions for the French, and Suchet had more than enough employment for his men without looking to the western half of the Peninsula.

Wellington took some trouble to help distract the French marshals and to give them an excuse not to reinforce Marmont. Through the Spanish government, he asked General Ballesteros, who commanded a small Spanish army in southern Andalusia near Gibraltar, to make a show of activity. Ballesteros did so and, despite suffering a limited defeat at the beginning of June, caused Soult some concern. Wellington also hoped for the co-operation of the Spanish army based in Galicia, which could besiege the French garrison in Astorga and, when it fell (it was not a regular fortress), advance and threaten Marmont's flank. He asked the Spanish forces in the north – notably Porlier in Cantabria and Longa in the mountains above Santander – to make trouble for Caffarelli, which they did with considerable success. They were much assisted by a British naval squadron, complete with two battalions of marines, under Sir Home Popham, which operated on the north coast of Spain throughout the summer, and with its great mobility caused Caffarelli immense problems. Wellington had not asked for this amphibious force, but it complemented his plans perfectly. Equally unlooked-for but welcome was a proposal from Lord William Bentinck, commander of the British forces in Sicily, to mount an expedition to the east coast of Spain. Wellington made optimistic plans for this force, urging that, rather than land in safety in southern Valencia, it should directly attack Tarragona or even Barcelona. He arranged Spanish co-operation, despatched a siege-train from Lisbon and clearly felt that the expedition had a good chance of success; while even if it failed it would achieve his main objective by distracting Suchet.

Wellington's own army was divided, for while he had brought the bulk of it north, he had left a substantial force under his trusted subordinate Lieutenant-General Sir Rowland Hill to guard his southern flank. Hill had some 18,000 men, compared to about 45,000 in the main army, although Hill's force included a higher proportion of Portuguese. His immediate opponent was Drouet's corps of Soult's army, and he had received instructions that, if Drouet were to march north to join Marmont (as King Joseph demanded), he should hasten to join Wellington and so preserve the balance of forces. In a straightforward race between these two corps Drouet might be expected to arrive first, for the French were great marchers and had less far to go, at least as the crow flies. But Wellington had long had his eye on the French bridge at Almaraz, their only crossing of the Tagus for many miles. He gave Hill his orders and, in a beautifully executed operation in the middle of May, Hill seized and destroyed the bridge with only light losses, despite its strong defences. This ensured that any northward movement by Drouet would have to take a lengthy detour as far east as Toledo to cross the Tagus; while at the same time the allied route was shortened by restoring the broken bridge at Alcantara. It is hard to see what more Wellington could have done to ensure Marmont's isolation in the campaign.1

Wellington began his advance on 13 June, but it was not until the 16th that the advanced guard first encountered French outposts, only a few miles from Salamanca. These withdrew before the allied troops, and Wellington entered the ancient university city on the 17 June amidst scenes of great rejoicing. Marmont's army had been widely scattered in cantonments, mainly for logistical reasons, but he had left eight hundred men in three makeshift forts – converted convents – inside Salamanca, and he hoped that these would delay Wellington until he could collect his forces and seek help from the other French armies. Wellington knew of these forts and had even been sent sketches of them, for he had excellent sources of intelligence in Salamanca; but they were stronger than he expected. He had brought forward four iron 18-pounder siege guns and a limited supply of ammunition, but both soon proved to be inadequate. Still, it is not really surprising that embarking on a campaign in open country, with nothing more to worry about than a few fortified convents, he had not encumbered his army with a large, slow-moving siege-train, especially as there were many other pressing demands on his limited transport. But if the initial mistake is understandable, it was soon compounded by others. It was not until 20 June that Wellington sent orders to Almeida to send forward further supplies of ammunition, while the choice of the Sixth Division, which had little or no experience of sieges, to conduct the operation also proved unfortunate. Consequently the attack on the forts made slow, uncertain and costly progress, although its final outcome was never in doubt, unless the garrisons could be saved by outside intervention.

Marmont had not been idle, and he had no intention of sacrificing the garrisons if there was any reasonable chance of saving them. By 19 June he had collected five of his eight infantry divisions, and two more were rapidly approaching. The last division, under General Bonnet, was far away in Asturias; Marmont had summoned it, but could not expect it to arrive until the beginning of July. He had also sent urgent messages to Caffarelli and King Joseph. Caffarelli had already promised, before news of Wellington's advance reached him, that if Marmont was attacked he would send him a substantial force of about eight thousand men, including a brigade of light cavalry and twenty-two guns. Joseph was less encouraging, for Soult was claiming that Wellington was about to attack Andalusia, but if Bonnet and Caffarelli's forces arrived on schedule, Marmont could expect to outnumber Wellington's army within a fortnight. However, the forts were unlikely to hold out this long and, with the bulk of his army near at hand, Marmont decided to advance and see if he could outmanoeuvre Wellington, and either relieve the forts, or at least force the allies to suspend their siege operations.

Wellington was delighted with Marmont's advance and quickly occupied a strong defensive position on the heights of San Cristobal just to the north of the town. Late on the afternoon of 20 June Marmont appeared at the foot of this position and there was some skirmishing, including a spirited fight for control of the village of Morisco. Marmont was certainly rash in approaching the allied position so closely: two of his seven divisions had yet to join, so that he was out-numbered by about three to two, even allowing for the fact that most of the allied Sixth Division remained in Salamanca in front of the forts. Wellington is said to have been tempted to attack, but refrained because he expected Marmont to attack him on the following morning, and that this would lead to a more certain and less costly victory. Before the campaign began he had told Lord Liverpool that he intended ‘to bring Marmont to a general action’ and expressed his confidence in its outcome; but now he declined an excellent opportunity for doing so.2 The broken ground at the foot of his position could have hampered such an attack, while in the unlikely event of a defeat the army's retreat, with a town and a river in its rear, would have been extremely difficult. His early confidence had also been sapped by captured papers which indicated that the French forces were generally stronger than he had expected; he was surprised and dismayed that Marmont had flouted Napoleon's order to leave Bonnet's division in the Asturias; and he had begun to doubt the effectiveness of the diversions he had organized.3 But these reasons, while significant in their way, were hardly sufficient to account for his caution; and there was some surprise and murmuring in the army that he had let an opportunity slip.4

Marmont did not attack on the 21st, although his two trailing divisions arrived and he reconnoitred the allied position. He seems to have given little thought to the danger that Wellington might attack him, and Wellington's restraint would only have added to his confidence. That night he called a council of war of his senior commanders and listened as some (including Maucune and Ferey) advocated an attack, while others (Clausel, the senior divisional commander, and Foy) reminded him of the failure of previous such attacks at Vimeiro, Coruña and Busaco. According to Foy's rather hostile account, Marmont was inclined to favour the attack, but would not press forward against such articulate opposition; clearly the summoning of the council of war was itself an indication of uncertainty.5

Marmont was probably encouraged to wait by the fact that the siege of the forts was suspended on the 21st, which he naturally attributed to the presence of his army, although in fact it was because the allies had used almost all the ammunition for their siege guns and fresh supplies would not arrive from Almeida for some days. Over the next few days Marmont manoeuvred around Salamanca, transferring part of his army from one side of the Tormes to the other, hoping to force the allies into a mistake. Wellington countered these manoeuvres with relative ease, but was not tempted to take the offensive himself, while his efforts to press forward the siege of the forts with inadequate means led to a costly repulse on the night of the 23rd. The slow progress of the allies encouraged Marmont to hope that Caffarelli's reinforcements might reach him in time to save the forts, but these hopes were dashed on the 26th, when news arrived that Caffarelli was so alarmed by the activity of the guerrillas and Popham's naval squadron that he would not be able to spare any men for some time. With no prospect of reinforcements, Marmont at once embarked on an extremely dangerous attempt to raise the siege. However, before he could fully commit his army, the forts had fallen, thanks to the arrival of fresh supplies of ammunition. This left the French with no reason to remain so far forward, and over the next few days they made a well-executed withdrawal to the Duero, where they would be closer to Bonnet's division and any reinforcements which could ultimately be extracted from the Army of the North. Wellington followed; he had achieved his initial objectives, but had not brought Marmont to battle, nor had it been a particularly convincing opening to the campaign.
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The Salamanca campaign.



 The two armies remained quietly on the Duero for a fortnight. At first Wellington was full of confidence, reconnoitring the fords and talking of attacking the French as soon as the river fell a little. But Bonnet's division joined Marmont on 7 July, bringing the two armies to nearly equal numbers: Wellington had the stronger cavalry, but the French artillery was far superior and occupied strong positions guarding the crossings of the river. Indeed, the more closely Wellington inspected the French positions, the less he liked the prospect of a direct attack, while any attempt to turn Marmont's flank risked exposing his own lines of communication. The best chance was to bring forward the Spanish army, which was besieging Astorga, in the hope that its threat to Marmont's flank and rear would lead to a rearrangement of French forces which might open a way for an attack. But the siege of Astorga dragged on and the Spanish generals appeared unable either to take the town, or to convert the siege into a blockade and advance with the bulk of their force. Meanwhile Wellington was receiving reports that King Joseph was collecting his men with the intention of aiding Marmont, and that he had also ordered Drouet to leave Estremadura and join him. This made Wellington despondent enough to tell Hill, ‘I am apprehensive that, after all, the enemy will be too strong for me.’ But worse was to come, for on the following day he learnt that Bentinck had decided to send his expedition to the Italian mainland rather than to eastern Spain. Wellington told his brother Henry that this was ‘fatal to the campaign’, and his staff echoed his despair in letters home which denounced Bentinck's decision in violent terms. In fact, there was never much danger that Suchet would send any aid to Marmont, while Bentinck's decision was soon reversed and his expedition went ahead without appreciable loss of time.6

The troops in both armies seem to have found this lull in the campaign pleasant. William Napier, the future historian, who was commanding the 43rd Light Infantry in the Light Division at the time, evokes those midsummer days with some nostalgia:


The weather was fine, the country rich, the troops received full rations, and wine was so plentiful it was hard to keep the soldiers sober: the caves of Rueda, either natural or cut in the rock below the surface of the earth, were so immense and so well stocked, that the drunkards of two armies failed to make any sensible diminution in the quantity. Many men of both sides perished in that labyrinth, and on both sides the soldiers, entering the river to bathe, held amicable intercourse, rallying each other about the battles yet to be fought, and the camps on the banks of the Duero seemed at times to belong to one army: so difficult is it to make brave men hate each other.



However, he goes on to say: ‘The officers of the allies were anxious to receive the signal of battle, they were discontented at its being delayed, and many amongst them murmured that the French had been permitted to retreat from Christoval. Hence had Wellington been finally forced back to Portugal his reputation would have been grievously assailed by his own people’7 The first point is confirmed in the journal of Charles Boutflower, a surgeon in the Fourth Division, who describes large numbers of men from both armies bathing together in the river while the cavalry brought down their horses to be watered. But it is seldom possible to please everyone, and Major Rice of the 51st wrote home to a friend on 6 July: ‘We have been wretchedly off for this some time; scanty fare, bad biscuit, etc. The weather dreadfully hot by day and cold by night – beyond what I ever experienced. We are lying in cornfields without the smallest covering. How the men stand this severe work is to me astonishing.’8

While Wellington's confidence gradually ebbed and the soldiers bathed in the Duero, Marmont considered his position. Although Caffarelli continued to promise some support, if only a brigade of cavalry and a battery of horse artillery, there was no sign that the troops were on their way. The guerrillas and Popham were constantly harassing the Army of the North, and by the second week of July Marmont had despaired of receiving any practical help from Caffarelli. Nor were his latest despatches from King Joseph any more encouraging. In fact, Joseph and Jourdan were already collecting every man they could while still leaving a garrison in Madrid – altogether a field force of about fourteen thousand men – with the intention of marching to Marmont's aid. But the retreat behind the Duero had severed Marmont's direct line of communication with Madrid and, although Joseph sent duplicates and triplicates of his carefully coded letters, they were all intercepted by the guerrillas, and most found their way to Wellington's headquarters, where Major Scovell painstakingly deciphered them. Not for the first time, Wellington knew more of the French plans than did his immediate opponent.9

It was natural, therefore, for Marmont to conclude that he had little to gain by waiting, and there was the risk that the strategic balance might worsen. The Galician army might capture Astorga and advance to join Wellington, adding fifteen thousand men, albeit of inferior quality, to the allied forces. Or Wellington might summon Hill's eighteen thousand men from Estremadura and so gain an overwhelming, if temporary, superiority, for even if Drouet set out immediately he could not arrive until some days after Hill. This was an alarming prospect, although with hindsight we can see that it was a manoeuvre more characteristic of Napoleon than of Wellington, who was much less inclined to stake everything on a single throw of the dice.

On the other hand, Marmont was encouraged by the arrival of Bonnet's strong division, which completed his army and brought it up almost to Wellington's strength. Like most French soldiers, he was firmly convinced that a French army should be capable of defeating any opponent on reasonably equal terms. Busaco and earlier defeats had instilled a degree of respect for British troops defending a strong position, but he could not doubt the immense superiority of French troops manoeuvring and fighting in open country. Twenty years of glorious victories (the defeats in the Revolutionary Wars had been quietly forgotten) and Napoleon's prestige and propaganda had created a spirit which went far beyond pride and became arrogance. This confidence permeated the army and was, in itself, an enormous aid to victory; nor did it often blind French generals to danger or make them foolishly rash – they were too professional for that – but they did operate in a context where their subordinates (and Napoleon) expected enterprise and success. Marmont's failure to rescue the garrisons of the Salamanca forts, his fruitless manoeuvres before San Cristobal and his retreat to the Duero, had produced some discontent in the French army, and the resulting pressure, added to the fear that Wellington might be reinforced, encouraged him to take the initiative.10

Although the French controlled the bridges and most of the fords over the Duero, crossing the river in the face of the allied army was still a potentially difficult operation. Wellington had had a fortnight to survey the country and make his plans: he might already have chosen a strong position in his rear in which he could meet the French on his own terms, or he might intend to attack the French army as soon as part of it was across the river and destroy it piecemeal. Marmont devised an ingenious plan to avoid these dangers while exploiting the capacity of his troops to make rapid marches. On 10 July he began repairing the bridge at Toro, at the western end of his line and the point closest to Salamanca. Over the next few days increasing numbers of French troops shifted towards Toro, attracting Wellington's attention and arousing his concern for his communications with Salamanca. On 16 July two French divisions crossed the Duero at Toro and established themselves on the southern bank; Wellington received the news about 7 o'clock that evening and issued orders to move the army to the west where it could form across the Toro to Salamanca road.11 But that night the whole French army reversed its line of march; the divisions which had crossed at Toro withdrew and blew up the bridge behind them; the bulk of the army crossed the river more than twenty miles to the east at Tordesillas, while the rear divisions, those which had been at Toro and had the longest march, were able to take a short-cut through the fords of Polios. By nightfall on the 17th the French army was safely across the Duero and well established between Rueda and Nava-del-Rey. Wellington had been completely wrong-footed and was now in some danger, for two of his divisions (the Light and the Fourth) were still around Alaejos and Castrejon, alarmingly close to the French main force and far from support.

COMBATS OF CASTREJON AND THE GUARENA, 18 JULY 1812

On the morning of 18 July Wellington's first objective was to secure the safe withdrawal of these two divisions over some eight miles of open country to the line of the River Guarena, which ran north at right angles to the Duero at Toro, and which would form Wellington's new line. This delicate operation was made easier because the allied cavalry was much stronger than the French, and also because the French troops were weary after their long marches. Wellington brought forward the Fifth Division to Torrecilla de la Orden to cover the southern flank of the retreating troops and to give them some support as they fell back, while their more exposed northern flank would be protected by the heavy cavalry brigades of Bock and Le Marchant.

Wellington reached the divisions about 7 am to find them already skirmishing with the enemy. Sir Stapleton Cotton, the cavalry commander, had taken charge as the senior officer present and had sent out patrols before dawn, which soon discovered that the French were in force. Some skirmishing followed and both sides brought up batteries of artillery and opened fire. Napier remembered:


Now the cannonade became heavy and the spectacle surprisingly beautiful. The lighter smoke and mist curling up in fantastic pillars formed a huge and glittering dome tinged of many colours by the rising sun; and through the grosser vapour below the restless horsemen were seen or lost as the fume thickened from the rapid play of the guns, while the high bluff head of land beyond Trabancos, covered with French troops, appeared by an optical deception close at hand, dilated to the size of a mountain, and crowned with gigantic soldiers who were continually breaking off and sliding down into the fight.12



Wellington and his staff were unexpectedly caught up in this skirmishing when a party of French cavalry suddenly charged two squadrons of the 11th and 12th Light Dragoons who were guarding two guns of Ross's horse artillery – the famous Chestnut Troop. The British cavalry broke – according to Captain Tomkinson, because a staff officer gave them a wrong order – and for a little while all was confusion as generals, staff, horse artillery and cavalry alike had to draw their swords to defend themselves. Fortunately other supports were close at hand, the senior officers and staff found refuge behind some nearby infantry and the French were soon driven off. Captain Kincaid of the 95th Rifles remembered the aftermath:


I was highly interested, all this time, in observing the distinguished characters which this unlooked-for turn-up had assembled around us. Marshal Beresford and the greater part of the staff remained with their swords drawn, and the Duke himself did not look more than half-pleased, while he silently despatched some of them with orders. General Alten, and his huge German orderly dragoon, with their swords drawn, cursed, the whole time, to a very large amount; but, as it was in German, I had not the full benefit of it.13



The allied troops now began their retreat to the Guarena, with the French pressing after them and constantly trying to turn their flank. On several occasions the French were able to bring forward artillery and open fire, inflicting some casualties, while the allied stragglers, whether overcome by the heat or footsore, had to be abandoned. Yet losses were generally low, and the good discipline of the infantry and the protection afforded by the cavalry ensured that the retreat succeeded without giving the French an opening to strike a serious blow. They reached the Guarena in the early afternoon and, although accounts differ, it seems that the Fourth and Fifth Divisions halted for some time on the further bank to drink and rest. Light Division sources, however, say that the French opened fire as soon as they reached the stream, and that they could do no more than snatch a mouthful of water as they waded through, before climbing the further bank and taking cover.14

Wellington's army was now collected in quite a good, although not a formidable, position running north–south on the western bank of the Guarena – a small river at that time of the year and readily fordable in most places. His most vulnerable point appeared to be his right flank around Vallesa, where the tributary streams of the Guarena had yet to join and where a successful French advance would again threaten his communications with Salamanca. Marmont recognized this, but he could see that Wellington's troops were already well posted while his own men were badly in need of rest, so he decided to halt for the remainder of the day.

This was not the end of operations on 18 July however, for before Marmont could make his intentions known throughout the army, his northern wing under Clausel had brought on an action. The details of what followed are far from clear, with the sources being unusually patchy and inclined to contradiction. However, it seems that Clausel reached the Guarena with the 2nd and 6th Divisions opposite Wellington's extreme left, and believed that by attacking at once he could turn the allied position and secure a foothold on the western side of the Guarena. Clausel ordered the 6th Division under Brigadier Taupin (French sources all state that he, not Brennier, was in command of the division throughout the campaign) to swing a little further north, ford the river and secure a hill which dominated the position. Protecting their outer, northern flank, rode Carrié's brigade of dragoons. Meanwhile Clausel's own 2nd Division would have time to arrive and could then cross the river and support Taupin, catching any opposition between two fires.15

Carrié's dragoons, supported by a battalion of infantry and three light guns, crossed the Guarena in the face of Victor Alten's brigade of light cavalry (1st KGL Hussars and 14th Light Dragoons) which had already played an active role in guarding the flank of the allied retreat. Possibly Alten was caught by surprise with his men dispersed, for he let the French cross unopposed and form on firm ground beyond the sedgy banks of the river before he led his squadrons to attack them. Some accounts say that this attack was initially successful and that the French dragoons were broken and rallied on the supporting infantry; but other sources – including some British ones – make no such claim, and it is fairly clear that Alten's men were falling back in some disorder when the British 3rd Dragoons of Le Marchant's brigade arrived behind them. One of the officers of the 3rd wrote home a few weeks later: ‘On the 18th of July, the 3rd were ordered out in a hurry to support the 1st Hussars and 14th [Light Dragoons] who at that Time were completely clubbed and running away, until a charge from the Third turned the Tide.’ Other sources support his claim.16 Alten's men rallied behind the dragoons and the French cavalry were put to flight. Carrié himself was captured: he had been in the thick of the fight, and in the confusion and dust had lost touch with his escort – a company of the 15th Dragoons – and had found himself surrounded by German hussars; he received five wounds before surrendering.17 Alten's regiments lost 135 casualties between them (including twenty-one killed and thirteen missing), suggesting some rough handling, although these figures include casualties suffered earlier in the day. The 3rd Dragoons lost only ten casualties. There are no reliable figures for French losses, but Martinien names six officers of dragoons as well as Brigadier Carrié as having been killed or wounded on the Guarena, which suggests that they suffered about fifty rank-and-file casualties. Curto's light cavalry suffered similarly, so that the French cavalry as a whole probably lost rather more than a hundred casualties on this day.18

While the cavalry combat swayed back and forth, Taupin's division had crossed the river and was climbing the heights beyond. It seems to have been formed in three regimental columns, that is, each regiment advancing on a front of only two companies, one battalion behind the other.19 A staff officer who accompanied the division, and who wrote some unreliable memoirs many years later, was highly critical of Taupin for crowding his units together and judging the ground poorly, while the French infantry must have been tired from their long marches.20 Nor was the allied position unoccupied. Wellington had arrived on the scene and ordered General Cole, commander of the allied Fourth Division, to attack the French with two of his brigades. Cole advanced with the British 27th and 40th Regiments of W. Anson's brigade deployed in line, supported on either flank by the Portuguese 11th and 23rd Regiments of Stubbs's brigade formed in close columns. Thus his formation resembled Napoleon's favoured l'ordre mixte, though the flanking columns were perhaps more independent.21 This was a strong force of about 3,200 men (1,200 British, 2,000 Portuguese). If all Taupin's eight battalions were engaged, the French would have had about 4,200 men, but prisoners later said that only six battalions had advanced, giving them about 3,000 men.22

A surgeon with the Fourth Division describes what happened: ‘the 27th & 40th Regts. … advanced to the charge in the most undaunted manner … the French presented a firm front, till our People arrived within about twenty paces of them, when they fired a volley and flew in the utmost confusion.’ Lieutenant T. H. Browne, an officer on the staff, confirms this account and adds some interesting details:


The enemy stood & fired little. They were very firm until within fifty or sixty paces, when our fellows gave them the Bayonet with cheers, routed the column & left of the French about 80 dead & 100 prisoners besides wounded. Our men charged at too great a distance, their ranks were in confusion, & they were so breathless & exhausted when they came up with the French, that they could scarcely use the Bayonet.



As neither of these descriptions makes clear whether the British fired before they charged, it is worth quoting the letter of an officer of the Light Division on the point, even though his account must be second-hand: ‘The 4th Division allowed them to come to the top before they fired a shot. They gave them a volley & charged them down the hill, killing them as fast as they could with their bayonets & their officers were obliged to assist with their swords.’ Thus, the emphasis in all these accounts is on the charge, whatever the actual number of casualties inflicted in the melee, rather than on British musketry.23

British sources stress the role of the two British battalions, but the French officer's account mentioned above attributes the defeat to ‘Three or four battalions of Portuguese, [who] having put down their packs, rushed down the hill which they occupied, and hurled themselves on [Taupin's] division, with a rolling fire on our massed troops.’24 Not all these details may be accurate, but it does seem likely that the Portuguese took an equal share in defeating Taupin.

Many accounts mention that the allied infantry were too weary to pursue effectively, and that although Alten's cavalry joined in the chase they were unable to inflict much damage. It seems likely that the leading regiment of Clausel's own division, the 25th Léger, crossed the Guarena and covered Taupin's retreat.25 At any rate, this regiment was engaged, losing one officer killed and five wounded, which suggests about a hundred casualties in all, perhaps a few more. Taupin's regiments had lost even more heavily: Martinien lists sixteen officer casualties including four killed and two mortally wounded, suggesting total losses close to five hundred. When the casualties of the cavalry are included it seems probable that Clausel's venture across the Guarena cost the French army about eight hundred casualties, showing that this was no trifling skirmish.26

The two British battalions of Anson's brigade suffered 141 casualties, including 21 killed, although these figures would contain at least some losses on the march to the Guarena. Stubbs's losses are less clear, for all the Portuguese losses on the day are aggregated into a single line: 157 in total, including 34 killed and 27 missing; but it is reasonable to assume that the great majority of these were suffered in the fight against Taupin. In all, the allied army lost 542 casualties on 18 July, so that Wellington had not only extricated his army from a difficult position, but actually inflicted more casualties than he suffered – not that such numerical calculations have much significance.27

Marmont's elaborate plan of campaign, his deception at Toro and countermarch to Tordesillas thus brought no definite advantage. Napier goes further and strongly criticizes him for not continuing his initial advance from Toro, claiming that the French could have made good their threat to Wellington's communications and so forced Wellington to fight at a disadvantage or ignominiously to abandon Salamanca.28 But this is doubtful, and in any case ignores the reasons which lay behind Marmont's manoeuvres: his fears may not have been well founded, but they were not unreasonable. And even if the events of 18 July brought no tangible advantages to the French, Marmont's plan had not misfired. He had brought his whole army safely across the Duero in the face of a superior enemy, and he had seized the initiative, imposing his will on his opponent. Wellington had been out-foxed, and both generals knew it. For the next few days Marmont would dictate the pace and shape of events, while Wellington merely reacted and hoped for a change in fortune. Marmont's natural confidence and Wellington's habitual caution were thus both increased by the opening of the campaign.

Wellington may have expected – even hoped – that Marmont would attack him on 19 July, but the French marshal wisely continued to prefer to manoeuvre than to take the bull by the horns. He allowed his men to rest all the morning and early afternoon, and this pause permitted many stragglers to join. Then, when Wellington was ready to conclude that the whole day would be spent quietly, Marmont put his army into motion, marching south or southwest, up the Guarena and in the general direction of Salamanca, a little more than twenty miles away. Wellington matched Marmont's movement, attempting nothing venturesome but making no mistake which would give the French the opportunity of striking.

The parallel march continued on the following day and gradually the two armies grew closer as the valley of the Guarena shrank to nothing, leaving the opposing forces less than a mile apart. Many officers commented on the extraordinary and ‘beautiful’ sight of the two armies marching in close order so near each other. Any mistake – a break in the line, confusion crossing rough ground or one division marching more rapidly than the next – would have opened the way for the other side to attack, but none was made, and after some miles the two armies slightly diverged. Towards evening Wellington called a halt and camped his army around Cabezabellosa and Aldea Rubia, just in front of the position of San Cristobal where he covered all the approaches to Salamanca from the north or north-east. But Marmont pressed on for a few miles, giving his soldiers another gruelling march, halting at last around Babilafuente, with his advanced guard securing the fords of Huerta over the Tormes. This meant that he could continue to turn Wellington's southern flank and might force the allies to choose between attacking the French and abandoning Salamanca. Charles Cathcart, a well-connected, well-informed staff officer, wrote home that ‘Lord Wellington was amazingly angry when He found that the Enemy had reached the River and I believe that if there had been more daylight [he] would have attacked them then, however there was no remedy.’29

Early on 21 July Wellington occupied the San Cristobal position again, a month after he had declined the opportunity of attacking Marmont's then much weaker army. This time Marmont ignored the allied position and gradually brought his army across the Tormes at the fords of Huerta and Encinas. He also occupied Alba de Tormes a few miles further upstream where there was a bridge. The castle of Alba de Tormes had been occupied by a Spanish battalion, but this had been withdrawn by Carlos de España, the Spanish commander, who concluded, reasonably enough, that the allied army was in retreat and that if the troops were not withdrawn they would be cut off and sacrificed to no advantage. Unfortunately, he failed to inform Wellington of what he had done – one version of the story even says that, after issuing the orders, España proposed the move to Wellington who rejected it, and that España then lacked the courage to admit that the step had already been taken.30

Wellington watched while most of the French army crossed the Tormes in the distance: the armies were now too far apart for him readily to attack the French rear, and in any case Marmont kept his units in hand, with a strong guard of two divisions protecting the passage of the river. By the night of 21 July all but Sarrut's division were on the southern side of the Tormes, and the outposts were holding the village of Calvarrasa de Abajo. Again Wellington conformed to these movements, bringing the bulk of his army across the river at the fords of Cabrerizos and Santa Marta, while leaving the Third Division and D'Urban's cavalry in the San Cristobal position in case Sarrut tried to threaten Salamanca from the north bank.

That night there was a fierce thunderstorm which figures prominently in most memoirs of the campaign. Private John Green of the 68th Foot in the Seventh Division gives a vivid account of what it was like for the soldiers:


[We] encamped about eight o'clock at night. We had not, however, been long at rest, before a most alarming storm came on: the thunder in awful claps echoed through the wood; the flashes of lightning were vivid, and quick in succession; the rain fell in torrents, and, what added to our distress, was, we were exposed to the open air, not having a tent or any thing else to cover us. Several of the cavalry horses broke from their stakes, and caused great confusion in the different regiments of cavalry. The suspense we had been in during the last few days, being in expectation of an engagement every hour, made our situation extremely uncomfortable; indeed at this period the enemy was within two miles of our advanced guard. Notwithstanding the great rains which had fallen during the night, I contrived to keep myself dry, by getting directly under the arm of a large tree, and creeping under the blanket of an old comrade, who is now fixed in business in this country. It was astonishing to see the cheerfulness of the men: I have known them tell tales, sing songs, and crack their jokes, in the midst of danger, and when it was uncertain whether they would live to see another day over. About midnight the storm ceased, the morning was beautiful, the sun rose without a cloud, and everything had a most enchanting appearance.31



Other sources agree that the general mood of the allied army that night was less despondent than might have been expected. The retreat from the Duero and the prospect of abandoning Salamanca irritated the army rather than shaking its self-confidence, as Kincaid makes clear with characteristic jauntiness:


There assuredly never was an army so anxious as ours was to be brought into action on this occasion. They were a magnificent body of well-tried soldiers, highly equipped, and in the highest health and spirits, with the most devoted confidence in their leader, and an invincible confidence in themselves. The retreat of the four preceding days had annoyed us beyond measure, for we believed that we were nearly equal to the enemy in point of numbers; and the idea of our retiring before an equal number of any troops in the world was not to be endured with common patience.32



Their patience was not to be tried for much longer.

Commentary

The reasons for Wellington's decision not to attack Marmont on 20 and 21 June are discussed further in chapter two (pp. 37–9 below), but some additional evidence can be given here of the dissatisfaction which it caused in the army. Edward Pakenham wrote to Sir George Murray on 24 August:


Marmont you know advanced a day or two after, and committed his people desperately by running slap up against our position, which covered the Town & fords (in a Wild [?] unconnected way) & where he remained for two days playing the Bully. Had it not been for a certain Marshal [i.e. Beresford] (whose nerves latterly have been worse than ever) Marmont would have been lost the first night of his approach, but I believe everything has ended for the best.33



And years later a corporal in the First Division recalled:


We expected nothing else but to make an immediate attack upon the whole of the enemy's line. We had a great advantage of the French by our position. … I thought we might have given them a complete drubbing here; and everyone thought the same, from Graham down to the private soldier. … Graham was mad to get at them: it was said he went home in two days afterwards, because Wellington would not let him engage.34



This gives some plausibility to the statement in a relatively early secondary source that Wellington's decision ‘was publicly understood by the army [to be] against the opinion of Graham, Picton, Leith, Cotton and Pakenham; all of whom were urgent for an immediate attack.’35 Even if this statement is not accepted at face value, it probably reflects the feeling in the army at the time; not that Wellington was ever much influenced by the opinions of his subordinates.

There are many first-hand accounts of the manoeuvring and fighting on 18 July: far more than could be quoted or discussed in the main narrative. Captain Tomkinson of the 16th Light Dragoons gives the most detailed and interesting account of the first part of the day in his diary. He had been sent out on a predawn patrol with six men to discover if the French had really crossed the Duero in force: if not, Cotton had hopes of driving them back to the river. Not surprisingly, he scarcely got beyond the allied outposts before running into strong French forces and was glad to find refuge with the 11th Light Dragoons, who in turn retired on the rest of the brigade. Tomkinson admits that ‘We were a good deal pressed, and once obliged to turn round and charge.’ The French then brought up some guns and began to bombard the allied cavalry. At first the allied horse artillery were able to respond to this effectively, but more French guns arrived, ‘which obliged our guns to retire’. The French then concentrated their fire on the allied cavalry, and with some effect, as Tomkinson admits:


their fire against my troop … before I could move off killed Corporal Hardiman and Dragoon Stone (the shot, round shot, hit him on the belly, and sent pieces of his inside all over the troop – a piece on Lieutenant Lloyd's shoulder, the first time he ever was in action – he lived an hour), wounding four others and five horses. It was the sharpest cannonade, for the time, we were, or I, was ever exposed to, and almost impossible to get the men away in complete order.36



Frederick Ponsonby, commanding the 12th Light Dragoons in the same brigade, is more prosaic, but admits that there were ‘two hours' sharp cannonading and skirmishing. I lost 16 men and 17 horses.’ The official return shows that the 12th lost slightly more than this: five men killed, one officer and twelve men wounded and another man missing, or nineteen casualties in all; the 16th Light Dragoons suffered fifteen casualties, and the 11th sixteen.37

Kincaid and Tomkinson give the best accounts of the incident in which Wellington and the allied staff were briefly caught up with the French cavalry, but several other sources also mention it. Colonel Campbell, the Headquarters Commandant, wrote home that ‘The Enemy's Cavalry showed a great deal of dash, they gave Ld. Wellington and the Hd. Quarters Staff a long Gallop when Reconnoitring this Morning.’ George Hennell of the 43rd says that, afterwards, ‘All our officers were in a perfect rage’, which confirms one aspect of Kincaid's story. T. H. Browne is more explicit: ‘two or three of our Squadrons, 11th & 12th did not behave well. They were close to Ld. Wellington & would have lost the two guns attached to them but for the bravery of the Horse Artillery. Marshal Beresford was nearly taken in endeavouring to rally them.’38 It is interesting that a staff officer readily puts the blame for the incident on the troops, while Tomkinson, a regimental officer, blames the interference of some of Beresford's staff. If Tomkinson was less reliable, one might think he was seeking to divert blame from his own regiment, but his Diary is one of the most highly regarded of all Peninsular sources. It is disappointing that there is no mention of the episode in the generally excellent – and entertaining – letters of William Warre, an officer on Beresford's staff.

The retreat to the Guarena is well described by George Simmons of the 95th Rifles:


The whole British army were in full retreat, the country all round was one vast plain, and the soldiers were moving across it in column of companies at quarter distance ready by regiments to form square if the enemy's cavalry should charge; the march was taken up literally as coolly as if it had been a field day, taking distant points to march upon, and avoiding the villages in order not to lose time passing through them. Upon our right as we then faced, and frequently not more than five hundred yards distant from us, was a dense mass of Frenchmen moving in the same order, horse, foot and artillery.39



Major John Burgoyne gives a similar account of the march of the Fourth Division in his journal, but still it was a retreat under pressure, and Charles Boutflower admits that ‘The enemy pressed us in a manner, and with a spirit, we were never before accustomed to.’40

It is not entirely clear whether or not the Guarena was generally fordable. British accounts make little of its passage, save as an opportunity to quench their thirst, and there is no suggestion that units were delayed while others defiled through narrow fords. On the other hand, Lieutenant-Colonel Castel, Clausel's ADC, describes searching for a ford for Taupin's infantry and Carrié's cavalry to cross. Castel's account is generally very interesting but unreliable: for example, he has Marmont take command of the army in the spring of 1812 rather than the middle of 1811, and believes that the battle of Salamanca was fought on 23 not 22 July, even describing fictitious manoeuvres to fill in the extra day. Still, if he describes searching for a ford he probably did so, and the explanation may be that the French were trying to cross the river downstream of the allied crossings; alternatively, the allies had time to find and mark the fords before their troops arrived at the river.41

Napier strongly criticizes Victor Alten's conduct in the face of Carrié's advance, blaming him for not charging the French as soon as they reached the allied bank of the river, and then attacking ‘feebly with successive squadrons instead of regiments’. Historians of the King's German Legion have defended Alten's conduct and claim that the light cavalry were initially successful against the dragoons, but fell back to rally when confronted with French infantry.42 There is probably some truth in this – Burgoyne describes how the 14th Light Dragoons had some initial success then got into difficulties – but the letters of William Bragge and the journal of T. H. Browne provide compelling evidence that the light cavalry were thoroughly discomfited when the 3rd Dragoons advanced to support them.43

Wellington's dispatch makes it clear that the cavalry were already engaged when he arrived on the scene, and that he then ordered Cole to attack the French infantry. This sequence is supported by Burgoyne, and there is little doubt that Browne is mistaken in reversing the order of events.44

The best descriptions of the defeat of Taupin's division are quoted in the main narrative, but a few others may be added here. Charles Cathcart told Graham that the French ‘came up in very gallant style and stood the charge of the 40th Regt. until they came within about five yards of them when they were completely Routed and 200 Prisoners taken.’ Colin Campbell told Colonel Torrens that ‘Genl. Cole immediately advanced upon them and charged them with the Bayonet, put them to the rout and took upwards of 200 Prisoners, but his men were so much exhausted that they could not follow them far.’ While Edward Pakenham wrote that on the 18th ‘Cole acted with particular conduct and coolness.’ The only odd note comes from George Hennell – the Light Division officer quoted in the narrative – who says that the French advanced in close column and then deployed. This suggests that Cole's attack caught the French as they attempted to form line from column, but none of the other allied accounts confirms this, Hennell was probably not a witness and Castel's account, while difficult to follow, tends to contradict it.45

The allied casualty figures are based on the original return in the Public Record Office and are given in full in Appendix I. The figures given in Oman (Appendix XII, p. 607) are completely accurate except for those for Anson's brigade of light cavalry, where they are understated by a total of seventeen casualties. The correct total of 542 casualties is given in the brief casualty return in Wellington's Dispatches, while Tomkinson gives a detailed return which would be accurate if it were not for two obvious misprints. It is possible that the official figures slightly understate the Portuguese losses, most probably by not counting some lightly wounded officers and men. Almost 22 per cent of listed Portuguese casualties were killed, which is an unusually high figure, and contrasts with only 16 per cent of British casualties being killed. This question is further discussed in Appendix II.46

The calculations which lie behind estimates of French losses are explained in Appendix III. Briefly, we have two sources: Martinien's list of French officer casualties, which names individual officers killed or wounded on 18 July and which may be relied upon as accurate, if not absolutely complete; and the official French return of casualties suffered in the campaign as a whole, which significantly understates the true figure, probably by leaving out the lightly wounded who had returned to the ranks by the time that the return was drawn up. By comparing the two, we can make a rough estimate of the losses of each unit on 18 July. For example, if a cavalry regiment had ten officers and one hundred men killed or wounded in the campaign, and Martinien lists three of the officers as being wounded on the 18th and the remaining seven on the 22nd, it is reasonable to suppose than about thirty men were casualties on the 18th. Clearly this is only a rough guide, and there would be occasions when this assumption would be incorrect, but these oddities would tend to cancel each other out.

The combat of 18 July provides an interesting test of the various secondary accounts of the campaign. Napier is remarkably good for so early an account, and gains added interest from including his own impressions as a participant, but he greatly understates the scale of the infantry fighting between Cole and Taupin. Oman is excellent: full, detailed, lively and almost always convincing. Here, as with the battle of the 22nd, he provides by far the most reliable account of each stage of the fighting. Fortescue, however, is disappointing, particularly on the infantry fighting, where he states that only a single French battalion was engaged, despite the clear evidence in Martinien's lists that four French regiments lost quite heavily. Young and Lawford give a popular narrative composed largely of long quotations from Kincaid and Leith Hay; but Jean Sarramon's French account is excellent, mainly following Oman, but adding some fresh details, although it lacks some of the richness which Oman provides.47


Chapter Two

Armies and Generals

The two armies camped by the Tormes on the night of 21 July 1812 were almost equal in strength. The allied force was somewhat larger: 51,937 officers and men according to a return of 15 July, adjusted to include some reinforcements which arrived before the battle. But from this total about 1,200 men should be deducted for casualties suffered on the 18th, and men who had fallen out during the long hot marches since the army left the Duero. This gives a nominal strength of about 50,700 men, although the actual fighting strength would have been considerably less, for the return includes some non-combatants such as bandsmen and farriers, while every army contained a certain number of men whose courage failed them and who found their way to the rear whenever serious fighting appeared imminent. It is impossible to quantify this problem even roughly; but good discipline and good morale – and Wellington's army had both – kept it to a minimum.1

The French army was a little weaker, with a nominal strength of just under 47,000 men on the morning of the 22nd. Again the last reliable figures date back to 15 July, and so include men who fell out on Marmont's long marches, or who were wounded or killed in the fighting on the Guarena. The return gives the following totals:

French Army, 15 July 1812




	Infantry
	41,525
	or 84 per cent of the army



	Cavalry
	3,379
	or 7 per cent of the army



	Artillery
	3,437
	or 7 per cent of the army



	Miscellaneous
	1,306
	or 3 per cent of the army



	
	49,647
	





About half the ‘miscellaneous’ were non-combatants, but this is taken into account in estimating the fighting strength of the army. The equivalent figures for Wellington's force are (including the Spanish division):

Allied Army, 15 July 1812




	Infantry
	45,406
	or 87 per cent of the army



	Cavalry
	4,985
	or 10 per cent of the army



	Artillery
	1,300
	or 2.5 per cent of the army



	Miscellaneous
	246
	or 0.5 per cent of the army



	
	51,937
	





Infantry thus dominated both armies to a much greater extent than in Napoleon's battles in central Europe, where cavalry usually formed about 15 per cent of the armies, but conditions in the Peninsula were particularly harsh on horses. Marmont had seventy–eight guns compared to Wellington's sixty-two (including a Spanish battery). However, the French guns were a surprisingly mixed collection: only seven of the famous 12-pounders, twenty-one 8-pounders (equivalent to British 9-pounders), thirty-six old 4-pounders (a mixture of French and Spanish pieces), a single 3-pounder and thirteen howitzers. In other words there was only one battery of 12-pounders, and three of 8-pounders; the rest of Marmont's guns were light pieces normally reserved for horse artillery. Larmartinière's return of losses surprisingly suggests that guns of different calibres were mixed together in the same battery (see below, Chapter 11, p. 211). Wellington's guns were less unexpected: fifteen 9-pounders, thirty 6-pounders, nine 5½-inch howitzers (one per battery), six 24-pounder howitzers, and two 4-pounders with the Spanish cavalry.2 Three 18-pounder siege guns were sent to the rear.3 The French batteries generally contained eight guns; the allies' six. By the standards of Napoleon's battles, where there were often three, four or even more guns per thousand troops in the army, both forces at Salamanca were noticeably under-strength in their artillery.

If Marmont's artillery were clearly superior, this was more than offset by the strength of the allied cavalry. This difference was even greater than the simple numbers suggest, for Wellington's cavalry were in fine condition and included five regiments of heavy dragoons, whose primary purpose was to deliver powerful charges in battle: their value was to be clearly demonstrated over the next two days. By contrast the French cavalry were a mixture of dragoons and light cavalry – general-purpose horsemen capable of good service in battle if a favourable opportunity arose, but usually lacking the weight and esprit de corps to create opportunities for themselves.

It was most unusual in the Peninsula for the French not to have a distinct advantage in cavalry, and they were accustomed to their horsemen converting a Spanish defeat into a rout or ensuring success if the day was doubtful. This weakness caused them great anxiety – it is often emphasized in French memoirs. Marmont had done what he could to solve the problem, by appealing to Caffarelli and King Joseph, by raiding a convoy of reinforcements intended for Soult and by commandeering several hundred horses owned by infantry officers over and above the number officially allowed. He paid compensation for these, but even so this move was extremely unpopular. The horses were used to mount hundreds of chasseurs and dragoons who were otherwise standing idle in nearby depots, but their effectiveness must be doubted: not only were horse and rider strangers, the horses themselves were untrained in cavalry movements, or in acting with other horses. Marmont's cavalry was thus far weaker than it appears, and the boldness of his campaign was commensurately greater.

The difference in quality between the infantry of the two armies is much less marked. Marmont's was a homogeneous national force, without any significant foreign element, while the allies were much more mixed: not only were there British, Portuguese and Spanish components, but the ‘British’ element included the German regiments of the King's German Legion, generally good troops, and two regiments of assorted foreigners, the Brunswick Oels and the Chasseurs Britanniques, who were less reliable. Genuinely British troops thus amounted to marginally less than half the army, while there were more Germans than Spaniards at the battle. On the other hand, if we exclude the relatively small Spanish force (3,360 all ranks), which did not play an important role in the battle, the rest of the army had seen considerable service under Wellington and had built up a tradition of success. British officers differed in their opinion of the Portuguese, who comprised one-third of the army. One stated in his memoirs that they lacked ‘that esprit necessary to encounter even the French riflemen’, while only the British veterans were able ‘to withstand a regular attack from a French column’; but another wrote home shortly after the battle that the ‘action was fought chiefly by the Portuguese and they behaved in a manner which could not be excelled’.4 The truth lies between these two extremes, but rather closer to the latter than the former. In the battle the Portuguese proved to be good troops, and only gave way in circumstances where British troops might also have been broken. In general they were almost, but not quite, as reliable as the British, and took their fair share of the fighting. Indeed, they actually lost proportionally more casualties than the British.

Allied Army, 15 July 1812




	British
	30,578
	all ranks, or 59 per cent of the army



	Portuguese
	17,999
	all ranks, or 35 per cent of the army



	Spanish
	3,360
	all ranks, or 6 per cent of the army



	
	51,937
	all ranks





(Of the 30,578 ‘British’, 5,651 or 18 per cent were in the KGL or other foreign regiments.)

In the summer of 1812 French armies still had immense prestige and confidence in themselves. The soldiers may have hated the war in Spain, but they had a proud tradition to maintain and Napoleon's victories, propaganda and fame gave them good reason to believe that they were the best troops in the world. Nonetheless the glorious days of Austerlitz, Jena and Friedland were now a distant memory, and years of hard campaigning had blunted the sharpness of the troops and eroded their spirit. They were still good soldiers, far better than most of the motley horde Napoleon was leading into Russia; still capable of enthusiastic attack, tenacious resistance and a surprising level of tactical flexibility. On the other side, Wellington's Anglo-Portuguese infantry had established its reputation largely by defending strong positions, and its ability to manoeuvre and attack on a large scale was untested. With hindsight it seems fair to say that the Anglo-Portuguese infantry had a clear advantage over their French counterparts in battle, although not necessarily on campaign or in adversity. However, this difference in quality was not overwhelming, nothing like the enormous gap which was so apparent in the following year; nor was it at all obvious on the eve of the battle.

Marmont's army was organized into eight divisions of infantry and two of cavalry. Each of the infantry divisions was divided into a neat hierarchy of brigades, regiments and battalions: two brigades to each division, usually two regiments to each brigade (though a few had only one), and two or three battalions to each regiment. In all there were 29 regiments and 73 battalions of infantry, each of the battalions having an average strength of 568 officers and men. The strongest divisions were Clause's (6,562 all ranks on 15 July) and Bonnet's (6,521 all ranks); the weakest were Thomières's (4,543 all ranks) and Taupin's (4,558 all ranks). These totals include the artillery that formed a part of each division, usually amounting to about two hundred men.

The bulk of Marmont's force consisted of the remains of the army which Masséna had led into Portugal in 1810. A few of Masséna's units had been sent home: two weak foreign regiments, the Légion du Midi and the Hanoverian Legion; one good regiment of French infantry (32nd Léger); and seven weak 4th battalions, whose men had been drafted into other regiments and the cadres returned to the depot.5 However, Masséna's losses had been so great that two complete divisions had to be added to make the French roughly equal to Wellington's force. These were Thomières's division, which arrived from Italy in the second half of 1811 under General Souham, and Bonnet's division, which had been in Biscay and Asturias since 1808. The regiments of Thomières's division were old units with good reputations. They had served in the war of 1809 against Austria, including at Wagram, and had then had time to recruit their strength before being sent to Spain.6 They should have been among the best units in Marmont's army. Bonnet's regiments had a less distinguished pedigree, for their origins lay in the provisional regiments and supplementary legions which made up Bessières's corps in 1808; but four years of active if desultory service in trying conditions seems to have bonded the men together and made them eager to perform well in this, their first large battle.7

Most of Marmont's men were veteran soldiers, but they were not the victors of Austerlitz. Of his twenty-nine regiments of infantry, only two had been present at Napoleon's greatest victory (17th Léger in Taupin's division, and 36th Ligne in Sarrut's division), although another two had contributed battalions d'élite to Oudinot's grenadiers (2nd and 31st Léger, Sarrut's and Ferey's divisions). Nine further regiments had been part of the Grande Armée of 1805 but not present at Austerlitz (4th, 6th and 25th Léger and 27th, 39th, 50th, 59th, 69th and 76th Ligne: all of Foy's and Clausel's divisions, and 4th Léger in Sarrut's). The regiments comprising the two divisions under Foy and Clausel had been together since the projected invasion of England and the formation of the Grande Armée. They had been part of the 6th Corps, had benefited from Ney's careful training and had shared mixed fortunes in many campaigns since then. Their long and surprisingly stable association must have encouraged a degree of confidence and esprit de corps extending beyond the regiment to these higher formations.

Remarkably, seven of Marmont's regiments appear never to have faced the British in action before the campaign began, while another four, including three which had taken part in the invasion of Portugal, had not been closely engaged with them. In other words, one-third of the army had little experience of being beaten by the British and so should not have been intimidated at facing them; while even the remaining regiments could, with some justice, feel that they were not to blame for the defeats at Busaco and Fuentes de Oñoro. The seven regiments which had not encountered the British were 22nd Ligne in Taupin's division, which went through the invasion of Portugal losing one-third of its strength to deprivation and disease without being seriously engaged; the three regiments of Thomières's division, 1st, 62nd and 101st Ligne; and three of the four in Bonnet's division, 118th, 119th, and 120th Ligne. The four with little prior contact with the British were 25th Léger and 59th Ligne in Clausel's division, the 65th Ligne in Taupin's division (all veterans of Masséna's invasion of Portugal) and the 122nd Ligne in Bonnet's division which had been in reserve at Coruña but had not fired a shot.8

French Army at Salamanca




	1st Division (Foy)
	



	  6th Léger, 39th, 69th and 76th Ligne (8 btns)
	5,147 all ranks



	2nd Division (Clausel)
	



	  25th Léger, 27th, 50th, and 59th Ligne (10 btns)
	6,562 all ranks



	3rd Division (Ferey)
	



	  31st Léger, 26th, 47th and 70th Ligne (9 btns)
	5,689 all ranks



	4th Division (Sarrut)
	



	  2nd and 4th Léger, 36th Ligne (9 btns)
	5,002 all ranks



	5th Division (Maucune)
	



	  15th, 66th, 82nd and 86th Ligne (9 btns)
	5,244 all ranks



	6th Division (Taupin vice Brennier)
	



	  17th Léger, 22nd and 65th Ligne (8 btns)
	4,558 all ranks



	7th Division (Thomières)
	



	  1st, 62nd and 101st Ligne (8 btns)
	4,543 all ranks



	8th Division (Bonnet)
	



	  118th, 119th, 120th and 122nd Ligne (12 btns)
	6,521 all ranks



	Light Cavalry Division (Curto)
	



	  3rd Hussars, 13th, 14th, 22nd, 26th and 28th
	



	  Chasseurs and 1 Escadron de Marche (17 sqdns)
	1,879 all ranks



	Heavy Cavalry Division (Boyer)
	



	  6th, 11th, 15th and 25th Dragoons (8 sqdns)
	1,696 all ranks



	Artillery Reserve etc
	1,500 all ranks



	Miscellaneous
	1,306 all ranks



	
	Total 49,647 all ranks





(A more detailed order of battle is given in Appendix III.)

Wellington's army had slowly grown since his return to the Peninsula in 1809. Its origins lay in a number of less good regiments which Moore had left in Portugal when he advanced into Spain. These had been heavily reinforced in the spring of 1809, giving Wellington the army of twenty thousand British troops which he had led to Talavera. A few units from that army had suffered so much in action or from the rigours of the campaign and disease that they had been withdrawn, but most remained. In the meantime Beresford had been busy reorganizing and re-training the Portuguese army with the assistance of a number of British officers. Early in 1810 Wellington reorganized his forces into five divisions, which had grown to nine by the spring of 1811: numbered one to seven, plus the famous Light Division and a Portuguese division. Of these, the Second and the Portuguese divisions were serving under Hill in Estremadura at the time of Salamanca.

Most of these divisions consisted of two British brigades (each typically of three or occasionally four battalions) and one Portuguese brigade (two line regiments, each of two battalions, plus one battalion of caçadores or light infantry). Thus, a division might have six British and five Portuguese battalions, although on average British battalions were stronger than the Portuguese (572 all ranks compared to 471). However, there was considerable variation on this basic pattern. The First Division had no Portuguese, but three ‘British’ brigades – a brigade of Guards, a brigade of the line, and a brigade of the King's German Legion – while the Light Division contained only two battalions of caçadores, one attached to each of its two, numerically weak, brigades. Each division had its own force of light infantry, usually consisting of the caçador battalion from the Portuguese brigade, plus two or three companies of specialist light infantry from the 5/60th or Brunswick Oels battalions, which were scattered through the army for this purpose, and the light companies from the line battalions. In addition to these seven Anglo-Portuguese divisions, Wellington had two independent Portuguese brigades at Salamanca under Pack and Bradford (each having two line regiments and a battalion of caçadores) and Carlos de España's weak Spanish division.

There were also six brigades of cavalry: four British and one Portuguese, under the overall command of Stapleton Cotton, and Julián Sánchez's Spanish lancers. There were two brigades of heavy dragoons: Le Marchant's brigade of three regiments, more than a thousand men and the most powerful single force of cavalry in either army, although puny compared to the divisions of cuirassiers and whole corps of cavalry which Murat was accustomed to command; and two regiments of the Heavy Dragoons of the King's German Legion under Bock. There were two brigades of British light cavalry under G. Anson and V, Alten, and a weak brigade of Portuguese dragoons under D'Urban – they were not nearly as dependable as the Portuguese infantry, and although they performed well on 22 July, they were put to flight a few weeks later at Majadahonda.

Finally, there were ten batteries of artillery, eight British (including one King's German Legion), one Portuguese and one Spanish. Three of the British batteries were horse artillery attached to the cavalry, the Light Division and the Seventh Division. Five were foot artillery, attached to each of the other divisions, while the Portuguese battery of 24-pounder howitzers was held in reserve, and the Spanish battery was attached to España's division. Each of the batteries contained six guns (or rather, five guns and a 5 ½ inch howitzer); three of the foot batteries had 9-pounders (those attached to the First, Third and Fourth Divisions); the remainder, 6-pounders. Sánchez's lancers had two 4-pounders.9

Allied Army at Salamanca Infantry:




	First Division (H, Campbell)
	
	



	  two British and one KGL brigades (9 btns)
	
	6,428 all ranks



	Third Division (Pakenham vice Picton)
	
	



	  two British brigades (7 btns)
	3,678
	



	  one Portuguese brigade (5 btns)
	2,197 (12 btns)
	5,875 all ranks



	Fourth Division (Cole)
	
	



	  two British brigades (5 btns)
	2,674
	



	  one Portuguese brigade (5 btns)
	2,544 (10 btns)
	5,218 all ranks



	Fifth Division (Leith)
	
	



	  two British brigades (8 btns)
	4,405
	



	  one Portuguese brigade (5 btns)
	2,305 (13 btns)
	6,710 all ranks



	Sixth Division (Clinton)
	
	



	  two British brigades (6 btns)
	2,920
	



	  one Portuguese brigade (5 btns)
	2,631 (11 btns)
	5,551 all ranks



	Seventh Division (Hope)
	
	



	  two British brigades (6 btns)
	3,017
	



	  one Portuguese brigade (5 btns)
	2,158 (11 btns)
	5,175 all ranks



	Light Division (Charles Alten)
	
	



	  two Anglo-Portuguese brigades (approx 6 btns)10
	
	3,538 all ranks



	Pack's independent Portuguese brigade (5 btns)
	
	2,607 all ranks



	Bradford's independent Portuguese brigade (5 btns)
	
	1,894 all ranks



	Spanish Division (Carlos de España) approx.
	
	2,410 all ranks



	Total Infantry
	
	45,406 all ranks





Cavalry:




	Le Marchant's brigade
	



	  (3rd and 4th Dragoons, 5th Dragoon Guards)
	1,032 all ranks



	Bock's brigade
	



	  (1st and 2nd KGL Heavy Dragoons)
	771 all ranks



	G. Anson's brigade
	



	  (11th, 12th and 16th Light Dragoons)
	1,004 all ranks



	V. Alten's brigade
	



	  (1st KGL Hussars and 14th Light Dragoons)
	746 all ranks



	D'Urban's Portuguese Dragoons
	



	  (1st and 11th Portuguese Dragoons)
	482 all ranks



	Julián Sánchez's Spanish Lancers
	



	  (1st and 2nd Lanceros de Castilla and two 4-pounders)
	950 all ranks



	
	Total Cavalry 4,985 all ranks



	Artillery
	1,300 all ranks



	Miscellaneous
	246 all ranks



	TOTAL
	51,937 all ranks





(A more detailed order of battle is given in Appendix II.)

The Fifth Division was the strongest in the allied army, largely because it was joined by the 1st battalion, 38th Foot on the day before the battle, increasing its strength by eight hundred officers and men. This was the second strong regiment Wellington had received since the campaign began (the other was the 1/5th in the Third Division: 902 all ranks), together with a steady trickle of drafts and convalescents.11 So there were some inexperienced British troops in Wellington's army, but the great majority had seen a good deal of campaigning in the Peninsula and were acclimatized. The amount of fighting they had experienced varied more widely: the First Division had been heavily engaged at Fuentes de Oñoro in May 1811, while in 1809 – as Sherbrooke's division – it had borne the brunt of the great French attack in the centre at Talavera, and had very nearly been broken. The Third, under Picton's fiery leadership, had seen action at Busaco, El Bodon and, more recently, at the storming of both Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz. The Fourth and Fifth were also fighting divisions: both had taken part in the storm of Badajoz; the Fourth had fought gallantly at Albuera, while the Fifth claimed much credit for its role at Busaco – a claim which was much resented by the officers of the Third. The Sixth Division had seen less combat until it undertook the siege of the Salamanca forts; it was probably a little raw, even though some of its regiments had been in the Peninsula for years. The Seventh Division contained a high proportion of foreign units: the two light battalions of the King's German Legion were good troops, but the Brunswick Oels and Chasseurs Britanniques were much less impressive. There were only two British regiments (the 51st and 68th) in the division, and both of these were very weak (307 and 338 all ranks respectively). The division had been much exposed at Fuentes de Oñoro and had successfully made a difficult retreat. It had also engaged creditably in the skirmishing at Morisco in front of San Cristobal in June, but it was still the least cohesive of all the Anglo-Portuguese divisions. Finally, there was the Light Division, whose numerous memoirists and authors – including most famously William Napier himself – never tired of extolling its virtues. But it was truly an elite force, excelling not only in the expected duties of light troops, such as skirmishing and managing the outposts of the army, but also in close fighting and manoeuvring in battle, and in taking a leading part in the bloody assaults on Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz.12

The Portuguese troops had generally seen less service than the British: they had defended their positions well at Busaco, and the brigade attached to the Fourth Division had successfully advanced in line in the face of strong French cavalry at Albuera – a severe test of their discipline.13 But in general they, and to a lesser extent the army as a whole, had yet to prove their ability to manoeuvre and attack in good order in an open field.



The commander of the French army was Auguste Frédéric Louis Viesse de Marmont, Duke of Ragusa, the youngest of all Napoleon's marshals. He was born on 20 July 1774, the son of minor nobility, and was always destined for the army. He was a man of lively intelligence and great organizational abilities; a fine administrator with a curiosity that extended far beyond purely military matters. He had been trained in the Artillery School at Châlons, and met his destiny at the siege of Toulon where he greatly impressed the young General Bonaparte and became one of his closest aides. Bonaparte's patronage gave him accelerated promotion and extraordinary opportunities, but also much heartache. Marmont was not a modest man; well aware of his abilities, perhaps even exaggerating them, he was ambitious and greatly resented any slight. When Napoleon created the marshalate in 1804, eighteen generals were given the honour. They included such distinguished veterans as General Kellermann (born 1735), who had commanded the army at Valmy, and each of the corps commanders of the army camped on the Channel coast except one: the thirty-year-old Marmont. He had never commanded an army in action, but he had distinguished himself at Lodi and at Marengo, he had accompanied Napoleon to Egypt and – a rarer honour – accompanied him on his return; he had proved his loyalty and usefulness in the preparation of the coup d'état of Brumaire; and had efficiently reorganized the whole French artillery. Considering some of the other names on the list, he felt he had good reason to be disgruntled, especially as he alone among the corps commanders was singled out as unworthy of the honour. But the list was already over-long, and included too many men whose abilities were not yet widely known and who were closely connected with Napoleon: Marmont was apparently too young, and too obviously Napoleon's protégé.

Marmont's corps did not play a central part in the campaign of 1805, and he was not at Austerlitz. In 1806 he was sent to occupy Dalmatia, which had been ceded by Austria. Here he had considerable independence and enjoyed organizing the civil government, building roads and subduing bandits, achievements which were recognized when he was made Duke of Ragusa in 1808; but he was out of sight and Napoleon was winning great victories at Jena and Friedland. Marmont played a useful role in the war of 1809 against Austria, and after Wagram Napoleon made him a marshal at last, only to rob the reward of much of its sweetness by saying that it was granted for friendship, not ability. Marmont then returned to the Adriatic coast for another two years, governing the newly ceded Illyrian Provinces.14

In 1811 Napoleon sent Marmont to Spain, where he joined the Army of Portugal two days after its defeat at Fuentes de Oñoro. The task facing him was immense: Masséna's army had not merely been defeated in battle, but starved and demoralized; its senior officers had feuded incessantly, and Masséna's leadership had not been inspiring. Marmont was the perfect new broom: he was young and enthusiastic, and this was his first command of an independent army. He abolished the corps and organized the army into independent divisions, removing one layer of authority between himself and the troops, and sent home several discontented senior generals who resented his being placed over them. He showed a practical concern for feeding his troops and reviving their spirits, and was rewarded with a surprisingly rapid revitalization of the army. As Wellington discovered repeatedly, French soldiers were extraordinarily tough and resilient; they seldom remained beaten for long.

Marmont soon proved his ability in command of the army: his rapid march to aid Soult in June 1811 forced Wellington to lift the siege of Badajoz, while a few months later he not only broke the allied blockade of Ciudad Rodrigo, but caught Wellington in some disarray at El Bodon. Nor was he greatly to blame for the fall of Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz in 1812, for his hands were tied by Napoleon's orders, and Wellington's preparations left little room for accident. More recently he had shown great skill and boldness in his advance from the Duero: he had outmanoeuvred Wellington and gained the moral ascendancy. But this proved his undoing: he grew overconfident and, after five days of intense concentration, he relaxed a little too soon.

Assessments of Marmont vary and can be coloured by his betrayal of Napoleon in 1814. Given this, Napier's conclusion is surprisingly generous: ‘Marmont was a man to be feared. Quick of apprehension, courageous and scientific, he had experience in war, moved troops with great facility, was strong of body, in the flower of life, eager for glory and although neither a great nor a fortunate commander such a one as might bear the test of fire’.15 This is judging from events, and if it were not for the publication in 1900 of the diary of General Foy, commander of the 1st Division in the French army, we would have little reason to question Napier's opinion. Marmont speaks well of Foy in his memoirs; there was no quarrel between them. Indeed, Foy had been Marmont's chief of staff in 1805, which may account for the familiar, even patronizing, tone of his comments, for the diary appears genuinely to have been written at the time and therefore not influenced by the drama of 1814. It is thus the best source we have, although it must be remembered that it is only a single source, representing an individual's view, and even Wellington might appear in an unexpected light if viewed primarily through the eyes of Henry Clinton or Stapleton Cotton. Foy describes Marmont as ‘irresolution itself’:


Ardent and enterprising when remote from danger he is frozen and apathetic when in its presence. In discussion he will not face up to difficulties, always seeking to by-pass them. … He is a good man, worthy and respectable, but he and others have entirely deceived themselves over the nature of his talent. He was not born to command an army. His face expresses too clearly the hesitation of his mind and the anxiety of his soul; the whole army knows his secret. He takes advice too often, too publicly, and from too many people. … Boinod, the Inspecteur en Chef aux Revues, said to me in 1806, ‘General Marmont is like Mont Cenis, in good times his head is clear and sunny; in times of storm it is covered in clouds.’16



In a note written later Foy criticizes Marmont's account of the battle, and in particular his failure to give Clausel more credit:


He does not recall his own lack of ability, his indecision, his agonizing; while his pride and idea of himself makes him regard his friends and generals of division as being in a different class from himself whose petty interests should be sacrificed to his personal vanity. He thinks he has rewarded Clausel sufficiently by referring vaguely in his report to his bravery and constant exposure to enemy fire.17



The vehemence of this denunciation suggests that Foy was far from being a cool detached observer, while the criticism of Marmont's pride and willingness to sacrifice his subordinates gives an impression of pique, as if Foy had expected more influence over Marmont than he was able to exert. But his opinion cannot be simply dismissed, even though the evidence of events, and particularly the manoeuvres after the crossing of the Duero, would suggest a more generous verdict.

Evidently one of Marmont's problems was that he lacked moral authority over his subordinates. He was younger than all his generals of division except Foy; his promotion was widely attributed to the Emperor's favour rather than merit; and he had never led an army to victory in battle. This produced a curious mixture of hesitation and uncertainty, combined with a natural confidence, even arrogance. Hence his foolish parade in front of the position at San Cristobal, and the council of war at which he favoured, or at least appeared to favour, a suicidal assault on the British position. Confident generals do not usually call councils of war, and Marmont's real purpose may have been less to seek advice than to implicate the army's generals in a decision not to attack, even if it meant risking the loss of the garrisons of the Salamanca forts – something which would certainly anger Napoleon. In the event the loss of the garrisons and the retreat to the Duero caused discontent within the army, adding to the pressure on Marmont. Eager for a victory or some triumph to establish his authority more securely, he was too wise to attack the allied positions directly, whether on the Duero or the Guarena. Relying instead on manoeuvres, he appeared on the night of 21 July to be on the point of achieving his objective of forcing Wellington to abandon Salamanca and retreat back to the Portuguese frontier; the campaign would be a success, and it might gain additional éclat if he could strike a blow at the allied rearguard.

Marmont's subordinates were not easily impressed, for they were enormously experienced while still being fairly youthful. Of the six generals of division present with the army, the youngest was the 37-year-old Foy, and the oldest was Sarrut, who was forty-seven. All had joined the army at the beginning of the Revolutionary Wars or before, so that they each had nearly twenty years' experience of active service. None had been whisked up the ladder of promotion by a powerful patron as Marmont had, rather they had risen more slowly through a combination of merit, experience and long service; but by 1812 most were barons or counts of the Empire, and had often received other instances of Napoleon's largesse.

General Clausel (not General Bonnet) was the most senior of the divisional commanders.18 He was two years older than Marmont and in the Revolutionary Wars had served in the Pyrenees, in Italy (at Novi, 1799) and at Santo Domingo under Leclerc. Returning home, he had been shipwrecked and spent some time in the United States. He had been made a general of division as early as 18 December 1802 and had held posts in Holland, Italy and Dalmatia, serving under Marmont in the Austrian campaign of 1809. He had then been transferred to Spain and had commanded a division in Junot's corps in Masséna's invasion of Portugal. Clausel has been much praised, both by contemporaries and by historians; Thiers is among the most lavish:


General Clausel was young, vigorous both in mind and body, without much experience, it is true, and frequently careless, but imperturbably self-possessed, by turns cool and impetuous, keen-sighted on the battlefield, and although he had never … commanded in chief, as well fitted to bear the anxieties of such a position as the most experienced officer; esteemed by the soldiers on account of his valour, and loved by them on account of his bonhomie, he was the only one of their officers qualified to retain their obedience, and preserve their discipline by severity, without causing them to revolt.



He ultimately rose to be a marshal of France in 1831.19

Bonnet was four years older than Clausel, but eight months junior in rank. The son of a pastry cook, he had enlisted as a private soldier in 1786. In 1793 he lost his left eye at Hondschoote and was made a provisional general of brigade the following year. He fought at Hohenlinden in 1800 and at many other actions, but gained a reputation for a violent temper and a taste for plunder. He and his division had served in Biscay and Asturias since 1808. It was a frustrating command, but one which gave him considerable independence.

Foy was the youngest of the generals, but he had joined the Army of the North as a lieutenant as early as 1792, when he was seventeen. Since then he had seen much varied service, including spells as chief of staff of a division and – in 1805 – of Marmont's corps, as well as taking part in Sebastiani's diplomatic mission to Constantinople in 1807. He had seen much service against the British in the Peninsula, including Vimeiro, Coruña, Oporto and Busaco. Masséna, faced with the Lines of Torres Vedras, sent him back to France to explain the problem to Napoleon, who was sufficiently impressed by the messenger to make Foy a general of division, even though Foy had voted against both the life consulate and the Empire. In politics Foy was a liberal, and like many liberals he rallied to Napoleon's cause in 1815 and fought at Waterloo. His long involvement in the Peninsula and his excellent diary make him a favourite French general for many British historians.

General Maucune, commander of the 5th Division, was quite a different type. In the course of the Revolutionary Wars he had been shot in the left leg, wounded in the right arm by a bayonet thrust, shot in both thighs and again in the right foot, together with another unspecified wound. His medical record was further extended under the Empire when he was sent to the Peninsula: his right thigh was shattered at Santiago (23 May 1809) and yet again at Busaco, and he was hit twice more at Fuentes de Oñoro, after which his conspicuous bravery was rewarded by promotion to general of division. There is a vivid picture of him in the memoirs of Colonel Girard, the chief of staff of the 5th Division, who describes him as a bully who was determined to intimidate his subordinates and whose foul temper was notorious throughout the army. Girard's memoirs are far from reliable – they are complete with verbatim dialogue in which he always has the last word – but the picture of the general is convincing. Marmont is equally scathing about Maucune in his memoirs, blaming him for endangering his division by advancing too far on the morning of 17 July, ‘however it was Maucune's nature never to wait a moment before marching on the enemy.’20 Plainly Marmont has every reason to emphasize Maucune's impetuosity and disobedience, for they were central to his explanation of the disaster of the 22nd; but still, they accord with other descriptions of Maucune.

The remaining generals are rather less interesting. Ferey had joined the army in 1788 and seen much action including Marengo and Austerlitz, where he commanded a brigade in Vandamme's division of Soult's corps. He had taken an active part in Masséna's invasion of Portugal, and his brigade had suffered much at the hands of the Light Division at Busaco. Oman links him with Maucune as a fire-eater, always urging action.21 The last of the generals of division was Sarrut, the oldest at forty-seven. He had distinguished himself in the early days of the Revolutionary Wars, but promotion had come slowly, for he was not made a general of brigade until 1803. He had commanded a brigade in Merle's division of Reynier's corps in the invasion of Portugal.

Two of the French infantry divisions were commanded by brigadiers. Thomières, who commanded the 7th Division in place of Souham, had served throughout the Revolutionary Wars, first on the Spanish front and then in Italy where he took part in Napoleon's first campaigns. He also had some staff experience, including under Lannes in 1806–7, and had been at both Vimeiro and Coruña. Brigadier Taupin, who acted in place of Brennier, was another veteran of the Revolutionary Wars. When Marmont enforced his unpopular order requisitioning officers' supplementary horses, Taupin called his officers together in a village church.


He ascended the pulpit and thundered against the abuse of horses in the infantry: he would make an end of all baggage carried on mules or asses, but most especially of officers' riding horses. ‘Gentlemen,’ he cried, ‘in 1793 we were allowed a haversack as our only baggage, a stone as our only pillow.’ Well – it was a long time since 1793: we were in 1812, and the speaker, this old and gallant soldier, had six baggage mules to himself.22



The senior ranks of the allied army present a reverse image of the French, with an immensely experienced general at the head, but surprisingly little experience among his immediate subordinates. Wellington was now forty-three years old, and his first independent command of an army was twelve years before. His victories in India have often been discounted both by contemporaries and historians: the context is too unfamiliar and the disproportion of the contending forces seems swollen beyond belief, as if strayed from the pages of Herodotus or Arrian. But Wellington had gained more than a reputation and a modest fortune in India: he had learnt to plan a campaign with unusual thoroughness, to handle an army under difficult conditions and to seize a fleeting opportunity to strike hard at the enemy. Since his return from India he had commanded a division in the Copenhagen Expedition and then been given the command of the small army sent to drive the French out of Portugal. The most striking aspect of this campaign, until it was overshadowed by the controversy surrounding his supersession and the Convention of Cintra, was Wellington's confidence, his refusal to be intimidated by the French and his deft handling of his troops. These qualities were again in evidence on his return to Portugal in April 1809: his aggressive assumption of the offensive against Soult at Oporto and the bold decision to advance into Spain. Talavera was a costly and ultimately barren victory, but it proved that well-handled British troops were equal or superior to good French infantry in battle. The defeat of Austria turned Wellington's attention to the defence of Portugal, despite the widespread opinion in his army that the task was hopeless. The result proved not only his ingenuity, thoroughness and breadth of judgment, but also his strength of character. The long months waiting for the French to begin their advance, and then Masséna's unexpected ability to hold his ground, first at Sobral, then at Santarem, placed an immense strain on the allied commander. Reward came with the rapid pursuit of Masséna's tattered army in the first weeks of spring, but the rest of 1811 proved disappointing as the French thwarted his attempts to take the frontier fortresses. Their fall, in the early months of 1812, reflected Wellington's careful planning and a willingness to pay a high price if the objective warranted it. No one predicted that the carnage in the breaches of Badajoz would be quite as terrible as it was, but after the failed sieges of 1811 no one expected it to fall easily.

Wellington was a carefully calculating general. He could be very bold, as he showed at Oporto and, in a different way, in his advance to Talavera; and he could be very patient, as he showed when facing Masséna. He did not fight unless he thought he could win, and that he would gain from the victory. He had never yet been defeated in battle, nor had he been manoeuvred into a position where he had no choice but to fight at a disadvantage, and for the last three years he had been facing some of the finest generals in the French army.

The successful defence of Portugal and the capture of Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz had firmly established Wellington's authority in the army, but even his greatest admirers were puzzled and unhappy at his refusal to attack Marmont at San Cristobal and the subsequent course of the campaign. A number of reasons have been suggested to explain Wellington's caution. At the time Captain Tomkinson wondered if ‘orders from England might be to avoid an action if not prudent’.23 We now know that this is not true: Wellington's instructions gave him complete discretion in the conduct of his operations. However, Wellington may have been influenced by the very uncertain state of British politics at the time. The Prime Minister, Spencer Perceval, had been assassinated on 11 May; an attempt to carry on the government under Lord Liverpool had been defeated; several weeks of intense but fruitless political negotiations then followed, before Liverpool was confirmed in office on 8 June. His government was very weak at first and strenuous efforts to bring Canning into the ministry failed. Wellington had learnt of Perceval's assassination by 9 June, when he told Liverpool: ‘You have undertaken a most gigantic task, and I don't know how you will get through it.’24 He did not learn of Liverpool's confirmation in office until 29 June, that is until after the stand-off at San Cristobal and the fall of the Salamanca forts. In his congratulations to the new Prime Minister, he admitted that he had expected that the crisis would end with the Opposition coming to power and it is clear that he thought – quite correctly – that the new government's hold on office was still tenuous.25 Given that, until the spring of 1811, the Opposition had vehemently criticized both the commitment to the Peninsula and Wellington personally, and had then been converted only to a tepid, half-hearted support for the war, it is reasonable to assume that the thought that they might already be in office made Wellington more cautious at San Cristobal, especially as he had been stung by the taunt that at Talavera he had fought a useless battle in order to gain a peerage. Even when he knew that Liverpool's government had survived a vote of confidence in the Commons, he could have no faith that the ministry's majority would survive the shock of bad news, such as the defeat of the army in Spain. Wellington very seldom allowed political considerations to influence the conduct of his operations, but in June and July 1812 they were a powerful argument on the side of caution.

However, there were other, equally substantial arguments. Wellington had no wish to fight a battle if a victory would bring glory but no tangible reward. He knew, although Marmont did not, that King Joseph was preparing large reinforcements for the French army. These troops would more than make up for the damage suffered in a partial defeat. To be useful, a victory would have to break Marmont's army completely and remove it from the balance of forces in central Spain, giving the allies the unchecked initiative and opening the road to Madrid. Wellington was still happy to fight in a defensive position, where the risk of defeat was minimal and where there was the possibility that a failed French attack would open the way for a devastating counterattack; but he would not risk much without the hope of substantial, lasting gains.26

Underlying these calculations was another consideration: Wellington knew that his army could successfully hold and defend a position as it had done at Busaco and Fuentes; he was less certain of its ability to attack over open ground. The critical point at the battle of Talavera occurred in the centre of the allied line. Sherbrooke's division, including the Guards and two brigades of the King's German Legion, had been the object of the main French attack. The allies drove back the first wave of French troops, but were too impetuous and carried their counterattack too far, becoming disordered. As a consequence they were easy prey for the French reserves, and Wellington had only narrowly managed to stem this second attack by scraping together all his uncommitted forces.27 It was this impetuosity and ill-discipline which gave him cause for anxiety. It had cost the cavalry petty disasters at Campo Mayor (25 March 1811) and, recently, at Maguilla (11 June 1812), when an initial victory had been transformed into a rout; and no one could be sure that it would not equally affect the infantry. After the battle Charles Cathcart wrote home to General Graham:


Lord W. has now seen that a British Army can attack as well as defend a position and I trust will in future place that confidence in them they so justly deserve. This is the first attack he has made and He was before this Trial afraid that their Impetuosity would be too great and render them unmanageable, the result has however proved the contrary.28



An engineer officer attached to the Fourth Division confirms the point, writing after the battle:


Lord Wellington has at length done what we have so long been wishing him to do, that is, attack the enemy; and it has been attended with the greatest success, as you will see by his Lordship's despatch. He had always expressed himself as afraid of the impetuosity of the British troops in attack, carrying them forward in disorder after the first driving of the enemy, and giving them the only chance they can possibly have of defeating us. The result of this last action near Salamanca has given our army a character of which many thought they were not deserving – that of the highest state of discipline and attention to their officers in the heat of action; which, with their very superior coolness and courage, has enabled them completely to defeat and drive before them a French army of nearly 50,000 men, in nearly as quick time as they could walk over the ground.29



Wellington was an extremely self-reliant general, forming his own opinion and little inclined to consult, let alone to depend on, the advice of others. There was no grey eminence whispering in his ear, and he did not tolerate presumption or interference. This self-sufficiency was fortunate, for in July 1812 the senior ranks of the army were remarkably thin. George Murray, the able and efficient Quartermaster-General, had returned home at the beginning of the year, and his place was still being temporarily filled by his deputy, Lieutenant-Colonel De Lancey. The Adjutant-General's office was also vacant: Charles Stewart, Castlereagh's half-brother, had left the army in April 1812, leaving Lieutenant-Colonel Waters to act as head of the department. De Lancey and Waters were experienced officers and quite capable of executing the routine business of their office, but had no wider influence on operations.

The senior officer most in Wellington's confidence was undoubtedly Sir William Beresford, who had reorganized and re-trained the Portuguese army so successfully, but whose mistakes and failure of nerve at Albuera had irretrievably damaged his reputation as a fighting general. Wellington had a high opinion of him, while recognizing his limitations. After Albuera Beresford had suffered a breakdown, but had now largely recovered: Wellington kept him by his side, and throughout the campaign Beresford constantly urged caution and the avoidance of risk. This greatly frustrated Wellington's personal staff, who were overflowing with confidence and eager for action, and there is a story that Ulysses Burgh, one of Wellington's senior ADCs, met Beresford soon after the decision to attack had been made and said, ‘Well, we are going to attack at last, and you can't prevent it.’30 But if Beresford's moral courage was questionable, his physical bravery in action was undoubted: he had been slightly wounded on 18 July, while he would show considerable coolness under fire on the 22nd.

Beresford's status in the army was rather controversial, for while his rank in the British army was relatively low, his position as a marshal of the Portuguese army gave him a claim – which was deeply resented – to seniority over all the British generals except Wellington. This only added to the concern of the British government about who would replace Wellington if he was disabled – a question which was further complicated by Wellington's own lack of seniority in the British army list and by his distaste for having a second-in-command. The problem was temporarily solved when Sir Thomas Graham joined the field army from Gibraltar in August 1811, for he was widely liked and respected, and he acted as commander of the First Division and only incidentally as the most senior British general in the army after Wellington. However, an eye ailment forced him to leave the army at the beginning of July, which left Sir Stapleton Cotton, the commander of the cavalry, as the next most senior officer. Even Wellington, who approved Cotton's dependability compared to that of more adventurous cavalry commanders, admitted that he was ‘not exactly the person I should select to command an army’.31 Opinion in the army was more forth-right:


Sir Thomas Graham has been compelled from ill health to quit the Army, and is gone home to the great regret of everybody: conjecture says he will be succeeded by Sir Edw. Paget, a very deservedly popular Officer. The present second in command is Sir Stapleton Cotton, an officer who has some knowledge of Cavalry Movements, but who is entirely inexperienced in all the detail necessary to make a good Commander in Chief. It would indeed be dreadful, were anything now to happen to Lord W.; to say the least of it, the safety of the army would be endangered.32



However, it is only fair to add that another officer, writing of the campaign as a whole just after the battle, said, ‘Our Cavalry in particular were very alert, and Sir S. Cotton has profited much by his service in this Country.’33

The army suffered not only the loss of Graham, but also Picton, who was still recovering from a wound received at Badajoz, and Craufurd, who had been killed at Ciudad Rodrigo; while Colville, who had temporarily commanded the Fourth Division and was ready for a division of his own, was also absent owing to a Badajoz wound. Of the seven Anglo-Portuguese infantry divisions, only two were under their accustomed commanders: Lowry Cole's Fourth and James Leith's Fifth Division. Cole himself had only recently rejoined the army after six months in England. He was ‘a pleasant, sensible, agreeable man’, popular with all ranks, although he had a hot temper.34 He looked after the welfare of his troops, and was supposed to give the best dinners in the army. His initiative at Albuera saved the battle, and the general consensus is that he was a capable, dependable divisional commander, although Alexander Gordon, Wellington's ADC, rejected this view, asserting that Cole was a man of ‘very, very moderate talents indeed’ and ‘quite lost and confused in the field’; but perhaps this isolated comment should not be taken too seriously.35

At forty-nine, James Leith was the oldest divisional commander in the army, and his military career dated back as far as 1780. He had commanded a brigade in the Coruña campaign and again at Walcheren, and he had been given the Fifth Division when it was formed in August 1810, leading it at Busaco. He was one of the few generals sent out to the Peninsula at Wellington's explicit request.36 A recurrence of Walcheren fever forced him home in 1811 and he did not rejoin the army until after the fall of Ciudad Rodrigo. He was fortunate in his staff, for his nephew and ADC Andrew Leith Hay, wrote one of the best first-hand accounts of the battle, which illuminates the role played by the Fifth Division, while William Maynard Gomm describes Leith thus in a letter home: ‘I am living with a most excellent man, General Leith, and a higher gentleman or a better soldier I believe is not to be found among us. I am very much indebted to him, and fortunately I find him every day more and more worthy of the respect which I am inclined to pay him on this account.’37

The youngest divisional commander was the 34-year-old Edward Pakenham, Wellington's brother-in-law, who had been given command of the Third Division at Picton's request, when that tough old soldier found that his wound had not yet sufficiently recovered for him to take the field. Pakenham had experience both of commanding the Fusilier Brigade in the field and of acting as Adjutant-General and, like most officers, he preferred the active command. George Napier praised him as ‘one of the most candid, generous, honourable, active and intelligent general officers in the service’, while Edward Costello, a private in the 95th Rifles, says that he was ‘beloved by us all’ for his consideration of the men. Wellington wrote with uncharacteristic warmth to Colonel Torrens after the battle: ‘Pakenham may not be the brightest genius, but my partiality for him does not lead me astray when I tell you that he is one of the best we have.’ And, ‘he made the manoeuvre which led to our success in the battle of the 22nd, with a celerity and accuracy of which I doubt that many are capable.’38

Wellington had no such partiality for Sir Henry Clinton, the commander of the Sixth Division. Indeed, he had successfully prevented both Clinton and his brother William receiving commands in the Peninsula before 1812, when the loss of senior officers left him the choice of either openly admitting his veto or quietly withdrawing it, and he preferred the latter course.39 When Clinton joined the army in February, Wellington made the best of him; and during the halt at the Duero he corresponded with him in a more confidential tone than with his other subordinates.40 Later in the campaign he entrusted him with a detached command. Clinton was not popular with his division: his strict discipline and insistence on formality were deeply resented, moving one officer to describe him as ‘one of the greatest fools I ever met with … he makes no allowance for weather, fatigue or any other cause.’41 But this is not the whole story, for Clinton repeatedly urged the commanders of his regiments to be more sparing in the use of the lash, and was scathing in his official criticism of the 2nd or Queen's Regiment – a most unhappy unit at that time – where floggings were heavy and frequent.42

The other senior officers in the army figure less prominently in the course of the battle. Major-General Charles Alten, perhaps the best of the Hanoverian officers, commanded the Light Division and met with the approval of that opinionated, self-regarding force.43 Major-General John Hope commanded the Seventh Division – this was not the John Hope who had served with Moore in Sweden and Spain, and who would join Wellington in 1813, but a second cousin and exact contemporary. He had served in the Low Countries, 1793–5, the Cape of Good Hope and the West Indies, and on Lord Cathcart's staff on the expeditions to Hanover in 1805 and Copenhagen in 1807. He did not spend long in the Peninsula, although Wellington was – officially at least – sorry to see him go, ‘as he is very attentive to his duty’.44 Finally, Graham's place at the head of the First Division had been taken by Major-General Henry Campbell, a Guardsman, who had already seen much service in the Peninsula, notably at Talavera.45

Only one of the brigadiers needs to be noticed here: John Gaspard Le Marchant, the commander of the brigade of British heavy dragoons. Le Marchant had served in Flanders in 1793–4 and devised a new system of sword exercise. A concern for the training of officers led to some years at the head of the precursor of Sandhurst. He arrived in the Peninsula in August 1811 and gained a satisfying small victory at Villa Garcia in April 1812. There seems, however, to have been some tension between him and Cotton, and not all his officers were convinced of his merits. One wrote in October 1811: ‘General Le Marchant marched part of the Way hither with our Squadron and regularly treated us with dinners. He is a pleasant Man, highly accomplished and a great Theoretical Warrior, but I greatly fear we shall in him experience how very much Practise exceeds Theory.’ Five months later the same officer was still sceptical:


Genl. Le Marchant has his whole Brigade within reach of him and has therefore begun playing Soldiers in order to prove the efficiency of some miserable awkward Manoeuvres which he has himself been coining. I have no doubt they all occurred to Sir David [Dundas] but were rejected for others infinitely superior. Be that as it may, our Schoolmaster had the three Regts. out yesterday and would I have no doubt treat us with more Field Days should opportunities offer themselves.46



Both these letters, to be fair, were written before Villa Garcia, but a private soldier in the 5th Dragoon Guards was more perceptive, even if his spelling was less orthodox:


Wee have the Genl. that is to command The Brigade of the 5th Dn Guards, 3rd or King's own 3rd Dragoon Guards & Oathers his Name is Le March a French Genrl a Brave warlike Man about 39 years of Age [actually forty-six] a weather Beatten face & can look you Strait without Being Abashed in the least. Old Cathcart cold Not look you Better without Blushing.47



This is not the portrait of a desk soldier or a ‘Theoretical Warrior’; but then, desk soldiers were not common in either army.

Commentary

It is impossible to calculate the precise strength of either army on the morning of the battle, but an explanation may be given here of the round figures used in the text, and of some of the problems which lie behind them: further information, and the detailed figures, are given in Appendices II and III.

The French army's strength is based on a return of 15 July which gives its total strength as 49,647 officers and men. But from this we may follow Oman in deducting the 768 officers and men of the Equipages Militaires, because they were non-combatants; and go one step further than Oman by also deducting the Gendarmerie (135 all ranks) and the Engineers and Sappers (349 all ranks). These were not actually non-combatants, but they do not appear to have been engaged at all during the campaign: they suffered almost no casualties. We must also make allowance for losses incurred in the week before the battle, both from the fighting on the 18th and from fatigue: Oman puts this at almost 1,200 men, which seems a very reasonable estimate.48 Finally, French sources agree that one battalion of the 22nd Ligne from Taupin's division was detached on the morning of the battle and took no part in the fighting, and this too should be deducted, for Oman does not count the 12th Portuguese Dragoons, who were similarly detached, in his calculation of the allied total.49 On the other hand, the battalion of the 27th Ligne (Clausel's division), which garrisoned Alba de Tormes overnight rejoined its division during the day and so must be included. This produces the following results:




	French strength on 15 July
	49,647



	deduct Equipages Militaires, Engineers and Sappers, and Gendarmerie
	1,252



	
	48,395



	deduct losses on campaign approx.
	1,195



	
	47,200



	deduct one battalion 22nd Ligne approx.
	500



	
	46,700





However, this total is still only a rough approximation and includes a number of men who ensured that they did not come within range of the enemy.

Similar calculations can also be made for the allied army, deducting the waggon train, the Staff Corps (a unit similar to the Sappers) and the Engineers. Oman puts the allied losses during the campaign at about a thousand men, reflecting their lower casualties on 18 July (542 killed, wounded and missing, compared with just over eight hundred French).50 But as the allies were retreating and the French following in their wake, it seems reasonable to suppose that allied stragglers were more likely to be captured by the French than vice versa and that this would offset the allied advantage on the 18th. It has therefore been assumed that they too lost about 1,200 men during the campaign.




	Allied strength on 15 July
	51,937



	deduct waggon train, Staff Corps, Engineers
	246



	
	51,691



	deduct losses in campaign
	approx. 1,191



	
	50,500





On the basis of these figures, Wellington's army was about 3,800 men stronger than Marmont's, although, of course, this figure is only a rough estimate. Such an advantage was useful without being particularly significant: opposing armies are never exactly equal in strength, and the difference at Salamanca was less than in most battles of the period. It was rather more than the strength of the Spanish contingent, but much less than the combination of the Spaniards and Bradford's independent Portuguese brigade, and it is difficult to imagine that the campaign or the battle would have been any different without these units on the allied side. What mattered far more was the quality of the troops and the skill of their generals. Nonetheless, it would be absurd to pretend that Wellington gained no advantage from this numerical superiority, or that he would not have been disadvantaged if it had been reversed.

Many older sources state that the armies at Salamanca were both in the low forty thousands. This seems to derive from Napier's statement that Marmont had 42,000 ‘sabres and bayonets’ and Wellington ‘above forty-six thousand’. But these are estimates of rank and file, not the total strength of the army. Oman's comment on such calculations still holds good: ‘Why any sane person should deduct officers, sergeants, and artillerymen from a fighting total I am unable to conceive, though contemporary British [and French] writers, including Wellington himself, often did so.’51

One striking difference which emerges from a comparison of the armies is in their artillery. The French required 3,437 men for 78 guns, or 44 men per gun; while the Anglo-Portuguese needed only 1,300 men for their 54 guns (excluding the Spanish), or 24 men per gun. Looking at the French figures more closely, we see that each infantry division had, on average, 5 officers and 213 men of the artillery attached to it. This would represent an eight-gun battery of foot artillery, including both gunners and drivers (who were organized separately), at an average of just over 27 men per gun. A battery of horse artillery was attached to the cavalry: 3 officers and 193 men, manning and driving six guns (average of 32 men per gun). This accounts for 70 of the 78 French guns, leaving one battery in reserve. However, the ‘Artillery Reserve, Park etc’ of Marmont's army on 15 July 1812 amounted to 50 officers and 1,450 men.52 Of these 1,500 men, two or three hundred might have been needed by the battery of artillery held in reserve – perhaps even a few more if, as seems likely, it was the battery of 12-pounders. But this still leaves about 1,200 men whose function is unclear. Marmont's army was very short of horses; it certainly did not have a pontoon train or a long procession of heavy transport trailing in its rear. Some men would have been needed for the army's reserve ammunition, and for the spare carriages, mobile forges and other impedimenta needed by the artillery, but it seems highly unlikely that their numbers approached 1,200 – or more than one-third of the total artillery in the army. Yet there is no obvious alternative explanation of the anomaly. It is possible that the return of artillery, unlike that of the rest of the army, includes sick, garrisons and other troops not with the field army; but this seems improbable, especially as it is sufficiently detailed to give the strength of the batteries attached to each division.

There are also problems on the other side of the ledger with the allied artillery. The figures for the Anglo-Portuguese artillery, unlike the rest of the army, are not securely based on an original return in the PRO; rather they reproduce statistics given by Oman, and it is not clear what his source was, although he may have seen a return in the Ordnance Papers which is now missing. The weekly state of the army on 15 July in the PRO gives much higher figures for the British and German (excluding Portuguese as well as Spanish) artillery: 121 officers and 2,327 men, or 2,448 all ranks. This is more than double Oman's figure of 58 officers and 1,128 men, 1,186 all ranks.53 However, this return certainly includes the artillery serving with Hill's corps in Estremadura, and the company of artillery which manned the 18-pounders that had been used against the Salamanca forts and that Wellington sent to the rear before the battle began, which Oman excludes. It may also include other British and German companies of artillery in Portugal, although in general the return only includes troops serving at the front, and there is a large number (over 1,000) of artillerymen listed as detached or ‘on command’ who are not included in the 2,448. So it seems at least possible that Oman's figure is an underestimate, and that the difference in strength between French and allied artillery was less than the figures given in the text would suggest.54

The French army included six regiments of light infantry: one each in the divisions of Foy, Clausel, Ferey and Taupin, and two in Sarrut's division. These regiments appear to have behaved no differently from the line regiments in the army, which supports the commonly held view that the distinction between light and line regiments in the French army was almost entirely nominal at this time. In general, the performance of the French skirmishers was disappointing, and it is noteworthy that they made their greatest impact in their attack on the village of Arapiles – conducted by Maucune's division, which consisted entirely of line infantry. However, too many aspects of the French performance in the battle remain obscure for this conclusion to be regarded as definitive.

None of the regiments in Marmont's army had been part of his corps in 1805.

Sarramon gives some interesting figures on the distribution of the horses Marmont gained from his infantry officers and the convoy destined for Soult:




	The 3rd Hussars received
	68 horses



	The 22nd Chasseurs received
	71 horses



	The 26th Chasseurs received
	106 horses



	The 13th Chasseurs received
	156 horses



	The 14th Chasseurs received
	134 horses



	The 15th Dragoons received
	17 horses



	The 25th Dragoons received
	18 horses



	
	570 horses





The total number of horses gained was 669, leaving 99 unaccounted for in these figures. However, a comparison of the returns of 1 and 15 July strongly suggests that most of this surplus went to the 15th and 25th Dragoons, which show a total increase of 124 officers and men, 89 more than are acknowledged in Sarramon's figures. The inclusion of such large numbers of untrained horses – amounting to more than a quarter of each brigade of light cavalry and almost one-fifth of the second brigade of dragoons – goes a long way to explain their poor performance in the campaign.55

In the return of 15 July, Curto's division of light cavalry includes an ‘Escadron de Marche’ of 11 officers and 141 men. This does not appear in the previous return, or in Lamartinière's table of casualties. The most probable explanation is that this squadron consisted of reinforcements for the regiments in Curto's division, and that the men were sent to their respective regiments soon after 15 July, their casualties therefore appearing under their regiments.

After the battle Foy made some interesting remarks in his diary on the relative merits of the two armies:


The English government has by good treatment made a national army from English troops enlisted for silver, German mercenaries without country, and Portuguese wounded in their pride. Our government on the contrary has by its bad treatment transformed our national army into a band of mercenaries. The soldiers have no enthusiasm, no courage, no attachment to their sovereign or their country; they lack physical strength. Their life is generally sad, and their prospects horrible.56



If nothing else, these comments show how deeply the defeat shook the pride and self-esteem of the French army, and this in turn helps explain the asperity of Foy's judgment of Marmont.


Chapter Three

Preliminary Manoeuvres and Skirmishing: Morning and Early Afternoon

Well before dawn on Wednesday 22 July 1812, the hundred thousand men and ten thousand horses of the two armies were stirring after their wet and uncomfortable night. The troops stood to arms an hour before break of day as a routine precaution against a surprise attack, necessary when their opponents were so close. But there was no immediate violence and, as the sun rose, promising a fine, hot day, the men were dismissed to clean their weapons and prepare their breakfast, while parties were sent out to gather wood and water. A corporal in the allied Fifth Division, John Douglas of the 3/1st or Royal Scots, remembered:


we had for a wonder some days' advance of rations, which caused a man to exclaim, ‘Well, if I am killed today I will be in with the Commissary for once.’ And killed he was. We had not been gone more than half-an-hour when the pickets began to pop at each other and so smartly that I climbed a tree to look into the valley to see how the play went. Scarcely was I mounted when the bugles called us in. The wood and water went to wreck while we double quicked it into line, on with the accoutrements, [and] fell in.1



This skirmishing did not signal the beginning of a battle; indeed neither general at this time expected a full-scale engagement. Wellington had made up his mind to fall back on Ciudad Rodrigo if the French continued to turn his flank. On the previous evening he had learnt that Marmont would soon be reinforced by a brigade of cavalry sent by Caffarelli which had already reached Pollos on the Duero, and this made him decide to break contact and make a clean retreat if no opportunity for turning the tide of the campaign occurred during the course of the day.2 However, it is evident that, even as he came to this coldly reasoned decision, his spirit was inclined to rebel against such a tame – if prudent – withdrawal before an inferior enemy. The prospect of a further retreat and of abandoning Salamanca, the one tangible prize of the campaign, was very unpopular in the army, which remained confident of its ability to defeat the French whenever it was permitted to fight. According to one officer, in a letter written a couple of days later, ‘the Army began to forget for an instant under whose command they were, and not only repine at their retreat, but to despond of a change of fortune.’3 But Wellington's determination and authority both held, and orders were given for the army's baggage and heavy equipment to begin its retreat, escorted by a regiment of Portuguese dragoons.

The allied retreat from the Duero had aroused growing apprehension in Salamanca, as it seemed ever more likely that the city would be abandoned to the French. Those citizens who had taken a prominent part in welcoming Wellington cursed their rash enthusiasm and prepared for a hasty flight. Of course, there were others who would welcome the return of the familiar and, in the town, fairly well-behaved French; but they naturally concealed their feelings as best they could. By 21 July some notables had already left, rumours abounded and the town was filled with stragglers and supernumeraries from the allied army: commissaries, camp-followers and even some officers and men who had left their units in search of food, liquor and other comforts. Many of these refused orders and remonstrances to leave the town until at last a staff officer deliberately spread a story that the French cavalry were at the gates. The result was a panic which naturally spread to the civilian population and, though the report was soon contradicted, nerves nonetheless remained frayed and the atmosphere tense, so that the retreat of the allied baggage on the following morning led to some bitterness from their warmest supporters.4

The irritation of the allies was matched by growing confidence on the part of the French. Marmont's campaign had already proved remarkably successful: another day's manoeuvring and he would regain Salamanca and force Wellington into a humiliating retreat. Already seven of the eight French infantry divisions had forded the Tormes: Marmont had left Sarrut's division on the northern bank overnight to protect his rear. The French had also discovered that the castle at Alba de Tormes was unoccupied, and the 27th Ligne from Clausel's division had been detached on the previous evening to occupy it and so secure the bridge over the river.

At first light on the 22 July patrols from Foy's division – the leading unit in the French army – pushed forward into the small village of Calvarrasa de Arriba. Marmont and Foy soon followed them, bringing up the main part of the division, while the light troops occupied the formidable position beyond. The heights of Calvarrasa de Arriba are a chain of steep bluffs rising perhaps 150 feet from the open valley to their west. The isolated chapel of Nuestra Señora de la Peña is built upon a shelf of flat ground towards their summit, while the Pelagarcia stream (or Rivera de Gaucete) winds northwards around their feet. The Pelagarcia is no more than a creek or small brook lined with reed beds; it is often dry in summer (although the storm of the previous night had left it full on the morning of the battle) and generally poses no obstacle to military movements – unlike the heights which could only be scaled by infantry in loose order.
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The battlefield of Salamanca.

It was on these heights that the French voltigeurs encountered the outposts of Wellington's army, held by the Brunswick Oels light infantry of the Seventh Division, and a brisk skirmish developed. Both commanders valued the position and so reinforced their front line with fresh units, Wellington sending forward the 4th Caçadores from Pack's independent Portuguese brigade, and the 68th Foot from the Seventh Division. Meanwhile the skirmishing had spread further north along the banks of the Pelagarcia where the riflemen of the King's German Legion came into action, and even onto the plain near the river where the villages of Pelabravo and Calvarrasa de Abajo were held by outposts of the British cavalry.5

The best description of the skirmishing near Nuestra Señora de la Peña, where it was sharpest, comes from Private John Green of the 68th:


Early on the morning of the 22nd July, we heard the firing of the advanced guard, and in less than ten minutes our regiment, being light infantry, was ordered forward: having reached the front, we saw the French picquets advancing on ours, and both were sharply engaged. In a moment the left wing was ordered to the front: no sooner did our advanced picquets perceive that they were supported by such a number of light troops, than they advanced on the French picquets, and drove them in confusion to the summit of a high hill; but the enemy receiving strong reinforcements, bore down on my brave comrades, who contested every inch with them. At this period a General came to the front, to see how things were going on: in a fit of passion he enquired, ‘Who commands here?’ The answer was ‘General Hope’. He said, ‘Where is he? the whole of the advanced picquets will be taken prisoners.’ General Hope came up at the time, but did not appear at all afraid that the men would be taken: he sent one of his aid-de-camps [sic] with directions for a squadron of light dragoons to support the skirmishers immediately: they came forward, and had only just taken their stand, when one of them, a youth of about twenty-one years of age, was killed. The enemy now retired to the top of the hill, and brought six pieces of cannon to play on us. About this time the watering parties of the 7th division came to the valley for a supply of water: the French guns began to play on these unarmed and defenceless men; but not one of them was hurt, although shot and shell fell thickly amongst them. After this the enemy continued firing on us for some hours. In this skirmish Major Miller and several privates were wounded, and one of the latter had to undergo amputation.

We remained in this position until afternoon, but were not allowed to take off our accoutrements. About three o'clock the 95th rifle corps arriving, took our places, and we immediately marched off to join the division.6



As Green implies, this skirmishing lasted throughout the morning and well into the afternoon, though generally in a desultory fashion, with neither side pressing the other after the first clash. The allies seem to have maintained control of the chapel, but did not push the French far beyond it, and it remained contested ground for most of the day. Casualties appear to have been light: for example, the 68th lost only four killed and sixteen wounded in the whole day, while the two battalions of King's German Legion light infantry lost only twenty-five casualties between them. Unfortunately, it is impossible to distinguish the losses of the Brunswick Oels or the 4th Caçadores from those suffered later in the day, and these regiments probably bore the brunt of the skirmishing. Equally the French casualties are merged with those suffered by Foy's division on the following day at Garcia Hernandez.7

Further north, the skirmishing of the French and allied cavalry was even less bloody, although at one point the appearance of some of Boyer's dragoons caused the allied light horse to fall back hastily, and the position was only restored with the aid of a detachment of Le Marchant's brigade of heavy cavalry.8 This cavalry affray was more a matter of manoeuvres and threats than of charges or hand-to-hand fighting, but the opposing horsemen did exchange carbine fire, and one French shot hit Major-General Victor Alten, commander of the leading brigade of allied cavalry, in the thigh. Command of the brigade devolved onto Lieutenant-Colonel Arentschildt of the 1st King's German Legion Hussars, and Alten was carried into Salamanca as soon as his wound had stopped bleeding. He left his ADC, Captain Lingsingen, with the brigade, under instructions to send him word if it seemed likely that the army would retreat, as he was determined to avoid capture whatever the risk to his life. In the middle of the afternoon Lingsingen sent him a warning, and Alten – defying both his surgeon and the pain – mounted and set off on the road to Ciudad Rodrigo, returning only when the sound of guns made it clear that the allies were gaining the victory. Remarkably he recovered from his wound, suffering no lasting consequences from his rashness.9

While the light infantry were beginning their skirmish, Marmont examined the allied line. Facing him, he could see little more than parts of the Seventh Division and Pack's brigade, which occupied the range of low hills on the opposite side of the valley, rather less than half a mile to the west of Nuestra Señora de la Peña. In the distance he could see that some allied troops (Pakenham's division and D'Urban's Portuguese dragoons) remained in the San Cristobal position on the north bank of the Tormes; while there was movement to the rear near Salamanca – the allied heavy baggage setting out on the road to Ciudad Rodrigo. The rest of the allied army was largely invisible, although it was not far away, breaking camp and shaking itself into formation in the low ground behind Pack and the Seventh Division. In general it occupied a line running roughly north–south, facing east, although some units were further to the rear, and the cavalry by the river were further forward.

Wellington's view was equally restricted – he was with the Seventh Division on the low heights opposite Marmont, and according to Foy the two commanders could see each other clearly. Foy's division and the skirmishers were obvious, and Wellington knew that Sarrut's division had yet to cross the Tormes; but the rest of the French army was concealed by the broken, wooded ground which lay between Foy and the river. According to the account he gives in his memoirs, Marmont's observations led him to believe that the allies were preparing to withdraw to a position at Tejares, three or four miles to their rear, immediately south of Salamanca, ‘and as his movements on Tejares would be difficult if our army was brought forward, I decided to concentrate in front of him in order to take advantage of any opportunities.’ But Foy goes much further than this, saying that Marmont was greatly tempted to make a frontal attack on the Seventh Division and Pack, fearing that they might otherwise escape him, and only gave up the plan ‘after much hesitation, as was customary’. Marmont's account is, of course, self-interested; but if he writes as the accused in the dock, eager to show that the disaster was not his fault, Foy writes more as a witness for the prosecution than as an objective observer: his whole account is pregnant with the impending defeat which he blames squarely on Marmont.10

The ground to the south of Salamanca is generally very open and bare, and is well suited to the movement of all arms. It is gently undulating, scarcely deserving the term ‘rolling’, while the hills, plateaus and ridges that abound in histories of the battle are mostly quite tame, although they still provide a skyline and a reverse slope of considerable significance. Two steep isolated hills, the Greater and Lesser Arapiles, are marked exceptions to this rule, for they stand out boldly on the battlefield, rocky and bare. The Greater Arapile is a short ridge, some three or four hundred yards long, with a flat narrow summit: its ends are very rocky and inaccessible, but the sides, although steep, can be climbed more easily. The Lesser Arapile lies some nine hundred yards north and a little to the west, that is, closer to Salamanca. It is smaller, rounder and slightly lower; more connected with other high ground near it, though it is much higher than these other rises. It was an integral and essential part of Wellington's position, whereas the Greater Arapile could never be more than a detached outpost of the allied line. About a mile to the west of these hills lies the small village of Los Arapiles which was to see some fighting. The land to its north rises in a hill called the Teso de San Miguel which has its highest point a little to the east, so that it fills part of the gap between the village and the Lesser Arapile. South of the village lies a broad tract of higher ground which runs east–west for about two miles and is known as the Monte de Azan – although the name is rather misleading, for it is not a single consistent feature. Directly opposite the village it presents a steep rounded hillside, five or six hundred yards from the houses. Beyond the summit is perhaps a thousand yards of open rolling countryside, before a second, gentler rise, after which the land falls away into open scrubby woodland. Half a mile further west, the first hillside has been elongated into a long, open slope, although the tableland beyond remains much the same – if anything, flatter and more open. Lateral undulations in the ground restrict the view to the east and west. Continuing to the west, the far end of the Monte de Azan, known as the Pico de Miranda, is different again. Here the plateau has contracted to a narrow ridge with steep sides whose flat summit is barely fifty yards across. A low ridge runs off at right angles to the north, while some detached outlying hills continue the line of the Monte de Azan to the west, and the village of Miranda de Azan lies close to the south-west. To the south of the Monte de Azan the land is more broken and partly wooded. The trees are mostly holm-oaks (or ilex), the tattered fringe of an extensive, straggling wood which covered most of the rough country between the battlefield and Alba de Tormes, some eight miles to the south-east. Further south and east, on the edge of the main wood, was a long, low ridge, known as El Sierro, which proved important towards the end of the battle.
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Early morning, 22 July 1812 (all troop positions approximate, many conjectural).

Resisting any temptation he may have felt to attack the allied position directly, Marmont gave orders to continue the movement of the previous days to turn the right wing of the allied army by extending his own left. He chose not to make a wide turning movement, which would risk allowing the allies to slip away before he could bring his forces to bear upon them; and instead decided to move across the face of the allied army with only a couple of miles separating the two forces. In practice this meant bringing Sarrut's division across the Tormes, while the other divisions moved south and west in a semicircle girdling Wellington's position. Foy had a good position from which to cover the early stages of this march, and Marmont brought Ferey's division of infantry and Boyer's dragoons up to support him. He did not expect Wellington to take the offensive suddenly, but manoeuvring so close to the enemy was dangerous and Marmont was taking sensible precautions. The remaining divisions advanced around the edge of the woods in two columns, that nearest the allies being led by Bonnet's 8th Division.

Bonnet's immediate object was to seize the Greater Arapile, which could act as a strong point around which the whole French army could pivot, like a door on its hinge. The possession of the Greater Arapile would protect the flank of the French march as it swung from mainly south to mainly west, while if the allies seized it, Marmont's army would have to swing out in a much wider arc, probably with El Sierro guarding its flank. Not only would the men have to march further, but they would have to move through the forest rather than skirt its edges, and so be further delayed.11

The Lesser Arapile formed the natural southern termination of the line of low heights occupied by Wellington's army on the morning of the 22nd. As the highest point in the chain, it dominated these hills, and if the French seized it the whole allied position would become untenable. A detachment of Cole's Fourth Division had therefore occupied it at first light. The Greater Arapile was separate from this range and in the early morning light looked more distant than it really was, so that at first neither Cole nor Wellington, who joined him as it was growing light, recognized its importance. According to Napier, it was not until Colonel Waters noticed French troops stealing towards the hill, that Wellington reacted by sending the 7th Caçadores from Cole's division to secure it, but they arrived too late.12 Charles Cathcart, writing privately to Sir Thomas Graham only a few days after the battle, gives an unexpurgated account of what happened:


We ought unquestionably to have possessed ourselves of them the very first thing, but through some unaccountable Carelessness, they remained unoccupied. The French saw the importance of these Heights, but did not give us jealousy for them by sending at once a Large Body against them. They sent out some straggling parties in different directions which when they got near the foremost height ran together and got to the summit before a small party of the Portuguese caçadores which had been sent to prevent them could arrive. They were only in time to save the other height which was immediately occupied in Force by the 4th Division.13



Many years later the officer who commanded the caçadores, Major (later Sir) John Lillie, told Napier that when he was sent forward he had no idea that there were French troops in the immediate vicinity and that, when he saw them, he took them for Spaniards. It was not until the two bodies were within a few yards of each other, that the French suddenly opened fire. Although Lillie claims that ‘We contested the point so long as anything like an equality of numbers permitted us’, it seems likely that the caçadores were quickly broken, probably as much by the surprise as by actual losses. This at least is the impression given by another British officer in the Portuguese service, who says that the French ‘drove back our people, several of whom were wounded’. Wellington admitted in his official dispatch that by this success the French ‘strengthened materially their own position, and had in their power increased means of annoying ours.’14 French possession of the Greater Arapile cramped Wellington's forces and made even a retreat more difficult, although if the allies had gained the hill they might have found it awkward to hold.

Both sides now consolidated their new possessions. The Lesser Arapile was held by William Anson's brigade of the Fourth Division with the 3/27th on the summit, together with two 9-pounders from Sympher's King's German Legion battery, and the 1/40th in support. The remainder of Cole's division occupied the hill behind the village of Los Arapiles, with Pack's brigade filling the gap between the two heights.15 The allied line now formed almost a right angle with the Lesser Arapile at the corner. It may have been at this time, or a little later, that Wellington gave orders for Pakenham's division and D'Urban's cavalry to cross the Tormes and to form near Aldea Tejada, some four miles north-west of Los Arapiles. This was far beyond the existing allied line, but in this position they would be well placed to support a retreat or check any wide sweep round the allied flank, while it was clear that the French were committed to operating on the south bank of the Tormes.16

Bonnet occupied the Greater Arapile with the 120th Ligne, keeping his other regiments a little to the rear in support, where they were sheltered from allied fire by the hill. Despite the slope the French brought a number of guns up to the summit of the hill: it was too steep for horses to haul them up, so the barrels were dismounted and carried to the top by grenadiers, which lightened the gun-carriages sufficiently for them to be dragged up as well.17 Bringing up ammunition for these guns must have been laborious work, and the steepness of the hill created other problems: a rapid withdrawal was impossible, while there was some ‘dead ground’ in front, for the gun barrels could not be depressed sufficiently to cover all of the forward slope of the hill, so that attacking troops could gain some shelter there. But the approaches were bare and coverless and could be swept by the guns on the summit, while the position protected them completely from the allied cavalry and vastly reduced the risk of a surprise or flank attack. It also placed the French guns in an excellent position to bombard the allied army, especially the troops occupying the Lesser Arapile, which was well within range.

Marmont soon joined Bonnet on the Greater Arapile. From its summit the world seems open and boundless, but the view is actually less revealing than first impressions suggest. The gentle undulations of ground were sufficient to conceal much, though certainly not all, of Wellington's army, while despite the rain of the night before the thousands of men and horses were already beginning to kick up clouds of dust. Even so, the view and the strength of the position encouraged Marmont to continue his turning movement, although he did so with considerable caution. Foy remained at Calvarrasa de Arriba, where he occupied a strong position guarding the flank and rear of the army, with Ferey's division and Boyer's dragoons in support. In time, Sarrut's division, having crossed the Tormes, would also join him, so that Marmont was well placed if Wellington should suddenly assume the offensive. Bonnet's division holding the Greater Arapile was another bastion of strength, under whose protection Marmont gradually shifted the remaining divisions of his army south-west, heading for the edge of the forest behind the Greater Arapile and for the low ridge of El Sierro. Marmont soon established a powerful battery of twenty guns on this ridge to protect his units as they emerged from the wood and regained their order – for all accounts are agreed that the French movements were rapid but straggling and irregular.

Wellington viewed these manoeuvres with concern, for if the French continued to turn his flank he would soon be forced to retreat, while their possession of the Greater Arapile and the proximity of the two armies would make this a delicate operation full of risks. He had already matched the French movements with some of his own: the First Division had been brought up to support the Fourth and Pack along the line from the Lesser Arapile to the village of Los Arapiles, and most of Victor Alten's brigade of light cavalry, under Arentschildt, had been transferred from the far left to the right of the army, where it deployed on the outer flank of the infantry, beyond the village. But these were merely precautionary moves and would not make a retreat unnecessary, and Wellington was still hoping to avoid the latter.

Late in the morning – some accounts say 11 o'clock, others noon; as usual it is impossible to be precise about the time – he decided to attack the French on the Greater Arapile. Orders were issued and the First Division moved forward, the Guards brigade occupying the village. But then, before the attack could be properly launched, it was cancelled and the troops were withdrawn, leaving only the light companies of the Guards to defend the village.18 A letter, apparently written by Henry Campbell, commander of the First Division, adds a few interesting details:
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Another view of the battle. Map from Jean Sarramon's La Battaille des Arapiles, showing his view of the terrain and the location of the troops between 9 and 11am. (In Sarramon's book the map is rather larger, 230 × 184mm, and with the troops and the river coloured in blue, red and green.)


Lord W. at one time determined to attack them, and sent for me, and told me to move forward in two Columns up a Hill in front of our Right, where this Division then was, and attack their left, while the 4th Division was to attack them in front, but I had hardly put the Columns in motion, before I received a Counter Order and moved back to the Ground I had before quitted.19



This implies that Wellington's plan was to attack the Greater Arapile in front with the Fourth Division, while the First Division swung round to assault its eastern end and to engage the supporting troops to its rear. What is not clear is whether Wellington intended this as a limited operation to seize the Greater Arapile and so facilitate his retreat if it should be unavoidable, or as the first stage of a full-scale battle. However, the armies were so close that it would have been very difficult to limit the action, while if the initial allied attack had succeeded Wellington would have been well placed to take the French at a great disadvantage. But the French position was extremely strong; the western end of the Greater Arapile is particularly rocky and precipitous, and it was well occupied and well supported. Even with hindsight it is impossible to tell whether the attack would have succeeded or failed.

What is fairly certain is that it was on Beresford's advice that the attack was cancelled. He had been reconnoitring the French position and had observed strong forces to their rear (it was not clear if these were Bonnet's reserves or other French divisions further back) and he urged caution as he had done throughout the campaign. His voice may have been seconded by Stapleton Cotton, for an officer in the Guards who recorded many headquarters rumours reports that ‘The two senior officers next to Ld Wellington were decidedly averse to attack.’20 But more important than Cotton's opinion was the suggestion that the French might be preparing to launch an attack of their own, for Wellington still much preferred to fight on the defensive.

And so the proposed attack was cancelled, and Wellington re-positioned his troops to meet a French assault which never came. But he did not altogether give up the idea of taking the initiative. The sources are too fragmentary to trace the evolution of his plans with confidence, but it seems that he continued to look for an opportunity to strike throughout the afternoon, and that several other plans of attack may have been considered only to be deferred or rejected. Meanwhile, Wellington prepared to retreat if necessary. Early in the day, soon after the French seized the Greater Arapile, he had instructed Colonel De Lancey to draw up plans for a withdrawal, while during the morning or early afternoon orders were issued to the commissariat and other supporting services to begin their march. This caused great discontent among Wellington's staff, who were confident that the army would triumph if only it was allowed to fight, and who deeply resented Beresford's dampening influence on Wellington's initiative.21

Among the arrangements Wellington made to resist a French attack was the withdrawal of Sympher's two guns from the Lesser Arapile – they joined the rest of their battery on the hill behind the village of Los Arapiles – and their replacement with two 6-pounders from the battery of horse artillery attached to the Seventh Division. These guns were commanded by Captain Dyneley, and the importance of his task was made clear to him, as he later explained to his brother:


The order I received had certainly a very awkward signification: ‘His Lordship desires you will get your guns up that height and wishes you to defend it as long as you have a man left to your guns. In the event of your being obliged to retire, you will spike your guns and leave them and the General officer commanding has most positive orders that he supports you to the last; in fact,’ his Lordship says, ‘he must have the hill kept.’

From these orders I made sure of an ‘ex’ or ‘dis’-tinguish. I got my guns up with the assistance of a company of the 40th regiment, unloaded my limbers and sent them and my gunners' horses to the rear, as I thought, if we had to run for it, my men should get away as fast as the infantry. On arrival on the hill I had some satisfaction in finding my friend General Cole in command, knowing there was not any run in him. But the enemy never put us to the test.22



Later in the day Dyneley was joined by the remaining four guns in the troop, and they replied to the French battery on the Greater Arapile.

Marmont had observed Wellington's preparations for an attack and had been much encouraged by their cancellation. He thought that Wellington would now retreat and was confirmed in this idea by the sight of troops moving westwards in the allied rear, as Wellington shifted his reserves from his left to his right wing, and perhaps also by the dust raised by Pakenham's division and D'Urban's cavalry as they moved towards Aldea Tejada. But still Marmont did not act precipitately. He did not want a battle which would place the success of the whole campaign at risk; rather he sought to maul the allied rearguard and so gain a triumph which would add éclat to the solid success he had already gained. He would not attack the allies directly until he could be sure that their main body was withdrawing, but in the meantime he would extend his left wing on to the Monte de Azan, thus continuing to turn Wellington's flank and threatening the allies' communications as he had done so successfully in recent days.

Marmont probably issued his orders between 1 and 2 o'clock, an hour or two after Wellington had cancelled his attack. Maucune, with the leading division of the French left wing, would advance on to the Monte de Azan, with Curto's light cavalry acting as a screen in front and on his flank. He would be supported by several batteries of artillery and Thomières's 7th Division, while Clausel's 2nd Division would be in reserve when it arrived, and Taupin's 6th Division would occupy the El Sierro ridge in the rear. It appears that Clausel and Taupin were lagging behind; possibly they had been delayed by the march through the forest, or Clausel may have been waiting to be rejoined by the 27th Ligne, which had been recalled from Alba de Tormes some hours earlier.23 At the same time Marmont ordered Boyer to leave one of his regiments of dragoons to protect Foy's right flank, and to bring the remaining three regiments of his cavalry division to the centre of the army. Finally, he detached the 122nd Ligne from Bonnet's division to occupy a gentle rise halfway between the Greater Arapile and Monte de Azan.24

These movements were not without risk: they would extend Marmont's army in a wide arc perhaps five miles long, with the allied army concentrated inside the arc. The Monte de Azan is open ground, nothing like the strong defensive position of the heights of Calvarrasa de Arriba which Foy occupied; and it was always dangerous to manoeuvre so close to the enemy. The exact degree of risk is impossible to determine, for it depends on the precise location of French divisions – particularly Clausel and Taupin – which we simply do not know. Still, Marmont's whole campaign had been bold, and he had good reason to think that Wellington would not suddenly change character and take the offensive, while, even if he did, the French position was far from hopeless, for Maucune had Thomières, Curto and a powerful force of artillery to provide immediate support, with Clausel and Taupin further back.

Maucune's advance was covered by Curto's light cavalry, who soon began skirmishing with the German Hussars and 14th Light Dragoons of Victor Alten's brigade. The French had the better of this affair, although the fighting was not very serious: a British infantry officer who observed it described it as ‘the most beautiful and stage-like skirmishing’, while a light infantry officer said that watching the spectacle,‘whiled away some hours for us most agreeably’. The historian of the King's German Legion admits that the Hussars generally had the worst of it and suffered some loss, but gives details of one creditable incident: ‘Lieutenant Bobers of the regiment, however, made a gallant reprisal, attacking a superior number of the enemy with twenty hussars; rescuing a wounded man from the middle of the enemy's ranks, and bringing in several prisoners.’25

In his Mémoires Marmont claims that he ordered Maucune to occupy only the near end of the Monte de Azan, but that his hot-headed subordinate pushed forward precipitately and, with his light infantry, attacked the allied troops who were defending the village of Los Arapiles. Whoever was to blame – and Marmont had an obvious motive for attributing the fault to his subordinate, while such behaviour would be in character for Maucune – the result was dangerous. Maucune's division was too far forward, too close to the allied position, and lacked adequate supports. There was a gap of almost a mile between Maucune's right flank and the Greater Arapile, which the 122nd Ligne was quite inadequate to fill, while there was a risk that the fighting in the village might escalate. The problem was not yet insuperable, but it suggests that the French movements were beginning to appear careless and overconfident.

The village of Arapiles was defended by the light companies of the British Guards brigade (First Division) and of the Fusilier brigade (Fourth Division), together with the company of Brunswick Oels light infantry attached to the Fusiliers. Friedrich von Wachholtz of the Brunswickers gives by far the best first-hand account of this fighting in his journal. His company had been deployed in open order in front of the village some hours before: ‘We lay on our stomachs on the open field, nibbled on rusks [and] drank fresh water which the inhabitants of Arapiles brought us.’ The initial French advance, by a mere company of voltigeurs, was tentative, and Wachholtz's men opened a slow fire to keep their opponents at a distance. But then the French were reinforced and pressed forward, while their artillery inflicted some losses on the allies, including severely wounding Major Dalmer of the 23rd Fusiliers, who was in overall command of the Fourth Division light infantry in the area. The allied skirmishers fell back to the village and were closely followed by the French until the fire of Sympher's guns checked their advance – at this point, seeing their opportunity, the allies charged and drove the voltigeurs back. However, the French were soon reinforced and made a new attack, which carried them into the village before the allied reserves were fed into the fray and drove them out again. This was as far as the French came, although the skirmishing continued for some time. Wachholtz says that his company lost ten men wounded from an initial strength of about fifty-four all ranks. The losses of the light companies of the Fusiliers are merged with those of their parent regiments, but the Coldstream Guards lost thirty-eight casualties, including seven men killed, and the Third Guards suffered twenty-four, with the regimental historians confirming that these casualties came almost entirely from the light companies. Given the small numbers of men engaged, these losses were quite heavy, especially as the allies had the advantage of fighting from under cover.26

It is not known why the French abandoned their attack on the village. Perhaps the stiff resistance of the allied light infantry convinced Maucune that there was nothing to be gained by pressing the attack, or he may have obeyed the order to withdraw which Marmont claims to have sent him.27 Alternatively the sudden appearance of fresh allied troops (Leith's Fifth Division) to the north and west of the village may have persuaded him to retire to a more respectful distance from the allied line. The evidence for Maucune's movements is extremely sparse, but it seems likely that when attacking the village he had brought at least part of the main body of his division to the top of the hillside overlooking Los Arapiles, and that when the attack was given up, he moved further west, occupying the long, gentle forward slope of the plateau, due south of Las Torres.

Wellington had watched the French advance with keen interest and must have hoped that the attack on the village signalled an imminent French onslaught, which would give him the defensive battle which was still his preference. He had responded to Maucune's appearance on the Monte de Azan by continuing the shift of his own forces from left to right. The Fifth Division was ordered to the front line next to the Fourth, extending the line westwards from behind the village. The First Division, except for the light companies which remained in the village, was concentrated behind the Lesser Arapile, with the Sixth Division to its right supporting the Fourth. A little later the Seventh Division would be withdrawn from the left and would form behind the Fifth on the right, leaving only the Light Division, Bock's brigade of heavy dragoons and some light cavalry (12th Light Dragoons and one squadron of 14th Light Dragoons) facing Foy. Bradford's Portuguese brigade, Carlos de España's Spanish division, Le Marchant's brigade of heavy cavalry and George Anson's light cavalry were all in reserve, probably near the village of Las Torres. Finally, Pakenham's division and D'Urban's dragoons had almost completed their march and were approaching the village of Aldea Tejada, where they would rest for more than an hour.

Meanwhile, Maucune had established a powerful battery – British observers put it at about twenty guns – on the Monte de Azan, and this combined with the artillery on the Greater Arapile to open a heavy bombardment of the allied line. The Fourth Division was partly protected by the brow of the hill and suffered relatively little, but the ground to the west of the village, where most of the Fifth Division came into line, provided less shelter, and consequently it seems to have suffered rather more. Nonetheless, Charles Cathcart expressed the common opinion of officers on the staff, and of Wellington himself, when he wrote that the French ‘opened a most tremendous Cannonade upon our Line which lasted the greatest part of the day, but not to so much effect as might have been apprehended.’28

Soldiers in the ranks could not take such a detached view of the experience, as Corporal Douglas of the Royal Scots, in Leith's Division, makes clear: ‘In my opinion there is no situation in which men can be placed so trying as to keep them exposed to a heavy fire and not be allowed the privilege of self-defence.’29 Two longer accounts by ordinary soldiers, Robert Eadie and John Green, neither of whose units was in the front line, show the psychological strain caused by the bombardment:


It was about 2 o'clock, p.m. when the enemy extended his line to the left, under the cover of his artillery, the roaring of which was like one continued peal of thunder … our division, being in reserve, received general orders to cook, which we set about with all dispatch. It being my turn for this duty, I had just commenced kindling a fire, while one of my comrades was preparing the kettle; when my attention was [distracted] … we were in great danger at the camp kettles, as both shells and shot were coming thickly and rapidly from the enemy amongst us, occasionally exciting a smile at the ludicrous confusion which they caused, by striking a kettle, and upsetting its contents; the men scampering round to avoid being scalded, as they cursed the loss of the precious broth. Two of the cooks were killed before we left the ground; but as a precaution against what might equally have been my fate, I took care always to lie down flat on the ground, whenever I could perceive a shell coming in my direction, and which I had time enough to do. The whole of the lines were closely engaged ere we had accomplished the business of cooking, but whenever that was effected, and the measures of beef boiled, the soup was emptied out, and the beef put into our haversacks, and we marched off the hill with the officer to join our division, which we found still lying in close column as a reserve. Just at the moment of our arrival at the regiment, a shell was thrown by the enemy that unpiled a whole company's arms, but luckily enough, no one received any hurt. Shortly afterwards the beef was divided into messes and each man received his welcome share.30
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The middle of the afternoon, 22 July 1812, about the time Marmont was wounded and Wellington decided to attack (all troop positions approximate, many conjectural).

This regiment, the 79th, was fortunate and suffered only four casualties in the whole battle, so that most of the shot and shells which disturbed Private Eadie in his cooking had probably overshot their original target. The second account, by John Green of the 68th, shows rather more real danger, although the author exaggerates the number of guns firing, and the casualty figures he gives are higher than those in the official returns:


About this time the cannonading commenced: the French had nearly one hundred pieces of cannon firing on our army … we had about sixty pieces; and the thunder of these one hundred and sixty guns was terrible, and beggars description.

Having joined the division [the Seventh], and taken our place on the left of the first brigade; we halted a few minutes, and then advanced to the spot where our artillery were stationed. We now came into an open plain, and were completely exposed to the fire of the enemy's artillery. Along this plain a division of the army was stationed: I think it was the 4th division: the men laid down in order to escape the shot and shells, the army not yet being ready to advance. As our regiment was marching along the rear of this division, I saw a shell fall on one of the men, which killed him on the spot; a part of the shell tore his knapsack to pieces, and I saw it flying in the air after the shell had burst.

The shot of the foe now began to take effect on us. As we were marching in open column to take our position, one of the supernumerary sergeants, whose name was Dunn, had both his legs shot from under him, and died in a few minutes. Shortly after, a shot came and took away the leg and thigh, with part of the body, of a young officer named Finukin: to have seen him, and heard the screams of his servant, would have almost rendered a heart of stone: he was a good master, an excellent officer, and was lamented by all who knew him. The next thing I have to relate is of the company which was directly in our front, commanded by Captain Gough: a cannon-ball came, and striking the right of the company, made the arms gingle and fly in pieces like broken glass. One of the bayonets was broken off, and sent through a man's neck with as much force as though it had been done by a strong and powerful hand. I saw the man pull it out, and singular to relate, he recovered: three others were also wounded. About this time I had a narrow escape from a cannon-ball, which passed within a few inches of me: although it was nearly spent, yet, had it struck me, I should have been either killed or wounded by it.

After this, we formed column of quarter distance; and several shells fell into our column, and did execution: one shell I shall ever remember: we were in the act of lying down, that it might burst, and do no mischief: the colonel cried out, ‘It is a shot!’ and we stood up immediately; but while in the act of rising, the shell burst in the midst of the regimental column, and, astonishing to relate, not a man received an injury by it.31



As this shows, each casualty in the regiment, and even beyond it, was noticed by the whole unit because there was nothing to distract the men; while in close combat, or even in the excitement of an advance, such losses would have much less impact on the unit's morale. Standing patiently under even distant fire was among the most unpleasant and demanding – but also one of the most common – duties of Napoleonic soldiers in battle.

This bombardment ought to have provided cover for the French to consolidate and secure their position on the Monte de Azan and fill the dangerous gap in their line between Maucune and Bonnet. Instead it saw a further extension of the left which proved disastrous for the army. For reasons which are not clear, Thomières's division, which should have remained in Maucune's rear, moved west along the Monte de Azan, thus becoming the leading division in the army. Neither Clausel nor Taupin was yet in a position to support Maucune or fill the gap to his right. In other words, Maucune and Thomières, who were already dangerously isolated from the rest of the army, ceased to be able to support each other and were strung out over a wide front, lacking depth and solidity.

Marmont recognized the danger and sent urgent orders to Sarrut and Ferey to march from the right wing of the army to the centre, and for Taupin to advance to support the left as soon as his division was in order. He then set out to ride to the left to check Thomières's advance in person and repair the damage, but just as he turned to mount his horse he was badly wounded in the right side and arm by a British shell fired by one of Dyneley's guns on the Lesser Arapile. He was carried to the rear, where the surgeons wanted to amputate the arm: he refused to permit this, and suffered much, but eventually recovered to take the field again in Napoleon's campaigns in Germany and France in 1813 and 1814.32

In Marmont's absence the command of the army should have passed to Clausel, the second-in-command, but when messengers reached the 2nd Division, they found that he had just been wounded in the heel by a British shell fragment and had gone to the rear to have it dressed. This left Bonnet as the next most senior officer, but he had scarcely taken command when he was seriously wounded in the thigh. Fortunately Clausel's wound had not disabled him, and he was still able to ride. He arrived at the Greater Arapile soon after Bonnet had been hit and took command, but through this extraordinary chain of events the French army had been left without an effective commander for a crucial hour or more. The British artillery could not match the volume of the French bombardment, but their retaliation had been unexpectedly effective.33

Marmont's responsibility for the disaster which followed has been much discussed. His own account, in his dispatches to Napoleon and in his Mémoires, is clearly a piece of self-justification designed to shift the blame and clear his reputation. But his arguments are subtle and plausible – infinitely more convincing than the egotistical bombast of most French memoirs of the period – and they may well be largely true, if incomplete: the innocent as well as the guilty have to defend themselves when things go awry. Marmont places most of the blame for the debacle on Maucune's impetuosity and says very little about Thomières. Fortescue makes the suggestion that Thomières and even Maucune may have mistakenly believed that the race of the previous days was to be resumed, and this seems at least possible.34 But most historians will have none of this and blarne Marmont squarely for the defeat. Oman and Sarramon expound this argument most convincingly, and others have followed their lead. According to their account, Marmont was elated by Wellington's aborted attack and was soon convinced that the allies were beginning their retreat. He discounted the danger of an allied attack and worried only that they would succeed in making a clean break and that he would thus be denied the chance to savage their rearguard. Consequently he pushed his left forward prematurely, urging his divisions to advance as soon as they emerged from the wood before they could properly regain their order.35

This is a coherent, plausible interpretation of events, and it may well be close to the truth, but it requires us to reject completely Marmont's account, while having little evidence to put in its place. The one piece of testimony which directly supports it appears in the memoirs of Colonel Girard, Clausel's chief of staff. Girard claims that Marmont sent repeated orders to the division urging it to press forward as the allies had begun to retreat. However, Girard is an interested party – he did not want the blame of defeat attached to his division – although less committed than Marmont. Other comparisons are less in his favour: Marmont's memoirs are based on documents written soon after the event; Girard's were composed many years later, and generally lack credibility, being vainglorious and often absurd: he is the hero of every anecdote, and invariably in the right. Girard's account certainly cannot be dismissed out of hand, but it is not compelling evidence in itself.36 Foy is a far more trustworthy witness, but he was on the other side of the army, near Calvarrasa de Arriba, and could not observe what happened in the centre and left of the army; while the atmosphere in the army after the defeat would not have encouraged dispassionate enquiry. Not that Foy pretends to give a detailed account of events in the centre: he simply and unequivocally blames Marmont for the defeat, and for most historians this has been enough to confirm the presumption of guilt which invariably clings to a defeated general.37

Ironically, the one detail which Foy does give counts in Marmont's favour, for he says that the marshal was wounded between 3 and 4 o'clock in the afternoon. This is a little earlier than the contradictory accounts given in other sources would suggest. Marmont himself said 4.15 in his first report, but changed this to about 3 o'clock in his memoirs. Unfortunately, it is impossible to establish the time more precisely, although most accounts place it between 3.30 and 4.15.38 This tends to support Marmont's account, being soon after Thomières began his disastrous march; but arguments based on the relative time at which events occurred – which would be compelling if the evidence supporting the times was reliable – are worthless when based on such contradictory evidence.

Given this, it seems impossible to declare with confidence whether Marmont's own mistakes were the principal cause of the defeat of his army, or whether this was mainly owing to the errors of his subordinates. In one sense this matters little. Marmont was in command of the army and so must bear the lion's share of the responsibility for defeat – just as he would have gained most of the credit for victory – whatever his personal role. He was also undoubtedly to blame for arranging his army so that the rash Maucune and the junior and relatively inexperienced Thomières were in the lead, although it seems that this was the result of committing Bonnet's division to seizing and holding the Greater Arapile. But the wider case against him is less compelling, more doubtful, than is usually acknowledged.

Whoever was to blame, the overextension of the French left would never have mattered if Wellington had not recognized and used the opportunity it gave him. The story of his sudden vision has been told many times with many variations. Here is his own account as recorded by Charles Greville in 1838:


He was dining in a farm-yard with his officers, where (he had done dinner) everybody else came and dined as they could. The whole French army was in sight, moving, and the enemy firing upon the farm-yard in which he was dining. ‘I got up,’ he said, ‘and was looking over a wall round the farm-yard, just such a wall as that’ (pointing to a low stone wall bounding the covert), ‘and I saw the movement of the French left through my glass. “By God,” said I, “that will do, and I'll attack them directly.” I had moved up the Sixth [sic: Third] Division through Salamanca, which the French were not aware of, and I ordered them to attack, and the whole line to advance. I had got my army so completely in hand that I could do this with ease.’39



A few months later Greville collected another version of the story from Fitzroy Somerset, who had been Wellington's military secretary, and perhaps his closest confidant in 1812. This confirms the gist of the Duke's account and adds some pleasing details:


They were going to dine in a farm-yard, but the shot fell so thick there that the mules carrying the dinner were ordered to go to another place. There the Duke dined, walking about the whole time munching, with his field-glass in his hand, and constantly looking through it. On a sudden he exclaimed, ‘By G——, they are extending their line; order my horses.’ The horses were brought and he was off in an instant, followed only by his old German dragoon, who went with him everywhere. The aides-de-camp followed as quickly as they could. He galloped straight to Pakenham's division and desired him immediately to begin the attack.40



It is a delightful anecdote which vividly captures the excitement of the moment, but it is also misleading. It suggests that Wellington made the decision to attack casually, almost impulsively, whereas he had probably been anxiously watching for just such an opportunity ever since he cancelled the earlier attack in the late morning. It implies that it was fortuitous that the army was perfectly placed to exploit the sudden opportunity, whereas Wellington had been gradually shifting his forces to the right all day; he had directed Pakenham's division to Aldea Tejada hours before; and he had carefully used the undulations of the ground to protect his troops both from observation and from the French bombardment. And worst of all, it suggests that the fault in the French deployment was so glaring that every drummer boy in the army must have seen it and understood its significance. But what could Wellington see? He could see Maucune's division deployed on the forward face of the Monte de Azan with a powerful battery in its front. He could see another French division emerging from its rear and pushing westwards along the skyline. And he knew that Bonnet's division was strongly posted around the Greater Arapile. But he did not know that Marmont had been, or was about to be, wounded. He could not see that Clausel's division had only just begun its belated advance to fill the gap between Maucune and the Greater Arapile. Above all, he could not see whether there was another division, or another two divisions in Maucune's rear. We know that the French left was unsupported, that Taupin was still at El Sierro and Sarrut behind Foy and Ferey on the right, but it seems most unlikely that Wellington would know this when he decided to attack. He judged that the French left was overextended and vulnerable, and he was correct; but it was not as simple, as easy or as obvious as that charming anecdote makes it appear. Twenty years of intelligent soldiering and careful observation lay behind the decision to cancel the attack in the middle of the day and to launch this new attack four hours later.

Once Wellington decided to attack, his plan was simple, but only because his troops were already in position. Another general might have committed the army to retreat hours earlier, or been so mentally committed himself that he would have seen in Thomières's move only a threat to his lines of communication, not an opportunity to attack. But Wellington had his army completely in hand, ready for whatever course he might need to take: whether to resist a direct French attack, or withdraw in the evening, or suddenly assume the offensive. Pakenham's division, supported by D'Urban's Portuguese dragoons and Arentschildt's two regiments of light cavalry, could advance largely under cover from its sheltered station near Aldea Tejada to the western end of the Monte de Azan, and then push along the plateau driving the French before it. At the same time that Pakenham turned their flank, Thomières and Maucune would be attacked in front by the British cavalry of Le Marchant and Anson, and by the infantry of Leith's division, supported by Bradford's Portuguese brigade, Carlos de España's Spaniards and the Seventh Division. Cole's Fourth Division would advance in the centre, supported by the Sixth Division, while Pack's Portuguese brigade could threaten or, if an opportunity offered, actually make a serious attack on the Greater Arapile. The First Division would remain in reserve behind the Lesser Arapile, while on the left the Light Division and Bock's dragoons would quietly contain Foy and the French right wing. The armies were so close that, if all went well, the French left would be destroyed before its reserves could be brought up and so the army could be defeated piecemeal. It was an excellent plan, but it remained to be seen how it would work in practice and, above all, how the allied army would perform in its unaccustomed role as the aggressor.

Commentary

It is worth drawing attention to the fact that 22 July 1812 was indeed a Wednesday, as a surprising number of the less good secondary sources make it a Sunday, apparently for no better reason than the belief that all Wellington's great victories were preceded by a thunderstorm and fought on the sabbath.41

On the evening of the 21st Wellington learnt that General Chauvel with a brigade of cavalry from the Army of the North had arrived at Polios. Oman puts this force at fewer than 800 cavalry plus a battery of artillery, while Sarramon makes it 900 cavalry and eight guns, which, including the artillerymen, would make a total force of rather more than 1,000 men. This seems much more plausible than Fortescue's 1,700 cavalry with 20 guns, which probably reflects Caffarelli's promise rather than his performance.42

There is a vivid picture of the state of Salamanca on the day before the battle in the manuscript narrative by Andrew Leith Hay which differs significantly from his published account:


I went into Salamanca[,] which town appeared in a very different light from what it did when the Army left it to advance. Many people had shut their shops and fled, and the Countenances of those that remained bespoke terror and consternation – they asked questions which could not be satisfactorily answered as to the movements of the Army, and any assurances of their safety from the French were received with distrust. They seemed to think we were going to leave them to their fate, and a wretched prospect these thoughts laid open to the unfortunate people of Salamanca – but this gloom was but the forerunner of a brilliant day.43



No wonder Charles Boutflower reflected that ‘Events may yet turn out well, but at present I fear we have gained but little popularity by our irruption into the North of Spain.’44

The city of Salamanca stands on high ground on the north bank of the Tormes, 803 metres above sea level according to the Spanish equivalent of the Ordnance Survey Map. The ford at Santa Marta a little upstream is 781 metres, which gives a better idea of the level of the river. Alba de Tormes, some miles further upstream, is 836 metres. On the battlefield itself, the village of Arapiles is 841 metres; the hill behind it, the Teso de San Miguel, rises to 864 metres, while the Lesser Arapile is 901 metres, and the Greater Arapile 906 metres. Thus, the summit of the Greater Arapile is some 200 feet higher than the village, which is about a mile distant. The ground further west is generally rather lower: the village of Las Torres to the rear of the allied position is 820 metres; Aldea Tejada where the Third Division and D'Urban waited is 795 metres; and the hamlet of Miranda de Azan beyond the western end of Monte de Azan is 824 metres. The highest point of Monte de Azan is 877 metres.45

Of the well-known maps of the battlefield, the one which appears the most detailed and authoritative is that in Fortescue's History of the British Army. It covers the whole area from Salamanca to Alba de Tormes, including Huerta, where the river turns sharply west, and it shows the rise and fall of the land with contour lines marking every ten-foot change in elevation. This is a little disconcerting at first, for it makes the country appear more rugged than is the case, but it promises a degree of precision and accuracy lacking in other maps. However, a close comparison between it and the modern Spanish ordnance map reveals significant differences in the distance between points. Both maps are on a scale of 1:50,000.




	
	ordnance map
	Fortescue
	





	Salamanca bridge to Los Arapiles
	140mm (7.0 km)
	137mm (6.85 km)
	97.9%



	Santa Marta to Los Arapiles
	126mm (6.3 km)
	120mm (6.0 km)
	95.2%



	Aldea Tejada to Calvarrasa de Arriba
	174mm (8.7 km)
	157mm
	(7.85 km) 90.2%



	Las Torres to Calvarrasa de Ariba
	103mm (5.15 km) 88mm
	(4.4 km)
	85.4%



	Las Torres to Los Arapiles
	36mm (1.8 km)
	29mm (1.45 km)
	80.6%



	Greater Arapile to Los Arapiles
	35mm (1.75 km)
	37mm (1.85 km)
	105.7%



	Greater Arapile to Lesser Arapile
	17mm (850 m)
	19mm (950 m)
	111.8%





There are also a number of other discrepancies, of which the most important is that Fortescue's map shows the Teso de San Miguel lying immediately behind the village, while the ordnance map (confirmed by personal observation) places its highest point further east, filling part of the gap between the village and the Lesser Arapile. Nor do the gradient lines always appear accurate when compared to the terrain on the spot.
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Detail from Fortescue's map of the battle, reduced by approximately twenty per cent. The whole original is much larger (330 × 350mm) and is coloured brown, green, blue and red making it much clearer. It is both attractive and impressive, but close examination casts doubt on its accuracy.

Of the other maps of the battlefield, Oman's appears surprisingly accurate, with no significant difference from the ordnance map in the distances tested above, while Sarramon's is also generally reliable, although in neither case is the depiction of the hills entirely convincing. The grandest and most elaborate map is that specially surveyed by Sir Thomas Mitchell in 1815 and published in 1841 in Maps and Plans Showing the Principal Movements, Battles and Sieges in which the British Army Was Engaged during the War from 1808 to 1814 in the Spanish Peninsula and the South of France (commonly known, after its publisher, as Wyld's Atlas). This large elephant folio is a tour de force of surveying and engraving and still provides the most accurate depiction of the terrain of the battlefield; however, it is extremely rare and rightly much prized by collectors. Two beautiful large maps accompany Marindin's 1906 The Salamanca Campaign (a handsomely produced book whose text is almost worthless), and there is a fascinating but not entirely accurate map in Arteche's Guerra de la Independencia – historia Militar de España de 1808 a 1814 (14 vols, 1868–1901, reprinted c. 2000), which may have provided the basis for Fortescue's map.

The maps drawn for the present study naturally take their fixed points from the modern ordnance map, with details of the terrain also taken from it where possible, supplemented by Wyld, Oman and personal observation. They are provided as a visual guide and cannot pretend to be absolutely accurate, while the troop locations marked on them are often highly conjectural. There is a common, largely unconscious inclination to accord information displayed on maps greater authority than to that given in the text, but in the end both depend on the same uncertain, partial and often contradictory sources.46

In his published Narrative Andrew Leith Hay writes:


The day was fine; the sun shone bright, nor was there any atmospheric obstruction to prevent a clear view of passing events; no haze withheld a distinct observation to the very extremity of the plains upon which the enemy was in movement. Occasional smoke from the firing, and dust, alone created a temporary uncertainty in the view of any movement of either army.47



But this was early in the day, and in his manuscript account of the battle Leith Hay says, ‘The Dust was so great as to cover the Troops, and appeared one immense moving mass of smoke. The ground was so dry that the instant we began to move it flew up in all directions.’48 Given the fury of the storm of the previous night, it is surprising to read that the ground was dry, but many other accounts also mention the dust: presumably the hot July sun dried out the ground during the morning and early afternoon. Perhaps also the ground near the Arapiles – village and hills – received less rain than that near the river where most of the allied army camped overnight. Most troops, whether closely engaged or not, could see little of the battle, and only experienced and – usually – mounted officers could hope to form any clear idea of the progress of the day as a whole. One British Guards officer, John Mills, wrote home to his mother:


I saw our line advance, and occasionally could see through the smoke the contests in the different places, but there was so much noise and such confusion that it was quite impossible to make anything clearly out. I had not the most distant conception but that it was a small body on both sides fighting hard for some ground that both wanted.49



In Oman's account of the skirmishing around Nuestra Señora de la Peña, he identifies the Portuguese light infantry involved in the fighting as the 2nd Caçadores from the Seventh Division (and I followed him when discussing the incident in my Tactics and the Experience of Battle in the Age of Napoleon). However, Sarramon points out that Wellington in his official dispatch, explicitly names the 4th Caçadores from Pack's brigade as the unit engaged, and there is no reason to doubt this.50 Wellington goes on to say that the caçadores maintained their position throughout the day. If taken literally, this would suggest that Pack's brigade was without them when it made its attack on the Greater Arapile, but this is directly contradicted by Synge's account, which on this point must be preferred. Presumably, therefore, the 4th Caçadores were withdrawn when the Light Division relieved the Seventh Division in the middle of the afternoon, or possibly even sooner.51
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Oman's map of the opening stage of the battle. The original is rather larger (230 × 185mm) and is printed in brown, red and green. Many of the troop locations and some details of the terrain are open to dispute, but it is much more accurate than Fortescue's map.

It seems surprising that the allied troops retained their foothold on the heights near the chapel, for their supports and reserves in the open valley beyond must have been dreadfully exposed to French observation and artillery fire, and they were almost half a mile in advance of their main position. However, Wellington's statement is explicit and is supported by first-hand British accounts (such as Private Green's quoted in the text), while it is not contradicted by Marmont, Foy or Sarramon.52

Victor Alten's rashness in leaving Salamanca despite his wound was not entirely without harmful effects. When James McGrigor, the chief of the medical staff, reported the progress of the wounded to Wellington a few days after the battle, he told him that Alten ‘has some unpleasant symptoms but … I still do not conceive [him] to be in danger’.53 Alten's rapid recovery is evidence of the good care he received, and is one example among many of the toughness of senior officers on both sides in the Peninsula.

When Wellington discouraged J. W. Croker from writing a history of the Battle of Waterloo, he compared a battle to a ball, then continued: ‘Some individuals may recollect all the little events of which the great result is the battle won or lost; but no individual can recollect the order in which, or the exact moment at which, they occurred, which makes all the difference to their value or importance.’54 Questions of sequence and timing are indeed among the most intractable in studying any Napoleonic battle. Salamanca is not nearly as difficult as Waterloo in this respect and, once the fighting begins, the course of the action is mostly fairly clear, although a few points remain debatable. But the events of the morning and early afternoon, and the time at which actions occurred, remain difficult or impossible to determine. The problem is normally not a shortage of evidence, but a plethora of contradictory statements. There are two explanations for these contradictions. The first is that honest, well-disposed and intelligent eyewitnesses are simply mistaken in their recollection; with the stress and anxiety of battle, time passes unexpectedly quickly or slowly and, with all the other impressions made by the sights and sounds of combat, the time at which events happened does not stick fast in the memory. The second is more prosaic but no less important: there was no radio broadcast of Big Ben striking the hour against which officers could set their watches, and there seems to have been no habit of synchronizing watches or giving orders which depended on the time (except, perhaps, in sieges). In all probability our witnesses could not have agreed on the time within an hour had they met on the battlefield with no other purpose than to discuss this very point. For these reasons all the times which can be given in this or any other Napoleonic battle should be regarded as no more than rough approximations, and histories which divide the day into precise segments, or which pin arguments on fine matters of timing, should be regarded with lively scepticism.

The following collection of times gives some idea of the range and variation, but also of the probable sequence of events on the morning and early afternoon of 22 July:


The skirmishing began at 6 am according to John Mills; 7 am according to John Aitchison.55

The French seized the Greater Arapile at around 8 am is Sarramon's plausible estimate, but Lemonnier-Delafosse, in his memoirs, puts it at about 3 pm – one of the easier statements to disregard.56

Marmont climbs the Greater Arapile: soon after 8 am in Sarramon's view, but Oman thinks it was not until about 11 am.57

The aborted allied attack: Marmont and John Mills both put this at 11 am, and Aitchison rather supports them by saying that it had been cancelled and the troops had resumed their positions by noon. But the normally reliable Tomkinson says that it occurred at about noon and his word convinces Oman – this also receives some slight support from a statement in Ellesmere's Personal Reminiscences of the Duke of Wellington.58

The French advance onto the Monte de Azan: at 1 pm according to Burgoyne, about 2 pm according to Wellington's dispatch, although Marmont says he only issued the orders about 2.59

The French bombardment begins: Leith Hay and Mills agree that this was about 3 pm.60

Wellington decides to attack: Sarramon puts this as early as 2.30 pm, Napier makes it soon after 3 pm, Andrew Leith Hay, in an unpublished letter, favours 3.30pm; but in his manuscript narrative Leith Hay says about 4 pm, while John Mills puts it as late as 5 pm.61

Wellington personally gives his orders to Pakenham to attack: at about 2 pm according to Brigade-Major Campbell, at 3 pm according to Pakenham himself (although in another letter he says that this was when his attack began); 3 pm or a little later is also favoured by Sarramon and Moggridge, but Oman makes it around 3.45 and D'Urban puts it after 4.30.62



Many more examples could be given, while the most important time of all – when Marmont was wounded – has already been discussed (but see also below, pp. 79–80).

The uncertainty on questions of time, and gaps in other evidence, make it impossible to reconstruct fully the movements of each army on the morning and early afternoon of the 22nd; nonetheless, plausible solutions to some problems can be advanced. The movement of the Third Division across the Tormes has caused some difficulty, with Fortescue making it ford the river at Cabrerizos, while Oman has it cross by the town bridge of Salamanca. Each cites supporting evidence for his view, suggesting that neither is completely wrong. Young and Lawford put forward the obvious compromise, although it is not clear whether there is any basis for their suggestion that another part of the division used the ford at Santa Marta, or for their idea that Pakenham thus divided his division in three on his own initiative. Two sources – Brigade-Major Campbell and Brigadier D'Urban – say that their units crossed the river about noon, which makes it seem likely that they reached Aldea Tejada about 2 o'clock, as both Oman and Young and Lawford suggest.63

When Victor Alten's brigade of light cavalry, now under the command of Lieutenant-Colonel Arentschildt, was moved to the right wing of the army, part of the 14th Light Dragoons remained on the left. Beamish states that this detachment amounted to two squadrons, but Wellington's dispatch clearly states that two squadrons under Lieutenant-Colonel Hervey were on the right, implying that only one had been detached. Rather oddly, Arentschildt makes no mention of the detachment in his report to Cotton (although his account implies that a substantial force of the 14th was with him), while Wellington makes none of Arentschildt or the 1st KGL Hussars – possibly Cotton's wound prevented Arentschildt's report reaching Wellington before he wrote his dispatch. There is also great uncertainty concerning aspects of Arentschildt's subsequent skirmishing with Curto's cavalry: where it occurred, when it began, how long it lasted and how it related to other manoeuvres are all quite unclear.64

Bonnet's occupation of the Greater Arapile poses slightly different problems. All accounts agree that the hill itself was held by the 120th Ligne, but it is not clear whether all three battalions deployed on the summit, or some of the men remained on the reverse slope. The number of guns dragged to the summit of the hill is also uncertain. Sarramon states that twenty guns were so deployed, but this appears to be based on a misreading of a passage in Marmont's memoirs which actually refers to the establishment of a battery on the ridge of El Sierro well to the rear.65 Dyneley claims that the French had only four guns on the Greater Arapile and that his own fire silenced them. This may be mere boasting, but the 3/27th, which shared the Lesser Arapile with him and which would have been the most obvious target for French guns opposite, lost only eight casualties all day, and Major Macdonald, Dyneley's commanding officer, later cited this as an occasion on which shrapnel proved its efficacy. Captain Wachholtz, commanding the company of Brunswick Oels light infantry attached to the Fourth Division not far from the Greater Arapile, saw few men on its summit, and states that the French had brought up only a few light cannon, although his view was probably obstructed by the rocky outcrop at the western end of the ridge. Finally, Captain Synge in describing Pack's abortive attack mentions French artillery, but not in a way that suggests he was attacking a large battery. So on the whole it seems likely that the French battery on the Greater Arapile was less powerful than has been commonly thought, even if it was not as insignificant as Dyneley claims.66

The letter quoted on page 58, describing Wellington's proposed then cancelled attack on the Greater Arapile, comes from the National Archives of Scotland. It is not an original, but a contemporary copy, presumably made by Colonel Taylor, the recipient, to send to friends in Scotland – it is among the Hope of Luffness Papers. The heading states that it was written by Henry Clinton, commander of the Sixth Division, although the copy has only the initials ‘H. C.’ in place of a signature, and internal evidence, including the passage quoted in the narrative, strongly points to its having been written by Henry Campbell. The full text is printed as Appendix IV with a discussion of the reasons for attributing it to Campbell.

Even without this letter there is abundant evidence that the First Division was destined to take a prominent part in the proposed attack. John Aitchison wrote in his diary: ‘the 1st Division were moved up immediately to the village of Arapiles. … Ld Wellington immediately issued orders for the 1st Division to attack – we moved therefore into the village of Arapiles, but had hardly entered it when the order was countermanded and we returned and formed in columns of regiments to the ground we had previously occupied.’ This is confirmed by John Mills, by Tomkinson and by the letters of an officer of the Scots Guards quoted in Maurice's history of the regiment.67 These sources make it clear that the whole division was deployed on the right of the Fourth Division behind the village of Arapiles, and that it was only later withdrawn behind the Lesser Arapile; but they provide no hint as to why it was withdrawn and replaced by the Fifth Division, and this remains inexplicable.

There are just as many sources for Beresford's role in having the attack cancelled. Marmont heard the story years later and oddly enough gives the fullest account of the incident, but his version is supported by contemporary British comments. Charles Cathcart told Graham ‘Marshal Beresford's advice was too much taken and he was against fight’; while Alexander Gordon, one of Wellington's most trusted aides, wrote home: ‘I had all along most strongly recommended Lord W. to attack & particularly on that day, but he was afraid of losing men & Marshal Beresford was much against it.’ Lieutenant T. H. Browne later wrote that ‘Marshall Beresford's opinion was asked & he was against an attack, considering the strength of the enemy's position, that the river was almost upon our rear, & also upon the principle which had hitherto made Ld. Wellington decline acting on the offensive.’ And Tomkinson agrees, although he is the only source to suggest that the Light Division was also destined to play a part in the attack.68

The subsequent evolution of Wellington's plans is very much harder to trace: there is a confused but suggestive account in Browne's Journal (which was written up years later from contemporary notes), but otherwise only fragmentary references.69 However, it is fairly clear that Wellington did not commit himself either to fighting or retreating, but kept the choice open. Oman's statement that it was at this point that Wellington told De Lancey to draw up a plan of withdrawal is based on a misreading of Vere: this was done early in the day, although it may have been at this time that orders were issued to the commissariat to retreat.70

It is difficult to determine when Dyneley was sent to hold the Lesser Arapile to the last man. It might have been in the early morning when the French had just seized the Greater Arapile, and there was some fear that they might attack its companion. This fits Dyneley's words quite well, but Vere clearly says that the hill was initially held by two guns of Sympher's battery which were later withdrawn and replaced by those from Macdonald's troop (including Dyneley). If this is accepted, then the most likely time for Dyneley to receive his orders was the middle of the day when a French attack again appeared possible. However, Beamish, the obvious source for any point involving the King's German Legion, does not confirm Vere's account; while Young and Lawford say that Wellington gave similar orders to Colonel Maclean of the 3/27th (‘You must defend this position so long as you have a man’) when his regiment first occupied the hill. Nonetheless, Vere's direct testimony probably carries more weight than the rather tangential evidence which runs contrary to it.71

The effect of the French bombardment is discussed further in chapter five. In his official dispatch Wellington described it as ‘a very heavy cannonade, which, however, did us but very little damage’. But on the same day he privately told Bathurst, ‘I should wish also to be able to equip some more artillery, and of a larger calibre; as it is not agreeable to be cannonaded for hours together, and not to be able to answer even with one gun.’72 This is an extraordinary statement, almost equal to Wellington's notorious criticism of the British artillery at Waterloo, although it has attracted none of the controversy which surrounds the later letter. Its literal truth is readily disproved by Marmont's wound; but it is not clear whether it has any more general truth. Was the British artillery in the centre and right of the army overwhelmed by the French fire and unable to respond effectively, at least until the allies began their advance? We simply do not know. There were three allied batteries in the area: Macdonald's on the Lesser Arapile, which Dyneley assures us kept firing and had the better of the French guns opposite; Sympher's KGL battery on the hill behind Los Arapiles, which Wachholtz says was important in the defence of the village; and Lawson's battery with the Fifth Division, of which little is known.73 Of these, Macdonald and Lawson were both equipped with 6-pounders, Sympher with 9-pounders. None of them suffered heavy casualties, for the total losses of all the Anglo-Portuguese artillery in the battle was only four men killed and eleven men wounded. It is also possible that these batteries were supported by Bull's horse artillery attached to the cavalry, Douglas's battery from the Third Division, or the Spanish battery, although there is no evidence that any of these units were engaged at this point. Andrew Leith Hay describes an incident in which Lawson's battery was overwhelmed by French fire and forced to withdraw, but a careful reading of his account makes it clear that this occurred while the Fifth Division was still on the left.74

The issue of Marmont's responsibility for the overextension of the French left wing, and hence the defeat of the whole army, has been discussed in the main narrative at some length, but there are a few additional points which ought to be made here. It is sometimes argued, among others by Oman, that if Marmont had really objected to the advance of Maucune and Thomières, he had only to send an ADC with orders and it would quickly have been halted.75 This would be a compelling argument if Maucune, having climbed onto the Monte de Azan, had advanced along it without halting or interference from Marmont until he reached the far end: but no one suggests that this is what happened. Rather, Maucune advanced against the village, but then halted and perhaps withdrew a little, either of his own volition or in obedience to orders. This was further than Marmont claims that he wished him to advance, but it was not in itself fatal. The true disaster for the French came when Thomières, instead of halting in support of Maucune, continued to advance along the plateau beyond Maucune's position, Marmont saw the error, issued orders to Taupin to bring his division forward as soon as possible, and was in the act of setting out to halt Thomières's advance in person, and to make the best of the situation he found, when he was wounded. There is no need to believe that he recognized the full extent of the danger – that may be being wise after the event – but equally there is no inherent implausibility in his setting off to take command of the left in person: at about the same time Wellington was riding to give Pakenham his orders in person, and it was natural for Marmont to go to the Monte de Azan both to assist Thomières, who was only a brigadier, and to ensure that the headstrong Maucune obeyed orders.

This reconstruction of events is far from certain, but it fits the evidence as well, and is at least as plausible, as the alternative. The other interpretation, best expressed by Oman, but common to most historians of the battle, including Sarramon, is that Marmont became convinced that Wellington had already begun to retreat, and was afraid that the allies would break cleanly away. He therefore pushed Maucune, Thomières and Curto forward as quickly as possible in order to molest and detain the allied rearguard and only realized his mistake, if at all, when it was far too late to correct it. This is quite possible, and Girard's evidence, for what it is worth, tends to support it. But there is no explanation as to why Marmont should have believed that the bulk of the allied army had already begun its retreat, other than vague references to the dust kicked up by Pakenham and D'Urban, and the sight of the allied heavy baggage retreating many hours before. Nor do any of Marmont's other actions suggest that he thought he was only facing a rearguard. The orders given just before he was wounded indicate caution and anxiety, not overconfidence: Taupin was to hurry forward to support the left (we have Castel's word as well as Marmont's for this),76 while Ferey and Sarrut were to move to the centre. But if Marmont had really believed that he was only facing a rearguard, surely he would have ordered Foy to engage the troops facing him rather than let them escape unhindered?

Marmont's responsibility would be much clearer if we could determine when he was wounded, but it is impossible to fix the time, or even when it was relative to the allied attack. Some early secondary sources, including Napier, have him wounded after the battle has begun, when Leith and Cole start their advance, and Fortescue is inclined to follow them. But Oman and Sarramon, both of whom are, on the whole, highly critical of Marmont, reject this as being much too late, and put the wound clearly before Pakenham begins his advance, and there is little reason to question their judgment on this point.77

Almost all authorities have accepted without question Marmont's statement that he was wounded as he was on the point of setting off to ride to join his left wing. However, Napier does mention an alternative possibility: that Marmont was ‘at dinner and in the act of holding his plate’ when he was struck. This is evidently based on the testimony of Mercier, an engineer officer attached to Bonnet's division. If this story could be confirmed, it would seriously damage Marmont's credibility, but the only other sources which are relevant – Castel and Parquin – tend rather to contradict it, although they are not conclusive.78

One other possibility should at least be mentioned: Marmont may have been wounded earlier than most accounts suggest, while Maucune's men were still attacking the village. This would explain why he blamed Maucune, not Thomières, for the defeat, and his apparent belief that the attack on the village brought on the battle. It is also easy to imagine that the confusion in the command following his wounding was responsible for Thomières's march, or at least for the failure to halt it. Of course, this is a very convenient theory for Marmont, as it exonerates him from most of the blame for the defeat, but that does not make it untrue. On the whole, the balance of evidence is against this argument, but cannot be completely discounted.

There is a disconcerting oddity in Marmont's Mémoires: he implies that Bonnet was his second-in-command, and makes this explicit in a letter to King Joseph of 25 July 1812. Oman, and most other historians, naturally follow this, presuming – reasonably enough – that Marmont could hardly be mistaken on such a point. It was left to Young and Lawford in 1973 to point out that Clausel had been promoted to general of division eight months before Bonnet (18 December 1802 and 27 August 1803 respectively). Sarramon has no doubt that Clausel was in fact second-in-command of the army, and suggests that Bonnet may have acted in the interim before himself being wounded: it may have taken some time to locate Clausel if he had gone to the rear to have his wounded heel dressed. This is as good a reconstruction of events as the evidence will permit, but it does not really explain Marmont's strange inaccuracy.79

If a simple point like this poses such difficulties, it is not surprising that it is impossible to reconstruct precisely the movements of the French divisions. Three problems stand out in particular. How far forward was Maucune's main body when his skirmishers attacked the village, and did he remain in this position or move south or west when the attack was repulsed? Where did Curto's light cavalry skirmish with those of Arentschildt, and why did they not play a more prominent role later in the battle? And where was Clausel's division when Maucune first moved onto the Monte de Azan, and when Thomières advanced beyond Maucune's position? This last is particularly important, for Marmont's orders appear more or less rash depending on whether Clausel should have been in position to support Maucune and Thomières. Unfortunately, there is little or no evidence to answer any of these questions. We do not even really know where or when Clausel was wounded, or whether he was with his division at the time or had ridden ahead. There is some evidence that his troops came into line surprisingly late, after Cole's advance had begun, but even this is not conclusive. Nor is it difficult to ask other insoluble questions. Where exactly was Taupin's division? Where was Sarrut's? Our whole understanding of the battle, and of these early manoeuvres in particular, is much more fragmentary and uncertain than a confident narrative and attractive maps would suggest.

The story of Wellington's sudden decision to attack has been told in many forms. The grain of sand which grew into the familiar anecdote was current in the army at the time. John Mills wrote in his diary of 22 July: ‘At five o'clock Lord Wellington having observed that they had detached a considerable body of troops from their left and had occupied the range of hills said, “Now they have driven me to attack them. They will not let me retreat quietly and we will show them we are not to be bullied.” ’ And soon after the news of the victory reached London, The Times published a private letter from the army: ‘Now arrived the critical moment which decided the fate of the French army. Lord Wellington found the enemy still continuing to open to his left – their impertinence in cannonading us put him out of all patience; and when an officer arrived with information that the enemy were still further off, going to their left, he said – “Then, by God! we will attack them.” ’80

These early versions contain many of the ingredients of the fully rounded tale and help to confirm that at its heart lies a core of truth. Other papers may have published similar stories, or the tale may simply have circulated among veterans by word of mouth. In any case its next appearance in print seems to have been in Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine in May 1828. This was in what purported to be a letter sent home after the battle by one Captain Spencer Moggridge, but which was in fact an article written for the magazine by a regular contributor, Captain Thomas Hamilton, then at work on his Annals of the Peninsular Campaigns (1829). Hamilton was a Peninsular veteran who had been wounded at Albuera, but neither he, nor his regiment (the 29th Foot), had been at Salamanca, so that his account is an early but somewhat dubious – because it appeared under false colours – secondary source.


On this height were several officers, one of whom was seated, while his horse was held by an orderly dragoon, and the others standing round him. I had approached within a few yards of them before I observed that the principal object in the group was Lord Wellington. In a moment my attention was arrested. He was at luncheon, and in the act of adding mustard to a slice of meat which had just been deposited on his plate, when the following colloquy took place.

‘The enemy are moving, my lord,’ said one of the staff officers to his commander, already busily engaged in the office of mastication.

‘Very well,’ replied his lordship; ‘take the glass, Somerset, and tell me what they seem to be about;’ at the same time continuing his meal with every appearance of nonchalance. The officer did so for about a minute.

‘I think they are extending their left, my lord.’

‘The devil they are!’ exclaimed Lord Wellington, springing in an instant to his feet; ‘give me the glass quickly.’

He took it, and for a short space continued observing the motions of the enemy. ‘Come, I think this will do at last!’ he exclaimed. ‘Ride off instantly, and tell Clinton and Leith to return as quickly as possible to their former ground.’

In a moment all his staff were in motion, Lord Wellington mounted his horse, and I returned to my regiment.81



William Grattan reproduces this version of the story almost word for word in his memoirs, which were first published in the United Service Journal in 1834, six years after Hamilton's article appeared. Of course, it is possible that Hamilton and Grattan both drew on a common source, or even that Grattan told Hamilton the story (although nothing in the rest of Hamilton's article supports this idea), but the very close verbal similarities between the two tales cast a cloud over Grattan's credibility.

In subsequent years many other versions of the anecdote were recorded. In 1831 J. W. Croker wrote in his diary that Alava told the tale at breakfast in front of Wellington, who listened quietly without the least contradiction. This time the food was ‘a bit of bread and the leg of a cold roast fowl’ which is unceremoniously tossed away (to Alava's horror) when Wellington himself saw that the French advance had reached a point he had previously determined. Then come the two conversations preserved by Greville and quoted in the main narrative, and several less interesting versions. In the winter of 1851–2 James Thornton, who had been Wellington's cook during the war, was interviewed by Lord Frederick Fitzclarence, then his employer. He recalled that on the day of the battle he had brought provisions to the Duke near the village of Los Arapiles, ‘I think about 1 or 2 o'clock in the day.’ The food was immediately ordered to the rear (this supports Fitzroy Somerset's account), where Wellington and the staff soon joined them in a farmyard ‘and took some refreshment’ – neither cold meat nor chicken is specified. Wellington remained less than half an hour, but Thornton makes no mention of staff officers arriving with news, or Wellington leaving at a gallop, let alone the food being thrown away.82

There are many other versions, with biographers and historians often introducing variations of their own either inadvertently or to make their narratives flow more smoothly. Some have Wellington on the Lesser Arapile, some behind the village; Napier has him taking a siesta! Others make him remark, ‘Mon cher Alava, Marmont est perdu!’, or combine incidents from several different versions into a composite, ignoring the inconsistencies which result. Young and Lawford worry that ‘there was no conceivable viewpoint from which Wellington could both eat his lunch and see the French’, but the story is too entertaining and too well attested for such quibbles to carry much conviction. Of course, we will never know exactly what happened, let alone the precise words Wellington used. Such anecdotes always lie in the debatable borderland between verifiable fact and the reconstructions of memory; they contain a grain of truth, but soon collapse if an elaborate superstructure of interpretation is built on top of them,83

Nonetheless, there is one important question relating to this story which does need to be considered here and, as it also involves a matter of time, the problems are compounded. Some historians, including Fortescue and Young and Lawford, put the ‘luncheon’ incident quite early in the afternoon, not long after the French first make their appearance on the Monte de Azan. According to this view, Wellington then gave orders for the Fifth Division to move from its position north of the Lesser Arapile to extend Cole's line beyond the village, and that it was not until this was done, almost two hours later, that the orders for the attack were issued. This sequence of events is supported by a literal interpretation of Wellington's dispatch, but creates serious difficulties. It makes a nonsense of Fitzroy Somerset's story, where Wellington sees the French error and immediately rides to Pakenham with orders to attack; while it less directly runs contrary to all the versions of the story which suggest that the resolution to attack was suddenly made and promptly executed. Further, it is hard to see what reason Wellington would have had to attack if all he could see was the leading elements of one French division advance onto the near end of the Monte de Azan. For the story to make sense the French must have overextended their left wing. It may be argued that this happened when Maucune continued his march until he was opposite the village; but the story is much more plausible if it is placed later, when Thomières's division began to advance beyond Maucune's position. This is Oman's view, and it supports his suggestion that Wellington decided to attack at about the same moment that Marmont was wounded.84


Chapter Four

Pakenham and Thomières

As soon as Wellington had decided to attack, he set off at a gallop to the far right of his army to instruct D'Urban and Pakenham on their part in the coming battle. By doing this in person he minimized the risk of confusion or misunderstandings – he could point out exactly where he wanted the allied troops to go, and answer any doubts or hesitation. D'Urban noted in his journal that ‘Lord Wellington came down from the neighbourhood where he had been examining the Enemy's left, at a rapid gallop accompanied only by Col. Delancey (but followed immediately afterward by Col. Sturgeon) and gave us orders for the attack verbally, – first to me (whom he had first met with) and then to General Pakenham.’1

Various anecdotes surround Wellington's meeting with Pakenham. According to Grattan, who always tells a good tale, if not always a reliable one, Wellington's ‘words were few, and his orders brief. Tapping Pakenham on the shoulder, he said, “Edward, move on with the third division – take the hills in your front, – and drive everything before you.” “I will, my Lord, by G—d!” was the laconic reply of the gallant Sir Edward.’ Years later Fitzroy Somerset told Greville that Wellington had ‘galloped straight to Pakenham's division and desired him immediately to begin the attack. Pakenham said, “Give me your hand, and it shall be done.” The Duke very gravely gave him his hand, Pakenham shook it warmly and then hastened off.’ Writing to his brother a few days after the battle, Pakenham himself gives a much more prosaic account of the episode: ‘At Three in the afternoon the 3rd Division received instructions to move in double column across the Enemy's Left, which was advantageously placed upon some strong heights, there to form line, carry the heights and sweep everything before it.’2 This preserves the gist of Wellington's orders: Pakenham would seize the Pico de Miranda, the height at the end of the Monte de Azan, thus turning the French flank, and then advance along the plateau, driving Thomières's division before him. D'Urban's two regiments of Portuguese dragoons,3 supported by the 1st Hussars of the King's German Legion and the 14th Light Dragoons, under Arentschildt, would support the outer flank of the infantry, protecting them from Curto's cavalry. As Pakenham's men pushed along the Monte de Azan, Leith's Fifth Division and Le Marchant's heavy cavalry would attack the French in front, catching them between two fires.

Pakenham quickly issued his orders. The heavy iron camp kettles in which the soldiers were cooking their meal were overturned and packed onto baggage mules to be sent to the rear, while the men cursed the slow-burning stubble which had been the only fuel they could find for their fires. The infantry regiments uncased their colours, checked the priming of their muskets and fixed bayonets. Colonel Wallace addressed the officers of the 88th, his own regiment and the largest in the leading brigade: ‘Gentlemen, the regiment is on this day, as it generally is on such occasions, tolerably strong, and (pointing to batteries which crowned the hill in front) we are likely to have a good deal of noise about our ears. I would recommend you to place yourselves in the centre and front of your companies, which will prevent any mistake.’4

Within a few minutes the division was under arms and moved off in several open columns. Captain James Campbell recalls:


To me, as Brigade-Major of the right brigade, Sir Edward Pakenham, in his quick decided manner, pointed out the direction we were to take, and desired me to tell Colonel Wallace, 88th regiment, the officer in temporary command of the brigade, to move on with as much rapidity as possible, but without blowing the men too much. We soon descended into a kind of valley, or rather hollow, and having brought up our left shoulders a little, we pushed on at a quick pace, but in excellent order, to the right; the side of the hollow towards the enemy concealing our movements from their sight.5



Campbell gives one of the few detailed accounts of the advance of Pakenham's division; otherwise we must rely on scraps of information and chance references which are often hard to reconcile – our understanding of what happened in this part of the battle is much less certain than many secondary accounts imply. Matters are not helped by Campbell's reference to Wallace's brigade as ‘the right brigade’, when other evidence makes it fairly clear that it formed on the left of the division. Campbell's expression may be careless, or he may use it because Wallace's brigade was the senior, leading brigade in the division, which means that it would traditionally, although not on this occasion, have formed on the right of the line, in the place of honour.

From Campbell's account it appears that Wallace's brigade advanced in a long, narrow, open column, with a frontage of a single company, and a considerable gap between each company, so that the whole could wheel into a line facing at right angles at a moment's notice. The second brigade marched parallel to the first to its right (west): if both brigades wheeled to face left, the second would automatically be in a position to support Wallace. The Portuguese brigade either followed the British infantry or formed a third column. D'Urban's and Arentschildt's cavalry were formed on the outer, or right-hand, flank of the infantry; if the infantry wheeled left, the cavalry could use their superior mobility to continue to protect this flank. The inner flank, to the left of Wallace's advancing men, was covered by a cloud of skirmishers, composed of the light companies of the British regiments, the three companies of the 5/60th attached to the division and the battalion of caçadores from the Portuguese brigade. On this side also were Douglas's battery of 9-pounder foot artillery, and apparently also Bull's troop of 6-pounder horse artillery.

The direction of the allied line of advance is also uncertain. Many maps of the battle show Pakenham advancing from Aldea Tejada in a graceful semicircle, so that he approaches the Pico de Miranda directly from the west. But this is not supported by the – admittedly thin – first-hand accounts of the advance, while it makes nonsense of the formation described by Campbell. If the infantry approached the hill in this way, the troops in the rear would need to march the full length of the column before they could take their place in the line forming on its head, which would delay the advance and expose them for longer to enemy fire. If this had been the chosen route, it would have been more natural for the regiments of the first brigade to march next to each other in a line of battalion columns, with those of the second brigade following behind – a formation which would make deployment relatively quick and easy. If Pakenham's formation was to make sense he should not march directly towards the Pico de Miranda, but rather march south until he was level with it but further west. A simple left wheel would then bring his whole division into line facing east, ready to climb the hillside and advance along the Monte de Azan. This suggests that Pakenham left Aldea Tejada heading south-east, following a little country by-road which still exists today. After about a mile and a half he could then turn due south towards Miranda de Azan. This route has the great advantage of being screened from French observation for most of its length by the low ridge which extends to the north from just west of the Pico de Miranda.6

Further problems are posed by the nature of the ground at the Pico de Miranda. This western end of the Monte de Azan does not rise from a broad plain, but is closely confined by steep hills to the north and west and the village of Miranda de Azan to the south. It is difficult to see how Wallace's brigade, let alone Pakenham's whole division and its supporting cavalry, could deploy in such a limited space. Moreover, the Pico de Miranda itself is so narrow – only fifty yards across its flat summit – that the British line would have extended down its steep slopes and onto the ground beyond, while it would be difficult for the French to bring their full force to oppose them. First-hand accounts of the advance and subsequent fighting provide no solution for these difficulties, which remain intractable. Unsatisfactory though it may be, one can only note them and pass on.

Given this, it is not surprising that it is impossible to reconstruct the French movements convincingly. All we really know is that British accounts say that the French were flustered, in some confusion and still moving when Pakenham's men attacked them. It has generally been assumed that they were still continuing the advance along the Monte de Azan whose beginning had inspired Wellington to launch his attack. But as Young and Lawford point out, this implies that they were moving so slowly that they might as well have been crawling on their hands and knees.7 Two explanations suggest themselves. Thomières's initial advance beyond Maucune's position may have been quite limited, and it may only have been the belated discovery of Pakenham's advance which convinced him of the urgent need to occupy the whole of the plateau. Alternatively, Thomières's division may have originally deployed facing north, and the confusion been caused by the need to re-deploy to face an attack from the west.
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Possible formation of Pakenham's division in its advance (heading towards the bottom of the page). (Not to scale, and there would have been more lateral space between the columns than is shown here.)

What is clear is that Thomières was heavily outnumbered. There were only three regiments in his division – the 1st Ligne (3 battalions, approximately 1,700 men), the 62nd Ligne (2 battalions, 1,100 men) and the 101st Ligne (3 battalions, 1,400 men) – which, together with the divisional battery, gave him a force of barely 4,500 men, compared to Pakenham's 5,800 or so. This was bad enough, but the 1st Ligne was not with the division at this point: either it had trailed behind, or Thomières had deliberately left it to try to fill the enormous gap that had opened between his division and Maucune's. Whatever the reason, the result was disastrous, for it meant that he had less than half Pakenham's force at the critical point.

Curto's light cavalry division should have done something to offset this imbalance, for his seventeen squadrons (about 1,800 men) heavily outnumbered D'Urban's 480 Portuguese dragoons and the six hundred or so men under Arentschildt. But Curto's movements are even harder to fathom than those of Thomières: the natural role for his light horse was to screen and protect the advance of the French infantry along the plateau, but this was not done, and it seems that the cavalry were both behind the infantry and to the south of the plateau. It is also quite likely that only one of Curto's two brigades was on hand at the critical moment: otherwise it is hard to explain why the French cavalry did not have a greater effect, even allowing for the poor quality of their horses.

As the allied force approached the Pico de Miranda, D'Urban rode ahead of his cavalry, accompanied only by a couple of staff officers. Clearing a clump of trees ‘a short way up the slope, I came suddenly upon the head of a French column of infantry, having about a company in front, and marching very fast by its left.’ D'Urban galloped back to the head of his brigade and led it forward in a charge that took the French completely by surprise. Nonetheless, the French fire was sufficient to check the momentum of the squadron charging frontally and to inflict some casualties, but the squadron on its right was able to wheel inwards onto the defenceless French flank. The battalion then broke and fled uphill, leaving many prisoners in the hands of the Portuguese.8

Meanwhile, the allied infantry had formed for their advance up the Pico de Miranda. Wallace's brigade was in the lead, still screened by a thick belt of skirmishers. The second British brigade followed in support, with the Portuguese brigade probably in their rear. Grattan claims that the line was formed from column without halting, thus disconcerting the French, but another source states that there was a brief pause during which ‘General Pakenham rode along the division, addressing, as he passed, a short but inspiriting speech to each battalion.’ Final preparations for close combat were made, and in each regiment some of the sergeants were summoned to the centre to help guard the colours.9
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Pakenham's attack. The long columns have wheeled into line and Wallace's brigade, leading the advance, has gained the summit of the Pico de Miranda. (Much of this is conjectural, and the troop positions are at best approximate, while the depiction of the terrain has been deliberately simplified.)

The French were in some disarray. D'Urban's success had left them with only four battalions in good order to face the onslaught of twelve. Their artillery may have been withdrawn at this point, for the allied advance had been so rapid that it would have had little time to move into position, unlimber and open fire. But the British batteries of Douglas and Bull had now come into action, firing from a rise in the ridge running off to the north. Their fire must have added to the French confusion, for it would catch any troops, infantry or artillery, facing west in the flank and partly enfilade them. Nonetheless, Thomières had little choice but to hope that his infantry could check the allied advance – however desperate the odds – for Pakenham was now too close for the French to be able to retreat in good order.

The allied skirmishers pressed forward against their French counterparts, weight of numbers giving the allies a great advantage. Yet all did not go entirely smoothly, as William Grattan, who had no love of the Portuguese, delights in recording:


a number of Caçadores commanded by Major Haddock were in advance of us. The moment the French fire opened, these troops, which had been placed to cover our advance, lay down on their faces, not for the purpose of taking aim with more accuracy, but in order to save their own sconces from the French fire. Haddock dismounted from his horse and began belabouring with the flat side of his sabre the dastardly troops he had the misfortune to command, but in vain; all sense of shame had fled after the first discharge of grape and musketry, and poor Haddock might as well have attempted to move the great cathedral of Salamanca as the soldiers of his Majesty the King of Portugal.10



Despite Grattan's contempt, such incidents were not uncommon in battle and could affect soldiers of any nationality.

It may have been at this time, or later in the combat, that General Thomières fell, mortally wounded, adding to the confusion and uncertainty in French ranks.

As soon as the British line was formed, Pakenham, hat in hand, personally led its advance. His own account, written just after the battle, is disappointingly vague: ‘These instructions your old companions executed in the most admirable style, and, in spite of every resistance, (for the Enemy's Columns remained firm till our line had closed within Ten Yards in the most distant point), were never brought to a check. The crash was magnificent!’11 Captain Campbell is rather more informative:


The enemy's skirmishers and ours now set to work, yet we did not wait for their indecisive long shots; but advancing still rapidly and steadily, our right soon came into contact with their left, which had opened a very heavy and destructive fire upon us, and which would have lasted long enough had the brigade been halted to return it, but it was instantly charged and overthrown. It was now evident to us all that Sir Edward Pakenham knew how to handle Picton's division.12



But for detail and atmosphere – although not for literal accuracy – it is impossible to improve on Grattan:


All were impatient to engage, and the calm but stern advance of Pakenham's right brigade was received with beating of drums and loud cheers from the French, whose light troops … [ran] down the face of the hill in a state of great excitement … [and] commenced an irregular and hurried fire… .

Regardless of the fire of the riflemen, and the showers of grape and canister, Pakenham continued to press onward; his centre suffered, but still advanced; his left and right being less oppressed by the weight of the fire, continued to advance at a more rapid pace, and as his wings inclined forward and outstripped the centre, his right brigade assumed the form of a crescent … it so happened that all the British officers were in front of their men – a rare occurrence. The French officers were also in front; but their relative duties were widely different: the latter, encouraging their men into the heat of battle; the former, keeping their devoted soldiers back! …

… the soldiers, with their firelocks on the rest, followed close upon the heels of their officers, like troops accustomed to conquer. They speedily got footing upon the brow of the hill, but before they had time to take breath, Thomières's entire division, with drums beating and uttering loud shouts, ran forward to meet them, and belching forth a torrent of bullets from five thousand muskets, brought down almost the entire of Wallace's first rank, and more than half of his officers. The brigade staggered back from the force of the shock, but before the smoke had altogether cleared away, Wallace, looking full in the faces of his soldiers, pointed to the French column, and leading the shattered brigade up the hill, without a moment's hesitation, brought them face to face before the French had time to witness the terrible effect of their murderous fire.

Astounded by the unshaken determination of Wallace's soldiers, Thomières's division wavered; nevertheless they opened a heavy discharge of musketry, but it was unlike the former, – it was irregular and ill-directed, the men acted without concert or method, and many fired in the air. At length their fire ceased altogether, and the three regiments, for the first time, cheered! The effect was electric; Thomières's troops were seized with a panic… .

The French officers did all that was possible, by voice, gesture, and example, to rouse their men to a proper sense of their situation, but in vain. One, the colonel of the leading regiment … seizing a firelock, and beckoning to his men to follow, ran forward a few paces and shot Major Murphy dead at the head of the 88th; however, his career soon closed: a bullet, the first that had been fired from our ranks, pierced his head; he flung up his arms, fell forward, and expired.

The brigade, which till this time cheerfully bore up against the heavy fire they had been exposed to without returning a shot, were now impatient, and the 88th greatly excited: for Murphy, dead and bleeding, with one foot hanging in the stirrup-iron, was dragged by his affrighted horse along the front of his regiment; the soldiers became exasperated, and asked to be let forward. Pakenham, seeing that the proper moment had arrived, called out to Wallace ‘to let them loose’. The three regiments ran onward, and the mighty phalanx, which but a moment before was so formidable, loosened and fell in pieces before fifteen hundred invincible British soldiers fighting in a line of only two deep.13



All this needs to be taken with a pinch of salt: Wallace's brigade was not facing the whole of Thomières's division, and the ‘torrent of bullets from five thousand muskets’ is no more than a rhetorical flourish. The three battalions of Wallace's brigade amounted to nearly 1,500 rank and file; they formed a single two deep line about five hundred yards long; and it is clear both from Grattan and from other sources that they outflanked the French on both sides, so that parts of the British battalions on each flank curled inwards – Grattan's ‘crescent’. This suggests that the French presented a front of at most three hundred yards. A single French battalion formed in column of divisions (that is, with two companies in front) was barely fifty yards wide. It is therefore possible that all four battalions that Thomières had available were crowded together in a single line of battalion columns, with minimal gaps in between each column, although, given the nature of the ground (the southern face of the Monte de Azan is particularly steep at this point), this seems most unlikely. Alternatively, the French could have formed two regimental columns, each having a frontage of only two companies but double the depth of a battalion column; or two battalion columns could have been kept some distance to the rear to act as supports or reserves.

Whatever the details of the French formation, it is clear that they were not in line, and that at best fewer than one-third of Thomières's two thousand infantry could bring their muskets to bear effectively. This is confirmed by the casualties suffered by the British, which were much less severe than Grattan suggests with his ‘almost the entire of Wallace's front rank, and more than half of his officers’. In fact, the brigade suffered only 239 casualties from 1,548 officers and men in the entire battle (or 15.4 per cent) and of his seventy officers only two were killed and eleven wounded (18.6 per cent).14 Significantly, Grattan's own regiment, the 88th, which was in the centre of the line, suffered disproportionately: 135 casualties from 663 officers and men, or 20.4 per cent, a rate almost double that of the other two regiments in the brigade. These heavy losses in the centre help explain why the flanking battalions, facing less opposition, pressed forward more rapidly and the line curved around the French flanks.

It is unlikely that the French expected to halt the British attack through musketry alone: to do so they should have deployed in line. Rather, Grattan's account suggests that they intended their first volley to check and unsettle the British, so gaining a temporary psychological advantage which could then be exploited by charging the shaken line. Against other opponents these tactics might well have succeeded, but, although ‘staggered’ by the French fire, Wallace's men continued to advance, and this greatly disconcerted the French. Their confidence shaken, the second French volley was ‘irregular and ill-directed’; already the allies had gained the psychological ascendancy. The British continued to advance and cheered, displaying a confidence which further shook the French and caused some panic. Finally, as the British soldiers grew impatient, especially at the sight of Major Murphy's body, Pakenham gave the signal, they charged and the French broke before them.

It is worth noting that neither Grattan nor Campbell states that the British line fired at all in their advance, except for the single shot which avenged Major Murphy. Indeed, Campbell is quite explicit in rejecting any attempt to engage in a musketry duel: ‘[The French] opened a very heavy and destructive fire upon us, and which would have lasted long enough had the brigade been halted to return it, but it was instantly charged and overthrown. It was now evident to us all that Sir Edward Pakenham knew how to handle Picton's division.’ This despite the fact that the British were advancing in line and could bring every musket to bear on the enemy.15

One last observation on Grattan's account is the emphasis he places on the role of officers: keeping their men under control and seeking to inspire them by personal example. Of course, Grattan was a subaltern himself and so was acutely aware of the pressures on regimental officers in combat, but he paints an interesting picture of the varied roles which relatively junior officers played when their unit was closely engaged – even if he chooses to concentrate on those who displayed particular bravery, rather than those who were anxiously trying to remain inconspicuous. Officers were no more immune to fear than their men, and their prominence could make them decidedly uncomfortable. The colours in the centre of the regiment were an obvious target and junior officers carrying them knew that they must not waver. As the 88th advanced, the King's Colour was borne by Lieutenant John D'Arcy and the Regimental Colour by Lieutenant T. Moriarty. When the French colonel seized a musket and aimed at the centre of the regiment, Moriarty remarked, ‘That fellow is aiming at me!’ ‘I hope so,’ D'Arcy replied, ‘for I thought he had me covered.’ But it was Major Murphy riding immediately in front who was hit, and the two young men had to repress their qualms and continue their advance.16

At the same time that Wallace's brigade was advancing on the French infantry, Curto's cavalry charged the right flank of the British line. According to one account, the British infantry were ‘within about 50 yards of the summit, when a body of German riflemen, belonging to a battalion of the 60th, who had been advancing to the front [as skirmishers], and had already crowned the height, came running back at full speed, exclaiming, “Der Deivel, dere are de French horse coming!”!’ This was just sufficient warning for the commander of the 1/45th, the right-hand battalion in Wallace's brigade, to wheel back the three end companies of his line and the advancing cavalry sheered away from their fire. Pakenham, who was riding past, exclaimed, ‘Well done, 45th.’17 But the second British brigade, advancing in Wallace's rear, was less quick to react, and the French cavalry cut in to its end battalion, the 1/5th, and inflicted considerable damage. Private William Brown writes:


As our brigade was marching up to attack a strongly posted column of infantry, a furious charge was made by a body of cavalry upon our Regiment, and, not having time to form square, we suffered severely. Several times the enemy rode through us, cutting down with their sabres all that opposed them. Our ranks were broken and thrown into the utmost confusion. Repeatedly our men attempted to reform, but all in vain – they were as often cut down and trampled upon by their antagonists. … Numerous and severe were the wounds received on this occasion. Several had their arms dashed from their shoulders, and I saw more than one with their heads completely cloven. Among the rest I received a wound, but comparatively slight, although well aimed. Coming in contact with one of the enemy he brandished his sword over me, and standing in his stirrup-irons, prepared to strike; but, pricking his horse with my bayonet, it reared and pranced, when the sword fell, the point striking my forehead. He was, however, immediately brought down, falling with a groan to rise no more.18



The 1/5th had only joined the army a few days before, although as it had seen service at Coruña and Walcheren it was not a completely raw unit; but taken by surprise in the flank, it broke. Before the French could exploit their success, however, D'Urban's Portuguese dragoons rode up and drove them off. Pakenham gave the scattered infantry a few minutes to realize that they were safe, stop running and catch their breath, then he rode up to them, ‘and very good-naturedly said, “re-form”, and in about a moment “advance”, adding “there they are my lads, just let them feel the temper of your bayonets.” ’19 The troops were rallied with patience and encouragement, not criticism or blame. The battalion lost 126 casualties – although not all of these would have been suffered in this episode. This was considerably more than the combined losses of the other three battalions in the second brigade, but it was a very strong unit (902 all ranks) so that the losses amounted to only 14 per cent of its strength. Even so, this was a higher proportion than any other unit in Pakenham's division except the 88th.

The French cavalry might have secured a more important success if they had been present in greater force, but it seems that only two or three squadrons charged the British infantry. The remainder of the brigade, six or seven squadrons, was already engaged with Arentschildt's horsemen, while Curto's other brigade was evidently too far to the rear to play any part at this point. Arentschildt advanced across a steep gully and then kept the 14th Light Dragoons in reserve while Major Grüben led the 1st KGL Hussars in a charge. The foremost French squadrons were broken, but rallied on their supports, which in turn drove the German Hussars back, only for the Light Dragoons to decide the contest. As usual in cavalry contests, the victor's losses were slight: the Hussars lost only two men killed, five officers and sixteen men wounded, a total of twenty-three casualties from a strength of 399 officers and men, while the 14th Light Dragoons lost only eight casualties from 347 officers and men; in both cases these figures represent their losses over the whole day, and this was not the only episode in which they were engaged. Curto's men lost more heavily, but it is impossible to distinguish which regiments were present at this combat, or when they suffered their casualties. As a whole, his division lost about 250 casualties (including unwounded prisoners), but most of these losses would probably have occurred later in the day. The initial contest, however, was important, both for giving the allies greater confidence in later encounters – and confidence and nerve were vital in cavalry combat – and for protecting Pakenham's flank at the critical moment of his attack.20

The Third Division was now securely astride the Monte de Azan advancing triumphantly east, driving the wrecks of the 101st and 62nd Regiments before it. According to Captain Campbell, ‘the enemy's infantry were quickly pursued, chiefly by Colonel Wallace, at the head of the 88th, whose impetuosity was found most difficult to restrain. … Another charge was intended; the French would not, however, stand, and retired in tolerable order.’ This is broadly confirmed by Grattan, who laments that the British cavalry were not yet in a position to exploit the advantage that the infantry had gained, and who admits that although Wallace's men pressed forward eagerly, the French outran them.21 Thomières's leading regiments had been broken, but they might yet be rallied if they could find supports to shelter behind while they regained their composure and were restored to order. Pakenham's men had won the first round, but now faced the danger that an impetuous advance might leave them breathless, disordered and vulnerable to a French counterattack. The French flank had been turned and an important advantage gained, but the battle was only just beginning.

Commentary

Wellington's dramatic arrival at the head of the Third Division naturally set tongues wagging and eventually produced a crop of well-seasoned anecdotes. Grattan's version is not implausible, but it can hardly have been based on personal observation, for how would a junior lieutenant in the 88th (not the leading regiment in its brigade) have been in a position to overhear Wellington's words to Pakenham? Captain Campbell, as brigade-major of the first brigade, is more likely to have been in attendance, but his account gains credibility by not pretending perfect recall of the dialogue: ‘Lord Wellington, followed by some of his staff, galloped up to where the 3rd Division was posted; and calling for Sir Edward Pakenham, he gave him certain orders in a few very impressive words, and Sir Edward's reply was quite in character.’ Captain Lightfoot of the 45th wrote home from Madrid on 26 September: ‘His Lordship's orders to General Pakenham in our hearing were: “Pakenham, you will carry that height where the enemy's left is posted by storm, and when you have gained it, go at them hard and fast with the bayonet.” “Yes, my Lord,” cried Pakenham, “that I will, by God,” and galloping off, placed himself at our head.’22 This is a much better source than Grattan or even Campbell, if only because it was written so much closer to the events; but even so, doubts remain. Would Lightfoot really have been able to hear what Wellington said? And would he be able to recall the words exactly more than two months later, when the day of battle had been so full of other momentous events and disturbing impressions?
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Hand-drawn map of the battle by Andrew Leith Hay. For a more familiar perspective, rotate approximately 45° clockwise.
A is the British position on the morning of the 22 July; B is the French position on the Heights of Calvarrasa de Arriba; C is the Greater Arapile; D is the French advancing behind the Greater Arapile; E is the French troops on Monte de Azan; F is the British position before they began their advance; G is the advance of Pakenham's division which turned the French left flank.

Other versions of the episode can be traced back to a highly coloured and rather implausible account in Story of the Peninsular War (1848) which was an abridged edition of Lord Londonderry's Narrative of the Peninsular War (1828) completed, including the account of Salamanca, by George Gleig. Neither Londonderry nor Gleig was at Salamanca, although they both knew Wellington well, and may have heard some version of the story from him:


Lord Wellington had dined amid the ranks of the third division, and Pakenham, its frank and chivalrous leader, was one of those who shared his simple and soldier-like meal. To him the commander-in-chief gave his orders, somewhat in the following words: – ‘Do you see those fellows on the hill, Pakenham? Throw your division into columns of battalions – at them directly – and drive them to the devil.’ Instantly the division was formed – and the order executed admirably. As he passed, Pakenham stopped, for a moment, near his brother-in-law, and said, ‘Give me a hold of that conquering hand!’ and then rode off, watching every movement with a soldier's eye, and directing his columns to their proper places; – while Lord Wellington, turning round, observed to his staff; ‘Did you ever see a man who understood so clearly what he had to do?’23



Wellington states that Pakenham and D'Urban advanced in four columns; Pakenham writes of his division marching ‘in double column’; and D'Urban says that he was directed ‘to move in two Columns of Lines upon the Right.’ This seems clear enough, but where were the Portuguese infantry? Campbell implies that they followed Wallace's brigade; Grattan has them forming a second line between the two British brigades; while Young and Lawford divide them, with half in the rear of each infantry column. The problem with this is that when the British brigades wheeled to their left, this would have placed the Portuguese on their left in the front line – which does not agree with any account of the subsequent fighting. Nor do they seem to have been in the second line, or Curto's cavalry would have attacked them in the flank rather than the 1/5th. Their most natural location was as a third line behind the British brigades, and this supposition is supported by their low casualties – which were at barely half the rate suffered by regiments in the second British brigade, even if the unhappy 1/5th is excluded. In this case it would be most natural for them to advance in a third column between the second brigade and the cavalry; none of our sources mentions this, but British writers were sometimes inclined to disregard the Portuguese. However, without further evidence the point cannot be securely settled one way or the other. Strangely, both Oman and Fortescue seem to have been confused by Campbell's habit of calling Wallace's men ‘the right brigade’ and have his column closest to the cavalry; but it is extremely difficult to see how it could have led the attack on Thomières from there.24

Pakenham's formation only makes sense if his division marched across the direction of the French advance and then wheeled into line (in a manoeuvre similar to the naval ‘crossing the T’). However, given the difficulty of relating the formation to the actual ground at the Pico de Miranda, it is worth pausing to consider the alternatives. There are two main possibilities: he may have swung his division in a wider arc and approached the Pico de Miranda from the west, but this does nothing to make the troops fit on to the ground more comfortably, while contradicting the evidence of his formation. The second possibility is considerably more interesting, if ultimately unconvincing. According to this theory, Pakenham crossed the north–south ridge and attacked the Monte de Azan from the north. Campbell's evidence of the division's formation must be put aside, and the assumption made that the troops advanced with each brigade in a line of battalion columns which deployed into line before climbing the hill. Thomières's men would still have been flustered by the sudden appearance of such a large force emerging unexpectedly from behind the ridge, and the line of Wallace's brigade would still extend beyond the flanks of the French even if their four available battalions were formed in column along the crest of the hill. The advantage of this theory is that the troops will fit onto the ground quite easily, while the actions of D'Urban, Arentschildt and Curto are not hard to reconcile with it. However, it requires that we discard not only Campbell's detailed account of the formation of the division, but also all the maps and other evidence which refer to Pakenham turning the French flank, rather than simply overthrowing the troops that formed the extreme left of the French army. Furthermore, if the thrust of Pakenham's advance was to the south rather than the east, it would require his division to change direction abruptly in the moment of victory, and abandon the pursuit of Thomières in order to press along the plateau to take Maucune in the flank. This presents serious difficulties, although even in conventional interpretations of the battle the role of the Third Division in the later phases is very sketchy.

[image: Salamanca 1812]

An alternative interpretation of Pakenham's attack. This is highly speculative; some of the evidence fits it quite neatly, but the weight of probability is rather against it.

Grattan's account of the division's advance fits this theory surprisingly neatly. The following comes from his article in the United Service Journal for 1834 and, as with other quotations from it, I have substituted Thomières's name for Foy's:


When all was in readiness, Pakenham departed at the head of ten battalions and two brigades of guns, to force the left of the enemy. Three battalions, the 45th, 74th and 88th, under Colonel Alexander Wallace, of the 88th, composed the first line; the 9th and 21st, Portuguese of the line, under the Portuguese Colonel, De Champlimond, formed the second line; while two battalions of the 5th, the 77th, the 83d and 94th, British, were in reserve. Such was the disposition of the third division …

No sooner was Pakenham in motion towards the heights, when the ridge he was about to assail was crowned with twenty pieces of cannon, while in the rear of this battery were seen Thomières's division endeavouring to regain its place in the combat. A flat space, 1,000 yards in breadth, was to be crossed before Pakenham could reach the heights. The French batteries opened a heavy fire, while the two brigades of artillery, commanded by Captain Douglas, posted on a rising ground behind the third division, replied to them with much warmth. Pakenham's men might thus be said to be within two fires; that of their own guns firing over their heads, while the French balls passed through their ranks, ploughing up the ground in every direction; but the veteran troops which composed the third division were not to be shaken even by this.

Wallace's three regiments advanced in open column until within 250 yards of the ridge held by the French infantry. Thomières's column, 5,000 strong, had by this time reached their ground, while in their front, the face of the hill had been hastily garnished with riflemen. All were impatient to engage … but Pakenham, who was naturally of a boiling spirit and hasty temper, was on this day perfectly cool. He told Wallace to form line from open column without halting, and thus the different companies, by throwing forward their right shoulders were in line without the slow manoeuvre of a deployment.25



Against this must be set the accounts of Campbell and, for what it is worth, Moggridge:


The division was soon under arms, and moved off rapidly in open column, right in front, the 45th regiment leading. … We soon descended into a kind of valley, or rather hollow, and having brought up our left shoulders a little, we pushed on at a quick pace, but in excellent order, to the right; the side of the hollow towards the enemy concealing our movements from their sight.

The whole scene was now highly animating. The left brigade, headed by the 5th regiment, was, I saw, marching parallel to the right, so as to be ready to form a second line. The Portuguese brigade followed the right, and the whole of the left flank of the columns was covered by a cloud of sharpshooters, composed of light infantry companies, and riflemen of the 5th battalion, 60th regiment.

Having moved a considerable distance in this order, (field officers and adjutants prolonging the line of march,) the head of the column, by bringing up the right shoulder, began gradually to ascend the hill, on the top of which we expected to find the enemy still extending to their left. At length, having fairly outflanked the French left, the whole formed line, and with Sir Edward Pakenham in front, hat in hand, the brigades advanced in beautiful style, covered by our sharpshooters, the right of the first line admirably supported by the left brigade.26



And


The ground through which our route lay was low, and sheltered from observation by the neighbouring heights, and we passed on unobstructed and unobserved by the enemy. In this manner we marched on for a considerable distance, when, emerging into ground higher and more open, we suddenly became exposed to a heavy fire of artillery, which occasioned considerable loss in the ranks.

This, however, did not interrupt our march, and, proceeding onward, I remember we turned somewhat unexpectedly to the right, and entered a narrow valley which ran in a direction nearly at right angles with the course we had hitherto pursued. Having continued our advance in this manner for some time, we halted for a few minutes, and having formed in separate columns of regiments, we were ordered to advance up the heights by which the valley was bounded to the left.27



But the most decisive evidence on the point comes from the words chosen by Wellington and Pakenham when describing the advance in letters written within days of the battle. Wellington wrote: ‘I ordered Major Gen. the Hon. E. Pakenham to move forward with the 3d division … to turn the enemy's left on the heights. … The attack upon the enemy's left was made in the manner above described, and completely succeeded. Major Gen. the Hon. E. Pakenham formed the 3d division across the enemy's flank, and overthrew everything opposed to him.’ Pakenham wrote: ‘At three in the afternoon the 3rd Division received instructions to move in double column across the Enemy's Left, which was advantageously placed upon some strong heights, there to form line, carry the heights and sweep everything before it.’28 It is difficult to see how these terms could have been used to describe a frontal attack on the north face of the Monte de Azan.

D'Urban's description of the charge of his brigade comes not from his contemporary journal, but from a later narrative which he wrote to support his friend Sir Henry Watson's complaints about Napier's History. It is not printed with the published journal, so we must rely on the quotations and paraphrases given by Oman. The most obvious problem with the incident is that it is difficult to understand why the French battalion was so isolated from the rest of Thomières's division and why it was unscreened by Curto's cavalry. A related question is where the encounter occurred. D'Urban implies that it was on the lower slopes of the Monte de Azan, but also says that the French were already beyond the right flank of the advancing British infantry, which rather suggests that the French battalion had advanced beyond the Pico de Miranda onto the low rise to its west. However, this makes Thomières's manoeuvres – already difficult to reconstruct – completely inexplicable. Nor are the details of the actual encounter clear, for Napier, in an appendix, quotes two letters: the first, from Watson, states that the French were in square and that the charge was completely successful; the second, from Colonel Townsend, 14th Light Dragoons, says he was ‘almost positive the French were not in square but in line’, and that he had no doubt that the charge failed, leaving Watson badly wounded on the field. D'Urban, of course, supports Watson's account, and Oman follows them, although we cannot tell which of the details he gives come from D'Urban and which are his own attempts to reconcile Watson's and Townsend's versions. Oman has the French neither in square nor in line, but in column with the front two companies closed together so as to be six ranks deep; he makes the frontal attack fail while the right-hand squadron breaks in on the defenceless flank.29

Thomières's force and deployment are even more obscure, and there are no first-hand French accounts of this part of the battle. The version commonly given is that he advanced beyond Maucune's left flank and ‘continued moving in a westerly direction along the summit of the plateau … before [he] stopped he had gone nearly three miles.’30 As D'Urban encountered a French battalion moving hastily westwards, the implication is that the French had only just arrived, breathless and flurried, after a long march. But Thomières did not have nearly as far to go as Pakenham (less than one and a half miles compared to three) and began his march sooner, so it seems likely that he halted for some time on the way. Indeed, he probably never intended to push so far west, and only rushed to seize the Pico de Miranda when he finally discovered Pakenham's advance. Why the French reconnaissance should have been so poor, and Curto's cavalry so ineffective, remains a mystery.

As for Thomières's force, Oman observes that because the division was advancing to the left, the senior regiment would have been in the rear. This is confirmed by the casualty figures, for while the 62nd and 101st Regiments were almost destroyed in the battle (losing 77 and 82 per cent respectively, even on Lamartinière's figures), the 1st Ligne suffered comparatively little (only 13 per cent). Clearly its experience differed greatly from that of the other two regiments, and Sarramon plausibly suggests that it had been left behind as a link (albeit an inadequate one) between Thomières's advance guard and Maucune's division.31

None of the primary sources gives details of Thomières's death, and the secondary sources are not particularly helpful. Fortescue declares that he ‘fell early on this day’; Young and Lawford that he ‘died, vainly trying to rally his men’; while Oman says that he ‘died within the English lines after the battle’; and Sarramon refers to the ‘mortal wound received by General Thomières at the critical moment of the combat’.32 Other aspects of the main infantry attack are fully discussed in the main text.

The account of Curto's charge on the British flank requires rather more elaboration. This follows Oman's interpretation that it was the 1/45th in Wallace's brigade which threw back three companies at an angle and drove off the French cavalry, while the 1/5th in the second brigade were caught in the flank and thrown into confusion. This is well supported by the heavy losses of the 1/5th, while the 1/45th lost scarcely more heavily than the 74th, the regiment on the other flank of Wallace's brigade (the 1/45th lost 55 casualties, or 12.4 per cent of its strength; the 74th lost 49 casualties, or 11 per cent). There is also the testimony of Sergeant Donaldson of the 94th in the second brigade: ‘The 5th regiment, in attacking a body of infantry posted on a small height, were furiously charged by the enemy's cavalry, and thrown into some confusion …’ But the other first-hand accounts do not fit this interpretation so neatly: Private Brown, whose graphic account of the resulting melee is quoted in the narrative, served not in the 1/5th, but the 1/45th; while Sergeant Morley of the 1/5th admits that his regiment was broken, but attributes this to the stubborn resistance from French infantry and makes no mention of French cavalry, although he does add that ‘at this distance of time, I do not pretend to give a faithful account of the particulars’. This is disconcerting enough and Captain Campbell's account only adds to the uncertainty: ‘at this critical moment some of the enemy's cavalry charged in turn, and most gallantly, the right flank of the 45th regiment, but a well directed fire from the 5th, which had been brought up, so as to be close at hand, removed all the apprehensions at that point.’ Even Moggridge's account, which appears to support Oman's interpretation completely, is undermined by uncertainty as to whether he is referring to the first or second brigades. All that is really clear is that the 1/45th were not cut up, that their losses do not justify the lurid language of Brown's description and that their attack was not checked. Equally the 1/5th did suffer much more heavily than the other regiments in its brigade; although it is just possible that this was not owing to Curto's attack, but as a consequence of heavy fighting with the French infantry later in the day.33

The account of the cavalry melee is based on Arentschildt's official report, as printed in Beamish. It is strange that Wellington in his dispatch refers only to two squadrons of the 14th Light Dragoons accompanying D'Urban and ignores the German Legion Hussars. The suggestion that Curto had only one of his two brigades present is based on the results of the action. Arentschildt believed that he faced ‘six to seven squadrons’, while Sarramon puts the force which charged the British infantry at two or three squadrons. One of Curto's brigades had eight squadrons, the other ten, averaging one hundred men per squadron. However, there is no evidence for the location or activity of Curto's other brigade.34

The difficulties of establishing what happened in Pakenham's attack are greater than with most of the rest of the battle, for the sources are relatively few, and either prove unreliable (Grattan and Moggridge) or lack detail. Even Campbell's account, on which so much of the interpretation given above is based, was written many years after the battle and is not without problems. The lack of a good French eyewitness account is particularly unfortunate, although this is a complaint that will recur frequently. Visiting the battlefield and walking over the terrain can often resolve problems, but here only makes them worse. The most that can honestly be done is to lay out the evidence, explain the problems and point to possible solutions, for any simple, straightforward narrative of this episode must make too many unwarrantable assumptions and leave too many important questions unasked. In other words, we must admit that there is much that we do not know.


Chapter Five

Leith and Maucune

The Fifth Division under Lieutenant-General James Leith was the strongest in Wellington's army, with some 6,700 men in eight British and five Portuguese battalions. It had begun the day as part of the mass of troops which Wellington kept in reserve, hidden in the low ground between Carbajosa and Las Torres; but during the morning it had been brought into the front line, occupying a space immediately north of the Lesser Arapile, which had previously been held by Pack's Portuguese brigade. Here it could see French troops moving south in the skirts of the forest as they followed the advance that Bonnet had already made. Captain Lawson, commander of the division's battery of 6-pounder foot artillery, ventured some long shots into the French columns but was soon compelled to withdraw when the French guns replied in superior force. A little later, Leith thought that the French were massing to attack his position and sent his ADC Andrew Leith Hay with a message to Wellington. Wellington inspected the French positions and sent the leading battalion in Greville's brigade, 3/1st Foot, forward to test the French response. The French guns opened fire, making the British infantry very uncomfortable, but there was no further French reaction, and Wellington, concluding that they did not intend an attack on this side, soon withdrew the 3/1st, much to its relief.1

An hour or two later, probably a little after 2 o'clock, orders arrived from Wellington for the Fifth Division to withdraw from this part of the line and march west to take up a new position beyond the right flank of Cole's Fourth Division. This extension of the allied line was in response to Maucune's advance onto the Monte de Azan, and in turn the appearance of Leith's troops may have encouraged Maucune to abandon his attack on the village and move further west to face this new enemy. Leith's division deployed in two lines, each of two ranks, giving it a frontage of about nine hundred yards when allowance is made for the light companies and caçador battalion, who were detached to skirmish in front, and the officers and sergeants who stood behind the main line. Its left was behind the western half of the village of Los Arapiles, and its right extended into open ground where the hill dwindled away, leaving it exposed to the French bombardment.

For more than an hour (from about 3 o'clock to about 4.30, but the times are very uncertain), the division remained stationary under fire, the men lying down behind the crest of the gently swelling ground. Major Gomm, one of Leith's staff, described it as ‘the heaviest cannonade I have ever been exposed to’, while John Douglas, a corporal in the Royal Scots (3/1st), recalled the way soldiers typically made light of a particularly gruesome incident: ‘On the 2nd Brigade forming a man of the 44th was killed and lay for a few minutes, when a shell fell under him and exploding drove him into the air. His knapsack, coat, shirt, body and all flew in every direction. A Dublin lad lying on my right looks up and exclaims with the greatest gravity, “There's an inspection of necessaries.” ’2

A shiver of excitement must surely have passed along the line when Wellington, accompanied by his staff, rode up at a gallop, spent a few minutes in conversation with General Leith, then rode on towards Cole's division. Wellington had come from the right of the army, where he had set D'Urban and Pakenham in motion; now he gave Leith his orders ‘in a clear, concise, and spirited manner’.3 The Fifth Division was to wait until Pakenham's men were engaged, then advance across the shallow valley and attack Maucune's division on the Monte de Azan. Cole would advance on Leith's left; while on his right, linking him to Pakenham, were to be Bradford's brigade of Portuguese infantry, España's division, Le Marchant's heavy dragoons and Anson's light cavalry; and in the rear would be the Seventh Division, ready to support Leith if he needed assistance. By the time Leith was assaulting Maucune's front line, Pakenham – if all went well – would have turned the French flank and would be advancing along the plateau, threatening Maucune's flank and rear. The Fifth Division would be formed in two lines, with Greville's strong brigade in front (3/1st, 1/9th, 1/38th, 2/38th, about 2,600 men) together with the 1/4th Regiment from Pringle's brigade, to equalize the two lines; the second line would be composed of the remainder of Pringle's brigade, and all of Spry's Portuguese brigade. Wellington's instructions concluded ‘with commands that the enemy should be overthrown, and driven from the field’.4
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Formation of Leith's division (advancing south, towards bottom of the page).

Having issued his orders, Wellington rode on, leaving the Fifth Division to wait for Pakenham and D'Urban to get into position and begin their attack. Leith rode up and down the line, encouraging his troops and watching how they endured the bombardment. Most were old soldiers, but the 1/38th in Greville's brigade had only joined the army the previous day and, although it had a core of veterans who had served at Coruña and Walcheren, its ranks were swollen with new recruits, for it was a strong unit with eight hundred officers and men. The 2/4th in Pringle's brigade were also newcomers, having joined Leith's division in May from garrison duty in Ceuta. They too had been at Walcheren, although not at Coruña, and so would have had little experience of battle. The rest of the British troops in the division had been in the Peninsula for at least eighteen months and had seen action a number of times, most recently at the storming of Badajoz. Spry's Portuguese had had less fighting. They suffered few if any losses at Busaco, Fuentes or Badajoz, although they had taken part in all of these campaigns and had probably developed some cohesion, as the composition and command of the brigade had been unchanged since March 1811.

As Leith rode along the line, he chatted to the officers and conspicuously disregarded the French cannonade. He also addressed each regiment in turn, letting them know that they would soon have the chance to advance: ‘Genl. Leith came up waving his hat and shouting, “Now my lads this is the day for England. They would play at long ball with us from morning until night, but we will soon give them something else!” ’ An ensign in the 38th records him saying, ‘As for you, 38th, I have only to say, behave as you have always done.’ And a soldier in the Royal Scots recalls:


The cannonading at this time was terrible. Addressing the Regiment he says, ‘Royals,’ on which we all sprang up. ‘Lie down men,’ said he, though he sat on horseback, exposed to the fire as calm as possible. ‘This shall be a glorious day for Old England, if these bragadocian rascals dare but stand their ground, we will display the point of the British bayonet, and where it is properly displayed no power is able to withstand it. All I request of you is to be steady and obey your officers.’5



At last Pakenham's attack began and Wellington sent a staff officer, Captain Philip Bainbrigge, to give Leith the word to commence his advance:


I galloped up to General Sir James Leith, who was riding backwards and forwards along the front of his men, with two or three staff officers; the round shot were ricocheting into and over his line, and as I was about to deliver the order, a shot knocked up the earth close to his horse's nose. He took off his hat to it, and said, ‘I will allow you to pass, Sir!’ The men heard him, and said, ‘Hurra for the General.’ They were at ordered arms, standing at ease. I delivered my order, and the General replied, ‘Thank you, Sir! That is the best news I have heard today,’ and turning to his men he said, taking off his hat and waving it in the air in a theatrical manner, and in a tone of voice which was grand in the extreme, said, ‘Now boys! we'll at them.’6



It was not mere bravado which made Leith welcome the signal to advance, for almost everyone preferred the excitement and risks of close action to the agony of waiting helplessly under fire. Indeed, part of Leith's purpose in addressing his men was to keep them entertained and give them something to think about other than the round shot whistling by their heads and the ordeal that was to come. Humour released some of the accumulating tension, while inspiring words and appeals to regimental pride and patriotism bolstered morale. But what Leith said mattered less than the confidence which he showed and the example which he set: riding along the ranks, fully exposed to the French fire, ignoring the danger or joking about it, while the ordinary soldiers lay under some cover at least.

As it happens, two of these ordinary soldiers in the Fifth Division have left records of their feelings on that day which reveal something of the strain felt by men in the ranks, and the way their religion affected them. First, John Douglas of the Royal Scots:


I cannot say, as I have heard some say, that they were no more concerned going into action than a common field day, but I am fully persuaded that the man possessed of a belief that there is a God … will have a kind of terror over him for which he cannot account, owing to the reflection that the next moment he may be numbered with the dead. For it is an awful thing to fall (particularly unprepared) into the hands of the living God. I am far, very far, from thinking, or wish it to be understood, that it is cowardice. No, but show me the man who knows he has an immortal soul, and advancing under the destructive fire of the enemy, but will in his inmost soul offer up the prayer of the publican. [‘God be merciful unto me a sinner.’]7



The anonymous soldier in the 1/38th also derived rather mixed comfort from scripture:


Although the scene was dreadfully Awful, I never was in a more composed and comfortable frame than on that day, for in all that I saw, I saw that I had cause to be truly thankful; not that I had any certainty of Life more than others, but I felt confident that I was under the care and protection of almighty God, and my life was in his hands, and nothing could happen without his divine permission. But I was powerfully struck at the commencement of the action with this passage of Scripture, ‘For all they that take the Sword shall Perish with the Sword.’ But in my situation I knew I was bound by the law to do my duty as a soldier, besides, I knew that if I did not, my own life was liable to pay for it. And I thought that as providence had placed me in that situation it was my duty to be resigned to his will and prayed that whether it ended in life or in death, it might be for his Glory and my everlasting welfare.8



Long before the attack began, Leith's light infantry had been skirmishing with the French voltigeurs in the valley between the main forces. The Fifth Division had a powerful force of light infantry: two companies of Brunswick Oels, the light companies from eight British battalions and the whole caçador battalion, amounting to perhaps a thousand men. They covered the front of the division (about nine hundred yards) and extended beyond it to the right, preventing the French skirmishers approaching or harassing the main allied line. They do not seem to have pressed the combat until the division was ready to advance – as unsupported light infantry, they were vulnerable to enemy cavalry who might be concealed behind the skyline of the Monte de Azan. But when Leith began his advance, he sent Andrew Leith Hay with orders for the allied skirmishers to drive back their French opponents and, if possible, to seize some of their cannon. The French skirmishers gave way – it was not their role to attempt to halt the advance of a whole division – and the guns were safely withdrawn and re-deployed in the intervals between the French battalions. Nonetheless, this gained a welcome respite for the allied troops, for the French infantry was deployed beyond the skyline and the guns in their rear could not fire at an enemy they could not see. In executing these orders, Leith Hay's horse was killed under him, and the young man calmly waited for the main body of allied troops to approach before securing a fresh horse from one of the General's orderly dragoons.9

As the Fifth Division advanced, its left wing, including the 9th Regiment and probably part of the 38th, had to pass through the western end of the village of Los Arapiles, but it quickly re-formed and regained its place in the line. The division then continued its advance in excellent order.10 John Douglas writes: ‘Captain Stewart of our company, stepping out of the ranks to the front, lays hold of Captain Glover and cries, “Glover did you ever see such a line?” I am pretty confident that in the Regiments which composed our lines there was not a man 6 inches out of his place.’ And Leith Hay adds: ‘A blank was no sooner made by the Enemy's fire but it was closed up as if nothing had happened, and as much attention was paid to dressing the Line, as if it had been a common Field day.’11

This good order was not achieved without effort. The troops were impatient to press forward and had to be restrained. Before the advance began Leith had sent two of his aides, Captains Belshes and Dowson, to different parts of the line to help curb the pace, while he himself rode in front of the Colours of the 1/38th, in the very centre of the line. Leith's prominent position served several purposes: he was conspicuous, continuing to set his men an unmistakable example of courage; he was a prominent marker, determining the pace and direction of the advance of the whole line; and he was clear of the dust raised by the troops, able to see any sudden threat from the enemy or any irregularity of the ground.

It was vital for the success of the attack that good order be preserved. It was not easy for a line of men nine hundred yards long to maintain its order as it advanced for about a mile under enemy fire. Once the village had been passed, the ground was generally open, but even open ground contains many minor obstacles which can easily cause delay and confusion. One part of the line might press forward, another could fall behind; if the advance was too fast the men would become breathless and flurried, if too slow, the attack would lose momentum. And once disorder began, it would spread very rapidly, sapping the confidence of the troops and preventing them from being able to respond quickly to any sudden threat. It was much easier for infantry to advance in a line of independent columns, which could move more rapidly and worry less about their alignment, than to advance deployed in line. But then, the infantry would either have to fight in column and stake everything on an immediate charge, which would often fail against good troops, or attempt to deploy into line when they approached the enemy, which worked better in theory than in practice.

Leith's division was advancing up the slopes of the Monte de Azan, and the French skirmishers probably still controlled the crest. Beyond lay Maucune's division, which – except for its light troops – was untouched by the day's fighting. And, for all Leith knew, Maucune might be supported by a second French division, or by Curto's cavalry. If the allies became disordered, the French might not wait to be attacked, but instead sweep forward in unknown force and without warning.

Leith's division itself was well supported. Cole was on his left, although Cole's division seems to have advanced rather later than Leith. Bradford's Portuguese brigade should have been on Leith's right, but it had not arrived when the order came to advance, and it trailed behind and was never seriously engaged; its total loss in the whole day was only seventeen casualties, presumably from long-range artillery fire and stray shots; but it would still have been in good position to support Leith if his attack had faltered. Further back, Wellington moved the Seventh Division into the position vacated by the Fifth, so that powerful reserves were available if needed. More immediately relevant, however, was the advance of Le Marchant's brigade beyond Leith's right and Pakenham's division, which was now visibly pushing along the plateau, although the two divisions were still a considerable distance apart.

Unfortunately, we know very little about what was happening in Maucune's division as the allies advanced upon it and the French artillery and skirmishers withdrew back to the main body. It seems to have been formed on a slightly shorter front than Leith's division, for the units at each end of the allied line suffered relatively few casualties, suggesting that they were largely unopposed. Almost certainly the French were not in line. Leith Hay, writing to his father two days after the battle, refers to ‘columns & squares of Infantry’; Captain Gomm says ‘solid columns’; while John Douglas, whose battalion was towards the right or western end of the line, states that the French were in confusion and attempting to form square. The most probable explanation is that they were originally formed in column and that, just before the allied infantry appeared, the French commander on the left caught sight of Le Marchant's advancing cavalry and ordered his men into square, but that there was no time to complete this change of formation before the British infantry attacked.12

The French may have deployed in a single line of nine battalion columns, but it seems much more likely that they were in two lines of columns, with five in the first line and four in the second. The first brigade (15th and 66th Ligne, five battalions) were probably at the western end of the line, with the second brigade (82nd and 86th Ligne, four battalions) on their right. The division may have looked something like this:
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As the British line approached the crest, the allied skirmishers fell back or to the flanks; some were reluctant to go and kept firing at the French despite the risk of being caught between two fires. John Douglas relates a story which, if true, suggests that everything was not quite as calm and orderly as other accounts imply:


At this moment a French officer mounted on a white horse seemed to be very busy endeavouring to keep his men to their work, when a Corporal of the name of Joffrey and I got leave to try if he was ball proof; and running out a few yards in front, kneeled down and fired together, but which of us struck him must still remain a mystery, but down he went. Poor Joffrey, while in the act of rising off his knee, received a ball in the breast which numbered him with the dead also.13



Just before the British line marched over the crest, Leith and the mounted officers of his staff had a momentary glimpse of the French infantry waiting for them, perhaps only thirty yards away. Leith Hay, in the centre of the line, writes that the French were


drawn up in contiguous columns,14 the front rank kneeling, and prepared to fire when the drum beat for its commencement. All was still and quiet in these columns; – not a musket was discharged until the whole opened. Nearly at the same moment General Leith ordered the line to fire, and charge: the roll of musketry was succeeded by that proud cheer that has become habitual to British soldiers on similar occasions – that to an enemy tremendous sound, which may without doubt be termed the note of victory. At this moment, the last thing I saw through the smoke was the plunge of Colonel Greville's horse, who, shot through the head, reared, and fell back on his rider. In an instant every individual present was enveloped in smoke and obscurity. No struggle for ascendancy now took place; resistance was in vain; the French squares were penetrated, broken, and discomfited; the victorious division pressed forward, not against troops opposed, but a mass of disorganised men, overpowered and flying in all directions.15



Captain Gomm, who was also with Leith in the centre, gives a similar, if more highly coloured description:


the spirit of our people rose in proportion [as they advanced], and when they reached the enemy's solid columns, which opened a fire like a volcano upon them, there was not a moment's hesitation; no check along the whole line, but a general shout of exultation was echoed from all quarters. The enemy wavered, retired from height to height; till at length it was impossible to withstand the ardour of our soldiers, which seemed to increase with every fresh assault, and complete rout ensued.16



The accounts of ordinary soldiers are less clear, partly because they wrote less well, but also because their impressions were inevitably more confused as they saw the battle from the jostling ranks amid the smoke and noise of musketry, while Leith Hay and Gomm were mounted and riding a little ahead of the line. The anonymous voice from the ranks of the 1/38th records:


the French were in a … square not more than 200 yards from us. As soon as we saw them we gave a shout, opened a tremendous fire and ran into them directly, so that that line was in a few minutes killed and taken prisoner. We then attacked their rear lines and after we had engaged them some time, we were charging them [when] I received a [musket] ball in my right foot.17



This still reflects what was happening in the centre of the line; James Hale of the 9th Foot was on the left, where resistance was weaker:


Though their thundering cannon roared tremendously, yet Lord Wellington was determined on victory; therefore we did not fail to let them hear the thunder of our cannon; and as our regiment formed part of the first line, we did not forget to let them hear and feel the effects of our small arms, and according to English custom, as soon as we could make it convenient, we showed them the point of the bayonet, and gave them a grand charge, by which we obliged them to leave three pieces of cannon in our possession in a short time: this part of the enemy's line continued retreating for some considerable distance, and we continued firing advancing, till it was thought necessary for us to halt, which accordingly we did, and remained on our ground for some time, expecting they would advance again; but however, they did not advance on that part of the line any more, so that our division came off rather favourably.18



On the right the British infantry were strongly supported by the nearest regiment of Le Marchant's cavalry, which charged the French in the flank, although not – according to John Douglas – before the allied infantry had already had some success:


The enemy, as I before observed, seemed to be rather in confusion. The cavalry on our right was to them a puzzle. The enemy seemed to have formed parts of squares, and parts of lines, and before they could recover from their panic, our murderous fire opened, which swept all before it. Their first line we fairly ran over, and saw our men jumping over huge grenadiers, who lay down exhausted through heat and fatigue, unhurt, in the hope of escaping …

The first line of the enemy being broken and falling back in confusion, the 2nd lined the side of a deep trench cut by the torrents of water which roll down from the hills near the village of Arapiles, and so deep and broad that it took a good spring to leap over it. Here the 2nd line kept up a heavy fire of musketry, which checked our centre for a few minutes, while our poor fellows fell fast. To remain long in this way was too much to be borne. The cheer was raised for the charge, a general bound was made at the chasm, and over we went like so many beagles, while the enemy gave way in confusion. The cavalry now came in for their share and cut them down in great number[s].19



The role of the cavalry will be discussed in the next chapter, but a few points in the descriptions of the infantry combat deserve comment here. Most of the accounts emphasize the same three elements in the British assault: they fired, they cheered and they charged, and these participants give as much weight to the rousing cheer as to the musketry and the bayonet charge. Nowhere did the French stand to meet the charge, and the only hand-to-hand fighting was when the British got in among their fleeing opponents. Douglas claims that the exhausted French grenadiers whom his regiment left in its rear ‘did not behave honourably, for as soon as they found us at a little distance they resumed the posture of the enemy and commenced to fire on our rear; but nearly the whole of them paid the price of their treachery with their lives.’20 This was a common allegation made in many memoirs by soldiers of all nationalities about dozens of different battles. Occasionally it must have been true, although it seems unlikely that overrun troops would often risk their lives in this way. However, in the confusion of battle there were many stray shots flying about, including from friendly units, and it was easy to raise a cry blaming these on enemy soldiers left in the rear. Many innocent men, wounded or taken prisoner, were murdered on this pretext in the heat of battle, and no prisoner could feel safe while still close to the firing line.

The varied experiences of units in Leith's division are reflected in their casualties. Hale's regiment, the 1/9th, was at the eastern end of the line and encountered little opposition. It lost 46 casualties (3 men killed, one officer and 42 men wounded) from 666 present, or 6.9 per cent, less than half the rate of any other unit in Greville's brigade. The first and second battalions, 38th Foot, were in the centre of the line, and lost 17.9 per cent and 16.9 per cent respectively: 143 casualties in the strong first battalion, 51 in the much weaker second battalion. Douglas's regiment, the Royal Scots, was on the right of the brigade and suffered more than any other unit in the division: 160 casualties including 23 killed or 21 per cent. This excess may be owing to the heavy fire they received before they crossed the gully to attack the French second line, or they may have been more exposed to the French bombardment before and during the advance. Equally Wellington's use of them to test French intentions much earlier in the day may also have contributed to their losses. Overall Greville's brigade lost 400 casualties, or 15.8 per cent of its strength. The 1/4th from Pringle's brigade took its place in the front line next to the Royal Scots, but its losses were very light: only 18 casualties, or 3.9 per cent, the lowest in either British brigade. Pringle's other regiments lost: 2/4th, 31 casualties, or 4.6 per cent; 2/30th, 27 casualties or 7.7 per cent; and 2/44th, 29 casualties, or 11.6 per cent, or 87 casualties between them – 105 if the 1/4th is included. Portuguese losses are less certain, but Spry's brigade probably suffered about 150 casualties, or 6.7 per cent of its strength, about the same as Pringle's brigade, even though – unlike the British regiments – it went on to play an important part later in the day. In total, Leith's division lost about 650 casualties, or perhaps a few more, for the losses of the Brunswick Oels companies are not included.21

Among these casualties were General Leith and his aides Andrew Leith Hay and William Dowson. The little knot of officers riding so prominently in advance of the centre of the line was too obvious a target to miss and, as well as those who were hit, others such as Colonel Greville, commander of the first brigade, had their horses shot under them. Leith was wounded by a musketball in the arm, which fortunately did not shatter the bone. Leith Hay writes that ‘a Musquet Ball entered my left leg about 3 inches below the knee close to the shin bone, and passed out at the Calf, it then went through the Flap of the saddle, the Blanket under it, and entered the Horse's body just under the Flank, of which he died the same afternoon. General Leith and myself remained for the night at the village of Las Torres and were on the afternoon of the following day removed to Salamanca.’ They both recovered, but Dowson was less fortunate: his foot was shattered and he lay out on the field all night; he appears in the returns as ‘severely wounded’, and he died in Liverpool in 1814, probably from the effects of the wound.22 However great the inequalities between officers and men in the Napoleonic Wars – and in many respects they were great indeed – they shared equally in the dangers of battle.

These casualty figures show that the French resistance was not completely ineffectual, but the question remains why a complete division of French infantry, which had suffered few previous losses and which was supported by powerful artillery, was broken so easily. Numbers favoured the allies: Leith's division was about 6,700 strong, compared to Maucune's 5,200, but this numerical advantage was never really brought to bear – except for their light troops, Pringle's and Spry's brigades were not seriously engaged; indeed, they probably did not fire a shot, while Greville's brigade did almost all the fighting. It can be argued that the numerical superiority helped give the allies confidence and demoralized the French, but it is hard to give great weight to this argument. Much more important was the advance of the British cavalry, which disconcerted and disrupted Maucune's left even before it charged. There is also the possibility that fugitives from Thomières's division might already have reached Maucune's position, spreading dismay and alarm. But against this, Douglas's account and the casualties suffered by his regiment suggest that the French left fought at least as well as the rest of the division. The importance of the cavalry charge is debatable: it may have done no more than increase the panic of already broken troops, ensuring that they did not rally and that far more of them were captured; or it may have converted the defeat of the French first line into the rout of the whole division, virtually destroying the nearest French regiments and sending the others into precipitate retreat.

Without the cavalry, Maucune's division would probably have resisted more strongly, but it was never likely to succeed in repulsing Leith's attack. There was a qualitative as well as a numerical difference between the two divisions. While Leith's men were mostly veterans and full of confidence, Maucune's regiments had too much experience of the wrong kind. All four of his regiments had suffered greatly in Masséna's invasion of Portugal, losing a quarter or more of their strength mainly through disease and deprivation. The 66th Ligne had also lost heavily in action at the Coa and at Busaco and then again, less severely, at Fuentes. The 82nd had suffered at Busaco and more heavily at Fuentes and the evacuation of Almeida, while years before its third battalion had been cut up at Vimeiro. The 86th had also suffered at Vimeiro, and again at Oporto, although it had not seen much fighting since. These losses would not necessarily have mattered if they had been suffered in the course of a victory, but each of these actions had been a defeat, and the officers and men of these regiments can have felt little enthusiasm for crossing swords with the British again. Only the 15th Ligne had never been broken in battle against the British, although it had been present, if not closely engaged, at many French defeats in the Peninsula, so was unlikely to be much more confident.

But if the psychological advantage lay firmly with the British, the French should have had a tactical advantage. Wellington had frequently proved the great benefits of standing on the defensive and deploying his infantry on the reverse slope, so that they remained in good order while the attacking French arrived breathless and rattled by the fire of skirmishers and artillery, and so vulnerable to an immediate counterattack. Why did Maucune not benefit from the same things, and why was Leith not equally vulnerable? One obvious difference is that the forward slope of the Monte de Azan is open and gentle compared to some of the ridges Wellington chose, most famously at Busaco. Another is that the French attacks relied greatly on impetuosity, advancing rapidly in column, while Leith took great pains to restrain his men and keep them in good order. The advance in line greatly taxed their discipline, but it ensured that there need be no dangerous halt to deploy and that, when they encountered the French, they would bring every musket to bear in their opening volley. Maucune's men, by contrast, were formed in column or square – partly no doubt owing to the threat posed by the British cavalry, but also in readiness to charge the British with maximum effect after the initial exchange of fire. It seems that the British volley overwhelmed them and the British cheer broke their resolution, so that when Leith's line surged forward, the French took to their heels. Ideally, Maucune's second line of columns should have seized this moment to charge forward and attack the British when they were disordered by their success, but they did not do so and were soon broken in their turn by the exultant men of Greville's brigade. Even if they had charged and achieved some temporary success, Pringle and Spry were perfectly placed to check the trouble before it spread.

In the end Leith had too many advantages – his troops were too good, too numerous and too well supported – for the result of the combat to be in much doubt. But the French were far from contemptible opponents, and if the attack had been arranged and executed with any less care the result might have been very different – as the experience of Cole's division was to prove.

Commentary

Oman places the episode involving Lawson's guns and Leith's fears of an impending French attack in the time after Leith had moved next to Cole and was facing Maucune, and links Wellington's observations of the French forces to his decision to attack. This fits into his narrative very neatly, but Leith Hay, who is our only source for both these stories, explicitly states that they occurred before Leith's division moved to the right wing. It is curious that, while Leith Hay specifies that it was Captain Tomkinson's troop of the 16th Light Dragoons which covered Lawson's withdrawal, neither Tomkinson nor Lawson mentioned it in their diaries – although the latter, to be fair, is extremely terse. On the other hand, Leith Hay's account of the incident provides a plausible context for Douglas's strange story that Wellington deliberately sent the Royal Scots forward to draw the enemy fire and test whether the French were really intending to attack Leith's division.23

It is rather surprising that Wellington's orders to Leith should have specified how the division was to be formed – normally such matters could be left to the discretion of as capable and experienced a divisional commander as Leith, but Leith Hay is quite definite: ‘General Leith was directed to form his division in two lines, the first of which was composed of …’, and ‘all [Wellington] directed was as to time and formation.’ And as Leith's trusted ADC, Leith Hay was well placed to know.24

Leith Hay says only that ‘part of the 4th regiment from General Pringle's brigade … [was] brought forward for the purpose of equalising the lines’. The 4th had two battalions in the field, and it seems reasonable to assume that the whole of the relatively weak first battalion (457 officers and men) was brought forward, except the light company which had joined the skirmishers. It is also an assumption that the 1/4th formed on the right of Greville's brigade beyond the Royal Scots, who would take the place of honour in their brigade. Cowper's history of the 4th King's Own supports both statements – though it is not clear whether Cowper had firm evidence or was working from the same assumptions; but he does add some interesting new details, including the fact that the combined light companies of the division were commanded by Major Alured Faunce of the King's Own.25

There is some confusion as to whether the 1/38th joined the army on the morning of the battle or on the previous evening, but in his unpublished papers Leith Hay says they ‘joined us the day preceding the action’, and this is confirmed by the anonymous memoirist in the battalion.26 Fortescue risks causing confusion on another front when he includes the 2/58th in Pringle's brigade. Technically this is almost correct, but although the orders for its transfer had been issued as early as the beginning of April, they were not implemented until after the retreat from Burgos.27

The anonymous recollections of a soldier in the 1/38th are quoted several times during the chapter. These quotations have been edited so as not to distract the reader with their eccentricities; the literal transcriptions are as follows:


Genl. Leath Came up Waving his Hat and Shouting Now my Lads this Is the day for England they would play at Long Ball with us from Morning untill Night But we Will Soon give them Something else

altho the Scene was dreadfully Awfull I never was in A more Composed and Comfortable Frame than on that day for in all that I saw I saw that I had cause to be truly thankful Not that I had any certainty of Life more than others but I felt Confident that I was under the care and protection of almighty God and my Life was in his Hands and nothing could happen without his divine Permission. But I was powerfully Struck at the Commencement of the Action with this passage of Scripture For all they that take the Sword Shall Perish with the Sword But in my Situation I knew that I was bound by the Law to do my duty as A Soldier beside I knew that if I did not my hown Life was Liable to pay for it. And I thought that as providence had placed me in that Situation it was my duty to be resined to his Will and prayed that wether it ended in Life or in Death it might be for his Glorey and my everlasting wellfare.

the French were in a … [here the paper is soiled making one small word illegible] Square not more than 200 yards from us as soon as we saw them we gave a shout hopened a tremendous Fire and ran into them directly so that that Line was in a few Minets killed and taken Prisoners. We then attacked their rear lines and After we had engaged them some time we where Charging them I received a Ball in my Right Foot28



Leith Hay, writing in his Memoir of General Leith, states that the 1/9th had to pass through the village of Los Arapiles and then ‘rejoined the line of their brigade the moment they debouched from the houses’. This, together with other praise for the regularity of Leith's advance, seems to override the statement in Cannon's history of the Ninth that, after passing through the village, the regiment became separated from the rest of the division. Cannon's histories are unreliable, and James Hale, who was a sergeant in the Ninth, says nothing relevant. More curious is the statement from the anonymous memoirist of the 1/38th that he advanced through a village under heavy fire before closing on the French. This is strange, for other sources make it clear that the 1/38th was in the middle of Leith's line, implying that the 2/38th was between it and the 1/9th (as one would expect: the 1/38th would normally form on the right of the 2/38th). Does this mean that half of Leith's line overcame the obstacle of the village in the course of its advance: if so, why do Leith Hay and Gomm not make more of it?29

It is much easier to dispose of the claim in Carter's Historical Records of the Forty-Fourth, repeated in Bannatyne's History of the Thirtieth, that Pringle's brigade led the initial advance and was only overtaken by Greville's brigade, if at all, when it became encumbered with prisoners. All the primary sources suggest that the reverse was the case, and they are supported by the casualties suffered by the two brigades. For the story given in these regimental histories of the capture of a French eagle, see below, commentary to chapter six.30

Maucune's movements are impossible to reconstruct precisely, but it seems fairly clear that he was on the forward slope of the Monte de Azan when Wellington made the decision to attack, but had retired behind the slight crest which marks the edge of the plateau before the British assault reached him.

The description given in the narrative of the formation of Maucune's division is largely speculative, based on French casualties and comments in British accounts of the fighting quoted in the chapter. The casualties indicate that the 66th and 15th Ligne suffered far more than the 82nd or 86th, and it seems reasonable to assume that they were at the western end of the line and so more exposed to Le Merchant's cavalry. Most of the British accounts – except Leith Hay, who was wounded in the first clash – imply a succession of opponents, supporting the idea that the French had two lines of columns, not one. Furthermore, if the French had formed a single line of battalion columns they would have been left with relatively small gaps between them – too small for them to deploy if they had wished to do so, although perhaps this is what Leith Hay means when he says that the French were ‘drawn up in contiguous columns’.31 (Nine columns with an average frontage of about 45 yards equals 400 yards, leaving only about 60 yards between each column – eight intervals, not nine – whereas each battalion would need over 120 yards to deploy into three deep lines.) The 66th suffered considerably more than the 15th, which may indicate that it was in the front line; but if the British cavalry charged just as Leith's men were breaking the second line, it is likely that the nearest French battalions in the second line were the ones which suffered the most. Jean Sarramon's ideas on how the French were deployed are discussed below in the commentary to chapter six.

A related question is, how far behind the skyline were the French deployed? In other words, at what range did they open fire on the British infantry? Writing home two days after the battle Leith Hay says that ‘we were about 30 yards from them’, although he changed this in his published account to ‘about 50 yards’, while the anonymous memoirist of the 1/38th says that the French were ‘not more than 200 yards from us’. Leith Hay was, of course, riding a little in front of the line – but ten, not 170, yards seems an appropriate allowance for this. One can split the difference, or opt for the source written closer to the event or the more conservative estimate (the range was certainly not more than 200 yards), according to taste; but the problem remains ultimately insoluble. The range probably varied in different parts of the line, but this is no explanation, for Leith Hay was with his uncle in front of the centre of the 1/38th.32

Most of the questions arising from the descriptions of the climax of the clash between Leith and Maucune are fully discussed in the narrative, while the role of the cavalry must be left to the next chapter. One incidental point remains. Oman's account of this combat consists largely of a lengthy quotation from Leith Hay which makes splendidly dramatic reading. Unfortunately, this is partly because Oman has gently improved the original, mostly by slightly condensing it, correcting the grammar and making it flow more smoothly. No violence is done to the sense of the original, but no indication is given of these changes. Scholarly conventions were less rigid when Oman was writing than they have subsequently become, but even so such practices would have been regarded as surprising and undesirable. Nor is this the only occasion, even in his account of Salamanca, in which Oman's quotations are ‘better’ than the original.33 Here are the two versions:




	Oman, A History of the Peninsular War, vol. 5, pp. 448–9
	Leith Hay, Narrative of the Peninsular War, vol. 2, pp. 54–9*



	‘The ground’ writes Leith Hay, ‘between the advancing force and that which it was to assail was crowded by the light troops of both sides in extended order, carrying on a very incessant tiraillade. The general desired me to ride forward, to make our light infantry press up the heights to cover his line of march, and to bid them, if practicable, make a rush at the enemy's guns. Our light troops soon drove in those opposed to them: the cannon were removed to the rear: every obstruction to the general advance of our line vanished. In front of the centre of that beautiful line rode General Leith, directing its movements. Occasionally every soldier was visible, the sun shining bright upon their arms, though at intervals all were enveloped in a dense cloud of dust, from whence at times issued the animating cheer of the British infantry.
	[T]he ground between the advancing force and that to be assailed was also crowded with light troops in extended order, carrying on a very incessant tiraillade. The general desired me to ride forward, make the light infantry press up the heights to clear his line of march, and if practicable make a rush at the enemy's cannon. In the execution of this service, I had to traverse the whole extent of the surface directly in front of the 5th division: the light troops soon drove back those opposed; the cannon† were removed to the rear; every obstruction to the regular advance of the line had vanished. In front of the centre of that beautiful line rode General Leith, directing its movements, and regulating its advance. Occasionally every soldier was visible, the sun shining bright upon their arms, while at intervals all were enveloped in a dense cloud of dust, from whence, at times, issued the animating cheer of British infantry.



	 ‘The French columns, retired from the crest of the heights, were formed in squares, about fifty yards behind the line at which, when arrived, the British regiments would become visible. Their artillery, although placed more to the rear, still poured its fire upon our advancing troops.
	 The confident presence of the enemy was now exchanged for the quiet formation proceeding in his ranks, as preparatives for resisting the evidently approaching shock. His columns, retired from the crest of the height, were formed in squares, about fifty yards removed from the ground, on which, when arrived, the British regiments would become visible. The French artillery, although placed more to the rear, still poured its fire on the advancing troops. In the act of urging forward the light infantry, a ball struck the horse I rode, and passing through his body, laid him dead on the spot. In this dilemma, I waited until the* line approached, and having dismounted an orderly dragoon, proceeded with the general, who continued in the same situation he had occupied when the division commenced its advance; namely, in front of the colours of the 1st battalion of the 38th regiment. That corps, numerous and effective, had joined the army on the previous day, and, being the junior regiment, formed the centre of the first line; its commanding officer, Colonel Greville, having charge of the brigade, in the absence of General Hay.



	
	 The second line of the division was about a hundred yards in rear of the first; and between these, during the march towards the enemy, Lord Wellington at one time was observing the progress of the attack.



	We were now near the summit of the ridge. The men marched with the same orderly steadiness as at the first: no advance in line at a review was ever more correctly executed: the dressing was admirable, and the gaps caused by casualties were filled up with the most perfect regularity. General Leith and the officers of his staff, being on horseback, first perceived the enemy, and had time to observe his formation, before our infantry line became so visible as to induce him to commence firing. He was drawn up in contiguous squares, the front rank kneeling, and prepared to fire when the drum should beat. All was still and quiet in these squares: not a musket was discharged until the whole opened. Nearly at the same instant General Leith ordered our line to fire and charge. At this moment the last thing I saw through the smoke was the plunge of the horse of Colonel Greville, commanding the leading brigade, who, shot through the head, reared and fell back upon his rider. In an instant evey individual present was enveloped in smoke and obscurity. No serious struggle for ascendancy followed, for the French squares were penetrated, broken, and discomfited, and the victorious 5th Division pressed forward no longer against troops formed up, but against a mass of disorganized men flying in all directions …
	We were now near the summit of the ridge. The men marched with the same orderly steadiness as at first: no advance in line at a review was ever more correctly executed: the dressing was admirable, and spaces were no sooner formed by casualties than closed up with the most perfect regularity, and without the slightest deviation from the order of march.
 General Leith, and the officers of his staff, being on horseback, first perceived the enemy, and had time to observe his formation, previous to the infantry line becoming so visible, as to induce him to commence firing. He was drawn up in contiguous squares,* the front rank kneeling, and prepared to fire when the drum beat for its commencement. All was still and quiet in these squares;† – not a musket was discharged until the whole opened. Nearly at the same moment General Leith ordered the line to fire, and charge: the roll of musketry was succeeded by that proud cheer that has become habitual to British soldiers on similar occasions – that to an enemy tremendous sound, which may without exaggeration‡ be termed the note of victory. At this moment, the last thing I saw through the smoke was the plunge of Colonel Greville's horse, who, shot through the head, reared, and fell back on his rider. In an instant every individual present was enveloped in smoke and obscurity. No struggle for ascendancy took place:§ the French squares were penetrated, broken, and discomfited; the victorious division pressed forward, not against troops opposed, but a mass of disorganised men, flying in all directions.[image: Salamanca 1812]



	When close to the enemy's squares Leith had been severely wounded and reluctantly forced to quit the field; at the same moment I was hit myself, and my horse killed by a musket-ball: thus removed, I cannot detail the further movements of the division.
	[Nearly two pages follow describing the rest of the battle; Oman indicates its deletion by ellipsis marks.] When close to the enemy's squares in the commencement of the battle, General Leith was severely wounded, and reluctantly compelled to quit the field; nearly at the same moment the author of these pages was also wounded, and his horse killed by a musket-ball. Captain Dowson, another of the general's aides-de-camp, had his foot shattered by a shot,* and remained all night without assistance on the field. Colonel Berkeley, Major Gomm, Captain Belshes, and Captain George Hay, acting aide-de-camp in the absence of his father, composed the remaining officers of the divisional staff on this occasion, and, by their activity and gallantry, greatly conduced to the result of the successful service it had the good fortune to perform.



	
	Having been removed from the field, I cannot detail the future movements of the 5th division on the night of the battle.†





* This is quoted from Oman's own copy of the first edition, now in the Ward Collection, Hartley Library, University of Southampton (pp. 258–61 of the third edition, that generally used in this book).

† Changed to ‘the French cannon’ by the third edition.

* Changed to ‘a line’ by the third edition.

* Changed to ‘contiguous columns’ by the third edition.

† Changed to ‘columns’ by the third edition.

‡ Changed to ‘without doubt’ by the third edition.

§ Changed to ‘No struggle for ascendancy now took place; resistance was vain: the French squares …’ by the third edition.

[image: Salamanca 1812] Changed to ‘overpowered and flying in all directions’ by the third edition.

* Changed to ‘a bullet’ by the third edition.

† As well as the textual changes noted above, there was some alteration to the punctuation and an increase in the use of capitals between the first and third editions. The changes do not affect the meaning, nor generally bring it closer to Oman's version of the text.


Chapter Six

Le Marchant and the Destruction of the French Left

Wellington did not ride straight from Pakenham to Leith: on the way he stopped near Las Torres, where Le Marchant's formidable brigade of heavy cavalry was waiting. He told Le Marchant


that the success of the movement to be made by the Third Division would greatly depend on the assistance they received from the cavalry; and that he must therefore be prepared to take advantage of the first favourable opportunity to charge the enemy's infantry. ‘You must then charge,’ said Lord Wellington, ‘at all hazards.’ After some brief remarks on the chances of the day, Lord Wellington rode towards the centre, having desired the Dragoons to remain in the same position until the time of action was come.1



The heavy brigade was halted in low ground in front of Las Torres, out of sight of the enemy and beyond effective artillery range, although enough long shots came bounding towards it to make the men uneasy, and Le Marchant made them dismount and lie down to be out of harm's way. During the thunderstorm of the previous night many of the brigade's horses had broken their pickets and stampeded through the ranks of sleeping troopers, injuring eighteen men. Most of the horses had been recaptured, but thirty-one from the 5th Dragoon Guards had escaped and galloped towards the French lines. Now one of these prodigals returned, neighing and snorting with satisfaction at having found its accustomed comrades after a night of adventures. Lieutenant Miles recognized it as his charger and rode it for the rest of the day; nor did his luck desert him, for he was unscathed in the fighting.2

Such incidents helped fill the time before the brigade could begin its advance; and Le Marchant put this interval to good use, sending Lieutenant William Light of his staff and Lieutenant-Colonel Charles Dalbiac, 4th Dragoons, to reconnoitre the ground over which the brigade would advance and to post videttes to give warning of difficult points.3 At last, the moment arrived and the heavy brigade moved gently forward in two lines at a walk. It advanced to the south-west, heading for the northern face of the Monte de Azan and the tempting gap between Thomières's troops at the western end of the plateau and Maucune's division a mile or so to the east. It suffered little from the French artillery in its approach, partly because Light and Dalbiac had chosen a route which gave it some cover, but also because there were no guns immediately opposite it, and those with Maucune were preoccupied by Leith's steady advance, while those with Thomières were under fire from Bull and Douglas's batteries and threatened by Pakenham.

[image: Salamanca 1812]

Plan of Le Marchant's charge (all troop positions approximate, many conjectural).

Le Marchant kept his men well in hand and did not hurry his advance, for he knew that the cavalry would be most effective after the initial clash of infantry. By the time his regiments were climbing the gentle slope of the Monte de Azan, Thomières's leading brigade had already been defeated, while Leith was rapidly closing on Maucune. Colonel Wallace, with the foremost brigade of Pakenham's division, had rapidly pushed along the plateau in the wake of Thomières's retreating infantry, but in doing so he had outdistanced his supports. Wallace's men were breathless and in some disorder, and their advance was checked by the appearance of a new force of French infantry. This was the 1st Ligne, the remaining regiment of Thomières's division – a strong regiment, 1, 700 men in three battalions, and of good quality. Under its protection, the 62nd and 101st began to collect together and rally, while a little to the rear the leading regiment of Taupin's division, the 22nd Ligne, was rapidly approaching. Pakenham, Wallace and their officers hastily tried to restore their men to order, and both sides began firing. There must have been considerable confusion, with many men out of their ranks on both sides, cries from the wounded, shouted orders, drums beating and trumpets blowing, while the dry grass caught fire, adding to the clouds of smoke and dust billowing across the scene, and the late afternoon sun shone directly into the eyes of the French infantry, dazzling them. A better opportunity for cavalry would be hard to imagine.4

Le Marchant's brigade advanced behind and to the left of Wallace's infantry. The three regiments of British cavalry each consisted of three squadrons, but one squadron of the 4th Dragoons under Major Onslow had been detached to the far right about noon and had not rejoined.5 The remaining eight squadrons advanced, six in the front line, with a squadron of the 3rd Dragoons and one of the 5th Dragoon Guards held some distance back in reserve. Each squadron was formed in two-deep line, so that the brigade had a frontage of about six hundred yards. Sir Stapleton Cotton, commander of all the allied cavalry, had either accompanied the brigade in its advance or now joined it, and ordered Le Marchant to attack. Relations between the two men were not comfortable, and when Le Marchant asked what direction the charge should take, Cotton lost his temper and replied sharply, ‘To the enemy, Sir.’ More furious words were exchanged and the quarrel might not have ended there if both men had survived the battle. As it was, the incident added to Cotton's unpopularity among the heavy cavalry.6
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State of the battle when Le Marchant's brigade begins its charge (all troop positions approximate, many conjectural).

Still seething from this insult, Le Marchant led his brigade forward along the plateau. Unfortunately, the sources are so fragmentary and confused that any account of their charge needs to be heavily qualified, for we cannot be certain of the sequence of events, although the final result is clear. But it seems that the regiments in the centre and right of the brigade approached Wallace's line from behind at a canter. Grattan describes how the British infantry were startled by their sudden appearance, and at first mistook them for the enemy and began to form square. In a moment they were recognized, however, and the order was quickly given to ‘Open right and left’, creating gaps in the line through which the cavalry passed.7 Le Marchant's men then quickly re-formed their line, and charged forward at full speed. The French infantry facing them had little time to react: blinded by smoke and dust, dazzled by the sun, they had scarcely recognized the threat and begun to form square before the heavy dragoons were upon them. The men of the 62nd and 101st Regiments had already suffered in Pakenham's initial attack and had not yet properly regained their order or composure. Faced with a determined charge of well-formed heavy cavalry – probably the most frightening spectacle on a Napoleonic battlefield – their nerve broke and they fled in all directions. But the men of the 1st Ligne, who had as yet suffered little, appear to have maintained their cohesion and succeeded in withdrawing relatively unscathed.

Meanwhile, Le Marchant's left regiment – probably the 5th Dragoon Guards, although even this is uncertain – took a slightly different course. It advanced, not through Wallace's brigade, but through the mingled light infantry of the Third and Fifth Divisions which had extended to fill the gap between Leith and Pakenham's main lines. Gathering pace as it swept forward, the regiment came upon the exposed flank of Maucune's division just as Leith's men had broken the second French line. The 66th Ligne suffered the most, but at least one battalion of the 15th seems to have been cut to pieces; meanwhile even the second brigade did not escape completely, for the regimental history of the 82nd Ligne describes how Captain Mottier defended his Eagle against the British horsemen and only got away with difficulty, the staff broken by balls and sabre blows. Maucune's division had already been defeated, but this charge added enormously to its losses and ensured that it could not hope to rally again that day.8

Maucune and Thomières had been put to flight, but the charge had yet to spend all its energy. The regiments of the centre and right still pressed forward at full speed. They had become mixed together and were crowded into a solid line, officers riding where they could and the supporting squadrons joined with the front line; but if there was some confusion, they were full of confidence and élan. Soon they spied fresh enemies, for the 22nd Ligne, the leading regiment in Taupin's division, was not far away. The horsemen swept forward and the infantry – whether caught by surprise, disrupted by fugitives from Thomières's division, taken while trying to form square, or simply overwhelmed by the impetuosity of the cavalry – were broken and put to flight with very heavy losses.

With this triumph the scene dissolved into complete confusion. The whole plateau was covered with scattered parties of French, some maintaining good order and bent on escape or further resistance, others fleeing in wild panic. ‘The dragoons, excited by the struggle, vied with each other in the pursuit, and galloped recklessly into the crowd of fugitives, sabring those who came within their reach. To restrain them at such a moment was very difficult.’9 In fact they were completely out of control and vulnerable to a French counterattack, although even the destruction of the entire brigade would not have offset the immense damage they had done to Marmont's army. But there were no French cavalry reserves to exploit the opportunity, and so the British dragoons did not pay the normal price for their reckless impetuosity.

Although Le Marchant's blood was up – he had ‘fought like a private soldier, and as many as six men fell by his hand’ – he recognized the danger. He sent his ADC (his son) to the rear to look for Cotton, who should have been bringing forward Anson's brigade to support the charge and, if necessary, cover Le Marchant's retreat. It was impossible to rally the brigade, the men were too scattered and too wild, and it seemed best to use their remaining energy and enthusiasm to exploit their success to the utmost. Le Marchant therefore rode forward again and joined Lieutenant Gregory who, with half a squadron of the 4th Dragoons, was preparing to charge a French square. Le Marchant took the lead and galloped forward, closely followed by the dragoons. The French held their fire until the cavalry were almost upon them and Le Marchant was struck by a shot in the groin, which knocked him from his horse. The square dissolved and escaped into the trees, for they were now close to the forest in the rear of the French position, but Le Marchant was dead. His son, returning across the battlefield, his heart filled with joy at his father's triumph, discovered a party of dragoons carrying the corpse. ‘Overpowered by this unexpected calamity he threw himself upon his father's body in an agony of grief, which those who witnessed it, accustomed as they were to the miseries of war, felt they never could forget. All were deeply moved, and even many of the common soldiers were observed to shed tears as the corpse was carried along the line.’10

The charge was now almost completely over, for the men were mentally and physically exhausted and their horses were blown. Lord Edward Somerset, commander of the 4th Dragoons, is said to have captured a battery of five guns as it attempted to escape, but a scattered charge on the remainder of Taupin's division (17th Léger and 65th Ligne) was repulsed with some loss. Wearily the dragoons made their way back towards their lines, passing the allied infantry who were headed in the other direction, busy collecting prisoners and consolidating the gains that had been made. The whole charge had probably lasted less than an hour – one participant says forty minutes – and had covered about two miles.11

The heady excitement, rapid movement and chaos of the charge left most participants with a jumble of confused but vivid images rather than a neat sequence of events in their memory. A letter home from William Bragge of the 3rd Dragoons, written only three days after the battle, conveys something of the raw impression, before frequent tellings and listening to other men's accounts imposed an external order:


My Dear Father,

Knowing the Anxiety you and my Mother will feel upon hearing of a great and sanguinary Battle, in which the Third Dragoons bore no inconsiderable share, I take the earliest possible opportunity of informing you that I escaped perfectly sound, Wind and Limb, together with the Little Bay Mare who carried me through the Day delightfully and I believe to her Speed and Activity I may in a great measure attribute my marvellous escape, as I at one Time had to gallop along the whole Front of a French Brigade retreating in double quick step.

… the Cavalry advanced upon the Backs of the Infantry. Our Brigade literally rode over the Regiments in their Front and dashed through the Wood at a Gallop, the Infantry cheering us in all Directions. We quickly came up with the French Columns and charged their Rear. Hundreds threw down their Arms, their Cavalry ran away, and most of the Artillery jumped upon the Horses and followed the Cavalry. One or two charges mixed up the whole Brigade, it being impossible to see for Dust and Smoak.12



Memory of another incident has been preserved because it makes a good anecdote. No doubt the story has been smoothed and rounded in the telling, but it is valuable for showing the unexpected human quirks that lie behind the dry phrases of tactical studies and drill manuals:


After the third line of infantry had been broken Major Hugonin, who was commanding the left squadron of the regiment [4th Dragoons], had his horse shot under him. He was a sufferer from gout, and wore boot and spur on one foot only, with a large cloth ‘shoe’ on the other, so without his horse he was helpless. He stood, sword in hand, cursing his ill-fortune until a trooper came up, dismounted and helped the Major back into the saddle. The trooper made his way back on foot while Major Hugonin galloped forward, seeking more Frenchmen.13



Lieutenant John Massey (3rd Dragoons) told his brother Dick, ‘Our loss in men was trifling all things considered for we charged Infantry which is a thing very rarely done. I can't tell you of any hairbreadth escapes that I had for I don't know of any, but the balls were thick and near enough to be pleasant.’ And John Luard, of the 4th Dragoons, came across a French gun limbered up and trying to escape: ‘I cut down their leader, turned the horses' heads towards our side, and then galloped on.’ Nor was it only the cavalry who were caught up in the excitement. Grattan tells how Captain William Mackie of the 88th disappeared in the confusion and was feared to have fallen. But he returned, ‘covered with dust and blood, his horse tottering from fatigue, and nothing left of his sabre – but the hilt.’ He had joined the cavalry as they passed and then taken part in their charge, although if Grattan's account is to be believed, neither his horse nor his sword was really fit for the job.14

Captain Parquin, that celebrated raconteur and member of Marmont's escort squadron, gives us a relatively unembroidered glimpse of the fag end of the charge when scattered troops on both sides might engage in personal combats – or seek to avoid them:


I saw a chasseur of the 20th who was being closely pursued by two English horsemen.

‘Turn and face them!’ I cried, going to his help. But he did not stop and one of the Englishmen, whose horse was obviously out of control, cannoned into me and we both went down. Then the second Englishman galloped up and shouted: ‘You are my prisoner!’

With his sabre he gestured me to walk ahead of him. The memory of my captivity in Russia flashed through my mind. I noticed that my would-be captor had not drawn his pistol; if he had done so, I would have been forced to obey him. Instead, I parried the blows which he aimed at me with his sabre for I had quickly risen from beneath my horse which made off towards the escort. I endeavoured to strike the legs of his horse so as to unhorse him. When my horse returned without me the other members of the escort became alarmed and two of them came to look for me and to bring me my horse. As soon as they saw me they rode towards us at full speed and the Englishman, when he saw them, retired immediately.15



But the most vivid personal account of the charge and its aftermath comes in a letter from Lieutenant Norcliffe Norcliffe of the 4th Dragoons, written three weeks after the battle. This deserves to be quoted at length:


My Beloved Father,

Thanks to the Almighty, and the very great care of my surgeon, I am quite out of danger from the severe wound I received, but it was perhaps the most hairbreadth escape that ever was heard of, the skull was just injured, and the tenth part of an inch more must have consigned me to an eternal rest. We were pursuing the French Infantry, which were broken and running in all directions. I was cutting them down as well as I could, when in the hurry and confusion I lost my regiment and got with some soldiers of the 5th Dragoon Guards; on looking behind me, I could only see a few of the 5th, and we were in the centre of the enemy's infantry, amongst whom were a few Chasseurs and Dragoons. Nothing now remained but to go on, as we were in as much danger as by going any other way.

I rode up to a French officer, who was, like the rest, taking to his heels, and cut him just behind the neck; I saw the blood flow, and he lost his balance, and fell from his horse. I perceived my sword was giving way in the handle, so I said to the officer who lay on the ground: ‘Donnez-moi votre épée’ – I really believed he was more frightened than hurt; I sheathed my sword and went on with his. I had not gone 10 yards further before my horse was wounded in the ear by a gun shot; he turned sharp round, and at the same instant I was shot in the head. I turned giddy, and fell off. I can recollect a French Dragoon taking away my horse. I was senseless a few seconds, and when I recovered, I saw the French Dragoons stripping me of everything; they began by turning my pockets inside out, to look for money which they stole; my sword and sash, hat, boots, and spurs off my feet, dragging me along the ground in the most barbarous manner, saying: ‘Eh … Anglais, vous n'êtres pas à cheval.’ Another said: ‘Eh, je sais [sic] bien le garçon, il m'a poursuivi. …”; in fact I never saw such usage in my life. ‘Allons donc, enlève-toi’ said another; I shook my head as much as to say ‘I am unable to rise,’ when he held a sabre over me, crying out: ‘… je vous mettrai à coup de sabre’. At last I was left by the cavalry, and the French infantry came all round me, and I expected the same treatment. Judge of my surprise, when I experienced quite the contrary. ‘Courage mon ami’. I asked for water, being very faint from loss of blood, ‘Ma foi! je n'ai point de l'eau, pauvre garçon,’ and another ‘Etes-vous officier?’ I stammered out: ‘Oui, Lieutenant de Quatrième Régiment de Dragoons.’ Presently an officer came up with five [soldiers]; each took a leg and an arm, and the fifth supported my head, which was bleeding profusely, and I will say I never saw men more careful; if ever I groaned, owing to the pain of being carried, they said to each other: ‘Gardez-vous, gardez-vous, camarade.’ They carried me into the very centre of the French column, close to a very fine battalion of Grenadiers, with great bear-skin caps. I rested here a little, for I was very weak, and a great number of French officers came round me and were most particularly civil. One, Colonel of Grenadiers, poured some brandy into a cup and wanted me to drink it; I just wet my lips. He then ordered 5 Grenadiers to fall out, and carry me further into the wood. I made a sign that I had rather be carried by the men who brought me there, fearful of falling into fresh hands. Our infantry was at the time advancing again to the attack; the five men who carried me were desired by all the French officers to take particular care that no-one ill-used me, and that if I could not get away, I was to be laid under a tree. The 5 men seeing our infantry advance, laid me down very carefully under an olive tree, and each of them shook hands with me before they left me, and said: ‘Je vous souhaite bien, Monsieur,’ and they also desired that I would remember they belonged to the 65th Regiment. Our Infantry I could now see (though it was getting dark) were bayonet to bayonet, and I had at last the pleasure of seeing the enemy running in every direction. I had the presence of mind to take off my jacket and cram it into a bush, and as my boots were off I lay as if I was dead, and when they were running away they all passed my tree and took me for a Frenchman. Several of the musket shots from our men struck the back of the tree where I was, but I lay very close to the root. Drums, muskets and everything they could not easily carry, were thrown away by the enemy. One Frenchman was wounded by a musket ball in the side, and fell close to me. I waited till the French had all passed me, and then ran as fast as my strength would let me towards our Riflemen. I was so delighted at getting back, I actually threw my arms around the necks of our infantry. They led me up to where the 6th Division was, and I fell down quite exhausted at the feet of the Grenadier Company of the 32nd Regiment … [Norcliffe's wound was dressed by a surgeon, and after a cold night he was carried into Salamanca the following day, and slowly recovered.]

This is the second horse I have lost in action, as also my saddle, bridle, collar, sword, sash, musket, boots and spurs, and pouch. My beloved Father will see I have been obliged to draw largely on the agent owing to these losses. It was a glorious day for our Brigade. They behaved nobly; 4 men killed of the troop I commanded, and several men and horses wounded. It was a fine sight to see the fellows running, and as we held our swords over their heads, fall down on their knees, drop their muskets, and cry: ‘Prisonnier, Monsieur.’ You see I am not born to be a prisoner. Love to my Mother.16



Norcliffe was rather unlucky to be wounded, for the cavalry's losses were extraordinarily light. Other than Le Marchant himself, only one officer was killed and five wounded, one mortally (this includes two staff officers attached to the brigade). The other ranks lost twenty-two killed, seventy-four wounded and five missing, so that the brigade as a whole lost 108 casualties, or barely one-tenth of its strength.

The damage the charge inflicted on the French left wing bears no relation to these slight losses. Even Lamartinière's return admits that the 62nd and 101st Regiments in Thomières's division were virtually destroyed. The 62nd suffered 868 casualties from 1,123 all ranks, or 77 per cent of its strength; and the 101st lost 1,186 from 1,449, or 82 per cent. The great majority of these were listed as ‘killed or captured’, and while some casualties would have been inflicted by Wallace's attack and D'Urban's cavalry, the bulk would have come in the mass surrender of demoralized men seeking safety from Le Marchant's attack. The Third Division collected these prisoners by the hundred, some horribly wounded by the cavalry, but many unscathed, and Grattan regarded it as noteworthy that ‘Not a man was bayoneted – not one even molested or plundered; and the invincible old third [division] on this day surpassed themselves; for they not only defeated their terrible enemies in a fair stand-up fight, but actually covered their retreat, and protected them at a moment when, without such aid, their total annihilation was certain.’17

The remaining regiment in Thomières's division, the 1st Ligne, suffered much less: according to Lamartinière, it lost only 230 casualties from 1,763 all ranks, or 13 per cent. Evidently it was not broken and succeeded in withdrawing in relatively good order, although its movements and part in the battle are difficult to determine.

Maucune's division did not suffer as much as Thomières's, although it too was broken and took no further part in the battle. The 66th Ligne bore the brunt of the British attack, losing 588 casualties from 1,169 all ranks, or fractionally more than 50 per cent. The 15th Ligne lost 607 casualties from 1,667, or 36 per cent. The second brigade was less exposed: the 82nd and 86th Regiments lost 272 and 270 casualties, or 27 and 23 per cent respectively. Many of these losses would have been inflicted by Leith's attack, which had already broken the French before the cavalry intervened, but the cavalry charge magnified the success of the infantry, greatly increasing the panic in French ranks and the number of prisoners taken.

The leading regiment in Taupin's division, the 22nd Ligne, suffered more than any in Maucune's division. Lamartinière lists 1,006 casualties from a nominal strength of 1,547 officers and men, although this includes casualties suffered when the regiment was engaged on the Guarena on 18 July. If the total casualties are divided in the same proportions as the officer casualties recorded by Martinien, the result would be that the regiment lost 193 casualties, or 12.5 per cent, on the 18th, and 813 casualties, or 60 per cent, on the 22nd.18 This was bad enough, but French sources state that one battalion of the regiment was detached on the morning of the battle, and that the remaining two battalions were left with only 47 men in their ranks at the end of the day.19 The sacrifice of the 22nd enabled the other two regiments in Taupin's division to withdraw to the safety of the wood in good order. These were the 17th Léger and the 65th Ligne – the latter being the regiment which took such good care of Norcliffe. They probably lost a few men at this point, but did not give way until later in the day when attacked by allied infantry.

A number of cannon were taken, and at least some French cavalry fled from the charge – possibly even the whole of Curto's second brigade, which seems to have made no impact on the battle at any point. The two Eagles taken by the allies were both captured in this part of the battle. Dramatic stories are told of their fall:


The first Eagle – that of the hapless French 62nd, whose fate has been told – fell to Lieutenant Pearce of the 44th, a regiment in the Fifth Division. He came on the Eagle-bearer while in the act of unscrewing the Eagle from its pole in order to hide it under his long overcoat and get away with it. Pearce sprang on the Frenchman, and tussled with him for the Eagle. The second Porte-Aigle joined in the fight, whereupon three men of the 44th ran to their officer's assistance. A third Frenchman, a private, added himself to the combatants, and was in the act of bayoneting the British lieutenant, when one of the men of the 44th, Private Finlay, shot him through the head and saved the officer's life. Both the Porte-Aigles were killed a moment later – one by Lieutenant Pearce, who snatched the Eagle from its dead bearer's hands. In his excitement over the prize Pearce rewarded the privates who had helped him by emptying his pockets on the spot, and dividing what money he had on him amongst them – twenty dollars. A sergeant's halberd was then procured, on which the Eagle was stuck and carried triumphantly through the remainder of the battle. Lieutenant Pearce presented it next morning to General Leith, the Commander of the Fifth Division, who directed him to carry it to Wellington. In honour of the exploit the 44th, now the Essex Regiment, bear the badge of the Napoleonic Eagle on the regimental colour, and the officers wear a similar badge on their mess-jackets.

The second Eagle taken was that of the 22nd of the Line. It was captured by a British officer of the 30th, Ensign Pratt, attached for duty to Major Crookshank's 7th Portuguese, a Light Infantry (or Caçadores) battalion, serving with the Third Division. He took it to General Pakenham, whose mounted orderly displayed the Eagle of the 22nd publicly after the battle ‘carrying it about wherever the general went for the next two days.’20



Unfortunately, there are a number of discrepancies in both these stories. Martinien's list of French officer casualties does not identify either Porte-Aigle of the 62nd as having been wounded, let alone killed, although a Porte-Aigle in the 22nd was wounded. And when one remembers that Leith was lying seriously wounded in Salamanca, while his division was advancing with the rest of the army, one may doubt whether Lieutenant Pearce really presented the captured Eagle to him on the day after the battle. More significantly, Lamartinière's return indicates that the captured Eagles belonged to the 22nd and 101st Ligne, not the 62nd, although this is not accepted by some authorities. Nonetheless, the essence of Pearce's story appears to be true: he did, indeed, capture an Eagle, probably that of the 101st. However, there are more serious difficulties with the claim put forward on behalf of Ensign Pratt. He was an officer in the light company of the 30th, but does not seem to have been attached to the Portuguese. In any case, Crookshank commanded the 12th, not the 7th, Caçadores, although it is correct that his unit was part of the Third Division. Two incidents appear to have been conflated: Pratt himself claimed the capture, not of an Eagle, but of a French standard, that is, a fanion or colour carried by each battalion – another fanion was claimed by Lieutenant Francis Maguire of the 4th King's Own, The Eagle of the 22nd was secured by Crookshank's caçadores.21 John Douglas of the Royal Scots writes:


A little before sunset a Portuguese soldier of our Division picked up an eagle and brought it safe into the lines, to the astonishment of all as you would imagine that a sparrow could not escape between the two fires. This eagle was the subject of an account in a book of anecdotes a few years ago, when it was stated to have been captured by an officer of the British. The statement was false. It was taken as I have mentioned. It lay on the ground along with a number of the Regiment to which it belonged, having fallen by our fire, and was free to be picked up by anyone, but it was first discovered among the dead by the Portuguese soldier. But what became of it afterwards I cannot say …22



It seems likely that this was the Eagle of the 22nd, although Douglas may have been reacting to Pearce's story, not realizing that two Eagles were taken in the same vicinity.

Le Merchant's charge was the finest exploit of British cavalry during the entire Peninsular War. It was perfectly timed and executed, catching the French infantry when they were already shaken, disordered and broken; it converted their defeat into a rout and spread fear and panic throughout the French left wing. This was what cavalry were best at: not dashing against perfectly formed infantry in a desperate attempt to break their will, but taking advantage of a moment of confusion and weakness, so that the infantry dissolved before them with scarcely any resistance. Le Marchant amplified the initial success of Pakenham and Leith, removing any risk that the French left might rally, and reaping a vastly greater harvest of prisoners than the infantry could ever have hoped to gain. Three divisions of infantry, half the army's cavalry and a good part of its artillery were on the French left: after Le Marchant's charge none of it could be brought to face the allies again except the two remaining regiments of Taupin's infantry. Only a calamity in the centre could deprive Wellington of victory.

Commentary

The role of Sir Stapleton Cotton, commander of all the allied cavalry, in the great charge, is far from clear. One might have expected that if Wellington had orders for Le Marchant, he would give them through Cotton, but the memoir of Le Marchant by his son is definite that Wellington gave his instructions in person and directly – indeed, it makes very little mention of Cotton at all. Cotton's life, written by his widow with the assistance of Captain Knollys, is vague on the point, saying only that Cotton ‘had been desired by Wellington to take advantage of any opportunity to charge’, and it gives few details of the battle. However, this is the only source which describes the quarrel between Cotton and Le Marchant before the charge was launched. The memoir of Le Marchant ignores the incident, while other first-hand accounts refer to it obliquely or in passing. For example, Captain Tomkinson wrote cryptically in his diary: ‘(Circumstance that occurred with General Le Marchant previous to the attack of the enemy, and his feelings on that occasion.)’23 But the incident rankled and was made worse by the meagre praise the brigade received for their charge in Wellington's dispatch. Almost fifty years after the battle Lieutenant-Colonel William Legh Clowes, who had served in the 3rd Dragoons at Salamanca, wrote to his brother-in-law Sir George Scovell (who had been on Wellington's staff):


That due credit was not given to the Brigade was much felt by us all, but the real cause was this: no light Cavalry was engaged in that day, and Lord Combermere [Stapleton Cotton], disliking the Heavys, he thought by naming the success generally of the cavalry under his Command, the public would include the Light among the successful ones.

… His quarrel with poor Le Marchant, and with Elley, determined his hostility to our Brigade and prevented him from doing justice to it.

I have never ceased to feel annoyed at our treatment, which in addition to my being superseded by Lord Charles Manners, drove me out of the service.24



Most accounts of the actual charge refer only to Le Marchant, but Napier says: ‘Nor were these valiant horsemen yet exhausted. Le Marchant and many other officers had fallen, but Cotton and all his staff were at their head, and with ranks confused and blended in one mass they still galloped on against a fresh column.’ This is implicitly rebutted in the memoir of Le Marchant, which goes out of its way to show that Le Marchant was killed at the very end of the charge, even claiming that his was probably the last life lost in it. According to this source, Cotton ‘had been too far distant to share in the charge’ and only arrived with his large staff when it was over, his attempts to spur the exhausted dragoons into fresh effort meeting with no response. If this suggests a certain understandable hostility, it is at least more plausible than the claim in the life of Cotton that Wellington greeted Sir Stapleton after the charge with uncharacteristic effusiveness; ‘By G–d, Cotton, I never saw anything more beautiful in my life! – the day is yours.’25

The memoir of Le Marchant was written by his son Denis, who became a Liberal MP and Clerk to the House of Commons. This was not the son, Ensign Carey Le Marchant, who had served as his father's ADC in the battle; he had died of wounds in 1814. Lieutenant William Light, another of Le Marchant's ADCs, kept a diary, but unfortunately the entry for the battle is brief and unhelpful. Napier's description of the charge, and particularly Cotton's role in it, is based on the much later testimony of two officers, Colonel Money and General Sir Charles Dalbiac, who both believed that Cotton not only ordered the charge but led it from the outset, or at the very least joined it early on. However, it is rather odd, if Cotton took such a prominent role in the charge, that the accounts written immediately afterwards by Norcliffe Norcliffe and William Bragge, should not mention him. And on other points, where there is independent evidence, it tends to confirm the reliability of the account given in the memoir of Le Marchant.26

Cotton's proper place, of course, was not in the forefront of the charge, but at the head of the supports which could exploit success or cover a retreat. The only brigade available for this role was Anson's light cavalry, but there is much doubt as to how they were employed. Napier prints two letters: one from Colonel Money of Anson's brigade, who claims that they took a full share in Le Marchant's charge from the outset; the other from Charles Dalbiac of the 4th Dragoons, who emphatically denies that the heavy dragoons received any support whatsoever, except from the infantry. Other accounts support Dalbiac rather than Money: neither Tomkinson nor Cocks, both in the 16th Light Dragoons, records any great feats of arms in their diaries and letters, while Captain William Smith of the nth Light Dragoons – Money's own regiment – writes in his journal that ‘it was a very easy day for us.’ Neither of these regiments suffered a single casualty, while the 12th Light Dragoons, which did lose a few men, had remained on the left flank and was engaged late in the day. A contemporary hand-drawn map in the papers of Major-General Ashworth shows Anson's brigade proceeding, not in the wake of the heavy cavalry, but in a wide circle on the outer flank of Pakenham's division. However, this is probably nothing more than a simple mistake, confusing Anson's with Victor Alten's brigade.27

Evidently Anson's brigade was not seriously engaged, and was probably too far to the rear to lend any useful support to Le Marchant, even when the charge was exhausted and the men vulnerable. But Le Marchant's men were not entirely unsupported, for the cavalry of the right wing (Alten's and D'Urban's brigades) took full advantage of the French confusion. Ashworth's map shows a substantial French unit ‘charged and routed with very considerable loss by the Portuguese cavalry under General D'Urban’ (to quote from the key), and its location implies that this would have been at the end of the charge, about the time Lord Edward Somerset captured the French guns.28 Arentschildt's report to Cotton gives a more detailed account of the actions of Alten's brigade:


About this time our heavy cavalry fell upon the French infantry from the other side, and I ordered the hussars to keep on the extremity of the left wing of the enemy's infantry, and cut off whatever they could, following myself with the fourteenth in close order. The hussars were then a great way in front, doing great execution among the enemy's infantry, and, according to the nature of the service and ground, (this being in the wood), very much dispersed – when about two squadrons of the French third hussars came up to attack them. But Major Gruben, Krauchenberg and other officers rallied, by great exertion, a body strong enough to oppose the enemy, though they were all mixed; some hussars, some fourteenth, and even some Portuguese. They then fell upon the enemy and drove them back, on which occasion some French officers were cut down; and from that moment the French cavalry never showed their faces again on that side. The pursuit of the infantry was then renewed together with some advanced parties of General Le Marchant's brigade, until they came close to the large hill under the French batteries where you have seen them; four guns have been sent back to the rear by the hussars. … The number of prisoners is not to be ascertained, for they were driven back in crowds.29



It is also possible that Julián Sánchez's Spanish lancers were engaged at this point, although the reference to their role is so brief and cryptic that it might equally apply to the very end of the battle when the whole French army was in flight.30

So it seems that at first the heavy dragoons advanced with direct support only from the infantry, and that Arentschildt, D'Urban and perhaps Sánchez joined the charge as it progressed. The brigade itself was formed in two lines. Oman, presumably following regimental sources, states that the 4th Dragoons and the 5th Dragoon Guards were in the first line, with the 3rd Dragoons in support; but nothing in William Bragge's letter suggests that his regiment was not in the first line from the outset. Ashworth's map has the 4th Dragoons some distance in front of the other two regiments, the whole brigade forming three lines; but again this does not fit well with other sources. The most plausible statement comes from Philip Bainbrigge, an assistant to Colonel De Lancey, the acting Quartermaster-General, who says that the left squadron of each regiment was kept back in the second line.31

None of the sources gives a completely reliable statement as to which regiment was on the left, which on the right and which in the centre, but there is some inconclusive evidence that the 5th Dragoon Guards were on the left, that is, closest to Leith's division. The regimental history of the 44th Foot names them as the cavalry which attacked Maucune's flank; John Douglas identifies them correctly, while mistaking the other regiments of heavy cavalry. The charge brought them, as a trophy, the staff of the drum-major of the 66th Ligne, the regiment in Maucune's division which suffered most. But these are slender threads on which to hang an argument, while the unpublished memoirs of an anonymous dragoon in the 5th clearly state that they passed through the ranks of the Third Division – although this is a poor source, and may in any case refer to the light infantry.32
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Anonymous hand-drawn map from the papers of Major-General Charles Ashworth. North is at the bottom. A is the Lesser Arapile; B is the Greater Arapile; P the village of Los Arapiles; Q the village of Las Torres; E shows Pakenham's advance; G and H represent Le Marchant's brigade with the 4th Dragoons leading.

Charles Dalbiac told Napier in 1833 that the brigade charged ‘with no more than 750 sabres’. This is a surprisingly low figure, given its official strength of just over a thousand officers and men on 15 July. Part of the difference is explained by the absence of Major Onslow's squadron of 4th Dragoons, which had been detached about noon. (Dalbiac is the only source for this but, as he was second-in-command of the regiment on the day, his word must be accepted.) This still leaves a substantial discrepancy, which may be explained in one of two ways. Either Dalbiac's ‘750 sabres’ counts only the rank and file, excluding officers, sergeants and drummers – the phrase ‘sabres and bayonets’ was quite often used to refer just to the men in the ranks. If this is the case, the total number of men taking part in the charge would have been not far short of nine hundred. Alternatively, the discrepancy may be caused by the large number of supernumeraries – orderlies, farriers, camp-kettlemen and so on – who were part of a brigade of heavy cavalry. A British officer, writing of the Waterloo campaign, estimated that these might amount to at least 120 men in a brigade of this size. We do not know which explanation is correct in this instance, or even if much credence should be placed on Dalbiac's remark, but it does serve as a salutary reminder of the uncertainties concealed even in the apparently simple and transparent figures of a weekly state.33

Only one important first-hand account of the charge is not quoted in the main narrative. This was published anonymously in the United Service Journal in November 1833, at a time when the ability of cavalry to break formed infantry by an impetuous charge was the subject of much debate.


It was at this critical juncture that the heavy cavalry brigade, 3rd and 4th dragoons, and 5th dragoon guards, received from Sir Stapleton Cotton, their orders to advance; and, moving rapidly forward between the flank attack of the 3rd and the more direct one of the 5th division, which was the right of our infantry line, came first into contact with the 66th (French) regiment, consisting of three battalions, and formed in a sort of column of half-battalions, thus presenting six successive lines, one behind the other. Strange to say, though drawn up in that formidable manner, their fire was so ill-directed, that it is believed scarcely a single dragoon fell from its effects; and no check taking place, the cavalry bore vigorously forward at a gallop, penetrating their columns, nearly the whole of which were killed, wounded, or taken, leaving the broken infantry to be made prisoners by the 3rd division as they cleared the ground before them, to assist in which one squadron of the 4th dragoons was for the moment detached. They presently came upon another column, however, of about 600 men, who brought down some men and horse by their fire, but attempted no stand of any consequence, and, falling into confusion, were left as before to be captured by the advancing infantry.

The nature of the ground, which was an open wood of evergreen oaks, and which grew more obstructed as they advanced, had caused the men of the three regiments of Cavalry to become a good deal mixed in each other's ranks; and the front being at the same time constantly changing as the right was brought forward, the whole had now crowded into a solid line, without any intervals. In this order, but without any confusion, they pressed rapidly forward upon another French brigade, which, taking advantage of the trees, had formed a colonne serrée, and stood awaiting their charge. These men reserved their fire with much coolness till the Cavalry came within twenty yards, when they poured it in upon the concentrated mass of men and horses with a deadly and tremendous effect. The gallant General Le Marchant, with Captain White of his staff, were killed; Colonel Elley was wounded; and it is thought that nearly one third of the dragoons came to the ground; but as the remainder retained sufficient command of their horses to dash forward, they succeeded in breaking the French ranks, and dispersing them in utter confusion over the field. At this moment Colonel Lord Edward Somerset, discovering five guns upon the left, separated from the brigade with one squadron, charged, and took them all.

Here terminated the series of attacks we have endeavoured to describe; for by this time, (about forty minutes after the first charge, which took place soon after five o'clock,) it was with difficulty that three squadrons could be collected and formed out of the whole brigade, and any further advance would have been unnecessary as well as imprudent. The spot where Lord Edward captured the guns was about three miles from where the first shot was fired by the Third Division.34



Not surprisingly, this article has greatly influenced all subsequent descriptions of the charge, even that in the memoir of General Le Marchant. Yet its very virtues raise questions. How can an account written more than twenty years after the event be so clear, comprehensible and detailed, when letters written within days are generally confused and fragmentary? Could anyone really take such careful note of the formation of the enemy, the range at which they fired and the identity of their units, while galloping straight at them amid the noise, anxiety, excitement and jostling turmoil of a cavalry charge? This is not to suggest that the account is fraudulent; rather, that it contains as much unconscious reconstruction of events as direct, immediate memory. It is still useful and has influenced the narrative at a number of points, but it cannot be accepted without question.

However, the greatest difficulty in understanding Le Merchant's charge lies ‘on the other side of the hill’, in working out which French units were involved, what they were doing and how they came to suffer so much. Many accounts, of which Oman's is the most important, closely follow the article in the United Service Journal, and as a result accept that the charge was primarily directed at Maucune's division. According to this scheme the cavalry first crashed into the unprotected flank of the 66th Ligne (which had two, not three battalions), then broke a battalion of the 15th Ligne (the column of ‘about 600 men’), before charging the 22nd Ligne formed in ‘colonne serrée’ in the fringes of the forest.35 But several objections can be made to this neat formulation. When it charged, Le Marchant's brigade had a frontage of about six hundred yards, vastly wider than the flank of the 66th, even if the infantry had already been broken. Nor is it easy to see how the 22nd could have been so completely destroyed if it had fought in the skirts of the forest, when the fleeing infantry would have found safe refuge among the trees. Some British cavalry certainly did charge Maucune's flank, but it may not have been the whole brigade, and the United Service Journal article may better describe the experiences of the left regiment than the entire force.

Equally, Oman's account fails to explain the enormous losses of the 62nd and 101st Regiments, which are attributed simply to the initial attack by D'Urban and Wallace. Their attack was certainly important, but it is not credible that a frontal attack by a single brigade of British infantry, supported by a few hundred Portuguese dragoons, could kill, wound or capture over two thousand men. It may be that Le Marchant's charge cut off the escape of the fleeing remnants of these regiments, causing many of them to surrender; or that they had already begun to rally upon their supports and were broken a second time by Le Marchant's charge. This second version is adopted in the narrative because it fits more closely with Grattan's account,36 but the evidence is tenuous and either may be true. However, it is hard to escape the conclusion that the already demoralized men of the 62nd and 101st were among the first victims of the charge.

The remaining regiment in Thomières's division, the 1st Ligne, presents insoluble problems. Where was it? How did it escape so lightly when all around it units were losing half or more of their strength? It suffered 230 casualties, or 13 per cent of its strength, and we can do little more than presume that by good fortune it escaped the main impact of Le Marchant's charge (but how?) and that it then retained enough cohesion to retreat successfully from the field. Other theories might be devised, but there is a lack of evidence on which to base them.

The dreadful fate of the 22nd Ligne, the leading regiment in Taupin's division whose two battalions were reduced to forty-seven men at the end of the day, also requires explanation; but again there is little evidence. If it was still some distance to the rear, advancing to support Maucune and Thomières, it should have had time to recognize the danger and form square. Perhaps it was already in the front line, providing cover behind which the 62nd and 101st might rally? The smoke, the dust, the setting sun and the musketry exchange with Wallace's infantry would explain why it was taken by surprise by the cavalry, and the 1st Ligne may have formed on its left, or southern flank, beyond the line of Le Marchant's cavalry. This is a tempting hypothesis. Grattan identifies his opponent as the 22nd Regiment, but this is less useful than it seems, for he is referring to the initial clash on the Pico de Miranda, not to this second round of fighting; and the number of the regiment is probably fixed in his memory by the capture of its Eagle by the caçadores of the division. And unfortunately, the memoirs of Lieutenant-Colonel Castel, Clausel's ADC, count against this idea (see below).37

Jean Sarramon, in his excellent modern study La Bataille des Arapiles, suggests a completely different arrangement of the French troops when Le Marchant charged. He believes that Maucune, seeing the threat posed to his flank by the defeat of Thomières and the advance of Pakenham and Le Marchant, had sent his first brigade (15th and 66th Ligne) to guard his flank and rear, leaving only the second brigade (82nd and 86th Ligne) to face Leith. The first brigade joined with the remnants of the 62nd and 101st, and with the main body of the 1st Ligne, to form a new line running north-east to south-west across the plateau. Although formed in some disorder – with some units in line, others in column or square – they succeeded in checking Wallace's advance and repulsed a charge by one of D'Urban's regiments of cavalry. Leith had by now defeated Maucune's second brigade, and was advancing on the flank of the new French line, but at this moment Taupin's division began to arrive and enabled the line to be reconstructed. Pakenham was now in some danger of being defeated, but Le Merchant's cavalry arrived in time to rescue him by charging the 66th, then the 15th, and finally the 22nd Regiments – in other words, when it comes to the actual charge, Sarramon follows Oman's description based on the United Service Journal article.38

This account is based on familiar, mostly British, sources; and while it is interesting, there are too many problems for it to be ultimately convincing. The whole story of Maucune detaching his first brigade – despite being faced by the steady advance of Leith's strong division – is both implausible and unnecessary. Nor does it shed any light on the role of the 1st Ligne: if this was present with its full three battalions (1,700 men), it would have been quite sufficient to check Wallace's advance either by itself (Wallace's men were breathless and rather disordered, and they had outpaced the rest of Pakenham's division), or with the aid of those parts of the 62nd and 101st which were in reasonable order. Sarramon does not put the 22nd Ligne in the front line, and yet says that the arrival of Taupin's division (of which it was the leading regiment) allowed the line to be rearranged – apparently for the express purpose of making the 66th Regiment expose its flank to the impending charge of the British dragoons. No hypothesis can solve all the difficulties related to the charge, but this raises fresh problems without solving the old ones.

The root of the problem is the absence of reliable first-hand French accounts of this part of the battle. Other than Parquin's anecdote quoted in the narrative and the odd scrap of useful information – such as Captain Mottier's defence of the Eagle of the 82nd – there are only the memoirs of Colonels Girard and Castel. As Maucune's chief of staff, Girard should be most enlightening, but his account is infuriatingly vain and transparently unreliable. For what it is worth, he claims that the French infantry were in the act of repulsing Leith's attack when the British cavalry caused some disorder, and all the heroic efforts of the senior officers were unable to rally their men. As chief of staff his duty was then to save the artillery, and a fanciful account follows of how he did so:


I formed the caissons into square and double-loaded our guns and collected passing infantry and positioned them between the guns. We were not long in this order when the English squadrons arrived at a gallop. But their charge, despite being impetuous and directed against two sides of the square, failed to close on us, although Commandant Blanzot was knocked over by an enemy cavalryman who was himself unhorsed by the servant who fought at his side.39



Castel's memoir is much more interesting, but full of difficulties and often confusing. It was written forty years after the event and includes some obvious errors, but also information which appears nowhere else and which seems plausible. Although he was Clausel's aide-de-camp, it was Marmont who sent him with orders for Taupin to move forward to support Maucune, shortly before the French commander was wounded. Castel reached Taupin's division, but was unable to find Taupin himself. Riding forward, he saw that Maucune's division was heavily engaged, so he hurried back and conveyed his orders to the colonel of the 22nd Regiment. Responding to this, the 22nd advanced in two columns, but the other brigade in the division did not follow and soon began to fall back. Here Castel found Taupin, who told him that Curto's cavalry had been driven back ‘and that he believed it was prudent to conform to this movement’. Castel remonstrated with him and forced him to halt his retreat by implying that he, Castel, was speaking on the authority of a senior officer. This halt gave some protection to the fleeing troops of Maucune's division, but the first line was already shattered and the 22nd Regiment destroyed. The implication is that if Taupin had acted more positively the 22nd might have been saved, although Castel acknowledges that his retreat preserved the other brigade.40

Neither of these memoirs gives any support to Sarramon's suggestion that Maucune re-deployed his division, while, if Castel's account is accepted, the tempting idea outlined earlier, that the 22nd were in the front line and so bore the initial impact of Le Marchant's charge, must also be abandoned.

The official French return states that the artillery in Thomières's division lost four guns: three 8 pounders and one 4-pounder, while Taupin's division also lost an 8-pounder, possibly in this part of the battle. Neither the cavalry nor Maucune's division admitted the loss of any guns. On the whole this return appears credible,41 even though individual British claims would suggest a higher figure. For example, Lord Edward Somerset is supposed to have taken five guns, and Arentschildt claimed that his brigade captured four. It is impossible to work out exactly what happened, but there was always a tendency for claims of captures to become inflated, while acknowledged losses would be minimized as much as possible.42

Another problem relating to the effects of the charge on the French also needs to be mentioned here: how many Eagles were lost, and by which regiments? Lamartinière's return admits the loss of two Eagles, those of the 22nd and 101st, which fits well with the course of the battle and with Wellington's claim to have captured two Eagles. Nonetheless, some authorities disagree: Fortescue suggests that the Eagle of the 66th may also have been captured, while Sarramon follows older British accounts and substitutes the Eagle of the 62nd for that of the 101st. Pierre Charrié, author of the standard reference work on the subject, states that the 22nd and 62nd certainly lost their Eagles in the battle, while the 101st may also have done so. This is sufficient to create a lingering doubt, although the presumption must be that Lamartinière is correct.43

By July 1812 only the first battalions of infantry regiments were supposed to carry Eagles – the other battalions carrying only fanions. The 22nd, 62nd and 101st Regiments all had their first battalion in the field at Salamanca, but the 66th and 82nd (both in Maucune's division) did not. This rather undermines Fortescue's suggestion that the 66th lost an Eagle, but it also throws doubt on the story of Captain Mottier's gallant defence of his Eagle. Either the regimental history was mistaken and Mottier defended a fanion, not an Eagle, or the regiment – like some others – had been slow to return its surplus Eagles to the depot: the decree ordering this was only issued a few months before.44

Fortunately, there are fewer problems with British casualty figures. One British officer is listed as killed and three wounded in the regimental tables: Lieutenant William Selby, 3rd Dragoons (killed); Lieutenant Norcliffe Norcliffe, 4th Dragoons (severely wounded); Captain Francis Aicken, 5th Dragoon Guards (severely wounded); and Lieutenant Braithwaite Christie, 5th Dragoon Guards (severely wounded). To these need be added General Le Marchant (killed), Captain William White, DAQMG to the brigade (mortally wounded, dying on the following day) and Lieutenant-Colonel John Elley AAG to the brigade, who was slightly wounded.45 It is noteworthy that the 5th Dragoon Guards suffered much more heavily than either of the other regiments in the brigade: 56 casualties compared to 20 in the 3rd Dragoons and 29 in the 4th Dragoons, all the regiments being of approximately equal strength. However, much of the excess may be owing to the stampede of horses on the previous night, in which 18 men were said to have been injured, rather than their service in the battle, for Tomkinson says that the horses lost owing to the storm were recorded as lost in the battle.46


Chapter Seven

Collapse and Recovery in the Centre

While the French left was being so comprehensively routed, the battle in the centre was hard-fought, with fluctuating fortunes. Here, Wellington's front line consisted of Cole's Fourth Division and Pack's Independent Portuguese brigade, supported by the Sixth Division with the First Division further back in reserve. Cole's division was one of the weakest in the allied army: some 5,200 officers and men on 15 July, while the week's campaigning and the fighting on the 18th, in which it played a prominent part, had probably reduced it to just under five thousand men. Half of these were Portuguese in Stubbs's brigade; the remainder formed two weak British brigades under William Anson and Henry Ellis. Both British brigades had seen much service: Anson's brigade (3/27th and 1/40th) had lost very heavily in the storm of Badajoz (421 casualties between two regiments); while Ellis's Fusilier brigade (1/7th, 1/23rd and 1/48th) had not only suffered at Badajoz (504 casualties), but had also been cut to pieces the previous year at Albuera. Stubbs's Portuguese had also been at Albuera: the two line regiments (11th and 23rd) had suffered little – only thirty-two casualties – but the 7th Caçadores had lost 171 casualties or 30 per cent of their strength. However, the Portuguese had not been engaged much since, for they had not taken part in the storming of either Ciudad Rodrigo or Badajoz.1

Cole himself had been wounded at Albuera, then fell ill towards the end of 1811 and spent six months recuperating in England. He returned to the Peninsula at the beginning of June, but was not in good spirits: ‘I am once more embarked in the business, and if I keep my health and present resolution shall not quit till it is over. … The fact is, I nearly despair of being able to gratify the first wish of my heart, viz. to be able to settle and live comfortably near you all … I have lost almost every friend and every good officer with at least a third of the Division at the siege of Badajos.’2

Early on the day of battle, William Anson's brigade had been committed to the defence of the Lesser Arapile, while soon afterwards the Fusilier brigade occupied the Teso de San Miguel. The wide gap between the two British brigades was filled by Stubbs's Portuguese and Pack's Independent Portuguese brigade, meaning that in this part of the line the normal proportion of two British soldiers to one Portuguese was reversed. Nor were these brigades numerically strong enough to allow Cole to form his men in two lines, as Leith did to his right. Indeed, one of the few criticisms which can legitimately be made of Wellington's handling of the battle is that he did not replace Pack's brigade with either the First or Sixth Division in the front line, and consolidate Cole's division either behind the village or near the Lesser Arapile.

No one recorded Wellington's orders to Cole, but they must have been similar to those he gave Leith, except that Cole's troops advanced in a single line (two ranks deep), the three battalions of Fusiliers on the right, the four Portuguese battalions on the left. They had a frontage of about a thousand yards and were preceded by the usual strong screen of light infantry: the light companies from the three British battalions, the company of Brunswick Oels attached to their brigade, and the 7th Caçadores – perhaps seven hundred men in all. Their advance probably began a little after Leith's, and seems to have been further delayed when the Fusiliers passed through the village. According to Charles Vere, who was Assistant Quartermaster General to the division, the infantry ‘went through the village of Aripeles [sic] by files from the right of companies, covered by the Light Troops; and when through, the companies formed up upon their Sergeants regularly sent out; and then the line advanced in great order and regularity.’3

A British officer who had recently joined the 23rd Portuguese, Captain Barralier (or Barailler), records that, when the advance was about to begin, his entire regiment went down on their knees, offered a short prayer and then rose with great firmness and resolution. And Captain Wachholtz of the Brunswick Oels company wrote in his journal with disarming honesty: ‘Cole came to me, “You will go in front with the Portuguese caçadores; move on!” “Very well,” I said, but thought, “It's not ‘very well’|”; however it's no use being afraid.’4

The division advanced with rapid steps, flags flying and bayonets fixed, past the village, up the hillside and across the open plateau beyond. The French responded with heavy artillery fire, but it seems that when Cole's advance began, there may have been no French infantry on the opposite heights to support the guns, although Clausel's division was approaching rapidly and soon took its place in the line. Evidently it formed some distance to the south-east of Maucune's division, while a gap had also opened in the allied line between Leith and Cole, so that each division fought independently.

As he advanced, Cole was much more concerned with his left flank than his right. On his left, Pack's brigade faced the Greater Arapile, but Cole could see further bodies of French infantry massed behind the height, while a single French regiment (the 122nd Ligne of Bonnet's division) occupied a gentle rise halfway between the Greater Arapile and the plateau. This regiment posed the most immediate threat to the allied flank, and Cole sent the 7th Caçadores – probably supported by part, or even all, of Stubbs's main line – to drive it back. Faced with this advance, the French regiment fell back, apparently without much fighting. The 122nd was a strong regiment, 1,600 men in three battalions, but it may have felt isolated and lacking in support. The 7th Caçadores were left to watch it and the rest of Bonnet's division, while Cole's infantry continued its advance.5

Having crossed the plateau, the allied line climbed the hillside which bounded it to the south. Just beyond the crest it was met by Clausel's 2nd brigade, the 50th and 59th Ligne, five battalions, almost three thousand officers and men, so that the French were only slightly outnumbered. One British account claims that the French were deployed, ‘in line, ready formed to open their fire on our four [sic] battalions as soon as they should crown the hill’; although a French authority states that they were in a line of columns with artillery in the intervals.6 What followed is not entirely clear – the sources on this stage of the combat are very meagre – but it seems that there was probably a sustained exchange of musketry before the French fell back in some confusion, but far from broken. The British and Portuguese did not pursue and were themselves rather disordered and shaken. It was probably in this fighting that Cole fell: ‘A musquet ball struck him a little below the left shoulder, broke the rib and passed out through the breast-bone – the lungs are very slightly touched.’7 Another painful convalescence lay ahead, but he was able to resume his command in the middle of October.

The French did not retreat far. Clausel's other brigade (25th Léger and 27th Ligne, also five battalions and slightly over three thousand men) was only a couple of hundred yards to the rear and seized the perfect moment to counter-attack. Taken at a disadvantage, the allied line hesitated, stood firm for a moment, then broke and fled. Fortunately, we have two good descriptions from close observers of what happened, which are all the more interesting as few memoirists or diarists linger over episodes in which they were worsted. The first comes from a letter written five days after the battle by an unknown British officer:


The Fuzileers on the left [sic] of the 4th Division had gain'd the most commanding point of the position where they immediately found themselves exposed to a heavy fire from the ground mark'd as the 2d Position & a French Regt. of 4 Battalions (about 12000 [sic] men) below at a very short distance & regularly formed. The Fuzileers in this situation unsupported at the moment commenced firing without forming after its first attack. The French regiment form'd close column with the Grenadiers in front and closed the Battalions. (I was very close on the right flank of the Fuzileers, & witnessed the whole proceeding). They then advanced up the hill in the most beautiful order without firing a shot except a few individuals in the rear of the column. When about 30 paces distant our men began to waver, being still firing & not properly formed. The Ensigns advanced two paces in front & planted the colours on the edge of the hill & Officers stept out to encourage the men to meet them. They stopt with an apparent determination to stand firm, the enemy continued to advance at a steady pace & when quite close the Fuzileers gave way: – The French followed down the hill on our side.8



The second description comes from John Burgoyne, the engineer officer, who was with the Fusiliers in their attack. He wrote to his sister on 25 July:


Our troops had but just gained [the height], and had not had time to form again in order, but even then they did not give it up, although ours was a much smaller regiment, until the enemy's column was close to them. The French regiment came up the hill with a brisk and regular step, and their drums beating the pas de charge; our men fired wildly and at random among them; the French never returned a shot, but continued their steady advance. The English fired again, but still without return; they stood their ground however with great courage. But men in such confusion had no chance against the perfect order of the enemy, and when the French were close upon them, they wavered and gave way. The officers all advanced in a line in front, waving their swords, and cheering their men to come on, but the confusion became a panic, and there was a regular sauve qui peut down the hill.9



These accounts make clear that the Fusiliers were broken by Clausel's counterattack, but this was not the only blow which Cole's regiments suffered at this moment. Bonnet's division sallied forth from behind the Greater Arapile and fell on Cole's exposed flank, easily overpowering the 7th Caçadores, despite gallant resistance. Some British witnesses attribute the defeat of Cole's attack to this sudden new threat, and Bonnet's advance would probably have made Cole's position untenable, even if Clausel had not gained the upper hand.


A column of French Grenadiers with hairy caps from the right of their line came on at a run with drums beating, and charged the left of the Portuguese, taking them obliquely in the flank. Nothing could be better done on the part of the French. The Portuguese gave way like a wave of the sea, first on their left, then by degrees all the way to the right. It then became a question of whether the Fusiliers would stand it, but, finding their friends on the left gone, a tremendous fire directed upon them in front, and the victorious French column coming on with shouts on their left flank, taking them also in flank, and perceiving that their own fire did not bear upon these fellows close to them, they, in like manner, gave way.10



At about this time Pack was also repulsed in his ambitious attack on the Greater Arapile (see chapter eight). These two defeats tore a great hole in the centre of the allied line, and appeared to offer the French a chance of gaining an advantage which might offset the defeat of their left. It is not clear whether Clausel consciously determined to grasp this moment and gamble on a slender hope of victory, rather than use the opportunity to withdraw, salvaging all that could be saved of Marmont's army, but admitting defeat. It is just as likely that the French units acted independently, with little co-ordination, carried forward by their own momentum and striking wherever they saw an opportunity. Indeed, Clausel's own division – showing admirable discipline – only made a limited advance and soon halted its pursuit, probably because its commander realized that the defeat of Maucune exposed his left flank.
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The French counter-attack (all troop positions approximate, many conjectural).

The sense of danger on the allied side at this moment is well conveyed in the recollections of a staff officer, Philip Bainbrigge, who, with his chief, Colonel De Lancey, the acting Quartermaster-General, was riding in the rear of the Fourth Division when it broke:


they … gave way like a wave of the sea; I can compare it to nothing else. My heart was in my mouth, and they all came down into the hollow in the rear, where they halted.

Colonel Delancey said to me ‘For God's sake bring up the 6th Division as fast as possible,’ then dashed in amongst the Portuguese, seized the colour of one of the regiments and endeavoured to rally them. I galloped off to the rear; as to restoring order and reforming the regiment it required some time and the work of regimental officers.11



But in fact the danger was less real than it appeared. The Sixth Division was well placed to fill the gap in the allied line, and beyond it, behind the Lesser Arapile, the First Division lay untouched in reserve. The French counterattack would not be defeated without hard fighting, but the odds were always heavily against its success.

Wellington ordered the Sixth Division forward even before he saw Cole's attack falter. Clinton's regiments advanced in two lines of columns – that is, each battalion in column and enough space between them for the whole to deploy into line – the British brigades in front, Rezende's strong Portuguese brigade (almost half the division) some distance behind them. No mention is made in the sources of sending the light infantry forward as skirmishers, and they may well have remained in the ranks. Hinde's brigade (2nd Foot, 1/32nd and 1/36th) was on the right; Hulse's (1/11th, 2/53rd and 1/61st) on the more exposed left flank, with the 2/53rd on the extreme left. They were generally good troops and had had plenty of campaign experience in recent years, but, by a quirk of fate, only the 1/61st had been seriously engaged in battle (at Talavera). More recently, the division had been responsible for the costly attacks on the Salamanca forts.

Meanwhile, on the French side, Clausel's division had not advanced very far, and the 120th Regiment in Bonnet's division remained on the Greater Arapile. The thrust of the French counterattack came from Bonnet's other three regiments, the 118th, 119th and 122nd Ligne, all strong, three-battalion units, amounting to 4,500 men when the battle began. They were supported by three regiments of Boyer's cavalry, 6th, 11th and 25th Dragoons, perhaps 1,100 horsemen, more than in Le Marchant's brigade, but much inferior in quality.

Boyer's men took the lead at first and did some damage to the broken men of Cole's division; but the bulk of the Portuguese and Fusiliers rallied and formed hasty squares, or gained the protection of the advancing Sixth Division before they had suffered much. The dragoons had more success further east, where they attacked the 2/53rd, the regiment at the eastern end of Clinton's line. It is not clear, precisely, what happened, but it seems that this battalion had been slightly detached from the rest of the division, and two first-hand accounts show beyond doubt that it got into serious difficulties. ‘Our regiment was formed on the left of the line,’ wrote its adjutant, Lieutenant John Carss, on 25 July,


and a little from the division, to support a pass in order to prevent the enemy from flanking us. We had fired about 10 rounds … when about two or three hundred of the enemy's cavalry supported by infantry made a charge and totally surrounded us. They called out ‘Surrender’. We answered ‘No’. Our brave fellows kept up such a blaze on them that in about five minutes we drove them off after killing and wounding nearly one half; in this charge we had about five officers wounded and about 40 rank and file killed and wounded. We formed line and advanced.12



The commander of the battalion, Lieutenant-Colonel George Bingham, wrote on 24 July:


our left was uncovered just as the French gained a temporary advantage on our right. In this situation, unsupported, we were attacked by the enemy's Heavy Dragoons; we retired in good order, in line, and twice stopped their advance by halting and firing. At last a circular rocky hill, about two hundred yards in the rear, offered an advantage; I determined to profit by it; the Dragoons being too near, and the ranks too much thinned to attempt a square, we made a dash for the hill. The Dragoons came thundering on the rear, and reached the hill just as our people faced about. The fire checked them and it was soon obvious that they would make no impression. At this moment I saw a part of the Regiment which had not reached the rock, running down the hill in great confusion, without however being pursued by the Dragoons. Giving the charge of the hill to Mansell, I dashed through the Dragoons, who made way for me, and succeeded in rallying the men round the Regimental Colour that I had with me. The several attacks of the Dragoons on the mass failed, although at one time they seized the end of the King's Colour, and there was a struggle who should have it; when a sergeant of grenadiers wrested it from the Dragoon who held it, or rather tore the silk from the pole, which I rather think remained with the enemy; at the same time our people gained ground on the right, and the Dragoons retired in confusion.13



The 2/53rd was not a strong battalion: on 15 July it had twenty-five officers and 316 men, and in the battle as a whole it lost twenty-six men killed, and eleven officers and 105 men wounded, or 142 casualties in all – more than 40 per cent of its strength. No doubt the great bulk of these losses occurred in this incident, for although the 2/53rd rallied, it does not seem to have taken any further part in the battle.

This was the limit of Boyer's success. If the dragoons charged any of Clinton's other regiments, they made little impression, nor do they reappear later in the battle. The three regiments lost quite heavily: about two hundred casualties or almost one-sixth of their strength; but they had made little impact on the course of the battle. Stubbs's Portuguese brigade, already broken and fleeing – the perfect target for cavalry – probably suffered five to six hundred casualties (about 20 to 25 per cent) – and many, perhaps most, of these losses were inflicted by Clausel's and Bonnet's infantry. The Fusiliers suffered proportionally more (28 per cent, or 380 casualties), but as they were further from the cavalry, and went on to play a more active part later in the battle, it seems unlikely that the French dragoons were responsible for more than a fraction of their casualties. Only a single weak battalion, the 2/53rd, was knocked out of action for the remainder of the day. The contrast between the results achieved by Le Marchant and Boyer is striking, yet both charged when the infantry facing them were already disordered and broken. The good discipline of the allied infantry and the advance of the Sixth Division no doubt helped limit Boyer's success, and he might have done better if he had charged rather later, after Clinton's line had been weakened and disrupted by fighting Bonnet's infantry, but the crucial difference lay in the quality of the two brigades of cavalry. One was well mounted, full of confidence and eager for action; the other was intimidated by the knowledge that for once the allied cavalry were clearly superior.

Bonnet's infantry advanced in the wake of Boyer's dragoons. They had already broken Stubbs's 7th Caçadores, and they next encountered the 1/40th from William Anson's brigade of Cole's division. Anson had kept the 3/27th on the Lesser Arapile as a garrison, but had detached the 1/40th – possibly on Wellington's orders14 – to help fill the gap between Pack's attack on the Greater Arapile and Cole's advance. With Pack and Cole both defeated, the 1/40th was left exposed. Unfortunately, the sources for what followed are again inadequate, for neither Sergeant Lawrence nor Charles Boutflower, who are usually so helpful for the affairs of the 40th, shed light on this incident. Instead we must rely on a letter written to Napier many years later by Major J. Scott Lillie, who was with the 7th Caçadores in the battle.


I happened to be at the time with some companies of the Caçadores and the 40th Regiment … This was one of the few occasions on which I saw the bayonet used; the 40th under the late Colonel Archdall, having come into close contact with Bonnet's French brigade in consequence of this movement, which was directed by General William Anson in person; he was moving on with the 40th, leaving the [Greater Arapiles] on his left and in his rear, on which a corps moved from behind the hill in rear of the 40th for the purpose of attacking it, the regiment being at the time engaged in front. I happened to be between the 40th and the enemy, and rode after the former to tell Colonel Archdall of his situation, on which he wheeled round and charged the enemy's column with the bayonet and this terminated the contest at that point.15



This is hard to follow, for Lillie seems to be saying that the 40th singlehandedly drove back Bonnet's advance, which is manifestly absurd. Charles Vere, on the other hand, says that the regiment was ‘overpowered’ and forced back to its original position near the Lesser Arapile, but gives no details.16 It is even possible that some mixture of the two is correct: that the 40th repulsed a threat to its flank as described by Lillie and so secured its retreat; or that it advanced a second time on the left flank of Clinton's division and that Lillie's description belongs to this phase of the combat. All that we can really state with confidence is that it was heavily engaged, for it lost twelve men killed, five officers and 115 men wounded: 132 casualties in all from an initial strength which would have been considerably below the 582 officers and men present on 15 July, owing to its losses on the Guarena on the 18th.

French accounts of this part of the battle often tell the story of the heroic Sous-Lieutenant Guillemot of the 118th Ligne, who is supposed to have sprung into the enemy ranks, seized a flag, cutting off the arm of the man who held it, and made his escape despite a severe bayonet wound.17 It is hard to know what to make of this tale. The only British colour arguably lost was that of the 2/53rd, whose fate has already been described, and it is possible that Guillemot ended with the credit for its capture. Oman suggests that the 7th Caçadores may have lost a colour; however, it appears that the caçador battalions, like many other light troops, did not carry standards in the field.18 This leaves the possibility that the flag belonged to a line regiment in Stubbs's brigade or, less plausibly, in Rezende's brigade. However, the failure of Marmont and the other French writers who make so much of Guillemot's exploit to so much as mention the dragoon's capture of the pole and some of the silk of the 2/53rd's King's Colour leaves the impression that only one allied flag was taken, and that the credit for the incident was misdirected. On the other side, J. Scott Lillie claims to have personally captured a French flag. This was presumably the fanion of one of Bonnet's battalions and, as the allies captured half a dozen of these in all, there is no real reason to doubt Lillie's claim.19

Meanwhile, the 11th and 61st Regiments of Hulse's brigade, forming the left of Clinton's division, took a prominent part in repulsing the French counter-attack. An unpublished contemporary account of the services of the 61st states that the division was ordered forward at the double even before the Fourth Division had been broken. As they were forming line from column, a confused mass of fleeing men mixed with some pursuing French descended upon them. The leading companies of the regiment which had deployed opened fire and checked the French advance, although not without hitting some of Cole's men as well. This gained time for the brigade to complete its deployment and for the broken allied units to pass behind it. The French, their confidence high, now made an impetuous assault on the two British regiments, but ‘being met with 3 cheers, a volley and an instant charge’ were driven back in disorder. Hulse pursued them, but halted his line before his men could get completely out of hand. This enabled the French to rally (or perhaps they had fallen back on supports), and their skirmishers and artillery opened a heavy fire on the brigade. When the British battalions had caught their breath and regained their order, they renewed their attack and were again successful.20

Many of these details are confirmed, with a few variations, in an account written many years later by ‘Major Nott’ (in fact, probably Major Frederick Newman) of the 1/11th:


our brigade advanced in contiguous columns ascending a rising ground, you may recollect that, just before we reached the top, the 4th Division came over in a state of disorder, the enemy close upon them, the French officers in advance, and actually making use of their swords against our retreating men: our brigade was immediately halted and began to deploy. By the time three companies had formed, the portion of the 4th Division opposite to the 11th passed round the right flank; these companies at once opened their fire and swept away nearly the whole of those officers; this checked them, and after some firing they turned about and fled … The brigade now advanced in line, and when we rose the hill a body of French cavalry was coming up at a hand canter, either to cover their retreating infantry, or to put a finishing hand to the 4th Division; we at once halted and gave them a volley which sent these cavaliers to the rightabout in much quicker time than they came, leaving several horses and men on the ground. The brigade then again advanced in line and entered the plain in front of the enemy's position, and within range of their batteries, which commenced a fire upon us. We advanced but a short distance before we were halted by Headquarter Staff, and in this situation remained considerably more than an hour.21



Other sources provide some further corroboration. For example, John Aitchison of the Guards wrote: ‘At one point the first line was attacked after gaining the summit of a hill and driven back, but the second line moved up into its support and the 61st Regiment made one of the most brilliant charges ever recorded.’ And Edward Brackenbury, an officer in Spry's brigade of the Fifth Division, wrote home describing the wounds suffered by his brother, Lieutenant William Brackenbury of the 61st,


which he received when having grasped the Colours of the 61st Regt. within 25 yards of the French Column. He received the first ball through the Left foot, which passed through the bone, but as it has neither touched the ankle Joint, nor the Joints of his toes, his foot is safe, nor will he (I hope) be lame in consequence of it, although the cure may be tedious: the second ball he Received in the left side of his Face which broke the Jawbone; it is now setting; the wound is suppurating. He converses freely and takes nourishment without much pain.22



William Brackenbury survived, but retired from the army in 1816 (aged twenty-six) owing to the lasting effects of his wounds. He was awarded a pension of £70 per annum in 1815, which was increased to £140 in 1824.23

However, this was clearly not the whole story. Bonnet's three regiments had over 1,200 casualties between them, even according to Lamartinière – the true figure is probably rather higher, perhaps 1,500 or a few more. In other words, they lost between one-quarter and one-third of their strength, and the great majority of these casualties must have been suffered at this time. Most accounts suggest that they lost heavily when they pressed their attack close to the British batteries on the Lesser Arapile and the Teso de San Miguel. But even so, Bonnet's nine battalions can hardly have been defeated simply by the 1/40th and the two remaining regiments of Hulse's brigade (leaving out the 2/53rd). Unfortunately, there are no first-hand accounts from either Hinde's or Rezende's brigades which appear to relate to fighting at this time. However, it seems probable that at least the Portuguese, and perhaps both brigades, were engaged, albeit less heavily than Hulse's gallant regiments.

Whatever the details, the French counterattack in the centre collapsed and Bonnet's infantry followed Boyer's dragoons in headlong retreat. Clinton's division followed in their wake, still in good order, despite the heavy losses which they surely must have suffered. Their advance exposed the right flank of Clausel's division, which already had more than enough troubles to deal with. Clausel seems to have limited his pursuit of the Fourth Division, presumably because he felt that his own left flank was threatened by the defeat of Maucune and Leith's advance. The danger was real, for Beresford, who was riding in the rear of Leith's division, reacted quickly to Cole's defeat, taking personal command of Spry's brigade and wheeling it round at a right-angle so that it faced almost due east. Thomas Henry Browne describes what happened:


The Portuguese Brigade of the 5th Division from being on the left took these Battalions of the enemy completely in flank; but there was so much hallooing that instead of charging they began firing which was as dangerous to the British as to the French. Marshal Beresford & his staff put a stop to this firing, and he was making a disposition to charge the enemy in flank, which these Regiments, the 3rd and 15th Portuguese[,] were not very willing to try – a few companies made a sort of shabby charge which these French troops would scarcely have regarded but that the 4th Division again attacked & the 5th took them in rear. They then moved off & the greater part were killed or taken prisoners.24



Yet Edward Brackenbury, who was serving in the 15th Portuguese Line, told his parents: ‘I fought with my Portuguese Regt. who behaved well and bayonetted a Column of French, you will scarcely believe how I could have Escaped when I assure you I was cutting away in a Solid Column with my Common regulation Sword: but Providence protected me as it did at Badajos.’25 However a letter written by William Warre, Beresford's ADC, tends to support Browne's account, although his main concern is with his chief:


It was near sunset, and in endeavouring to make a Portuguese Brigade charge the enemy, (who were driving the 4th Division back with 5 Battalions) in flank, that our excellent Marshal was wounded, while exerting himself, as he always does with the greatest zeal and gallantry, and by his noble example, to cover the 4th Division by this flank charge. But they soon rallied and regained the ground they had lost by the sudden attack of the enemy, and the heights were retaken just as the Marshal was hit.26



Spry's brigade lost only about 150 casualties, or 6.7 per cent, in the whole battle, only a marginally higher proportion than Pringle's brigade (the other unit in Leith's second line); so despite Brackenbury, it does not appear to have been engaged heavily against Clausel. Nonetheless, it probably helped to gain time for Cole's infantry to rally, and many accounts suggest that the Fourth Division returned to the fray and eventually drove Clausel's men from the plateau. This seems superficially implausible, but Clausel's division was driven back, and if it was not done by Spry, nor by the Fusiliers, it is hard to see who did do it, for we must assume that the Sixth Division was fully occupied with Bonnet. Clausel's losses were not slight: even Lamartinière admits 1,700 casualties, although about a hundred of these would have occurred on the 18th.

The memoirs of a French officer in the 59th Ligne, in Clausel's second brigade, suggest an alternative explanation which is worth considering, even though there is no support for it in other sources, and many of its details are obviously wrong. The author was Captain Alphonse d'Hautpoul:


General Clausel led us in a charge on the troops of General Hill who was facing us. The English opposed us resolutely when we began firing at half musket range; they fired battalion volleys on us with the same precision as if on manoeuvre. Their flag was in the centre of their line; we could hear the orders of their officers. The divisions of Ferey and Clausel were not halted by this first fire although more than 800 men had been killed or wounded. We charged the enemy with the bayonet; his line was broken; the regiments of Scots Guards who were facing us could not rally. We pursued them vigorously over ground covered with their dead.

In the centre, we believed that the battle was won, but Wellington, seeing Marmont's mistake in overextending his line, had sent all his reserves and cavalry to his right flank and made an all-out charge with eight thousand cavalry on our left wing. The cavalry of General Curto could not stand the shock and were broken. Thomières's division on the extreme left was charged in the flank without having time to form squares, and could resist no longer. Whole regiments were put to the sword and General Thomières was killed. The divisions of Taupin and Maucune were charged in turn and broken. General Clausel, who was pursuing General Hill, seeing that his left was outflanked by numerous cavalry, halted his line and tried to form it in squares, but he lacked time, and his regiments, taken by surprise, were broken. General Hill, reinforced by a corps of Portuguese, resumed the offensive and a frightful melee ensued. At this moment I received from a Scottish sergeant – whom I'd just dealt a sabre blow – a musketball in the hip and at the same time a bayonet which pierced my right arm. I fell covered in blood.

A few moments after I received my two wounds the English cavalry rode over our line, taking it in the rear. Monsieur de Loverdo, my colonel, who had succeeded Colonel Caste, saved the regiment's Eagle by carrying it at a gallop into the squares of Ferey's division, behind which the debris of Clausel's division tried to rally. Stretched on the ground I lay at the mercy of the enemy. During the charge, two squadrons passed over but the horses instinctively leapt over me. I saw their feet almost crush me: my position was critical, but I was powerless to do anything and had to resign myself.27



It is hard to know what to make of this: d'Hautpoul's many mistakes about the allies – General Hill, the ‘eight thousand’ cavalry, fighting the ‘Scots Guards’ – are all disconcerting, but do not really discredit his account. It is one thing to mistake a regiment of Fusiliers for a regiment of Scots Guards, and not to know the name of the enemy general who commanded them; but being ridden over by enemy cavalry was direct personal experience, unlikely to be imagined even in a wound-induced fever. If the story was self-serving, designed to show how heroic d'Hautpoul had been in action, it would be easy to dismiss it; but it is relatively free of bombast, while Colonel de Loverdo's saving of the Eagle by abandoning his regiment was far from the tales of glory often associated with such incidents. And yet it is hard to believe that Le Marchant's charge really penetrated this far, breaking Clausel's division in addition to those of Thomières and Maucune and half of Taupin's. If it did, why does no British account claim it? D'Hautpoul's uncorroborated testimony is insufficient basis on which to re-write the history of the battle; but equally his account is too credible to be dismissed out of hand. The question, like so many others, must remain open.

Commentary

The experiences of the Fusiliers at Albuera (16 May 1811) are well known, but it is worth giving some details of their losses. The three regiments began the day with five battalions in the field (not all brigaded together), amounting to 2,964 officers and men, and suffered 1,668 casualties, or 56 per cent of their strength. As a result, the surviving men of the 2/7th and 2/48th were drafted into their first battalions and the cadres sent home. The 1/7th, and probably the other regiments, also received substantial drafts of fresh recruits from Britain (ten officers and 370 men sailed to join the 1/7th in July 1811); while many of the men wounded at Albuera would have rejoined their units in subsequent months. Nonetheless, the brigade had only 1,413 officers and men on 15 July 1812, less than half its strength on the morning of Albuera. Such losses were, of course, extraordinary, but the constant attrition caused by sickness led to a high turnover of men even in units which did not see much fighting.28

The sources for Cole's initial advance at Salamanca are thin, but pose few major problems. Several accounts say that the division suffered much from flanking fire from French batteries on the Greater Arapile, but the western end of the hill is extremely rocky and precipitous, and it is not easy to see how any guns could have been positioned there to fire on the allied flank. In any case the French troops on the hill were more likely to be preoccupied with Pack's brigade. However, there may have been a battery deployed behind the hill, facing north-west, whose fire would have taken the Fourth Division in the flank.

Vere says that Cole was wounded ‘soon after the line passed through the village of Arapiles’; but this seems too early in the advance, for Colonel Wade states that it occurred when Cole ‘was leading his division on to storm the heights’, and also that the wound was caused by a ‘musquet ball’. Clausel's division does not seem to have been in position early enough to send out skirmishers to harass the allied advance, so unless the musketball came from a canister fired by the French artillery, Cole probably suffered his wound in the fighting on the plateau.29

It is not certain whether the initial clash between Cole and Clausel occurred on the hillside a few hundred yards to the south of the village of Arapiles (that is, on the north face of the Monte de Azan), or at the crest on the further side of the plateau, perhaps a thousand yards to the south. However, the latter seems more probable: descending the steep slope of the Teso de San Miguel and passing through the village would inevitably cause some confusion, which would be risky if the main body of the enemy was so close. Moreover, there are hints that Clausel's advance had been delayed and that Cole came into action well after the initial clash between Leith and Maucune. Not everything fits this hypothesis perfectly: Clausel's limited pursuit of Cole, the ineffectiveness of Boyer's dragoons and the rapid intervention of the Sixth Division would fit the more northerly ridge better; but weighed against all this, Cole's left flank would not have been much exposed by such a limited advance, while it would have been highly vulnerable had he crossed the breadth of the plateau. The intervention of Spry's brigade also points to the fighting occurring further south, as does the retreat of Bonnet's 122nd Ligne, which would otherwise be inexplicable.

By a curious chance, there is no good description of the first round of fighting, in which Clausel's leading brigade was broken, but there are no fewer than five accounts of the second round, in which Clausel's reserve brigade broke Cole's disordered line. Three of these descriptions are quoted in the main narrative; the other two present a problem, for they suggest that Cole's flank was threatened by French cavalry, and that this was the reason it broke. However, this is not supported by the other, earlier sources, and may be owing to no more than some confusion regarding the sequence of events. Whatever the explanation, these two additional descriptions are quite interesting. Thomas Henry Browne writes that the Fourth Division,


after driving the enemy from a hill, which he had warmly contested, were in their turn charged by five Battalions of Infantry drawn up six deep, & probably would have withstood even this tremendous fresh formation, had not some Squadrons of French dragoons charged the Portuguese in flank, & broke them, which also for a moment, disordered the Fusileers [sic], & the five French Battalions succeeded in retaking the hill.30



Lieutenant Cameron of the 7th Fusiliers recalls:


We were at this moment ordered by Colonel Beatty to retire and form square, a most hazardous movement when the enemy's Infantry were advancing, and within thirty yards of us. The order was only partially heard and obeyed on the right, while on the left we kept up a hot fire on the enemy, who were advancing up-hill, and within a few yards of us. The Companies on our right having retired in succession we found ourselves alone, but the ground the enemy were ascending was so steep that we got off without loss and joined the rest. Luckily while we were forming square to receive the cavalry, the 6th Division came up and received the charge intended for us.31



What happened next is also open to debate. Burgoyne claims that the Fusiliers rallied at the foot of the hill and immediately returned to the fray:


No sooner had they arrived at the bottom, than they came to their senses, and were furious with themselves for having allowed the enemy to gain the advantage. In about five minutes, they were formed in perfect order at a short distance below, and they then reascended the hill most gallantly, and drove the French down the other side as quickly as they themselves had been driven before.32



This seems unlikely, as even the best troops would take some time to rally and regain their order, while Burgoyne's version of events leaves no time for Beresford to intervene on Clausel's flank with Spry's brigade. Wachholtz provides a more plausible account of this phase of the combat. When Clausel's division delivered its counterattack, he found himself with the 7th Fusiliers and was surprised when the allied line crumbled and broke. ‘Before I could decide if I should remain or go with them,’ as he quaintly puts it, ‘I found myself instinctively already at the fastest gallop which I have ever made in my life. I covered an enormous distance at each stride. … Finally, when we reached the valley, the shouting of the officers began to have an effect, particularly as everyone was out of breath.’ But then the disordered infantry caught sight of the French cavalry, supported by Bonnet's infantry. Hastily they formed square, British and Portuguese mingling together. Fortunately, the squares were not put to the test, for the Sixth Division advanced to support Cole's men before the cavalry could charge. Wachholtz records that Clinton's men said as they passed, ‘Be ashamed, Fusiliers!’, while the two accounts from Hulse's brigade both make clear that the Fourth Division did not rally until the Sixth had driven off their pursuers.33

It would be interesting to know why Beresford was riding in the rear of the Fifth Division when he took command of Spry's brigade and led it against Clausel. Similarly, what were De Lancey and Bainbrigge doing behind the Fourth Division when it collapsed in front of them like a wave of the sea? Where was Wellington: at the head of the Sixth Division, or on the Lesser Arapile or some other convenient observation post? We simply do not know. The sources give us glimpses of these figures at memorable moments, but not enough information to construct a continuous narrative of their movements, let alone analyse their activities. And naturally the sources are even less helpful for the French generals.

The account by ‘Major Nott’ is printed in H. A. Bruce's Life of William Napier; however, as R. E. R. Robinson points out in his history of the 11th, no such officer appears in the Army List. The full text of the letter makes clear that the author took command of the regiment when Lieutenant-Colonel Cuyler was wounded, which strongly suggests that it was written by Major Frederick Newman, the second-in-command. Presumably the signature was unclear, and Bruce – or his printers – hazarded a guess.34

Most elements of the French counterattack are uncertain to a greater or lesser extent, and any account of this episode must include some guess-work. Oman memorably describes how the defeat of Cole and Pack gave Clausel the choice between risking all in the hope of victory, or admitting defeat and withdrawing what could still be saved of Marmont's army. ‘Being an ambitious and resolute man’, Clausel preferred the former, and it is evident that Oman sympathized with his choice, even though he later admits that it proved unwise – indeed, it is noticeable that almost all British accounts are distinctly well disposed towards Clausel. Other historians, even Jean Sarramon, have followed Oman's lead, with only Young and Lawford questioning whether Clausel would have seen his decision in these stark terms. But unless Oman is drawing on some unmentioned source, we do not even know that Clausel made any decision, for Boyer's dragoons and Bonnet's infantry may have been acting independently in seizing the tempting opportunity presented by Cole's exposed flank and Pack's defeat. Oman's description superbly captures the state of the battle as a whole at an important moment and fixes the reader's attention – which is why it has so often been repeated – but it appears to be based on no more than supposition.

Similar criticisms can be made of most descriptions in secondary accounts of the fighting between Clinton's and Bonnet's infantry. As we have seen in the narrative, the first-hand accounts of this episode are meagre and confusing. According to Oman, however, Clinton's men ‘fell upon, overlapped at both ends, and thoroughly discomfited in close musketry duel the nine battalions of Bonnet's division’. Fortescue follows Oman in substance, but adds his own rhetorical touches: ‘now the Sixth Division came striding over the plain to recover the ground that had been first won and then lost by Cole … the redcoats engaged the nine battalions of Bonnet in a bitter contest of musketry. As usual the British fire prevailed; and presently Bonnet's troops ran back discomfited to the hill in their rear.’35 Evidently, this is too tame and vague for Young and Lawford, who have their own ideas of what happened:


As the British division drew near a ferocious combat developed. The French returned volley for volley; but their position was fast becoming untenable. … When the range had dwindled to little more than ten yards, the French wavered; their leading line began to disintegrate; the 6th Division went in with the bayonet and the French ranks broke up. As they went back through a vortex of fire, the 6th Division pressing mercilessly on their heels, all order was lost.36



None of these accounts cites a source for its claims, but in the end they rest on just two facts: Clinton's division was responsible for Bonnet's defeat, and Bonnet's three regiments lost heavily. The rest is pure speculation. Some of this is highly plausible – there probably was some close musketry, for both sides seem to have lost heavily – but note the way the rhetoric escalates from Oman's ‘close musketry duel’, to Fortescue's ‘bitter contest of musketry’, to Young and Lawford's ‘returned volley for volley … the range had dwindled to little more than ten yards’.

Perhaps we should not be too critical, for the authors are simply trying to maintain the flow of their narrative by papering over a gap in the evidence – something every historian has to do quite often. It would not have been appropriate for Oman or Fortescue to interrupt their works, which embrace a much larger subject than this single battle, with a lengthy digression every time the sources were less than perfectly full and explicit. Equally, Young and Lawford were writing for a popular audience. But even if this ‘making bricks without straw’ is understandable, it still has unfortunate consequences, especially if it is done carelessly. Young and Lawford write of the troops returning volley for volley at little more than ten yards, not because any source says it about this encounter, but because they believe that this was what often happened. But in fact very few first-hand accounts ever write of combat in these terms; rather, the idea gets copied from one secondary source to another, developing credibility simply through repetition. This in turn leads to further absurdities, such as overly bold calculations that X number of infantry fired Y number of shots, in this number of minutes at such-and-such a range, and inflicted that number of casualties, which means … absolutely nothing, for every step in such calculations is built on sand, because the sources are not that precise or reliable, even if, for once, two accounts agree on what happened.

In fact, the accounts which we do have of the experiences of Hulse's brigade mention the normal British tactics of cheer, fire and charge, rather than a sustained exchange of musketry, while suggesting that the brigade's heavy losses were largely owing to periods of inactivity under heavy skirmisher and artillery fire.37 However, this may not be true of the rest of the division, and many questions remain unanswered about this part of the battle. The 61st Regiment source quoted in the narrative states quite clearly that the regiment – which apart from the 2/53rd was at the eastern end of the divisional line – passed through the village of Arapiles in its advance.38 This is extremely odd: it has always been believed that Clinton's division formed a second line behind Cole, occupying the space between the Lesser Arapile and the village, so that only the most westerly regiment should have passed among the houses. If the Sixth Division formed so far west, it was as much behind the Fifth as the Fourth Division, suggesting that the Seventh Division was even further west, while there would be many other implications for the deployment of the allied army. It also suggests that the fighting between Bonnet and Clinton may have been on a front running almost due north-west, with the French advance directed more towards the village than to the gap in the allied line. French claims to have advanced to the edge of the village at this time give this idea some credibility, although it is also possible that they are a muddled reference to Maucune's earlier attack.39 In the end, the evidence is simply too fragmentary and uncertain to reconstruct precisely what happened.

Understanding the role of Clinton's other brigades in the fighting is also hampered by inadequate sources. Most accounts state that the two British brigades formed the front line of the division, with Rezende's brigade making the second; but it is possible that the Portuguese moved into the middle of the line and helped in the defeat of Bonnet, while Hinde's brigade may have been employed to watch Clausel and protect the flank and rear of the division. This is almost entirely speculation, but there is some slight support for it in Philip Bainbrigge's brief account: ‘I galloped to the 6th Division and met them coming up in columns, they, that is two brigades, the left British (General Hulse's) and the Portuguese soon passed the 4th Division, deployed into line, and opened a tremendous fire on the enemy, who, having contented themselves with checking the 4th Division, began to retreat.’40

If the brunt of the fighting against Bonnet was borne by Hulse and Rezende, it would explain why the sources in Hinde's brigade – notably Captain Harry Ross-Lewin of the 32nd – do not make more of this part of the battle. It is notoriously dangerous to argue on the basis of what sources do not say, but Ross-Lewin's account does not suggest that his regiment was heavily engaged at this point:


By this time the loss sustained by the enemy was considerable. One of their colonels lay immediately in front of the colours of my regiment; he was badly wounded, and begged hard to be removed from the field; and our commanding officer humanely directed the drummers to take care of him. I saw him afterwards perfectly recovered at Salamanca.

Close to the wounded colonel one of his own men was seated with his leg broken; he had a large calabash of wine slung by his side, and as soon as some of our men caught a glimpse of it they determined to make free with its contents; but he understood what they said, and instantly raising the calabash to his head, endeavoured to empty it with all possible expedition. Two soldiers ran forward to stop him, but he sturdily resisted their efforts; and when they at length succeeded in wresting the calabash from him, they found to their disappointment that he had transferred all that made it valuable to his own interior.41



Of Bonnet's regiments, the 118th and 119th both had colonels wounded, while the 122nd had a chef de bataillon who might easily have been taken for a ‘colonel’.

Meanwhile Lieutenant Smith of the 11th makes a familiar claim:


The advance of the brigade was so rapid, that very many of a body of riflemen, more numerous than the British, covering the retreat of the main body of the defeated enemy, had not time to get out of our way, threw themselves on the ground as dead, and were run over. It was known that many of them fired at the back of the advancing line. One, it is certain, drove his bayonet through the back of a grenadier of the Eleventh, and before he could withdraw it, he was cut down by Brigade-Major Cotton who was following the regiment on foot, his horse having been killed, and in that position both lay dead.42



Whatever the truth of these individual tales, they are a useful reminder that a battlefield is much less neat and orderly than a simple narrative would suggest.


Chapter Eight

Pack's Attack on the Greater Arapile

Cole's initial defeat was not the only setback suffered by the allies in the centre: Pack's independent Portuguese brigade had made a bold attack on the Greater Arapile and had been repulsed with heavy losses. Fortunately, we have an excellent account of this operation in a lively personal narrative by Captain Charles Synge, Pack's aide-de-camp, which also sheds much light on the experience of the battle.

Pack's brigade consisted of the 1st and 16th Portuguese line regiments (two battalions each) and the 4th Caçador battalion: 2,607 officers and men on 15 July. It was the second strongest Portuguese brigade in the army, after Rezende's brigade in the Sixth Division. However, it also had much the lowest proportion of officers: only one officer to every twenty-nine men, compared to one to twenty or better in most of the other brigades. The composition and command of the brigade had been unchanged since August 1810, and two years' active service had presumably given its commander a sense of its abilities, and the troops some esprit de corps. Pack himself had seen much service and, according to Colville, ‘has the character of a more than ordinarily zealous and alert officer’. Some complained about his ‘fidgety and irascible temper’, but Charles Synge writes of him with real affection.1 His brigade had performed well at Busaco, repulsing the attack of Maucune's brigade of Marchand's division, and had been in the vanguard of the allied army in the pursuit of Masséna in the spring of 1811. It was entrusted with the blockade of Almeida, but had been relieved of this duty before Brennier made his escape. It played a creditable part in the storming of Ciudad Rodrigo, when its diversionary attack captured the outwork in front of the Santiago gate. In the months since then it had seen little action, so it is reasonable to regard it as a seasoned unit, experienced but far from jaded, and full of confidence.

On the morning of the battle, the 4th Caçadores had taken part in the skirmishing around Nuestra Señora de la Peña. There is no evidence of the casualties they suffered, but it seems unlikely that they were heavy, and the men had plenty of time to regain their composure before advancing into action again. The rest of the brigade had suffered only from the effects of the French artillery bombardment. It occupied a position in the allied line between the Lesser Arapile and Stubbs's brigade of the Fourth Division. As the Lesser Arapile is somewhat to the west, as well as to the north, of the Greater Arapile, and as Pack's troops were to its west, it was not directly opposite the French battery on the larger hill, which probably concentrated most of its fire on Anson's infantry and Dyneley's guns on the allied height. Pack's brigade was opposite the gap between the Greater Arapile and the beginning of the plateau – the position occupied by the 122nd Regiment of Bonnet's division.

There is some doubt over the nature of the orders Pack received. In his official dispatch, Wellington implies that he gave the order for Pack to attack the French position: ‘I ordered … and Brig. Gen. Pack should support the left of the 4th division, by attacking that of the Dos Arapiles which the enemy held.’ Pack's own later account agrees with this: ‘My “cacadores” stood well at Bussaco and Ciudad Rodrigo, much to my wonderment, but my mind misgave me somewhat when I received the order to attack the hill at Hermanito [the Greater Arapile], the strongest part of the enemy's position; it is the duty of a soldier to obey and not to question, hence we advanced up the hill.’ And: ‘No one admires Lord Wellington more than myself, but I fear he expected overmuch from my “Hidalgos”, whose courage is of a vastly changeable nature.’ This is quite clear and unequivocal, but it is directly contradicted by Charles Synge's account. Synge was writing years later and his memory may have led him astray, but he liked and admired Pack, and would certainly not have consciously distorted the record to Pack's discredit, while as Pack's aide-de-camp he would surely have known the gist of the orders even if he did not hear them from Wellington. Yet he says: ‘The orders Sir Denis Pack had received were discretionary. He was to watch and mark the Arapiles, and not to let any of the enemy come down from it to molest the flank or rear of our left Division (Cole's). He was to exercise his own judgment, and if he saw a favourable opportunity, he was authorized to try and carry the Hill of the Arapiles.’2

There is also some doubt over when Pack's attack was launched. Wellington and a well-informed Fourth Division source say that Bonnet only attacked Cole's flank after Pack's attack had been repulsed, while Synge states that Pack's assault only began when he saw that the Fourth Division was in difficulties and received an appeal for help from Cole.3 This is not a problem which can be resolved definitively, although it seems rather unlikely that Pack would attempt such a difficult and dangerous operation as an assault on the Greater Arapile when he could see that the nearest allied troops were struggling. It is easier to imagine that the attack was launched in a spirit of confidence, when Cole's advance was progressing well, and that, on this point at least, Synge is mistaken. The decision to attack, while always ambitious, is certainly easier to justify if Cole's advance was succeeding. If the Fourth Division was already faltering, it was an extremely risky and uncertain way of attempting to help it, when it would have been much simpler and more effective to have advanced to cover its retreat.

These problems may cast a slight shadow over Synge's credibility, but he is the only witness who gives us the details of Pack's attack, while the outline of his account is amply confirmed by all the other relevant sources. According to Synge, Pack deployed his troops as if he was going to attack a fortress. They were led by a storming party of one hundred men of the 4th Caçadores under Major Fearon who, before the assault was launched, ‘were ordered to gain as much ground up the Hill as the enemy would let them, and then lie down’. The remaining caçadores were to advance on either side in open order, taking advantage of any cover they could find; presumably, their role was to provide covering fire for the attack, although Synge does not actually say so. The storming party was supported by the four grenadier companies (one from each battalion) under the command of Lieutenant-Colonel Neil Campbell. Rather oddly, these were deployed in line. The remainder of the brigade followed in two columns: the two battalions of the 1st Regiment under Lieutenant-Colonel Noel Hill on the right; the two battalions of the 16th under Colonel Pizarro on the left.

Because the only hope of success lay in a determined charge which might carry the hill in a rush, Pack ordered that all the troops should advance with unloaded muskets, for ‘once such troops as we had began firing they would never get to the top’. If the momentum of the attack was lost the assault would fail, and nothing could be gained by having the men stand on the open hillside blazing away against the French, who would remain secure on the summit. All but the boldest and best-disciplined infantry rapidly lost their forward impetus once they began firing, so that it was often the task of the officers and NCOs in an attack to keep their men moving forward and prevent them from opening fire. Nonetheless, it was rare to make an attack in the open field with unloaded muskets, although it might be done in storming fortifications. The reasons are obvious: with unloaded muskets the infantry were vulnerable to any sudden change of fortune, the unexpected appearance of cavalry on their flank or determined resistance from their immediate opponents. More importantly, it is likely that they felt vulnerable and defenceless. All might go well so long as the attack prospered; but if it was checked, the men would struggle to load their muskets under pressure and were likely to panic. Still, attacking the Greater Arapile at all was highly risky, and Pack evidently felt that it was worth increasing the danger of defeat if it minimized the chance of the attack stalling halfway up the hill.
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Formation of Pack's brigade attacking the Greater Arapile.

The French held the Greater Arapile with three battalions of the 120th Ligne – some 1,800 officers and men – and a battery of probably no more than eight guns, which they had hauled to the summit. The flat table-top of the hill facing north made it easy for the guns and infantry to deploy, and the sweeping views in all directions ensured that they could not be taken by surprise.

Charles Synge describes the attack so graphically that it would be a shame not to quote him at length. The order to advance has just been given:


In a moment all the commanding officers were under weigh [sic]. As the General and I were riding to Major Fearon's storming party, he remarked that both on the right and left of the point of direction which the storming party were taking there appeared better openings to get to the top, and he added, ‘I wish I had divided Fearon's party into two and sent half towards each of the openings, but it is too late now.’ I said, ‘Not if you choose to let me gallop at once and give him the order, and allow me to take command of one.’ He hesitated for a second, but on my repeating the offer and urging the necessity of my being off or it would be too late, he consented. I was soon up with Major Fearon. He took fifty to the left, and I the same number (not that we stopped to count) to the right. Immediately after this change my direction led through a patch of standing rye, where several of my little party fell, at first I supposed killed, for the enemy opened their guns as soon as they saw what we were about; but one man near my horse fell in such a manner that it struck me it was sham, and as he lay on his face I gave him rather a sharp prod with my sword – there was no time for any other appeal to his ‘honour’ – on which he turned up perfectly unhurt! What became of him afterwards I know not; I had other matters to think of … While I was appealing to feelings of all sorts and had just got through the last of the rye, Pack overtook me, and said in a whisper, ‘Synge! I think those fellows won't carry it for you.’ I said ‘Oh! yes, they will, we are over the worst of it.’ I meant the ground. The roar of the enemy's guns was tremendous as we approached the top, and somewhat unusual in its sound, for they tried to depress the muzzles of their guns as much as possible, and though they could not do so much harm, so steep was it, it sounded as if all but touched the top of our heads. I have never heard the like before. Those following in support fared worse.

The last part of the ascent was so steep that it was almost impossible for a horse to climb it; even the men did so with difficulty – but I had a horse that would do what scarcely any horse would attempt. It was not until I was close upon the summit that I knew what we had to contend with, for I found the ground, which had at a little distance the appearance of a gentle slope, formed a natural wall of I suppose between three and four feet high, at the top of which it spread out into a level table-land, on which the enemy were drawn up in line about ten yards from me. We looked at each other for a moment. I saw immediately that what we had undertaken was impracticable, as the men could not mount the scarped ground without first laying their arms upon the top, and even then in such small numbers that it would be absurd – but I also saw that we were so easily covered by ‘the wall’, and the enemy so exposed from head to foot, that if we fired they could not remain an instant. At this critical moment the head of Sir Noel Hill's column, which had followed me in support, was close up, and Hill himself called to me to ask what to do and what was before us (he could not see). I said, ‘Be quick, and let your leading company close up to this bank and fire away while the others deploy as fast as they can and fire as they get up – the enemy are exposed and we are protected by this parapet.’ To my horror Hill replied, ‘You forget we are not loaded!’ ‘Well,’ said I, ‘we have no other chance. Load away as fast as you can.’ He gave the word of command, and the men were in the act – I was addressing some few words of encouragement as well as the breathless state of anxiety I was in permitted (my poor old Ronald with great difficulty keeping his position on the steep), and two or three of the storming party were trying to scramble up the scarp, when the whole line opposed to us fired, knocked me over and literally cut to pieces the few that had climbed the ‘wall’. My thigh was broken, and in falling, having no hold of the saddle, I could not in any manner save myself. Ronald made a couple of springs down the hill while I was falling, and this, together with the mangled bodies of those who fell back off the scarp on to the head of Hill's column, which in the confusion of loading was unable to see what was happening above, caused a sensation of panic which was complete.

The French line followed up their volley by charging up the the edge of the scarp, down which they leapt when they saw our confusion.

Sir Niel [sic] Campbell's Grenadiers, the left column and all, went! – the disaster was complete. I had fallen to the ground on the near side of my horse, it being the left thigh that was broken, and was in great agony owing to a sort of instinctive effort to use the broken limb in which the marrow also seemed to be breaking. A gallant little fellow, an ensign, who was adjutant of Hill's Regiment, ran up to me and put his arms under mine to try to raise me, and if his strength had equalled his courage and goodwill he would have carried me off, but he was of the smallest stature. I told him that my thigh was broken, and that it was of no use. The bayonets of the charging army were all but touching him before I could persuade him to save himself, and I actually pushed him away. A lot of the French ran over where I was, and amongst them an officer, cheering them on. As he passed over me, seeing me twirling about in frightful agony owing to the position in which I had fallen, he called out at the appalling spectacle my state exhibited. ‘Oh! mon Dieu!’ and then asked, ‘Est-ce-que vous êtes Anglais?’ I said, ‘Yes,’ and he pointed to a man by his side as he ran by and told him to save me. The man, who I suppose was a non-commissioned officer, did stop for a second or two, which perhaps saved my life. Some of the enemy then began to plunder those who had fallen, wounded, dying or dead, and several began at me. I was in Hussar uniform, and wore all my riches about me, with some smart things about my neck, which there was a scramble for. Most foreign soldiers, at least such as I have known, conceal their money in the waistband of the dress or inside the leg of the boot. To see if I had any such store some began cutting my clothes off, as you might have seen a sheep in the act of being shorn, and one began to pull off my boots. This was horrid, for my overalls were fastened down by curb-chain piping, and the attempt to get the boot off the broken limb was intolerable. I was soon left to go out of the world nearly as naked as I had first entered it.

Just then my attention was called from my own state to a fine young fellow of the 1st Grenadiers, who was defending himself with his musket against four or five men who surrounded him, and who were all trying to bayonet him. I called to them to spare him as he was now their prisoner. Someone, who I believe was in authority, thought I wanted something for myself, and seemed disposed to ascertain what I stood in need of, but when he learnt I was appealing for the young Portuguese sergeant, he turned away. ‘Oh! as for these canaille!’ was all I heard, and how it ended I do not know, for I myself became an object of the same sort of extinguishers. Suddenly they were called off to re-form on their original position on the top of the Arapiles, and I and the bodies of my comrades were left to our fate.4



Relations between the British and French soldiers in the Peninsula were remarkably friendly, with much mutual admiration, fraternization between the outposts and other gallant gestures. But this spirit extended only partially to the Portuguese soldiers under Wellington's command, and scarcely at all to the Spanish forces. At bottom, the goodwill rested on a sense of reciprocity as each army gradually learnt to trust the other: they were professional soldiers fighting in a cause which did not arouse their deepest passions, and could take a detached, admiring view of their opponents. The Spanish and Portuguese had a much greater personal stake in the war – many had private horrors to avenge – while they were not always as well disciplined. But these are generalizations: soldiers of any nationality were likely to be ill-treated and even murdered when first taken prisoner, just as soldiers of all armies left the ranks during and after a battle to plunder the fallen.

Synge's account sheds light on other issues. He gives an example of the often hazardous role which an aide-de-camp might play in battle – imagine his prominence as he rode, clad in his brilliant hussar uniform, up the hill at the head of a small party of dark-uniformed infantry, a tempting and obvious target. His description of the Portuguese soldier who pretended to be hit in order to fall out and avoid the last stage of the advance highlights a common problem which is not always given sufficient weight. Many unwounded men found their way out of the ranks on various pretexts whenever a unit was heavily engaged. Some would pretend that their musket was broken, or that they were out of ammunition; others would assist a wounded man to the rear. Some did it purely from fear, others with an eye to plunder. The problem was universal, although good units suffered less than poor ones, and winning armies less than those which were being defeated; but it is impossible to quantify it.

Synge comments on the fact that the French artillery could not sufficiently depress the muzzles of their cannon to fire effectively on the storming party, and that the supporting units suffered more. It was probably only because of this protection that the attack made as much progress as it did. It is also worth noting the intimidating sound of the guns, even when the storming party escaped their fire, posing another test of the morale and resolution of the advancing infantry.

Several aspects of Synge's account are confirmed by Captain Dyneley, who watched the Portuguese attack from the Lesser Arapile.


Our infantry, two Portuguese regiments, then stormed the hill which the French let them get to the top of before they opened much musketry. Then they did pepper them most dreadfully and beat them down again, and notwithstanding the fire we had upon them, they advanced within range of our canister which, however, it was impossible for them to stand, and they fell by hundreds. The enemy had a party without arms in their rear for the purpose of stripping and plundering our wounded, which I saw them do; for they had the poor fellows naked before they had been down two minutes.5



However, in his next letter Dyneley admits that ‘the Portuguese, are just as bad, for in riding over the field a short time after, I found the poor wretches of Frenchmen lying in every direction without a stitch of clothing on.’6

Pack's attack proved a costly failure. His brigade probably lost about 470 casualties, or 18 per cent of its strength, and far from helping Cole, it added to the breach in the allied centre. Still, the consequences do not seem to have been serious. The French pursued Pack's fugitives, but did not venture on a serious attack on the Lesser Arapile – Dyneley rather exaggerates the importance of the part played by his guns in checking their advance. The 120th Ligne appears to have suffered much less than the other regiments in Bonnet's division – probably about 225 casualties, including lightly wounded men who soon returned to the ranks.7 Few of these would have been owing to Pack's infantry; more, perhaps most, to Dyneley's guns; but the regiment may also have lost casualties at other points during the battle. Indeed, it is even possible that one of its battalions took part in the attack on Cole's flank, or the fight with Clinton.

Napier comments on Pack's attack that the Portuguese ‘were scoffed at for the failure, but unjustly, no troops could have withstood that crash upon such steep ground, and the propriety of attacking the hill at all seems questionable.’8 This conclusion is particularly valuable because Napier learnt in the Pyrenees in 1813 what excellent troops could accomplish. Nonetheless, it is worth asking what it was which made the task so formidable. Pack's brigade had a significant, although not overwhelming, numerical advantage (2,600 men compared to 1,800 infantry plus gunners). Against this there was the French battery; but it is the ‘steep ground’ which Napier emphasizes, not the French artillery. Climbing a steep slope slows the advance, depriving it of momentum and making the men breathless and disordered. Equally important is the psychological effect of the enemy being above, coming down upon the troops while the latter ‘look up’ to them as a child has to look up to an adult. Mentally as well as physically the advantage lies with those on the higher ground.

Clearly the task was beyond Pack's brigade, and the decision to launch the attack, whether made by Wellington or by Pack, proved a mistake. It would have been better if the hill had been masked frontally, while a stronger force should have been sent to protect Cole's left flank, which would inevitably become exposed as he advanced. Still, there were ample reserves ready to contain the allied setback in the centre, while it would be unrealistic to expect that a battle fought on such even terms would not see some mixture of fortunes.

Commentary

Charles Synge's account, on which so much of this chapter depends, was written years after the events he describes. However, it was based on a notebook which he kept at the time, although, given the severity of his wound he probably did not write it up until some time after the battle. Some of the incidents he reports from other parts of the battle, such as Pakenham's attack, are probably inaccurate, and must be based on hearsay rather than his own observation. But his account of his own experiences rings true. The ascent of the Greater Arapile is just as he describes it, and the natural ‘walls’ of rock near its summit are still there today. His writing is free of the obvious vanity and self-importance which often distort first-hand accounts, and there is no reason to suspect that he exaggerates the events he describes, or his own part in them. The tale has been smoothed and rounded by frequent repetition, and the dialogue can hardly be verbatim, but almost all of the story can be accepted at face value.

The one point where Synge's account appears doubtful is on the responsibility for the decision to attack, and its timing. This has already been discussed in the main narrative, but it is worth giving the evidence more fully here. Synge's version is detailed, circumstantial and at first sight convincing. Having said that Pack was ordered to protect Cole's left flank and rear, he continues: ‘We saw, that, having ascended the heights he [Cole] was being roughly handled and after some time, though fighting desperately, he was losing ground.’ And:


In a short time Sir Denis received a message from Cole to send him some assistance.

There appeared to Sir Denis Pack, and also to myself, to be so fierce a struggle just at this moment between Sir Lowry Cole's Division and the enemy, that it must be over, one way or the other, in a few minutes – long before we could get to his support, which at the shortest time would have been half an hour. He explained to the Aide-de-Camp who brought the message what the Duke's orders were, and that, if we moved to try to get to Sir Lowry, the fellows on the Arapiles would be down on our flank and rear before we got half way. In this dilemma he decided on rushing on the instant to try to carry our own hill, very properly arguing that if we succeeded we should soon be with Cole, and if we failed our attack must have the effect of preventing those on the Arapiles from detaching any men to add to Sir Lowry's difficulties.9



But against this there is Wellington's explicit statement, made only two days after the battle that the Fourth Division ‘was obliged to give way … after the failure of Brig. Gen. Pack's attack upon the Arapiles’. And Charles Vere is just as definite:


At this moment, it became evident that the danger to which the left of the line of the two Brigades of the 4th division was exposed, in their forward movement, had not been lightly estimated. General Pack had attempted to gain the height opposite to him (the highest of the Aripeles [sic]) and failed – and the left battalion of the Portuguese Brigade of the 4th division, had been arrested in its forward movement in the plain, by a movement of the enemy from behind the Aripeles upon it.10



This sequence of events has been accepted without question by Napier, Oman, Fortescue and all other historians of the battle, but of these only Oman gives evidence of having read Synge's account. They may well be right: Wellington's contemporary statement must carry great weight, and it seems intrinsically more likely that Pack would launch such an ambitious attack if Cole's advance appeared to be prospering. On the other hand, Synge was on the spot and appears otherwise reliable. Given this it is impossible to decide the question with any confidence unless fresh evidence comes to light.

Synge's account implies that Pack's brigade advanced directly up the north face of the Greater Arapile, but as we have seen they began their advance well to the west, beyond the Lesser Arapile. Presumably they actually advanced obliquely in a south-easterly direction. This would have made their approach march longer, but it would also have meant that they were not advancing quite so directly into the mouths of the French cannon. It is even possible that they clambered up the north-west corner of the hill, which is much more rugged than the middle of the north side, although Synge's reference to the rye he advanced through, the natural wall near the summit and the fact that he could remain mounted almost rule this out.

Pack's choice of formation is interesting, and even rather surprising. The four grenadier companies under Lieutenant-Colonel Campbell which provided immediate support for the storming party were deployed in line. They probably amounted to about 400 men, giving a frontage of 130 yards or so (in two ranks), so it would not be difficult to maintain alignment if the ground was reasonably even. But there seems little advantage in advancing in line when the ground was so steep and rough, the men's muskets were unloaded and success depended upon the impetus of the attack. (Possibly the formation was chosen to reduce the damage inflicted by the French artillery.) Conversely, the remainder of the brigade formed in two columns, each containing two battalions minus their grenadier companies, or about eight hundred men. Synge does not say whether these columns were formed on a one- or two-company front: the former was probably more common in the allied army, but it would have produced a column with 50 men in each rank, 16 ranks deep. This would have been as heavy and vulnerable to artillery as anything used by the French in the campaign. Even if these columns had a two-company frontage, they would still have been 8 ranks deep. It is not a formation one expects to see Wellington's infantry employing in open battle, and perhaps it is putting too great a burden of interpretation on Synge's words to assume that it was actually adopted. After all, his main concern was with the troops leading the advance, not with the formation of the reserves.

When Synge states that all the Portuguese infantry advanced with unloaded muskets, he presumably intends to exclude those members of the 4th Caçadores who were not part of the storming party, as their role was to provide some covering fire for the advance. He also refers to the ‘French line’ charging forward. This may or may not be intended to indicate that the French were deployed in line, but it was the obvious formation for them to adopt when defending a position such as the Greater Arapile. Finally, there is no doubt that Pack's brigade was thoroughly broken, although it probably rallied as soon as the French ceased their pursuit. Dyneley records an interesting incident which must have occurred during this panic: ‘At the battle of Salamanca I caught one [Portuguese] officer, with his sword drawn, running away. I stopped him short and made all the men at the guns hiss and abuse him, then gave him over to the 40th regiment, who hooted him from right to left; but the fellow did not care, he saved his head which was his object.’11 Such informal sanctions were far more common than formal accusations of cowardice in the face of the enemy, at least in the allied army. Even the best troops might break and run if caught by surprise or placed under intolerable strain, and this was understood, although they were expected to rally at the first opportunity.

Pack's own account of the fighting is brief: ‘we advanced up the hill and were within thirty paces of the top when the hidden French reserves leaped on us from the rocks on our front and flank. I did what in me lay, but the Lisbon Volunteers disappeared sooner than smoke.’12 Lieutenant Ingilby, of Gardiner's company of Royal Artillery, attached to the First Division, says: ‘The Portuguese advanced to within musket shot of the crest of the hill, but were suddenly driven back and overwhelmed by the fire of the French, who had screened their force on the slope of the opposite side of the hill.’ Ingilby then adds a fresh detail, not recorded in any other account: ‘I was advanced to sustain the defeated Portuguese with two pieces, a gun and a howitzer.’ Presumably Ingilby, if he arrived in time, added his fire to Dyneley's and so helped encourage the French to withdraw back to the Greater Arapile. Ingilby's movement may have been supported by Wheatley's brigade of the First Division – there are obscure hints of this in the sources but nothing definite, while the trifling losses suffered by the brigade show that it was not seriously engaged.13 J. Scott Lillie of the 7th Caçadores, who had been driven from the Greater Arapile early in the day, criticizes the attack: ‘it was in my humble opinion an injudicious one, having been made at the point where I could not ascend on horseback in the morning.’ And he goes on to imply a much later time for the attack than any other account – when Bonnet's counterattack was already being defeated. But Lillie's account was written many years later, while on the day he was naturally preoccupied with the misfortunes of his own regiment, so his evidence may be safely disregarded.14 Finally, it is worth pausing to smile at Marmont's account of the episode in his memoirs. No one can blame the defeated marshal for seeking to make the most of whatever successes French arms achieved in the battle, but in claiming that Pack's brigade lost eight hundred dead he risks becoming the object of ridicule. The true figure, for the whole battle, was 102 killed.15


Chapter Nine

Ferey and the French Last Stand

The defeat of the divisions of Clausel and Bonnet left no doubt that the French had lost the battle. More than half of Marmont's army had been broken; thousands of French troops had been captured and the remainder were streaming to the rear in great disorder, even panic. But there was still a large number of men – almost half the infantry in the army – who had yet to be seriously engaged, and who remained in good order. With skill and luck these units might be salvaged from the wreck, but first they were needed to check the allied pursuit of the rest of the army; otherwise the panic would spread and further enormous losses would be inflicted. The long afternoon was drawing into evening; if a couple of hours could be gained, night would cover the flight of the broken divisions.

Three and a half French infantry divisions remained intact. Foy, on the far right, had only been engaged in the morning's skirmishing. He could do little to cover the retreat of the rest of the army at this stage and was in some danger of being separated from it, although, even if this had happened, he could still have crossed the Tormes at the fords of Huerta and Encinas. Ferey's division was in the centre; it had advanced in support of Clausel and Bonnet but had not been involved in their ruin; now it would cover their retreat and attempt to halt, or at least delay, the allied advance. Further south and west lay half of Taupin's division – five battalions of 17th Léger and 65th Ligne – which was all that remained of the left wing; and Sarrut's division which had been sent by Clausel to try to stem the allied advance and cover the flight of the left.

There is little reliable evidence for the activities of Taupin's brigade and Sarrut's division in this phase of the battle. Most historians – French as well as British – suggest that Taupin's regiments were either so demoralized that they dissolved almost of their own accord, or that they were constantly driven back by the steady advance of the allied Third and Fifth Divisions. But Norcliffe Norcliffe is quite clear that the French infantry who treated him so well were from the 65th Ligne (see above, p. 132) and that the British infantry who drove them back included the 32nd Foot from Hinde's brigade of the Sixth Division. If this is correct, Taupin's regiments had either fallen back in good order, carrying Norcliffe with them, and joined the French rearguard on the ridge of El Sierro; or, less plausibly, Hinde's brigade engaged them separately before it attacked the final French position. Taupin's losses are more than usually difficult to establish, as the casualties suffered at Salamanca are combined with those incurred four days earlier at the Guarena. Lamartinière gives totals of 262 casualties (23 per cent) for the 17th Léger and 359 (23 per cent) for the 65th Ligne. While these losses suggest similar experiences, the distribution of officer casualties differs sharply: according to Martinien, the 17th Léger lost 8 officers (including two killed and one mortally wounded) on the 18th, and only 3 on the 22nd; while the 65th lost 3 on the 18th (two of them killed), and eleven on the 22nd (one killed, two mortally wounded). These figures would seem to indicate that the 17th Léger was only lightly engaged at Salamanca, having lost quite heavily on the Guarena, while the 65th Ligne suffered four-fifths of its losses (271 men) in the battle. So perhaps the 17th escaped or dissolved and joined in the flight of the rest of the French left, while the 65th retreated in good order back to El Sierro.1

According to one French account, Sarrut's division advanced onto the Monte de Azan with its first brigade (2nd Léger and 36th Ligne, six battalions) deployed in line, and its remaining regiment (4th Léger, three battalions) in columns on its left to guard against the British cavalry. The mere appearance of this new force checked the allied advance. Many of the allied troops were still far to the rear, collecting prisoners and attending to the wounded. Pakenham's infantry in particular were tired by their long march in the heat of the day, and the initial excitement of combat may now have passed. The allied reserves which might have taken over at this point – the Seventh Division, Bradford's Portuguese and the Spanish Division – had not been brought forward. And the allied commanders were probably most anxious not to let their troops get out of hand and so jeopardize the success which had already been achieved. Whatever the reason, Sarrut was able to gain time without being seriously engaged, and Pakenham's men took three hours to advance the three miles from the Pico de Miranda to El Sierro.2

Sarrut's losses in the battle were very light. Martinien records only eight officer casualties in the whole division (or 4 per cent of the 198 officers present on 15 July), and none of these was killed. Lamartinière's figures are actually higher than this would imply: 384 casualties, or 8 per cent of the division. But of these, 158 were ‘killed or captured’; and while some would have been wounded men who could not escape, others were probably men who lost touch with their unit in the retreat and were subsequently taken prisoner.

Meanwhile, in the centre, the defeat of Clausel and Bonnet had made the French position on the Greater Arapile untenable. The light companies of the King's German Legion brigade in the First Division turned its eastern flank; Clinton's advance had already passed it to the west; and Cole's division, now rallied and restored to order, was advancing on it frontally. There was no resistance: Colonel Bouthmy of the 120th withdrew his regiment in good order, although it is said to have suffered heavily from British fire before it could make a clean break.3

Ferey's division had also fallen back in the face of the allied advance and now occupied the ridge of El Sierro. This was a long, low ridge, smooth and easy of ascent, but giving no cover to troops advancing from the north-west; behind it were the low trees and rough scrub of the ‘forest’ which stretched towards Alba de Tormes. Clausel ordered Ferey to hold the position until night fell, so that the rest of the army could escape. Ferey's division consisted of nine strong battalions, almost 5,700 men on 15 July if the divisional artillery is included. He deployed in a single line (three ranks deep) along the forward face of the ridge, with a battalion at each end of the line formed in square to protect its flanks. Behind and above the infantry, presumably firing through gaps in their ranks rather than over their heads, were fifteen guns. This well-posted rearguard attracted support from fragments of other divisions. As we have seen, it is likely that the 65th Ligne from Taupin's division joined it, as the 119th Ligne from Bonnet's division may also have done. On the other hand, Sarrut's division appears to have withdrawn beyond it and was not engaged in its support, although it may have helped to protect its outer, or southern, flank.4

The sight of this new opposition brought Clinton's advance to a halt. His division had already fought hard to break Bonnet's attack and needed time to reorganize and gather support before plunging into fresh combat. Unfortunately, it halted within range of the French guns, and the men of the Sixth Division are said to have suffered severely in the interval before they resumed their advance. Gradually additional units arrived, ready to support or take part in the impending attack. The Fusilier brigade of the Fourth Division, now fully restored to order, formed on the left of Clinton's line. Wellington directed the remaining brigades of the Fourth Division – Stubbs's Portuguese and W. Anson's two British regiments – to turn Ferey's right (or north-eastern) flank. They would be assisted by Gardiner's battery of artillery from the First Division, whose fire took Ferey's line in the flank in the later part of the combat, and more distantly by the advance of the First and Light Divisions. The Third and Fifth Divisions were ordered to support Clinton's attack, but they might have been better employed turning Ferey's southern flank. According to Napier – who in this case was writing as a historian, not a witness, for his regiment was several miles away – Pakenham urged Clinton to delay his attack until the Third Division could turn the French left, but an unnamed staff officer suddenly ordered Clinton's troops to advance.5 Thomas Hamilton, writing as Spencer Moggridge, gives an elaborate version of this story, but it must be remembered that, despite the use of the first person, he was not at the battle.


At length, an aide-de-camp of Lord Wellington, – who, during this interval, had been engaged in reconnoitering the new position of the French, – came riding up at full speed, with orders to General Pakenham. These were, for I heard them delivered, – that the 6th division, commanded by General Clinton, were to lead the attack on the front of the heights occupied by the enemy, and that the 3d division were to support them. ‘I shall do so with pleasure,’ rejoined General Pakenham; ‘but tell Lord Wellington that my decided opinion is in favour of a flank movement. To storm that height,’ he continued, his voice becoming more elevated and his eye more sparkling as he spoke, ‘is nothing less than an inhuman sacrifice of life. Everything can be gained by operating on the flank.’
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Ferey's rear-guard (all troop positions approximate, many conjectural).

‘General,’ replied the aide-de-camp, ‘it is not for me to judge of such matters. It is my duty merely to deliver the orders with which I am intrusted.’

‘I know, I know,’ rejoined Pakenham; ‘but, nevertheless, tell my Lord Wellington what I say. Tell him my opinion is decidedly in favour of taking them in flank – to do otherwise, is taking the bull by the horns.’ The aide-de-camp bowed and rode off, and so ended this extraordinary colloquy.6



There is no confirmation of this remarkable story in the letters written by Pakenham immediately after the battle. However, an unpublished letter from Colonel De Lancey, the acting Quartermaster-General, to his old chief, George Murray, reveals considerable unhappiness with the attack:


The 6th Division afterwards were brought into Action, but I think unnecessarily at about two or three Miles from the Field of Action.

The Enemy retired from the Field of Action towards Alba de Tormes and to cover his Retreat occupied a strong Height on the Road. Part of our Force was already between the Height and Alba de Tormes. The Height however was attacked and carried by the 6th Division but at the expense of 1,000 men.

… Hulse is very highly spoken of in the Attack of the 6th Division. I understand he executed it extremely well and had nothing to say to the planning of the attack.7



Unfortunately, we do not know nearly enough about the position of the various units at the time to be able to judge whether this criticism is justified or not. If all had gone well, an attempt to turn Ferey's southern flank might have dislodged him as quickly, and much more cheaply, than a frontal assault. But the attempt might not have succeeded: it might have encountered Sarrut's division, which – according to one French source8 – was in a perfect position to block such a move; or it might have taken too long to organize and execute, so that Ferey would have achieved his objective and been able to withdraw under cover of night before his line of retreat was seriously threatened.

Rather than turn the French flank, the allied troops advanced up El Sierro in a costly frontal assault. There are a number of first-hand accounts of the subsequent fighting, but unfortunately most were written years after the battle, and they contain numerous contradictions and inconsistencies. We do not even know whether the whole of the Sixth Division was in the front line, or whether Rezende's brigade was – initially at least – in a second line in support; nor whether the combat involved one round of fighting or two. Nonetheless, both its severity and its ultimate result are clear.

Major Newman, of the 1/11th in Hulse's brigade, describes the wait under fire in front of El Sierro, and the subsequent fighting where it was hottest:


During this time their artillery played incessantly on us with shot and shell, by which I lost about forty men; and the loss increased so fast by their getting the range, that I told Hulse something should be done, either in retiring or by.the line lying down. The latter he agreed to, and we had hardly a casualty after …

The next advance of the 6th Division was to the attack of the French position, As soon as the French saw this, a cloud of their skirmishers came down to the foot of the hills forming their position, and as we neared them opened their fire, supported with terrible effect by their artillery with grape; however, the brigade kept moving on, and in spite of every obstacle carried the position. Not a shot was fired by the 11th until we reached the top, when we gave them a farewell discharge. By this time the loss of the 61st and 11th was most severe: the Portuguese brigade in attacking their portion of the position found the ground steeper and more difficult of access, which enabled the enemy to retain that part, and eventually the French came down and attacked them in turn. I saw this and proposed to Hulse to wheel up the 11th to their right and attack them in flank, but for the present he declined, thinking we were too much reduced. After a while poor Bradford, the assistant adjutant-general, came up, and instantly went to the rear and brought up our support a brigade of the 4th Division which had been reformed; the 61st and 11th then changed their front to the right, and attacked this hill and carried it. This was the last of the engagement, and at this period the 61st and 11th had about five officers and eighty men each left.9



Captain Harry Ross-Lewin of the 32nd Foot in Hinde's brigade tells a similar tale, if with more striving for literary effect:


It was half-past seven when the sixth division, under General Clinton, was ordered to advance a second time and attack the enemy's line in front, supported by the third and fifth divisions. The ground over which we had to pass was a remarkably clear slope, like the glacis of a fortification – most favourable for the defensive fire of the enemy, and disadvantageous to the assailants, but the division advanced towards the position with perfect steadiness and confidence. A craggy ridge, on which the French infantry was drawn up, rose so abruptly that they could fire four or five deep; but we had approached within two hundred yards of them before the fire of musketry began, which was by far the heaviest that I have ever witnessed, and was accompanied by constant discharges of grape. An uninterrupted blaze was then maintained, so that the crest of the hill seemed to be one long streak of flame. Our men came down to the charging position, and commenced firing from that level, at the same time keeping their touch to the right, so that the gaps opened by the enemy's fire were instantly filled up. At the very first volley that we received, about eighty men of the right wing of my regiment fell to the rear in one group; the commanding officer immediately rode up to know the cause, and found that they were all wounded.

Previously to the advance of the sixth division, the light companies of the right brigade were formed on the right of the line, and, as we moved on, one of the enemy's howitzers was captured by the light company of the 32nd regiment. It had been discharged once, but before the gunners could load it again, it was taken by a rush.10



These accounts can be broadly confirmed by that of John Douglas, of the Royal Scots (3/1st) who was advancing in their rear:


While this was occurring on the right, the 6th Division on our left was ordered to charge a hill crowned with cannon. The day was extremely warm. Our poor fellows, having to bear up against the united fire of cannon and musketry, had their ranks equally thinned ere they commenced to ascend the hill. So determined were the enemy to maintain this post that one brigade of our division was cut off. Fortunately, our work was settled on the right as the enemy were falling back in confusion. We brought up our right shoulder and flanked the hill, on which they gave way here also, abandoning their guns in disorder. 'Twas now near sunset, which appeared as red as sunset through the dense clouds of smoke, while the cheers of the British advancing to the charge, and the peals of musketry which seemed to increase, was a scene so awfully grand that no pen could describe it. The 2nd Queens, the 11th and 61st were the Regiments which composed the Brigade I have mentioned … I never saw the British casualties so thick, while we passed on in pursuit, striving to avoid treading on the wounded, who were calling for a little water for God's sake, which was entirely out of our power to give; or in the more feeling accents of comrades they pleaded, ‘Don't trample on us.’11



The casualty figures leave no doubt of the severity of the fighting in the centre. The 1/11th, Newman's battalion, suffered 341 casualties from 516 all ranks, or two-thirds of its strength; and the 1/61st in the same brigade suffered just as severely. Newman was probably exaggerating little, if at all, when he said that each regiment was reduced to a handful of officers and eighty rank and file by the end of the fighting, for many unwounded men would have left the ranks in the course of the day and failed to find their way back. (Each unit was left with a nominal total of about 180 unwounded rank and file.) Hinde's brigade suffered much less: 344 casualties from 1,456 officers and men, or one-quarter of its strength. The 1/32nd, Ross-Lewin's unit, lost 137 of these casualties, so that his story of 80 men wounded at one blow is possible, if unlikely. The remaining brigade in the division, Rezende's Portuguese, suffered almost as heavily as Hinde's: probably rather more than 600 casualties from its strength of 2,631 all ranks. All these casualties, of course, were suffered in the battle as a whole; many, perhaps most, in the earlier fighting with Bonnet.

The Fusilier brigade from the Fourth Division formed on the left of Clinton's line and took part in the assault on the French position, although the distribution of casualties within the brigade rather suggests that the outer half of it may have extended beyond Ferey's main line and consequently encountered little effective opposition. Charles Vere, the Assistant Quartermaster-General of the Fourth Division, describes the part played by the Fusiliers:


The Brigade of the 6th division, under General Hulse, was ordered by Lord Wellington to attack the right of the enemy in his new position, and the Fusilier Brigade of the 4th Division, commanded by Lieutenant-Colonel Wilson of the 48th Regiment, was moved forward to the attack, on the left of General Hulse's Brigade.

The attack was spirited, and well executed. The Fusilier Brigade moved up the heights under a heavy fire, without returning a shot; and drove the enemy in its front, from his ground. The Brigade then brought up its left, for the purpose of assisting General Hulse, by a flank and raking movement. But the formation was no sooner effected, than the enemy gave way before the General, and the defeat was completed. As the day had closed, the troops halted and picquets were pushed into the wood.12



Much of this is confirmed by Wachholtz, whose Brunswickers were on the outer or northern flank of the Fusiliers as they wheeled around Ferey's flank. Evidently there was some confusion caused by the growing dark and the fact that the troops were among the trees. Some Portuguese infantry attempted to take Wachholtz prisoner, and tempers flared before the difficulty was overcome. Wachholtz also notes the effectiveness of the British artillery enfilading the French line, and saw some men from the 23rd Regiment capture a French gun. (This was either the 23rd Fusiliers, or the 23rd Portuguese Line from Stubbs's brigade of the Fourth Division: Wachholtz does not specify which, although the former seems rather more likely.)13

Finally, we are fortunate in having a detailed French account of the later stages of the fighting, written by Captain Jean-Baptiste Lemonnier-Delafosse of the 31st Léger. According to Lemonnier-Delafosse, there were two distinct phases in the combat. In the first, Ferey's division checked the advance of the British, but was ultimately forced to withdraw to the skirts of the forest in its rear. In the second, it repelled an attack by Clinton's Portuguese, but finally succumbed to a renewed British assault acting with increased pressure on its flanks. The quotation begins at the end of the first phase:


The cruel fire cost us many lives. Then, slowly, having gained almost an hour's respite for the army, we retired, still protected by the squares, to the edge of the wood which stretched away to Alba de Tormes. Here Ferey halted his half-destroyed division, and formed in line it still presented a respectable front to the enemy. Here he made his stand despite the enfilading fire of the English batteries; here he found the death most desired by a soldier, that caused by a cannon-ball.

The 3rd Division thus formed on the edge of the wood, deprived of its artillery, saw the enemy advance on it in two lines, the first composed of the Portuguese, the second of the English. Left alone to fight, its position was critical, but it awaited the shock. The two lines marched on the division; their order was so regular that we could see the officers in the Portuguese lines maintain company intervals by striking their men with their swords or canes.

We opened fire on the enemy as soon as they came within range, and the fire of our front two ranks was so effective that it halted their advance, and although they tried to return our fire, they melted away completely – but they were Portuguese. The second line, composed of English soldiers, now advanced upon us; we should have tried to receive it like the first, without yielding an inch, despite the fire of the enemy's batteries, but a sudden blow on our left was too much. The 70th Ligne was turned and broken by cavalry and their flight carried away the 26th and 77th [sic – 47th] regiments. My own 31st Léger, although only two battalions strong, held firm and halted the enemy who continued to fire until we finally retired a few hundred yards into the wood.14



Lemonnier-Delafosse then goes on to give more details of the experiences of his own unit, from which it is clear that it suffered much from the enfilading fire of the British artillery:


In my company ten [men] were carried away by the fire of the battery which cut us to pieces. My company was number 4 in the first battalion; all the others, especially the carabineers, had large holm oaks to the right which gave them cover from the flanking fire, so all the cannon shot hit my company, whilst the voltigeurs did not lose a man. A gap opened on my left. In the midst of this carnage a farcical event made us laugh, a soldier was hit twice by one bullet, his pack was full of flour which powdered all our faces.15



After this, it is rather disconcerting to find that Ferey's losses were among the lowest in the French army: of the infantry divisions, only those of Foy and Sarrut, neither of which was seriously engaged, suffered less. According to Lamartinière's return, Ferey's division suffered 1,001 casualties, or 17.4 per cent of its strength. These are not trifling casualties, and Lamartinière's return generally understates the true figure, although in this case Martinien's record of officer casualties tends to support the return. (According to Martinien, the officers of the four regiments in the division lost 19.6 per cent, 13.6 per cent, 25.4 per cent and 10.2 per cent, or 17.5 per cent overall.) Other French regiments who joined Ferey would also have suffered in the action, but the evidence is too uncertain to attempt to estimate their losses.

Several factors contributed to keeping Ferey's losses lower than might have been expected. The fact that most of the allied troops had already been heavily engaged probably reduced the effectiveness of their musketry significantly, and may also have reduced their impetuosity, preventing them from charging through the French fire and so resolving the combat rapidly. The powerful French artillery must also have greatly helped Ferey's cause, while the British guns only played a part late in the action, when a battery from the First Division was able to enfilade the French line. The fading light and the steepness of the slope probably reduced the accuracy of the fire on both sides, although here the advantage lay with the allies, for it was more difficult to fire effectively downhill than up, while the setting sun would have shone longer on the French on top of the westerly facing ridge than on the allies at its foot. More important is Ross-Lewin's statement that in the initial advance the French opened fire at two hundred yards, while Lemonnier-Delafosse implies that in the second round, against both the Portuguese and then against the British, the French opened fire ‘as soon as they came within range’. But Napoleonic muskets were very inaccurate even at two hundred yards, and at that range a musketry duel could be sustained for some time before significant casualties would accumulate; especially as the effectiveness of each round would diminish as the men became dazed by the noise, blinded by the smoke, and began making mistakes in the complicated procedure of loading their muskets. It is significant that Ferey's fresh troops lacked the discipline to hold their fire until the British were at closer range and, equally, that fire at such a long range was sufficient to check the impetus of the British advance. Finally, there was no effective pursuit of Ferey's division after the fighting had finished: it fell back in considerable disorder, but the wood and night covered its retreat, while the Sixth Division was too badly battered to advance any further.

Lemonnier-Delafosse's account raises some other questions. This is the only source which suggests that the combat fell into two distinct phases, or that Rezende's brigade attacked separately from the rest of the allies and was repulsed. This does not mean that his account is not correct: Ross-Lewin was wounded and had to leave the front before the combat was over, and Major Newman may well have conflated two episodes into one. Lemonnier-Delafosse's story is intrinsically plausible and appears convincing, but it should be noted that some details are demonstrably wrong – Ferey was mortally wounded, but not killed outright – while the account of other parts of the day is unconvincing. If his was the only first-hand description of the fighting, one would accept it with gratitude but, as we are faced with a number of conflicting accounts, doubts arise that cannot be dismissed. Even if fresh evidence were to be discovered, it seems unlikely that we would ever know precisely what happened in this combat.

Nonetheless, it is quite clear that Ferey achieved his principal objective. His task had been to cover the retreat of the French army, even if this required the sacrifice of his division. In the event his men suffered heavily – although not as heavily as might have been expected – and fell back in disorder, joining the flight of the rest of the army. But vital time had been gained: darkness had fallen and the main thrust of the allied advance had been halted. Ferey appears to have handled his division with considerable skill, while his regiments fought with resolution, neither disrupted nor demoralized by the flight of the rest of the army. Wellington's men in a similar position might have achieved even more, decisively repulsing Clinton's assault, but defensive linear tactics were not the French forte, and the performance of Ferey's division was certainly among the most creditable of all Marmont's troops on the day. In the end, the fighting could have only one outcome, for Ferey had no choice but to withdraw: his flanks were vulnerable and, once night had been gained and protection afforded against allied pursuit, it would serve no purpose to remain. Indeed, his division had to be across the Tormes by morning or it would certainly be cut off and destroyed.

The handling of the attack aroused some discontent in the allied army, although not enough to cloud the joy of victory. Two issues are involved: the decision to attack frontally rather than operate on Ferey's flanks, which has already been discussed, and the actual execution of the attack. Colonel De Lancey, while criticizing the first, speaks highly of Hulse's conduct in regard to the second, and Major Newman emphatically agrees, ‘Hulse's conduct during the whole of the battle was beyond praise.’ It is not clear why both officers refer to Hulse rather than Clinton: there are no reports of the latter being wounded, nor any other reason for doubting that he remained in command of his division throughout the day. However, Colonel Bingham, of the 2/53rd, said in a letter written soon after the battle that Clinton's ‘conduct on the day of the action, was such as does not add to his popularity’. This is suggestive, but without further evidence – and there is none – it would be dangerous to leap to any conclusions.16

Lieutenant T. H. Browne of the staff also presents a more critical view of the attack, although he names no names: ‘the Troops of that Division [the Sixth] were not quite satisfied with the mode of attack by which they were brought up in front & then halted to fire at an enemy who had better ground.’ And Andrew Leith Hay elaborates with some comments which may disconcert those who still believe that British success in the Peninsula rested on the firepower of their infantry: ‘The 6th [Division] suffered very much having been halted when advanced about half way – which is a system that never will answer, the only way is to get at them at once with the Bayonet, that they can never stand, but as to firing they will do that as long as you like, and fire much better than we do.’ That this was a common view at the time is shown by an anonymous second-hand account of the battle, published in the Royal Military Panorama for December 1812: ‘The Sixth Division … deployed at the bottom of a hill, of easy ascent, and then began to fire regular vollies. In consequence, they suffered very severely, for the French, it is well known, will exchange shots with you as much as you please.’ Even Charles Boutflower, who, as a surgeon, knew how few wounds were ever actually inflicted by bayonets, agreed, remarking of the battle in general: ‘The whole business was performed by the Bayonet, & the most sceptical must now be surely convinced how superior in the use of it is the British Soldier to every other in the world.’17

Whether the Sixth Division was in fact deliberately halted to return the French fire – as Leith Hay implies – must be doubted. Any such order would have been most unwise and most uncharacteristic of British tactics in the Peninsula, which always emphasized the search for a quick decision through a bayonet charge, rather than a prolonged, mutually destructive exchange of musketry. It seems far more likely that the allied advance, made by troops who had already been blunted by hard fighting, simply faltered when faced with an extremely strong position held by fresh, determined troops, sensibly deployed. The wonder is not that the British brigades did not press home their initial attack, but rather that they sustained it so well and eventually forced Ferey to withdraw. Clinton's division and the Fusiliers suffered more than twice as heavily as any other comparable unit in the allied army, except Stubbs's Portuguese brigade from the Fourth Division. But they had borne the brunt of the battle in the centre where the French fought with great courage and resolution – and some skill – and they had triumphed. The cost was high, but probably not excessive.

Commentary

By far the best secondary account of this late stage of the battle is in Jean Sarramon's La Bataille des Arapiles, which adds considerable new information to Oman's narrative. In particular Sarramon sheds light on the hitherto mysterious movements of Sarrut's division, basing his account on unpublished papers and an obscure biographical notice of one of Sarrut's brigadiers, General Fririon.18 Nonetheless, much still remains unclear about the role played by this division, and even more about Taupin's remaining brigade and the related movements of the allied Third and Fifth Divisions. All we can really say with confidence is that the advance of the allied right wing was slower than might have been expected, and that the casualty statistics do not suggest any serious fighting at this point. Sarramon states that when Sarrut's division withdrew from the plateau it took up a position to the left and in the rear of Ferey's division; but if so, it is rather strange that its casualties remained so light and that it did not give Ferey more effective assistance.

Ferey's division was not one of the more distinguished in Marmont's army: only the 31st Léger had played a noticeable role in the campaigns of 1805–7 (at Friedland), while all four regiments had seen long and mostly unhappy service in the Peninsula. Three regiments (31st Léger, 47th and 70th Ligne) had been heavily engaged at Coruña and had gone on to take part in Soult's invasion of Portugal. In the following year all four had again invaded Portugal in Reynier's corps of Masséna's army, and all except the 47th lost heavily at Busaco. The campaign as a whole cost the division between 30 and 50 per cent of its strength, mostly due to illness and famine. The unfortunate 70th Ligne had particular reason to dread the prospect of another encounter with British infantry, for it had been engaged, generally with heavy losses, at Roliça, Coruña, Oporto, Busaco and Sabugal. Admittedly the division had not been in the thick of the fighting at Fuentes, but nonetheless its performance is all the more creditable given its previous experiences.

A minor oddity concerns the strength of the 70th Ligne. Both Oman and Fortescue state that this regiment had two battalions with the army, amounting to 1,163 officers and men, on 15 July. However, it is not clear whether both historians checked the original returns in the Archives de Guerre independently, or whether the return was among the transcripts ‘of French dispatches for 1812’ which Fortescue lent Oman.19 The question arises because the return of 1 July printed by Sarramon, which is based directly on the original manuscript, states that the 70th Ligne had three battalions in the field. There is no disagreement over the numerical strength of the regiment, which Sarramon puts at 1,175 officers and men present on 1 July; it is only the number of battalions which is in dispute. If Sarramon is correct, the battalions would have been unusually weak, averaging fewer than four hundred men each, while the 582 men per battalion implied by Fortescue and Oman is very close to the average for Marmont's army. It thus seems probable that Sarramon is mistaken, and one might believe that this is no more than a misprint if his text as well as his appendix did not refer to Ferey's ten (rather than nine) battalions.

Several sources comment on the allied decision to attack Ferey's position frontally, although none adds much to the question of whether Pakenham really protested against it and advocated a turning movement. Wellington says simply: ‘I ordered the 1st and Light divisions, and Col. Stubbs' Portuguese brigade of the 4th division, which was reformed, and Major Gen. W. Anson's brigade, likewise of the 4th division, to turn the [enemy's] right, while the 6th division, supported by the 3rd and 5th attacked in front. It was dark before this point was carried by the 6th division.’20 This makes it fairly clear that the Third and Fifth Divisions advanced in the rear of the Sixth, and that no attempt was made to turn Ferey's outer flank. Captain Campbell, the brigade-major of the first brigade of the Third Division, evidently regretted this decision:


We, however, committed one mistake, in following up the enemy, for we had inclined too much to our left, and had thereby thrown away the advantage we would have had in still acting, even after dark, upon the French left and rear. Had the 3rd Division been kept more to the right, instead of coming at dusk almost in the rear of troops engaged with the enemy upon our left; and had it, supported by our cavalry, continued to act even in the dark, I cannot imagine how the enemy could have been able to recross the Tormes.21



But if Sarramon is right and Sarrut's division had formed in Ferey's left rear, an attempt to turn the French flank may have proved costly and time-consuming. Yet again the information is too vague and uncertain to allow us to judge with confidence.

There is considerable difference of opinion over how long the Sixth Division waited in front of El Sierro before launching its attack. An anonymous source in the 61st Regiment says that it remained under heavy skirmisher fire ‘for near three quarters of an hour’. Napier vaguely says it was kept waiting ‘a long time’, while Thomas Hamilton, who was not present but who draws on evidence which has not otherwise survived, says that the Third Division lay idle for ‘about an hour and a half … gazing on the new and formidable position in which the enemy had sought temporary refuge’, and implies that the French artillery fire was quite heavy. Ross-Lewin, on the other hand, states that ‘Lord Wellington was not long in preparing for the attack; but the hour, unfortunately for him, was very late.’22

The 61st Regiment source gives a rather different impression of the assault than most other witnesses, although some of his details tally neatly with Major Newman's narrative:


The Major-General finding that the brigade was losing many men from the fire of the enemy called the C.O.s of the Regiments to him to intimate his intention of attacking the hill in front … [and told] them to make the same known to their respective corps. The communication was received by the two corps with an instantaneous shout of ‘Yes, we will!’ and three cheers. This was followed by an immediate advance unchecked by the destructive fire from the French artillery and numerous sharpshooters. The movement was performed by the Regiments with sloped arms, by order, until the hill was crossed.

On the arrival of the brigade at the summit of the hill, the enemy again formed their troops into column and faced a proportion of their files outward to receive the attack of the 11th and 61st who threatened their flank. The two Regiments formed to the right, on the right file of the 11th and then opened their fire upon the column … and soon compelled it to retire.23



Napier gives a dramatic and picturesque description of the appearance of the fighting from a distance:


in the darkness of the night the fire showed from afar how the battle went. On the side of the British a sheet of flame was seen, sometimes advancing with an even front, sometimes pricking forth in spear heads, now falling back in waving lines and anon darting upwards in one vast pyramid, the apex of which often approached yet never gained the actual summit of the mountain, – the French musketry in opposition, rapid as lightning, sparkled along the brow of the height with unvarying fulness, and with what destructive effects the dark gaps and changing shapes of the adverse fire showed too plainly.24



A letter from 2nd Lieutenant Frederic Monro of Greene's battery of 6-pounders (no. 10 Company, 8th Battalion, RA), which was attached to Clinton's division, suggests that the fighting was less fierce and protracted than later accounts claim, but the weight of evidence is overwhelmingly against it: ‘The 6th division advanced up the principal hill, and an incessant fire of musketry commenced; it was now getting darkish and the fire was grand beyond expression (take the word ‘incessant’ in its full extent). The enemy staid till our men arrived at the top of the hill – then threw down their arms and ran. Mem. – Frenchmen fine goers.’25

On the other hand, Ross-Lewin's claim that the light company of his regiment captured a French howitzer is supported by a contemporary letter from his brother, which states that they took two guns, and the brigade as a whole, five.26 To these must be added the gun which Wachholtz saw captured, so that the allies claimed the capture of at least six guns. Lamartinière's return acknowledges the loss of an 8-pounder and three 4-pounders from Ferey's division; Sarrut's division lost a 6-inch howitzer; and it may have been at this point that Clausel's division lost a 4-pounder or Bonnet's division an 8-pounder. So for once the claimed captures and the admitted losses can be reconciled, although if the allied sources were fuller, the number of claims for captured guns might rise.

Lemonnier-Delafosse's credibility suffers from his claim that Ferey was killed outright by a cannonball. Martinien does not accept this, recording that Ferey was severely wounded but did not die until 24 July, and this is confirmed by several British sources which describe his grave miles from the battlefield. Similarly his statement that Ferey's division was finally broken when allied cavalry charged it in the flank is unsupported by any other source and is intrinsically most unlikely – it is hard to imagine which allied cavalry unit might have made this charge. But the most damaging part of Lemonnier-Delafosse's tale is the far-fetched claims he goes on to make in passages not quoted earlier. Put briefly, these include the statement that his regiment spent the night only a few hundred yards behind its first position, as it would not retreat without formal authorization from a general; and that Lemonnier-Delafosse spent several hours – despite a sprained ankle – wandering through the chaos of a routed army, trying to persuade any senior officer he met to return to the battlefield to give the requisite command. This strange mixture of bureaucratic punctilio and Boy's Own derring-do fails to convince.27

The losses of the Fusilier brigade are referred to in the main narrative, but not discussed. They were a little heavier than those of Hinde's brigade: 380 casualties, or 28 per cent. As the brigade had certainly lost heavily in its fighting with Clausel's division, this supports the idea that it was less seriously engaged against Ferey. One of its three regiments, the 1/7th, lost far more than the other two: 195 casualties, or 40 per cent of its strength; the 1/23rd lost 106 casualties, or 24 per cent; and the 1/48th lost only 79 casualties, or 18.5 per cent. This rather suggests that the Fusiliers may have extended beyond Ferey's main line, and that only the 1/7th (on the right of the brigade) received the full weight of French fire. There is some support for this in Wachholtz's account. His light infantry were on the extreme left of the Fusilier brigade, and he notes that they encountered virtually no opposition.28

One technical point needs explanation: the reason that it was more difficult to fire accurately downhill than up was that the initial trajectory of a ball leaving a perfectly level musket was slightly up; troops might correct for this at short range and aim for the enemy's knees, but could not be brought to add a further correction for falling ground, effectively aiming in front of their opponents. The effect was well known at the time, with one Peninsular veteran writing that firing uphill ‘is far more destructive than firing down, as the balls in the latter case fly over.’29 Wellington's tactic of deploying his infantry on the reverse slopes of hills allowed his opponents the psychological advantage of gaining the crest, but his men had the compensating advantage of firing up at them.

The French casualty figures given in the narrative are based on Lamartinière's return, and in this case Martinien's record of officer casualties matches them quite closely. Inevitably there is still a difficulty. Lemonnier-Delafosse clearly states that his regiment (31st Léger) lost 360 casualties, of whom 80 were dead, while Lamartinière shows only 276, with 68 killed or captured. It is not uncommon for old soldiers confidently to give casualty figures in their memoirs that do not match those in contemporary documents, while, as has already been mentioned, Lamartinière's return is incomplete. It seems probable that total casualties suffered by the 31st were between the two figures given (perhaps around 330); Lamartinière's figure for the number of men killed or captured can be accepted as fairly accurate. The proportion of killed to wounded in the figures given by Lemonnier-Delafosse would be most unusual.

Finally, in Andrew Leith Hay's manuscript narrative account of the battle, which was written after the war and which varies both from his contemporary letters and from his published works, he adds some further comments on the reasons why the Sixth Division suffered so much:


The Charge of the Bayonet as usual carried everything, and it was owing to the 6th Division halting and firing at the Enemy that our loss was so great. Those Divisions who rushed upon the Enemy without hesitation not only did not lose nearly so many men, but did the business much better, and nowhere did the French Columns stand for an instant when fairly attacked with the Bayonet.30




Chapter Ten

Foy and the French Retreat

The battle was almost over, and yet many thousands of allied soldiers, and even some thousands of French, had not fired a shot, or made a charge or confronted an enemy face to face. The Spanish contingent – Carlos de España's division and Julián Sánchez's lancers – lost only two men killed and four wounded in the whole day. This produced a rather sour reproach from a Scottish sergeant in one of Pakenham's regiments:


During the battle, the Spanish army, under Don Carlos d'Espagne, had remained at a respectable distance on a height in our rear without having been engaged; they seemed to be perfectly contented with seeing us fighting for their country, without having a hand in it themselves, and when we were successful, they threw up their caps in the air, and cheered as heartily as if they had earned the victory; they had only one or two men wounded of their whole army, while ours lost nearly half of its number in killed and wounded.1



Sergeant Donaldson's figures are, of course, wildly inaccurate: his own regiment, the 94th, had less than one-tenth of its strength killed, wounded or missing, and this was fairly typical of the allied army as a whole. His hostility to the Spanish troops may have been felt by many in the Anglo-Portuguese part of the army, but it was not universal. The anonymous author of an annotated contemporary plan of the battle found among the papers of Major-General Charles Ashworth is much more generous, writing ‘The village of Las Torres occupied by the Spaniards under Don Carlos d'Espagne, until moved out before the attack commenced. This Corps were very steady under a heavy cannonade and advanced in high order.’2

The Spanish division suffered fewer casualties than any other allied force of comparable size, but a number of other allied units were barely engaged. Bradford's independent Portuguese brigade, which was to have advanced on Leith's right flank but instead lagged behind, never caught up with the front line or seriously came into action. It probably lost about twenty casualties, from an initial strength of two thousand. As with España's men, these would have been the result of long-range artillery fire, stray shots and accidents.

The Seventh Division suffered rather more: about 150 casualties from 5,175 officers and men, or 2.8 per cent of its strength, but these figures include all the losses of the Brunswick Oels Regiment, three of whose companies were attached to brigades in the Fourth and Fifth Divisions. The Seventh Division had also taken the lead in the morning skirmishing around Nuestra Señora de la Peña, and this is probably where most of its casualties occurred. Later in the day it was transferred to the right wing of the army and suffered a little from the French bombardment on its march; it ultimately advanced in the wake of the Fifth Division.

These three units, the Seventh and Spanish Divisions and Bradford's Portuguese, amounted to over ten thousand men, but played no significant part in the battle. They formed the second line or reserve for Wellington's right wing and would have been called upon if Pakenham or Leith had got into difficulties, just as the Sixth Division had filled the hole created by Cole's defeat. Ideally they might have advanced sooner and taken over the pursuit of the French left from the weary men of the Third and Fifth Divisions, and perhaps even acted more effectively against Ferey's flank. But few battles go entirely smoothly, and none without missed opportunities.

There was an even larger force on the allied left flank, and it too saw little action, at least until late in the day. Here was the First Division (except for the light companies of the Guards which had been detached to the village of Arapiles) and the elite Light Division, as well as Bock's brigade of the Heavy Dragoons of the King's German Legion, and the 12th Light Dragoons from George Anson's brigade, apparently supported by at least one squadron of the 14th Light Dragoons from Victor Alten's brigade. In addition to the batteries of Ross and Gardiner, attached to the Light and First Divisions, this wing also contained a battery of 24-pounder iron howitzers under the immediate command of Captain Arriaga, although Lieutenant-Colonel Dickson spent the battle with them. Altogether there were more than eleven thousand men on the allied left, and for most of the day they did little more than watch the French troops opposite them, with occasional desultory skirmishing and exchanges of artillery.

This passive watching and waiting was not easy, even for veterans. There was the strain of knowing that at any moment they might be sent forward into close combat and, simultaneously, a paradoxical feeling of being left out of the great event. Edward Costello expresses this lightly:


Although every moment expecting to be sent into the thick of it, we kept undisturbed possession of our ground, from whence we could see the column of the enemy on the heights engaged in attempting to repel the advance of our troops. When the ‘glad sounds of victory’ reached us, a general feeling of pleasure pervaded our ranks, mixed perhaps with some regret that we had not taken a more active share in the battle. But all we could do we did, which was to pepper the French well in their hurried retreat from the field.3



In the middle of the day, the French right wing was even stronger than the allied left it faced. Foy's division in the front line, with Ferey in support and Boyer's dragoons on the outer flank, amounted to some 12,500 men, not counting Sarrut's division further to the rear. But just before he was wounded, Marmont had summoned Sarrut and Ferey and three of Boyer's four regiments to the centre, leaving only Foy and the 15th Dragoons – some 5,500 men – to guard the right. Wellington might have tried to exploit this relative weakness by sending his left forward to attack, but Foy's division was strongly posted in a formidable position, and the First Division, which was all that gave the allied left its numerical superiority, was carefully placed behind the Lesser Arapile so that it could support the left or centre with equal ease. Until the battle in the centre had been decided – with the breaking of Bonnet and Clausel – it would have been unwise to commit the First Division permanently to the left, unless it were absolutely necessary.

Foy remained inactive until the battle was clearly lost. There was nothing he could do to turn the tide. If he had tried to move his division to the centre, this would have freed the much larger allied force facing him either to turn the French right, or to join the fighting in the centre. If he had tried to attack, even as a diversion, he would have courted destruction for no possible gain. Simply by remaining in position and by keeping his division intact, he contained the allied left wing and protected the right flank of the French army – this was not enough, but it was all that his force could achieve. And when the time came to withdraw, he did so skilfully, while continuing to protect the army's flank. His own account is clear and convincing:


At this point I received orders to quit Calvarrasa de Arriba with my division and join the rest of the army. I arrived at the edge of the wood half an hour before sunset. The battle continued to be extremely bloody; one could hear nothing above the continuous musketry and cannon fire. The French took flight. I decided not to enter the wood but to take a position very near by, behind a ravine, in order to cover the retreat of the army. There was time; the victorious enemy was advancing towards Alba de Tormes between Calvarrasa and the wood, with two strong bodies of infantry, six cannon and 1,500 cavalry. I sent my skirmishers to delay their advance and they engaged them with artillery and musketry. Night saved my division and those I was protecting; without it I would probably have been broken and the enemy would have arrived at Alba de Tormes before the remains of our seven broken divisions. For an hour after sunset the English cavalry continued its charges on my regiments formed alternately in line and en masse. I had the good fortune to have my division in hand at all times and maintain its good order, although many of the broken units coming onto our left threatened to carry disorder into our ranks. The enemy's pursuit stopped near Utero de Maria Asensio, and all our forces found their way to Alba de Tormes where the army was gathered about 10 at night.4



One of Foy's officers gives us a glimpse of the anxiety of this difficult withdrawal, when the object was to delay the allied advance without involving the division in serious fighting:


The general wishing to share in the dangers of the army and protect it from a great disaster offered battle on the bank of a steep ravine and disputed its passage. Baron Desgravier[s], commanding our brigade, (who was killed in this position) crossed the ravine with two companies of our regiment in order to stop, or at least retard the enemy's advance, but they did not show any fear or hesitation. Time was precious, and I resolved, by myself, without consulting or orders from anyone, to advance on their head. On my heavy, ponderous horse I climbed the steep bank and arrived at the top at point-blank range from the English. Having thus gained time until night fell, the regiment fell back and I retraced my path, not without danger of being thrown from my horse whose rapid leaps down the slope were dangerous. I saw with regret that a sergeant-major, many voltigeurs and their captain had fallen in action.5



Foy's division retreated east then south-east, from its position in front of Calvarrasa de Arriba towards Alba de Tormes, where the leading fugitives of the French army were already crossing the river. But Wellington believed that the Spanish garrison still held the castle at Alba, and consequently that the French would have to retreat by the fords at Huerta and Encinas, some six to eight miles further north. In daylight, or in more open country, this illusion might soon have been dispelled, but night was falling and the country between the French position and the river was broken and heavily wooded, so that it was almost impossible to see troops moving even a little way off. Apparently Wellington did not entirely ignore the possibility that at least part of the French army might try to escape via Alba (there were fords above and below the town, as well as the bridge which the castle dominated), for there is some evidence that he directed the Sixth and Third Divisions to advance on it, but they were too tired to make any progress that night.6 However, his main effort was directed to the north-east: Wellington must have hoped that if he could seize these fords rapidly he might prevent much of Marmont's army from escaping, or at least force it to abandon its heavy equipment and scramble across the river at inferior, less well-known fords, increasing its disorder and demoralization. There was another reason for heading north-east: once they crossed the Tormes, the French would almost certainly direct their retreat on Peñaranda, almost twenty miles to the east, and the fords offered the more direct route in this direction, while passing through Alba would add several miles to the army's march. Even if the allies failed to catch the French on the river, the fords thus offered the best chance of intercepting their march on the following day.

Wellington personally led his left wing in their advance, to the east initially, then north-east, although the order to move forward was brought by one of his aides – the Prince of Orange, according to one account.7 As usual when the Light Division was present, there is a good narrative of what followed:


At seven, one of the Duke's aides-de-camp rode up and ordered our division to move on the left to attack. We moved towards the Table Mountain, right brigade in front, in open column; having passed it, we then closed to column of quarter distance. The enemy's skirmishers soon advanced and opened a brisk fire. The shades of evening now approached, and the flashes of cannon and small arms in the centre and on the heights were still vivid, while the enemy were making their last struggle for victory… .

The enemy's light infantry increased, and retired very deliberately; the ascent was gentle. The first brigade deployed, supported by the second; the First Division was marching in reserve.

Our skirmishers were obliged to give ground to the obstinacy of the enemy. The line of the 43rd was one of the finest specimens of discipline I ever saw, as steady as rocks, with Col. William Napier twenty yards in front of the corps, alone; he was the point of direction. Our skirmishers ceased firing, and the line marched over them, dead and alive. I expected to see our chief unhorsed, and carried away in a blanket.

Appearances indicated a severe fight, for we were near the enemy's reserves. The Duke of Wellington was within fifty yards of the front, when the enemy's lines commenced firing. I thought he was exposing himself unnecessarily, the more so, as I heard he had put every division into action that day. The Duke ordered us to halt within two hundred yards of the enemy. They gave us two volleys with cheers, while our cavalry galloped forward to threaten their right flank. At this time I heard that a musket-ball had perforated the Duke's cloak, folded in front of his saddle. As we were about to charge, the enemy disappeared. This advance was beautifully executed.

Night coming on, the firing died away… . Our line continued to advance until midnight. A French cavalry picquet fired on us at ten; the ruse de guerre would not do. We bivouacked round a village.8



William Napier himself confirms the story of Wellington's being hit by a spent musketball: ‘After dusk … the Duke rode up alone behind my regiment, and I joined him; he was giving me some orders when a ball passed through his left holster, and struck his thigh; he put his hand to the place, and his countenance changed for an instant, but only for an instant; and to my eager inquiry if he was hurt, he replied, sharply, “No!” and went on with his orders.’9 Another Light Division source, although much briefer, confirms the first account and adds a further glimpse of Wellington:


We were ordered to march about 7 o'clock & came up with the enemy about sunset. We never load until we come close up. When we came under the hill the enemy were upon, Ld. Wellington passed us & said, ‘Come fix your bayonets, my brave fellows.’ We did, and sent out skirmishers & advanced in a line that delighted Lord Wellington. I hear he talked of nothing else next morning at breakfast.10



It seems fairly clear that, although the Light Division advanced confidently and in good order, it was unable to press Foy hard. The French rearguard waited at the ravine until almost the last moment as the British prepared a full-scale assault, but before it could be launched, the French infantry slipped away into the trees. In the whole battle the Light Division suffered only about fifty casualties, which indicates pretty plainly that most of the French fire was at long range. Foy's losses are impossible to determine, for both Martinien and Lamartinière's official returns combine them with casualties suffered on the following day at Garcia Hernandez. However, they would certainly have been heavier than those of the Light Division – for they had taken part in the morning's skirmishing – but still relatively light: perhaps about two hundred killed, wounded and missing.

The Light Division's left flank was covered by the allied cavalry. Bock's German dragoons made no impression – they suffered no casualties and are not mentioned in any account of this part of the battle unless we include them in Foy's rather hyperbolic ‘1,500 [enemy] cavalry’. But Frederick Ponsonby, who was commanding the 12th Light Dragoons, told his mother, Lady Bessborough, that his regiment had been in action:


it was getting very dark when Lord W. advanced the light division and first against their Right. I covered them with a squadron of the 12th and one of the 5th: we charged twice, and in the last went thro' two battalions of Infantry. I was unfortunate enough to lose Dickens in this charge; he was leading a Squadron, and received a ball in his left breast. Just as we came up to the enemy's columns the officer who commanded the other Squadron was also shot in the breast, but not killed.11



It is difficult to know what to make of this. No other source suggests that any of Foy's battalions was broken by cavalry or otherwise seriously damaged in the retreat, although this does not mean that it is impossible. Equally it is unclear what Ponsonby means by a squadron of the ‘5th’ taking part in the charge: Le Marchant's brigade had assisted in the skirmishing on the left early in the day, but it would be very surprising indeed to discover that a squadron of the 5th Dragoon Guards had remained there all day. It is more likely that Ponsonby's words have been mistranscribed and that the reference is to the squadron of the 14th Light Dragoons which is known to have remained on the left when Arentschildt led the remainder of the brigade to the right flank. The identity of the anonymous wounded officer, which might solve the problem, remains impenetrable, and none of the officers of the 14th is listed as wounded. Dickens presents no such difficulty: he was Captain Frederick Dickens of the 12th Light Dragoons and, incidentally, nephew of the Archbishop of Canterbury.12 The regiment also lost two men killed and two wounded: five casualties from 340 all ranks, which does not suggest that it met with any very serious opposition.

The role of the First Division in the final allied advance has been much misunderstood. For example, Sarramon states that ‘Campbell's division advanced to the east of the two Arapiles but soon halted in an intermediary position for no good reason’, while Fortescue damns Campbell for not obeying his orders and declares that, had Graham still been in command of the division, ‘the victory would have been far more decisive.’13 However, a hitherto unpublished letter, almost certainly written by Campbell himself, makes it clear that the First Division provided support to the Light Division throughout its advance:


[The French] Right then formed on a Hill and made a last effort, where they were attacked, just as the Moon was rising, by the Light Division in two Lines supported by the 1st [Division]. They kept up a smart fire as we ascended the Hill, but on some Guns opening from a Hill on our Left they turned and ran for it, and must have made very good play for we followed them in the same order, the Light Division in two Lines, and the first [Division] in two Columns, one on each of its Flanks to support it, till near 1 o'clock in the Morning, going all the time at a rate of near 4 miles an hour, without overtaking more than a very few stragglers and wounded, but as a great deal of our way was thro' a very thick wood, we must have passed a great many that were picked up by others in our Rear. It is the first time I suppose, that ever Troops marched in Line for four hours across Country in the night, and they were in a very good Line when they halted, and our Columns also were in order to have wheeled into Line directly. We halted about one near the Village of Calvarrasa de Abajo.14



Except for a little exaggeration – the total distance covered by the division was only about six miles, so they were not moving at four miles an hour for four hours – this account carries conviction. Other sources also confirm it, such as a letter from Colonel Jackson to Sir Thomas Graham, the previous commander of the division:


Lord Wellington with wonderful celerity collected together the German Brigade of the 1st Division (no part of the 1st Division but the Light Companies having been engaged) & the Light Division supported by the Guards and Gen. Wheatley's [brigades], and pushed Foy's Division upon Calvarrasa de Abajo and towards Huerta where it crossed the River. Our Troops halting at 12 at night at Calvarrasa de Abajo.15



It is interesting that even a couple of days after the battle, when Jackson wrote this letter, he still believed that Foy's division had crossed the river at Huerta rather than Alba de Tormes – proving that Foy had not only made a clean break with his pursuers, but had left them, literally, in the dark as to his line of retreat. A Guards officer in the First Division, John Mills, admits as much in a letter home: ‘Our division was first in the pursuit. We were for some time at their heels, but they desisted from firing, and the wood was so thick we could not see them, so we lost them.’16

The human side of this night march is expressed in the Recollections of Robert Eadie, a private in the 79th Regiment:


I declare that never before, or since, have I felt so perfectly tired. – We had so many large fields, covered with white stones, to pass, that our feet were much hurt; a great many prisoners, however, fell into our hands, but I confess, I thought the best thing to be taken alive, would be a sheep from the many flocks we passed on our way. Wearied as I was, I succeeded in catching a pretty fat one, which I got upon my back, and carried along in the march for nearly four miles till we halted. The captain of the company repeatedly called me to let go my prize, but his mind was changed when the savory smell of mutton curled up from the cooking fire. – I could then almost have refused him a mess, for which he anxiously asked, but he partook along with some of my comrades.17



Relations between officers and men in the army on active service were far from the simple world of the parade ground, drill books and official regulations.

The main body of Wellington's weary advanced guard camped for the night a few miles short of the Tormes, but Cotton pressed on to the river and established some cavalry picquets at the ford of Huerta. This done, he rode back to the army with a small party; they were not recognized in the dark, and when Cotton failed to respond to the challenge of the Portuguese picquet, the sentries fired and both Cotton and his orderly were wounded. Despite being badly hurt, Cotton managed to ride on to Calvarrasa de Abajo, where ‘he was carried from his horse into a miserable pillaged hovel, and placed in a pig trough, the most comfortable place that could be found.’ The bullet had shattered one of the bones in his left arm and the surgeon of the 14th Light Dragoons, who inspected the wound, urged an immediate amputation. But Cotton determined to wait for Dr McGrigor's opinion and was rewarded, after an extremely painful night, with the news that the arm might be saved. And so it was, although it remained partially disabled for the rest of his life and he had to give up playing the violin which he loved.18

Meanwhile, the great majority of the French army, including Foy's division and all the units which retained any order, retreated by Alba de Tormes. We know almost nothing about how this retreat was managed: who gave the order to head for Alba, or how the troops – who had not passed through it in their advance – found their way there in the dark. There were paths, even roads, through the woods which headed in the right direction, and staff officers may have been placed at junctions to point out the direction. Marmont himself was carried to Alba when he was wounded and this may have acted as an example; or the baggage, reserve ammunition and similar supporting services may have been directed there earlier in the day, before the fighting began, as a routine precaution: we simply do not know. Indeed, no aspect of Napoleonic battles is as poorly understood as the immediate consequences of defeat, simply because soldiers naturally did not like writing about it. Fortunately, there is one first-hand description of the chaos in the French rear. It is by Lemonnier-Delafosse – not the most reliable source, and his account may be exaggerated, but it gives a vivid impression of the panic and confusion which could grip a defeated army:


What a spectacle I found on the road through the middle of the forest. What did I see? A formless mass of men, flowing like a torrent! Infantry, cavalry, artillery, waggons, carriages, baggage, the artillery park, mixed with cattle pell-mell; the soldiers crying, swearing, altogether without order, each seeking his own safety. A true rout, it was an inexplicable panic to me, who had just left the field of battle …

No enemy pursuit could explain such terror. But alas! I know well that if the French have boldness and extreme impetuosity in attack, if they fail they are shameless and irresponsible in flight. All my experience teaches me that it is only the fear of being captured that gives our soldiers wings.

… Officers, soldiers, all were swept away and I had to keep to the sides to avoid the same fate.19



This suggests that the entire French army dissolved in panic into a formless mass of fleeing men, but Lemonnier-Delafosse also claims that his own regiment spent the night only a few hundred yards from its final position on the battlefield. While this is implausible, Sarramon argues that Foy's division, Fririon's brigade of Sarrut's division and Lemonnier-Delafosse's 31st Léger all retreated in fairly good order, providing a shield for the broken troops who had preceded them.20 This seems quite likely, although the sources appear insufficient to confirm it clearly, and in such a situation fear and panic might spread even among soldiers who had suffered little. If the British cavalry had been directed to pursue them vigorously towards Alba de Tormes, it is possible that they might have increased the French panic and collected thousands more prisoners; but it is also possible that they might have been repulsed by the French rearguard or lost their way in the difficult country. With his customary caution Cotton had ordered the allied cavalry to retire when darkness fell, and Ponsonby's light dragoons were the only allied horse which took part in the final stage of the battle.21 While this may have been a missed opportunity, there were few allied cavalry left in any position to act: Le Marchant's, Alten's and D'Urban's brigades must all have been exhausted by this time, while Bock's was too far away on the extreme left. This left only the 11th and 16th light dragoons of George Anson's brigade, neither of which lost a man all day. They might perhaps have done more, but it would need exceptional boldness to lead the pursuit of an entire army at night, through broken wooded country, with only 650 British light dragoons.

In any case, Wellington and, presumably, Cotton assumed that the French were making for the fords and that the pursuit could best be conducted by the left wing of the army. Two days later Wellington wrote privately to Lord Bathurst:


If we had had another hour or two of daylight, not a man would have passed the Tormes; and as it was, they would all have been taken, if Don Carlos de España had left the garrison in Alba de Tormes as I wished and desired; or, having taken it away, as I believe before he was aware of my wishes, he had informed me that it was not there. If he had, I should have marched in the night upon Alba, where I should have caught them all, instead of upon the fords of the Tormes.22



Unfortunately, this statement has too often been taken at face value, with no allowance made for Wellington's weariness or his understandable exasperation with España's compounded offence of not only withdrawing the garrison, but also failing to inform Wellington that he had done so. If Wellington had known that the bridge at Alba was unguarded, he would have directed his pursuit towards it, but even so he would not have ‘caught them all’. The nearest allied troops to Alba were the exhausted men of the Sixth and Third Divisions who were in no state to mount a vigorous pursuit. Fresh troops might have been brought up: the Seventh Division and España's own division, or the allied left might have advanced south-east rather than north-east, but they could not have reached Alba before the bulk of the French army had crossed the river. Such a pursuit would have been useful: it would have increased the disorganization and demoralization of the French, and might have yielded several thousand additional prisoners – stragglers who crossed the bridge after the main part of the army – but probably no more than this. Equally, if España had not withdrawn his garrison, the result would have been rather worse for the French, but not dramatically different. Their retreat to the fords would have been longer and more exposed, running against, rather than with, the lie of the land. More men would have been lost to exhaustion and straggling, and Foy's division might have been forced into serious combat in order to cover this line of retreat. But their escape would probably not have been intercepted, for as we have seen the First and Light Divisions spent the night bivouacked near Calvarrasa de Abajo, several miles short of the fords, and while their men slept, the fleeing Frenchmen would have made their escape. España's mistake was, as Wellington himself put it, ‘a little misfortune’, which only slightly reduced the exceptionally thick icing on the cake of victory. Such ‘misfortunes’ are common in war, and the well-directed, sustained pursuit, idealized in theory, was extremely rare in practice.

Night had long since fallen, and most of the allied soldiers were settling down to get some sleep if thirst and the excitement of the day would let them. The French, urged on by fear, made their way to Alba and so across the river, which gave them a reassuring sense of security. The wounded called out for help or struggled towards the camp fires, while the dying slipped in and out of consciousness, and the dead grew cold. The battle was over.

Commentary

It is rather frustrating that the sources for Foy's retreat and the advance of the allied Light and First Divisions are so much more complete and coherent than those for many more interesting aspects of the battle. Foy's account, as well as being inherently convincing, is corroborated by those of Duplan and Marcel, while there are good sources for the advance of both the Light and First Divisions. Unfortunately, this rich seam of material does not extend to other events which were occurring at the same time. For example, the suggestion that Wellington ordered the Sixth and Third Divisions to advance on Alba de Tormes that night appears only in a single source: the normally reliable diary of Captain Tomkinson. It seems strange that the Sixth Division, which had seen so much fighting, should be ordered to lead the advance, but we know too little about the incident, or even the relative position of the other divisions, to be able to judge the question fairly. Tomkinson, however, clearly believed that Cotton's withdrawal of the cavalry was a mistake.23

Fortescue's criticism of Henry Campbell may not be wholly unfounded, for there is a hint of discontent at missed opportunities in at least one well-informed letter written soon after the battle from an officer in the First Division. Napier goes much further and says that when Wellington ‘had restored the fight in the centre he directed the first division to push between Foy and the rest of the French army, which would have rendered it impossible for the latter to rally or escape; but this order was not executed.’24 However, the only confirmation of this story comes in the recollections of an anonymous corporal in the 42nd Highlanders, who clearly could have had no direct knowledge of Wellington's orders to Campbell and whose account simply reflects the gossip in the division at the time:


It was said, that the general who commanded our division, that was Major-Gen. Campbell, received orders from Wellington to bring the division into action at the time the battle was raging with such fury. We were to have dashed forward, they said, and formed in some large fields of wheat, in front of those heights, the enemy having a very strong line at the farther side of them.

The light companies of our brigade were sent out to skirmish on our new position; but it was long ere we were marched from the high ground. I think General Campbell took his own time to form the division on this new position, knowing that there would be a great deal of bloodshed, had he obeyed the orders sent him by Wellington. This is what was said at the time in the division; and I report what I saw and what I heard from those who looked farther than I did perhaps. The truth is, General Campbell saw the victory was our's without this movement and sacrifice; it was then complete in his eyes; but it would have been a perfect annihilation of the enemy if our division had been pressed forward at the moment Wellington commanded us to move. We should then have had the brunt of the battle in its close, and the French would have been overthrown inevitably. At last, our brigade marched, and formed line in the wheatfields, but did not advance, as the enemy's line had fallen back.

By this time the French army was all in confusion, making the best of its way from the field of battle; and now it was almost sun-set. But our division having received orders to pursue the retreating foe, we were marched off the wheat-fields; yet it was not marching, it was rather running. … We continued in this manner till a little before daylight next morning, when we were halted, expecting, as the day dawned on us, to behold a great many of the enemy surrounded by our division; but, to our great surprise, we were a long way out of our course. General Campbell had a guide, but I could never learn whether he or the guide was in fault. The general in a few days more quitted the division, and went home to England, they said.25



Whether or not this story has any foundation – and it may simply reflect the discontent of the troops at not having taken a more active part in the victory – it is clear that it refers to an episode before the pursuit began, not to any lack of enthusiasm for the chase.

The description of the Light Division's advance shows clearly that Wellington's infantry did not always act in line. The division had spent most of the day in open column, and it retained this formation at the beginning of its advance, then changed into close columns – ‘column of quarter distance’ – only deploying into line when it approached the French position. Whether it then remained in line for the rest of the evening or reverted to columns is open to dispute. William Napier, writing on 25 July, is clear: ‘Although we had not as much as we wished of the battle, yet I am much pleased with the conduct of the regiment, which marched in line near three miles under a disagreeable fire from the French, with a degree of correctness that I never could persuade them to do on a field day.’26 However, George Hennell's more detailed description, written on 10 August, gives a different idea:


By this time it was quite dark [and] our skirmishers (3rd Caçadores) opened upon them upon the brow of a hill and the French immediately returned it which passed mostly over our heads. We had express orders not to fire until ordered. Our regiment was well prepared to give them an excellent charge but they had received another lesson that afternoon that they will not forget in a twelvemonth. Had they stayed still till we came up twenty yards further they might have given us a most destructive volley but they rapidly fired a volley or two that passed mostly over our heads and they ran away. Both the sergeants of my company were slightly wounded.

We advanced in line 1/2 a mile over corn and ploughed land. Then [we] formed sections of a company, keeping our distance & marched 2 or 3 miles over bushes and ploughed lands. On passing a wood our skirmishers, who were always about 300 yards in advance, opened a fire. We were in a good line in 5 minutes (it was only a few cavalry in a wood) & advanced dressing by the Colours over horrid roads with numerous pebbles another league. We halted and slept.27



Several sources, including Napier and Sarramon, state that when Foy checked the allied advance at the ravine, the French left flank was threatened by the advance of the Fourth Division. There is nothing intrinsically improbable about this, but it is difficult to discover the origins of the idea, for neither Foy nor Vere – the obvious Fourth Division source – mentions it. The suggestion may have arisen from the Fourth Division's role in turning Ferey's right, although in fact the two episodes were quite separate: perhaps two miles apart, and probably not simultaneous. Still, Napier was himself a witness and had many sources that have never appeared in print, so his account cannot be lightly dismissed. Here is the relevant paragraph, which delicately combines intense pride in his own division with respect and admiration for Foy's ability:


Foy, throwing out a cloud of skirmishers, retired slowly by wings, turning and firing heavily from every rise of ground upon the light division, which marched steadily forward without returning a shot save by its skirmishers, and for two miles this march continued under musketry, which was occasionally thickened by a cannonade, yet very few men were lost, the French aim being baffled by the twilight and by the even order and rapid gliding of the lines. The French general Desgraviers was however killed, and the flanking brigades from the fourth division having now penetrated between Maucune [sic – Ferey] and Foy, it seemed difficult for the latter to extricate his troops from the action, nevertheless he did it with great dexterity. For having increased his skirmishers on the last defensible ridge, along the foot of which run[s] a marshy stream, he redoubled his fire of musketry and made a menacing demonstration with his horsemen just as the darkness fell, whereupon the British guns immediately opened, a squadron of dragoons galloped forwards from the left, the infantry crossing the marshy stream with an impetuous pace gained the summit of the hill and a rough shock seemed at hand; but the main body of the French had gone into the thick forest on their own left during the firing, and the skirmishers fled swiftly after, covered by the smoke and darkness.28



Napier barely mentions the part played by the British cavalry in the pursuit of Foy's division; Foy, on the other hand, is surely exaggerating when he writes, ‘For an hour after sunset the English cavalry continued its charges on my regiments’, just as he stretches the truth when he says that he was opposed by 1,500 horsemen.29 Bock's brigade are said to have bivouacked near Pelabravo, to the south-west of Calvarrasa de Abajo, which does not suggest that they had advanced far or seen Foy's troops since the French began their retreat. Ponsonby's light dragoons had, of course, been in action, and a letter from his proud mother gives some third-hand, and probably unreliable, details:


Lady Bathurst was told by Lord Clinton [Wellington's aide who brought home the dispatch announcing the victory] that Lord W. order'd F[rederick Ponsonby] to command the three squadrons he mentions – 12th, and 5th and 1st – and to accompany him and take his orders directly from himself. Ld. Clinton added: Never were orders more clearly given or more correctly executed, and that two charges particularly Lord Wellington quite exclaim'd at, and said, ‘That is gallantly done – nothing can be better.’ Is not this a delightful thing to hear – to know that F. had the advantage of being directed by the greatest general that ever liv'd, and the glory of being approv'd by him?30



This need not be taken too seriously, and only adds to the confusion of what cavalry were under Ponsonby's command; but it is a significant moment when a great Whig hostess such as Lady Bessborough calls Wellington ‘the greatest general that ever liv'd’.

However, not everyone was as satisfied with the pursuit. Many officers followed Wellington's lead in blaming Carlos de España for the evacuation of the castle at Alba de Tormes. For example, Alexander Gordon told his brother Lord Aberdeen: ‘If we had had two hours more daylight & Don Carlos had not withdrawn the Garrison from Alba de Tormes, I really believe we should have destroyed their whole Army.’31 But Thomas Henry Browne, writing years later, took a more sceptical, independent view:


The night & the woods thro' which the road to Alba de Tormes lays, made it difficult to follow up our victory, & the best way to avoid the uncertainty of night operations even against a defeated enemy, appeared, it was understood, to Ld. Wellington to move by his left upon Huerta, at the angle of the Tormes, by which he had a shorter road than the enemy, to fall upon him the next morning – the justice of this movement may be seen on the map, & that our line was shorter than that of the French to Peñaranda. The light Division which led, had no guide, & after marching till near midnight found itself at Calvarasca d'Abaxa [Calvarrasa de Abajo] where it was halted for the night. Some Officers were of opinion, that if the whole army had marched upon Huerta, the enemy must have been brought to action the next day, or if he had been followed up, by pressing with all our force upon the Alba de Tormes road, that he could not have crossed the river without great difficulty & loss. Ld. Wellington's arrangement of intercepting the French Army by moving upon Huerta seemed an Excellent combination, but it failed, for want of guides.32



Edward Cocks also complains of a lack of guides: ‘But for the darkness I believe the battle of Salamanca would have completely dispersed the enemy's army but night and darkness impeded our pursuit. Not a peasant could be met with for a guide, the enemy fled through the woods where we blundered till midnight.’33 No doubt the absence of guides was a problem, although hardly a decisive one. Advancing at night through broken country with the possibility of stumbling into an enemy rearguard at any moment was sufficiently unnerving with or without a guide.

Several commentators on the battle have criticized Wellington for persisting in his march on the fords when, they claim, the lack of stragglers and of human and material flotsam, must have made it obvious that he was not following the route of a defeated army.34 There is some merit in this argument, but it is less compelling that it initially appears. First, the Light Division did encounter scattered parties of French troops in its advance: for example, Napier describes how ‘a squadron of French dragoons … bursting from the woods in front of the advancing troops soon after dark fired their pistols and then passed at full gallop towards the ford of Huerta, thus indicating great confusion in the defeated army, and confirming the notion that its final retreat would be in that direction.’35 Second, Wellington's line of advance was not identical to the presumed line of French retreat, but rather converged upon it, so that he would not expect to find the debris of a whole army upon it. And finally, what alternative did he have, even if he realized that the French were not heading for the fords? It was simply impractical suddenly to re-direct the advance of the Light and First Divisions from north-east to south-east in the middle of the night when advancing over unknown country: such a move might cause untold confusion and lead to fighting between allied units who failed to recognize each other in the dark. In any case, if the infantry was too weary to reach the fords, they certainly would not have had the energy to reach Alba. With hindsight Wellington might have organized the pursuit differently, but the whole question is more complicated than it first appears.

Finally, we may quote the description of the French retreat given by Colonel Girard, Maucune's chief of staff. Part of this is obviously wrong, and part plainly self-interested; but whether there is a residue of fresh material when these elements are discounted, or whether the whole is worthless, is open to question. Girard is not a particularly credible witness, and if there were better sources for this aspect of the battle it would be easy to ignore his account, but where there is so little evidence, one is reluctant to throw any aside.


Wellington moved against this position in strength but could not force us to abandon it. He renewed his attack with even greater force but still failed to gain any advantage. We fought until the barrels of our muskets were touching the chests of the men in the first rank. When we advanced to cross bayonets with the enemy he retreated, abandoning the ground which was covered with thousands of dead and wounded.

We ourselves were almost completely hors de combat and in a most critical situation for our only line of retreat was across the Tormes a little below Alba. The enemy might easily have seized the bridge. Fortunately he spent the night collecting his forces and preparing to pursue on the following day. General Clausel took advantage of this to get his troops across the river, and in order to ensure that this was achieved without confusion, he placed General Maucune at the head of the bridge until the army was assembled on the further bank.

In order to protect the passage, General Maucune and I – the only senior officers remaining! – had with great effort collected a thousand or 1,200 men and Blanzat's battery, now reduced to ten guns. Our advanced posts were so close to the enemy that we heard their voices. Wellington might, in the course of the night, have got some of his cavalry across the Tormes and attacked us simultaneously at both ends of the bridge. But fortunately he did nothing. It was dawn before his advance guard prepared to attack us. Our army was safely across the river, but it had not had enough time to reform and be ready for battle.

General Maucune told me to cross the river and help rally the bulk of our troops. I asked to leave this until we had halted the enemy's advance by our volleys and artillery fire, and so forced him to deploy. We would still have time to disengage and retreat across the bridge, while our cannonade would alert the general that the enemy had begun their advance. Maucune accepted all my suggestions, and it turned out as I predicted.36




Chapter Eleven

The Victory

The battle of Salamanca was the greatest French defeat for over a decade. Other reverses had cost more men, for example, the capitulation of Bailen, or the failure of Masséna's invasion of Portugal; or had involved Napoleon more closely, such as the repulse suffered at Aspern-Essling. But not since the dark days of 1799 had a French army of almost fifty thousand men been broken in open battle and fled into the night. Equally, it was the greatest British victory, not just of the Peninsular War, or even of the whole Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars to date, but for more than a century, and officers on both sides drew the inevitable comparisons with Marlborough. ‘Certainly the greatest [victory] that has been gained by any British army since the days of Marlborough’; ‘this Victory is certainly the most splendid he [Wellington] has gained and is more decisive than any we have had since Blenheim’; ‘this most glorious victory, which revives the recollection of, and equals the glory of, the Victories of Marlborough’; and, finally, Foy's well-known tribute:


the battle of Salamanca is the most masterly, the most considerable, allowing for the number of troops, and the most important in its results, battle that the English have gained in modern times. It raises Wellington almost to the heights of the Duke of Marlborough. Previously one recognized his prudence, his choice of positions, his ability in using them; at Salamanca he showed himself a great and able manoeuvrer; he kept his dispositions hidden almost all day; he watched our movements in order to determine his own; he fought in oblique order; it was like one of Frederick the Great's battles.1



There are no precise figures for the French casualties, but Marmont's army appears to have lost about 12,500 men killed, wounded or taken prisoner in the battle, or one-quarter of its strength. (The figure of fourteen thousand casualties which is often given includes the fighting on the Guarena and at Garcia Hernandez on 23 July.) Not surprisingly, the heaviest losses were on the left, where, even following Lamartinière's figures, Thomières's division lost over 50 per cent of its strength, Maucune's division almost 35 per cent and Taupin's division almost 30 per cent.2 Four regiments in the French army lost more than half their strength in the battle:


66th Ligne in Maucune's division suffered 50,3 per cent casualties

22nd Ligne in Taupin's division suffered 60.0 per cent casualties

62nd Ligne in Thomières's division suffered 77.3 per cent casualties

101st Ligne in Thomières's division suffered 81.8 per cent casualties



All four regiments were on the French left, and it is likely that their exceptionally heavy losses were caused, at least in part, by Le Marchant's charge. But the heavy fighting in the centre also exacted its toll: Clausel's division suffered 26 per cent casualties, Bonnet's 23 per cent and Ferey's 17 per cent. The French cavalry failed to make any significant impact in the battle, but still lost over 400 casualties (13 per cent of Boyer's dragoons, 14 per cent of Curto's light cavalry).3 The only divisions in the French army which lost less than one-tenth of their strength were Sarrut's (8 per cent) and Foy's (perhaps 4 per cent, but this is just a guess); although the artillery also seems to have escaped remarkably lightly, suffering fewer than 150 casualties, only 4 per cent.

The figures for the allied army are much more reliable, although still not without problems. Overall, Wellington's army lost 5,220 casualties in the battle: 694 killed, 4,270 wounded and 256 missing.4 The British suffered nearly 61 per cent of these casualties (3,176 officers and men), the Portuguese 39 per cent (2,038 officers and men), while the Spanish division lost only 6 casualties, or 0.1 per cent of the army's losses. These casualties amount to almost exactly 10 per cent of the army's strength, with the Portuguese suffering slightly more, proportionally, than the British.


British suffered 3,1776 casualties from 30,578 all ranks, or 10.4 per cent

Portuguese suffered 2,038 casualties from 17,999 all ranks, or 11.3 per cent

Spanish suffered 6 casualties from 3,360 all ranks, or 0.2 cent



By far the heaviest allied losses were in the Sixth Division, where the three battalions of Hulse's brigade suffered 849 casualties from an initial strength of 1,464 officers and men, or 58 per cent (the 1/11th and 1/61st both lost two-thirds of their strength; the 2/53rd lost ‘only’ 42 per cent). The other brigades in the division suffered much less, but still heavily: Hinde's brigade 24 per cent; Rezende's brigade 23 per cent. The Fourth Division also suffered considerably: 21 per cent casualties overall, with the 1/7th Fusiliers losing 40 per cent. All Cole's regiments suffered, with the sole exception of the 3/27th, which remained in garrison on the Lesser Arapile and lost only one officer and seven men wounded from an initial strength of around six hundred all ranks. Pack's brigade lost 18 per cent of its strength, mostly as a result of its unsuccessful assault on the Greater Arapile; this was a little more than the leading brigades of the Third and Fifth Divisions (Wallace's brigade lost 15.4 per cent, Greville's 15.9 per cent). The losses of the cavalry were extraordinarily light: fewer than two hundred in all. More than half of these were in Le Marchant's brigade, which lost 105 casualties, or 10.2 per cent, a remarkably small cost given the brigade's impact on the battle. Most of the remainder were in D'Urban's Portuguese and Victor Alten's German hussars. The artillery suffered only fifteen casualties, spread among the 1,300 officers and men present, which once again proves it to have been a surprisingly safe occupation. But it was not only the artillery which suffered little: many allied regiments suffered negligible or no casualties, including such a renowned unit as the 1/52nd, which lost only two men wounded from 799 officers and men present. Almost half of the army was scarcely engaged: the First, Seventh, Light and Spanish Divisions, Bradford's Portuguese brigade and Bock's heavy dragoons all lost less than 3 per cent casualties; while even in divisions which were closely engaged, there were units such as the 3/27th which may never have fired a shot. However, this does not mean that these troops were wasted or unnecessary, let alone that the battle could have been won without them. Most were deployed in the second line where they could be brought into action if the need arose; and it was just the absence of such well-placed reserves which made the French left wing so vulnerable.

The battle took an extremely heavy toll of senior officers. Marmont and Bonnet were seriously wounded, Ferey mortally wounded, Thomières killed and Clausel slightly wounded. In other words, the commander of the French army and the commanders of four of its eight infantry divisions were hit by allied fire. Brigadier Desgraviers from Foy's division and Brigadier Menne from Ferey's were also wounded, Desgraviers mortally, while five staff officers and no fewer than eight aides-de-camp were also casualties. If Clausel's wound had been a little more serious, the command of the whole army would have devolved onto Ferey almost before the battle had begun; while if Ferey had still been wounded late in the battle, the task of organizing the retreat would have been left to Foy. Marmont's wound had already left the army leaderless at a critical point in the day, but at least in Clausel he had a capable and confident successor. Ferey had neither the temperament nor the ability to command the army, while Foy – who may have had both – was too far away to do so effectively. Bad as the French luck was, it might very easily have been much worse.

Allied generals suffered almost as much: Beresford, Cotton, Leith and Cole were all wounded, as were the commanders of two Portuguese brigades, the Conde de Rezende (Sixth Division) and the one-legged Richard Collins (Seventh Division), while Le Marchant was killed. As Cotton's wound was inflicted after the fighting was over, either he or Beresford would have taken command of the army if Wellington had been incapacitated. But if Wellington had been killed or wounded the following day at Garcia Hernandez, the command would have fallen to Henry Clinton, who before the battle was the sixth most senior officer. No doubt Hill would soon have arrived from Estremadura and taken the command into his own safe hands, but the possibility of such carnage in the senior ranks must have been a shock to those in London who had always been anxious to provide Wellington with a competent deputy as a safe guard against misfortune.

The allied army took between five and six thousand prisoners in the battle, many of whom were wounded, but there were also many unwounded prisoners: men who surrendered in the face of Le Marchant's charge.5 Lamartinière's return acknowledges the loss of twelve guns: six 8-pounders, five 4-pounders and a 6-inch howitzer. According to the return:


Clausel's division lost one 4-pounder;

Ferey's division lost one 8-pounder and three 4-pounders;

Sarrut's division lost one 6-inch howitzer;

Taupin's division lost one 8-pounder;

Thomières's division lost three 8-pounders and one 4-pounder;

Bonnet's division lost one 8-pounder.6



This suggests that the French batteries were not all formed of guns of a single type, but in some cases at least contained a mixture of 8- and 4-pounders, despite the obvious problems this would cause.

British accounts usually claim the capture of twenty guns, following Wellington's statement in his dispatch that ‘The official returns only account for eleven pieces of cannon, but it is believed that 20 have fallen into our hands.’ However, the details of the official return (in the PRO) coincide closely with Lamartinière's statement, listing six 8-pounders, four 4-pounders and one 6-inch howitzer. It thus seems probable that Wellington had been misinformed – possibly with several units claiming the capture of the same gun – and that only a dozen artillery pieces changed hands.7

Other trophies included two French Eagles, six French battalion flags or fanions, and many other prizes, such as the famous ‘Jingling Johnny’ captured by the 88th and a highly decorated drum-major's staff taken by the 40th. These objects had considerable symbolic importance, as Sergeant Lawrence of the 40th makes clear:


I found that our regiment had taken at the famous battle of Salamanca a splendid drum-major's staff from the enemy, which was stated to be worth at least £50, and it must have come in very useful, for ours was terribly worn and knocked about, being very old, having been itself taken from the French in Holland, during the commandership of the Duke of York.8



On the other hand, the French have some claim to have taken the King's Colour of the 2/53rd, and possibly one other allied flag.9

Salamanca was predominately an infantry battle, reflecting the composition of the two armies. The powerful French artillery was strangely ineffective. Its initial bombardment was noisy but seems to have done little or nothing to daunt the allied troops. Its flanking fire is said to have troubled Cole's division in its first advance, and the guns on the Greater Arapile helped to repulse Pack's attack, while Ferey's rearguard must have gained much support from the powerful battery deployed on the summit of El Sierro; but this was a meagre return from a force of nearly eighty guns employing 3,500 men. The allied artillery had a far greater impact with the single shot which disabled Marmont, and must also be credited with the death of Bonnet, the wounding of Clausel and all the resulting confusion in the French command. Other than this, its part was fairly marginal: Bull and Douglas gave useful, but hardly decisive, support to Pakenham's initial attack; the batteries in the centre are supposed to have played an important part in checking the French counterattack; and late in the day Gardiner's battery from the First Division enfiladed Ferey's position on El Sierro. But with the exception of the extraordinary losses among the French generals, Salamanca was not a good advertisement for the value of artillery. It was the wrong type of battle, with too much rapid movement and quick, decisive combat, whereas artillery was at its best in a protracted, grinding combat of attrition.

Cavalry also played a limited part in the battle. Le Merchant's charge, perfectly timed and executed, yielded far greater results than anyone could have hoped or expected, and proved just how effective a relatively small force of confident, well-led heavy cavalry could be against a disorganized and demoralized opponent. D'Urban and Arentschildt on the allied right were useful, both in protecting Pakenham's flank and exploiting the advantage he gained, but did not have a dramatic impact on the course of events. George Anson's brigade was scarcely engaged, although his two regiments in the centre ought to have been employed in supporting Le Marchant's brigade more closely. And Bock's heavy dragoons saw no fighting at all, although they more than made up for this on the following day at Garcia Hernandez. On the other side, the French cavalry were uniformly disappointing. Curto had almost two thousand horsemen under his command, but had less influence on the battle than Arentschildt with only one-third of that number. Boyer's dragoons were presented with an opportunity almost as promising as that facing Le Marchant, but failed to take much advantage of it. Excuses such as the introduction of untrained horses are insufficient to explain such a lamentable failure, and it appears that the French cavalry were both poorly commanded and overawed, all too aware of their unusual inferiority.

The French infantry, by contrast, generally fought well whenever they were given a reasonable chance of doing so. It is true that the left wing collapsed without much resistance, but the troops there were taken at a great disadvantage, and their defeat was primarily owing to the mistakes of their generals. In the centre, where the terms of the contest were more even, the French infantry did much better. Clausel and Bonnet repulsed the initial attack of Cole and Pack, and there was much hard fighting before Clinton's fresh division defeated their counterattack. Ferey's rearguard may have been somewhat less heroic than Lemonnier-Delafosse suggests, but it checked the allied advance and gained crucial time for the army to retreat. The French may not have displayed the tactical flexibility, verve and high morale of Napoleon's army at its very best, but they employed line, column and square as appropriate, manoeuvred rapidly and generally showed considerable spirit both in attack and defence, although their skirmishers were rather disappointing.

Nonetheless, there is no doubt that the Anglo-Portuguese infantry of Wellington's army proved their superiority in the battle. They displayed great confidence and élan in attack, eagerly pressing forward to the charge and so bringing each combat to a rapid decision. Yet when necessary they had the endurance and discipline to sustain a protracted musketry duel and to emerge victorious from it. When they were defeated and broken, they rallied quickly and, in the case of Cole's division, returned rapidly to the fray. With one or two possible exceptions – Wallace's brigade from Pakenham's division springs to mind – their impetuosity was kept within safe bounds, and they did not recklessly pursue their advantage too far and so become vulnerable to a counterattack. Wellington's doubts about his infantry thus proved to be unfounded: they were as effective in attack as when standing on the defensive, being robust, combative, confident and yet well disciplined.

The battle was won and lost on the French left. Thomières, Maucune and Taupin between them lost more than five thousand casualties (including prisoners) compared to the 1,346 suffered by their immediate opponents, Pakenham, Leith and Le Marchant. Yet the allied forces in the immediate area were no stronger than the French; indeed, if Curto is included on the French side, and the brigades of D'Urban and Arentschildt on that of the allies, the French outnumbered their opponents 16,224 to 14,845.10 (However, the allied right had powerful reserves available to support it if its advance was checked: the Spanish division, Bradford's brigade and the entire Seventh Division.) The real problem for the French was not lack of men on the left, but the fact that they were poorly deployed. Taupin's division was too far to the rear to provide effective support for Thomières and Maucune. Thomières's advance along the Monte de Azan left him exposed at its far end facing Pakenham's entire division with a force barely half its strength. Inevitably the leading French brigade was broken, and Curto's cavalry, which had failed to protect it, also failed to exploit the potential opportunity provided by Wallace's enthusiastic pursuit.

The defeat of Thomières put the whole French left at a disadvantage. An attempt was made to halt the allied advance and rally the broken troops under the protection of the Ist Ligne, Thomières's remaining regiment, with the leading regiment of Taupin's division, the 22nd Ligne, providing support. It is doubtful if this could have succeeded against the triumphant advance of the Third Division, but before it could really be put to the test Le Marchant's cavalry decided the combat. The shaken and disordered French infantry were in no state to resist the British heavy dragoons, whose charge transformed the defeat of the French left into a wholesale disaster and explains most of the disproportion of losses in this part of the field, less through the men they killed or wounded than by the hundreds or even thousands whom they terrified into surrender.

Le Marchant's charge also ended any hope that Maucune's division might successfully resist Leith's attack. This was in any case unlikely, for although the French had the advantage of standing on the defensive and a strong force of artillery, their infantry were considerably outnumbered (5,244 French facing 6,710 allies). It also seems that the French preparations were disrupted by the sight of Thomières's defeat and the advance of the British cavalry, which led at least some of Maucune's infantry to form in square – which further reduced their chances of repulsing the allied infantry. In these circumstances, Le Marchant's cavalry charging in upon their flank was almost superfluous, although it greatly increased the losses of the two nearest French regiments.

Le Marchant's charge finally exhausted its impetus, and the few units which remained in good order on the French left – notably Taupin's second brigade – took advantage of the lull which followed to make their escape. The allies had undoubtedly fought better than the French in each of the encounters in this part of the battle, but they had also had superior numbers at each critical point and had acted with a speed and decision which gave them tactical advantages which more than offset the slight benefits the French received from the terrain.

The contest was much more fiercely fought in the centre. Here, too, the French (Clausel, Bonnet and Boyer's three regiments of dragoons) had a slight numerical advantage over their immediate opponents (Cole, Pack and Clinton: 14,436 French against 13,376 allies).11 If Ferey's division is included the imbalance becomes more marked, even if Spry's brigade is added to the allied total (the figures are 20,125 French and 15,681 allies). But again, these figures do not include allied reserves which were available but never needed: in this case, the First Division (6,428 men), which more than makes up the difference. The actual numerical advantage of the French in the centre was less important than the fact that the allied attack there was less well conceived and executed than that on the flank. Cole's division was spread too thinly and Pack's attack on the Greater Arapile was almost certainly a mistake, while the French in the centre were not caught in such disarray. This led to the failure of the initial attacks by Cole and Pack, but the French proved unable to exploit their advantage, for Wellington's attacks were well supported. The Sixth Division was perfectly placed to check the French advance, while if it had been overwhelmed Wellington could have brought up the First and Seventh Divisions. The risk of the French breaking the allied centre was very slight indeed.

Nonetheless, Bonnet and Clausel were only driven back after much hard fighting, while Ferey's rearguard covered their retreat admirably and showed just how well French infantry could defend a strong position. Something seems to have gone awry in the conduct of the allied attack here, although it is not clear if the fault lies with Wellington, Clinton or Hulse. But this was a relatively small blemish on a most successful day's operations. It is interesting that, even in the centre, the French lost significantly more casualties than the allies: 4,182 compared to 3,541.12 Defeated troops normally do suffer more than victorious ones, but the disparity here is rather surprising as there were no allied cavalry on this part of the field – unless we accept d'Hautpoul's explanation of Clausel's defeat – and little effective pursuit: evidently the men of Clinton's division inflicted even more damage than they suffered.

Both generals played their most important part in shaping the battle before Pakenham's men advanced up the slope of the Pico de Miranda and the serious fighting began. Indeed, it is probable that by this point Marmont was already hors de combat. Yet even if we acquit him of the old charge of having deliberately extended the French left, he still bears a very great share of the responsibility for the French defeat. His operations on 22 July, as on the previous days of the campaign, were daring and well conceived, but they needed to be executed faultlessly if they were not to involve great risks. He was manoeuvring in close proximity to an enemy army which was slightly stronger than his own; and there is little doubt that he greatly underestimated both Wellington's boldness and the capabilities of the allied army. This is not to say that he was ridiculously rash. The evidence suggests rather that he was simply careless and somewhat overconfident, his concentration wavering when, after a week's intense work, he saw his goal almost within his grasp and relaxed slightly. As a result, he failed to ensure that each step was methodically consolidated before the next was embarked upon. He allowed his leading divisions to be those commanded by his most impetuous subordinate (Maucune) and his two most junior divisional commanders (Thomières and Taupin – both brigadiers acting for absent senior officers). These mistakes were venial: against most opponents they would not have mattered, and the day, and the whole campaign, would have ended in a successful action against the allied rearguard and a triumphant return to Salamanca. But Marmont had placed his army in a position where even venial mistakes made it vulnerable, and he was facing no ordinary opponent.

Salamanca destroyed Marmont's always fragile reputation. For years he had had to live with the suggestion that his promotion and opportunities had been the result of Napoleon's favour rather than proven ability. He had performed well in his previous independent commands, but suppressing brigands in the Balkans earned little fame or glory. Until 22 July he had showed marked ability and had had considerable success in his command of the Army of Portugal, yet if Foy can be believed he had not gained the respect of his subordinates. The reputation of a Soult, a Ney or a Masséna might have survived the defeat, but Marmont's name was not closely associated with any great victories and could not withstand the blow. Months later Napoleon told Caulaincourt, ‘Marmont shows a really high quality of judgement and logic in discussing war, but is not even moderately able in action.’13 When he recovered from his wound, Marmont commanded a corps, competently but without particular distinction, in the difficult campaigns of 1813–14. He would no doubt have been remembered as one of the more obscure and less successful of Napoleon's marshals had it not been for his fateful decision to order his troops to surrender to the allies after the fall of Paris in 1814, thus attracting the opprobrium – whether fairly or not – for betraying Napoleon in his greatest need.

Clausel's reputation, on the other hand, was enhanced by the battle. He has been praised for his quickness in conceiving, and boldness in executing, the counterattack in the centre following the repulse of Cole and Pack, and for his coolness and skill in organizing the retreat.14 Unfortunately, there is little contemporary evidence which either supports or casts doubt on this praise, or indeed which gives any information at all about his role in the battle, and much of what has been taken for granted appears to be based on little more than plausible supposition. The wisdom or folly of the counterattack, which saw the two strongest divisions in the army broken with nothing achieved and little prospect of success, could be debated at length, but it is by no means certain that there was any choice involved: the French troops may have been too far committed to make disengagement and withdrawal practical. On the other hand, Foy's warm praise for Clausel must be given considerable weight.

Wellington displayed great skill and judgment throughout the campaign and the battle, but even more remarkable than these was his subordination of his pride to his intellect. He had been outmanoeuvred on the Duero and had then submitted to the withdrawal to Salamanca because Marmont had given him no opportunity to attack with advantage, and because he reasoned that it was not in his interests to fight unless the odds were distinctly favourable. Few generals had such patience or determination; most would either have attacked Marmont sooner, or would have been so cowed in spirit by the afternoon of 22 July that they would have failed to recognize the opportunity when it finally came, and would have thought only of securing their retreat. But Wellington kept his ultimate object in view throughout the campaign. The aborted attack in the late morning of the 22nd probably reflected his frustration at the thought of abandoning Salamanca without a fight, but when Beresford showed that the French behind the Greater Arapile were stronger than Wellington had realized, and hence that the attack would involve more risk, he cancelled it rather than jeopardize the safety of the army.

Wellington's handling of his army during the morning and early afternoon was nearly perfect. He made excellent use of the cover provided by the undulating ground, and kept his divisions in good order – ready to move in one direction or another, to meet a sudden French attack or launch one of their own. And while it was obvious that Pakenham would be brought across the river at some point, the decision to send him to Aldea Tejada proved inspired, laying the foundations of victory. Possibly Wellington can be criticized for not occupying the Greater Arapile early in the day, although it may have proved almost as awkward to maintain in allied hands as it was in French hands. From Wellington's point of view, the hill was a considerable nuisance either way, and his task would have been much easier if the space it occupied had been a flat plain. The movements of the First Division are also a little odd; after he had brought it into the front line behind the village of Arapiles, on Cole's right, it is not clear why Wellington later drew it back into the second line behind the Lesser Arapile and subsequently brought the Fifth Division into the line next to Cole. With hindsight it certainly seems as if it would have been better had the First Division remained behind the village, extending part of the way towards the Lesser Arapile. Pack's brigade could then have been withdrawn into reserve, while Cole would have occupied a shorter, more compact line. The Sixth Division would still have supported this line, and Pack, the Light Division and Bock's heavy cavalry were surely enough to guard the left flank. However, we cannot reconstruct the manoeuvres of the morning and early afternoon with any precision, so it is both unfair and unwise to criticize movements which were probably undertaken for excellent reasons at the time.

When the moment came to launch the attack, the allied army was already in position, so that its plan of operations was relatively simple. Once Pakenham's division turned the French flank, the rolling attack along the line devoured almost half of the French army before finally losing its momentum. Wellington's orders to his subordinates were brief but sufficient, and the sequence of attacks was nicely staggered so as to gain the full advantage from Pakenham's advance. The fighting in the centre was less well handled, mostly because Cole's division was spread too thinly and expected to do too much, while it would have been better if Pack's brigade had held back and masked, not assaulted, the Greater Arapile. Still, it says much for Wellington's dispositions that the Sixth Division was perfectly placed to fill the gap and that he was present to order it forward at the critical moment. This was entirely characteristic: throughout the battle he was almost invariably at the vital point, personally giving his subordinates clear, concise orders which left no room for misunderstanding. Every Anglo-Portuguese division saw him in turn during the battle, and his presence and alertness strengthened the confidence of the troops.

Not everything went perfectly for the allies at Salamanca: the defeat of Cole and Pack in the centre and the ineffectiveness of the pursuit were both significant blemishes on the victory. Some might wonder whether, in the light of these flaws, Wellington's handling of the battle was really so masterly. The answer is simple: war is not chess, and operations seldom if ever go entirely according to plan, while the more ambitious the operation, the greater the number of accidents that will occur. None of Napoleon's victories was unblemished: at Marengo the day was almost lost when Dessaix's division arrived and turned the tide; at Jena, Napoleon fought only the lesser half of the Prussian army and, even so, Ney's corps got into difficulties; while at Austerlitz, Napoleon's greatest triumph, only part of his plan succeeded, for Lannes's corps, which was to lead the French attack, was held in check by Bagration's men. Some of Wellington's more limited actions came closer to perfection – Oporto, Busaco and the Crossing of the Bidassoa – but none achieved so much, or displayed such a marvellous combination of courage and skill. It was Wellington's finest victory. William Napier writes:


I saw him late in the evening of that great day, when the advancing flashes of cannon and musketry stretching as far as the eye could command showed in the darkness how well the field was won; he was alone, the flush of victory was on his brow and his eyes were eager and watchful, but his voice was calm and even gentle. More than the rival of Marlborough, since he had defeated greater generals than Marlborough ever encountered, with a prescient pride he seemed only to accept this glory as an earnest of greater things.15




Chapter Twelve

The Aftermath

Three days after the battle Sergeant Richard Davey, of the Royal Artillery Drivers, wrote home to his wife and children:


The engagement then begun to be very heavy. I expected my ammunition would be wanted, as they was firing so fast, so I marched up to them, and such a sight I never saw for the ground was strew'd with Heads, Arms, Legs, Horses. Wounded men lay bleeding and groaning, women screaming and crying for the loss of their husbands, guns roaring and the shot flying about our heads in such a manner, seemed to me a most dreadful spectical [sic], but God preserved me this once again.1



Davey's description is a salutary reminder that even a rapid, decisive victory such as Salamanca involved much hard fighting, and that this fighting was brutal, savage and horrible. The soldiers of the day understood this well, but they seldom emphasized it in their letters or memoirs, not wishing to distress their families or readers, or dwell on it over-much themselves. For, despite the horrors of the battlefield, most soldiers were proud of their trade and looked on battle, not as a necessary evil, but as the climax of the campaign and a moment of higher, more intense feeling than they might otherwise experience in all their lives. Naturally their feelings were a mixture of apprehension and fear, excitement and confident pride, and almost all agreed that the hardest part of the day was waiting passively, perhaps under distant artillery fire, for their part in the battle to begin. At the close of the day, the men would be both exhausted and highly stimulated: Captain Tomkinson heard that the men of the Sixth Division ‘were so tired when ordered to halt for the night that they could not possibly have marched much further, yet they sat up through the night talking over the action, each recalling to his comrade events that had happened.’2

The life of a Napoleonic soldier did not encourage squeamishness or delicacy, and Private Wheeler has no hesitation in recording that on the night after the battle he and his comrades ‘collected what dead bodies were near and made a kind of wall with them. We did this to break the wind which was very cutting has [sic] we were very damp with sweat. Under this shelter we slept very sound till morning.’3 Corporal Douglas of the Royal Scots found the bivouac almost as dangerous as the fighting:


We halted for the night on the ground occupied by the enemy during the morning (or during the action) and sent out parties for water, having nearly 5 miles to travel before it was found, and then it was as green as the water you may have seen during the heat of summer in a stagnant pond. However, it went down with a fine relish. The only piece of plunder either I or my comrade had got happened to be a leg of mutton off a Frenchman's knapsack, which I put down in a kettle to boil, having made a fire of French firelocks. I was sitting on a stone watching the fire, musing over the day's work, when, rising up to look into the kettle, one of the pieces went off, the ball passing between my legs. This was the nearest visible escape I had, for if providence had not so ordered it that I rose at the instant, the contents would have been through my body. The breaking up of the ammunition wagons might be heard at a great distance as the men wanted firewood for cooking.4



The Third Division was also short of water and the men suffered much as a result, for it had been a long, hot day and their natural thirst was exacerbated by the gritty dryness caused by the gunpowder when they tore cartridges open with their teeth. Lieutenant Grattan of the 88th remembered that the parties sent out for water had still not returned at 2 am when the sleeping men were roused by the arrival of the mules carrying rum. Inevitably the parched men drank far more than their allowance, which only made their thirst much worse.5

Private Green of the 68th, in the Seventh Division, was more struck by another aspect of the aftermath of battle:


we encamped on that part of the field where the carnage had been most dreadful, and actually piled our arms amongst the dead and dying. We immediately sent six men from each company to collect the wounded, and carry them to a small village, where doctors were in attendance to dress their wounds. It really was distressing to hear the cries and moans of the wounded and dying, whose sufferings were augmented by the Portuguese plunderers stripping several of them naked. We took a poor Frenchman, who had been stripped by an unfeeling Portuguese: the adjutant gave him a shirt, an old jacket and trousers, and sent him to the village hospital.6



Lieutenant Frederic Monro, who had only reached the army a few weeks before, was shocked by what he saw, and he too blamed the Portuguese: ‘The field of battle presented a sad spectacle as I rode over it … I found myself amongst the dead and dying, and, to the shame of human nature be it said, BOTH stripped, some half-naked, others quite so; and this done principally by those infernal devils in mortal shape, the cruel, cowardly Portuguese camp-followers, unfeeling ruffians.’7

But it was not only the Portuguese who plundered the fallen: T. H. Browne writes vehemently of the wives of British soldiers who, ‘in spite of orders, threats & even deprivation of rations’, had insisted on following the army:


All ideas of conduct or decency had disappeared – plunder & profligacy seemed their sole object, & the very Soldiers their Husbands evidently estimated them in proportion to their proficiency in these vices. They covered in number the ground of the field of battle when the action was over, & were seen stripping & plundering friend and foe alike. It is not doubted that they gave the finishing blow to many an Officer who was struggling with a mortal wound; & Major Offley of the 23rd Regiment, who lay on the ground, unable to move, but not dead, is said to have fallen victim to this unheard of barbarity. The daring & enterprize of these creatures, so transformed beyond anything we have heard of in man, is not to be described.8



It was easy to blame camp-followers and the Portuguese for this macabre plundering, less easy to admit that British soldiers took part. However, there is abundant evidence, from this and other battles, that many regular soldiers of all nationalities scoured battlefields looking for loot. Private Wheeler admits that at Salamanca he ‘examined a few dead Frenchmen for money etc’; while there is something plaintive about John Douglas's statement that the ‘only piece of plunder’ he or his mate secured was a leg of mutton from ‘a Frenchman's knapsack’, which suggests that he had hoped for richer pickings.9 This is a subject on which it is easy to feel indignation or repugnance in the well-fed comfort of a modern library, but which quickly becomes more difficult on closer examination. Only the harshest judge would blame hungry, thirsty soldiers for taking water bottles or provisions from the dead, whether friend or foe, at the end of the day when their own supplies might take hours to arrive, if they arrived at all. And is it realistic to expect that they would leave money on a corpse if they found it when looking for food or water? Clearly there is a great difference between using the water bottle of a dead comrade and wandering the battlefield at night, stripping the dead and dying of their clothes, and killing wounded men who might otherwise have survived. But this difference is made up of many fine gradations as impropriety becomes turpitude.

After such horrors it is pleasant to record that early on the following day many inhabitants of Salamanca ventured onto the battlefield, bringing fresh fruit, water and other provisions which they gave freely to the victorious soldiers. Having exhausted their supplies, they then loaded their carts with wounded, either leaving them at hospitals or taking them into their own homes and nursing them there.10

Unfortunately, the number of wounded overwhelmed all these efforts. The figures are uncertain, but it seems likely that the battle saw about two thousand men killed and approximately twelve or thirteen thousand wounded. Five or six thousand French wounded managed to retreat with the army, leaving about eight thousand wounded of all nationalities to be cared for in Salamanca and surrounding villages.11 Neither army stayed long in the vicinity after the battle – the French were in full flight and the allies were pursuing them. Consequently many of the wounded spent several days in the open before they were rescued or managed to make their way to the town. William Warre, a young officer who remained in Salamanca in attendance on Marshal Beresford, describes the result:


Owing to the Army having advanced and the few means of transport, many of the wounded, particularly of the French, have suffered horribly, for, three days after, I saw a great many still lying, who had received no assistance or were likely to till next day, and had lain scorching in the sun without a drop of water or the least shade. It was a most dreadful sight. These are the horrid miseries of war. No person who has not witnessed them can possibly form any idea of what they are. Humanity shudders at the very idea, and we turn with detestation and disgust to the sole author of such miseries. What punishment can be sufficient for him! Many of the poor wretches have crawled to this. Many made crutches of the barrels of the firelocks and their shoes. Cruel and villainous as they are themselves, and even were during the action to our people, one cannot help feeling for them and longing to be able to assist them. But our own people have suffered almost as much, and they are our first care.12



Quite a few of the soldiers whose accounts of the fighting have been quoted in earlier chapters were wounded, and often they give graphic descriptions of their experiences. There are too many to quote them all here, but three British accounts give a representative sample. First, Captain Harry Ross-Lewin of the 32nd Foot in Hinde's brigade of the Sixth Division, who suffered a serious wound in his left arm, just under the shoulder, in the attack on El Sierro:


I had nearly reached the French position when a musket ball struck me, and, from the loss of blood, I soon found it requisite to go to the rear for surgical assistance; but, as it was already dusk, I wandered about, ignorant whether I was or was not taking the right direction for a village. I had walked for some time in this state of perplexity, when I suddenly heard the trampling of horses, and, on calling out to know who went there, I found, to my great satisfaction, that the party belonged to my own regiment, and that my batman was one of their number. They conducted me to the village of Arapiles, where we found the men breaking open the houses for the admittance of wounded officers, seven of whom were of my regiment. All the habitations and outhouses, even to the very pigsties, were speedily filled with wounded men, whose cries to have the dead taken away from them were incessant throughout the whole night.13



This suggests some of the confusion which must have existed behind the fighting line as night was falling and wounded men sought aid and shelter.

The second account, by Charles Synge, Pack's aide-de-camp, gives an idea of the suffering of an immobilized soldier who remained near the front. He fell just below the summit of the Greater Arapile with a broken thigh, and the French soldiers stripped him:


I could not perceive that any near me were alive. It was some time too before I could realise the particulars of my own situation. I was a prisoner. I was wounded. I was naked. An open artery was bleeding fast. I was dying. Could this be death? There could be no doubt about it, and in a few moments I should be dead. Having come to that conclusion I lay down to die, and, having said my prayers, waited with composure for the last struggle. After lying some little time expecting faintness and some of the usual symptoms of death, my attention was attracted by some cannon shot. The balls were literally ploughing the ground all about me. They were from our own Artillery, who were in reserve on the other hill of the Arapiles, and who had opened their guns on those with whom my body lay. I thought it probable that one of those balls must hit me, and I am afraid I must acknowledge that I sat up and stretched my head as high as I could in the hope of a friendly ball ending my misery. But it was not to be. God in His mercy willed it otherwise. I began to think that I should be a long time dying, for, though I had lost much blood, I still felt no faintness. Then, for the first time, it came into my head that somehow I might have ‘a chance’, and I have often since thought of that ‘trying to put my head in the way of a friendly ball.’14



Finally, there is the anonymous private soldier in the 1/38th in Leith's division, who was wounded in the right foot in the attack on Maucune:


I felt quite in a composed state of mind until after I received my wound. But I lay in the Field 4 or 5 hours after I was wounded before I was taken away, and while I lay my spirits failed me so that I was filled with doubts and fear and began to think I should be separated from my few pious comrades, and I should not have one pious friend to converse with.15



Fortunately, in hospital he found a religious man from the 5th Foot whom he had met previously in Ireland, and whose presence and conversation proved a comfort.

The medical services were not highly developed and after a battle were placed under enormous pressure by the sheer number of wounded. Surgeons operated in the most primitive conditions, sometimes in the open air on a table made from a door. They worked until their instruments were blunt and their arms powerless from fatigue; and they had no anaesthetics or antiseptics. The surgeon who operated on Marshal Beresford found him


lying on his back dressed in a blue frock coat with a white waistcoat. Just below the left breast was a star of blood, bright and defined as a star of knighthood. It was about the size of that chivalrous decoration, and occupied the exact spot where it is usually fixed. There was a small rent in its centre, black and round. The eyes were half closed; the countenance in perfect repose, perhaps a little paler than when I had last seen it. In an instant the marshal's dress was torn open, and my forefinger, that best of probes, was deep in his side. Not a muscle moved, not a sound was uttered. I felt the rib, smooth and resisting below, while the track of the bullet led downward and backwards, round the cavity of his ample chest. I now spoke for the first time, and said, ‘General, your wound is not mortal.’ This observation of mine seemed to have been heard with perfect indifference; for without taking the slightest notice, he looked up and asked, ‘How does the day go?’ ‘Well,’ I replied, ‘the enemy has begun to give way.’ ‘Hah!’ rejoined the marshal, ‘it has been a bloody day.’ I proceeded to cut out the bullet. My knife was already buried deep in the flesh, its point grating against the lead, when the marshal, feeling I had ceased to cut, and calculating, perhaps, that my steadiness as an operator might be influenced by the rank of my patient, again turned round and with as much sang-froid as if he had been merely a spectator, said in an encouraging tone, ‘Cut boldly, doctor; I never fainted in my life’: almost at the same moment I placed the bullet in his hand.16



Crude as the surgery was, it was surprisingly effective. There are no figures for the recovery rates after Salamanca, but after Waterloo two-thirds of the British and King's German Legion wounded had rejoined their units within ten months, while only 11 per cent had died. Amputations were unexpectedly rare: only 3 per cent, although this would not include those who died before the return was prepared.17 These figures are all the more remarkable as conditions in the improvised hospitals were usually far from ideal. Edward Costello's memoirs give a vivid impression, although as usual his touch is light:


There we were, French and English, laid up together; and there, I must say, I saw sufficient practice daily in the use of the surgeon's knife to become perfectly familiar with every form attendant upon amputation. While lying in hospital, at all times a wretched place, from the groans of the numerous sufferers, I was here placed under the immediate attendance of Sergeant Michael Connelly, in charge of our ward, who being sufficiently recovered from a slight wound, was appointed sergeant to the hospital. He was one of the most singular characters I ever met … Mike was exceedingly attentive to the sick, and particularly anxious that the British soldier, when dying, should hold out a pattern of firmness to the Frenchmen, who lay intermixed with us in the same wards.

‘Hould your tongue, ye blathering devil,’ he would say, in a low tone, ‘and don't be after disgracing your country in the teeth of these ere furriners, by dying hard. Ye'll have the company at your burial, won't you? Ye'll have the drums beating and the guns firing over ye, won't you? Marciful God! what more do you want? ye are not at Elvas, to be thrown into a hole like a dog – ye'll be buried in a shroud and coffin, won't you? For God's sake, die like a man before these ere Frenchers.’18



When Costello adds that Mike ‘drank like a whale’ and did not scruple to consume the wine rations of his dead and dying patients, we can form some idea of the quality of post-operative care he provided. Nor is there any reason to believe that this was below the usual standard of military hospitals in the Peninsula, so that the recovery of the majority of the patients must be attributed to their youth and strength.

Costello mentions that French and allied soldiers were mixed together in the wards, and the account of Alphonse d'Hautpoul of the 59th Ligne in Clausel's division confirms this, while adding other details of hospital life, some of which might have been experienced by any wounded soldier, while others were limited to men from the defeated army. D'Hautpoul had been wounded by a musketball in the hip and a bayonet wound in the right arm, and spent the night on the battlefield without receiving any help. The following morning he was stripped naked by some Spanish guerrillas and was fortunate that they did not further abuse him, especially as he kicked one of them – who was pulling his boots off – in the stomach. It was dreadfully hot, and the full July sun burnt him. He lay in a field where the wheat had recently been cut, and he pulled up some stubble and loose soil to cover his head and give him some protection against heat-stroke, but nonetheless developed a fever. Nearby a fellow officer raged against his fate until he died in the middle of the afternoon. A little later a Spanish youth, fifteen or sixteen years old, and armed with an ancient musket, cursed him for having no plunder and threatened him, but did not fire – from humanity, or perhaps the musket was unloaded.

About 7 o'clock that evening some English soldiers found him and piled him onto a waggon with other wounded men and carried him into Salamanca. They left him in a cattle yard where there were already a number of French officers – some wounded, some not – who managed to find a few clothes to cover him. He does not complain of his treatment: ‘It was natural that the English surgeons dealt first with their own wounded in the hospitals and houses of Salamanca. My wounds were not dressed until 10 or 11 in the evening of the 23rd, twenty-nine hours after I had been wounded.’ As this was only a few hours since he had been brought in from the battlefield, it does not seem that he had been much neglected.

The following day he was carried into a church which had been converted into a hospital and laid on a bed of chopped straw. He does not mention it, but the move must have been agonizing. An English surgeon changed the dressing on his wounds every day, but gangrene soon appeared in the hip. ‘The surgeon with his scalpel cut away a lump of flesh with the musketball and filled the wound with quinine and powdered lemon juice. I suffered horribly, but the treatment saved my life. In the morning he pulled away the putrefying flesh with pincers and cut it with scissors, put in the same ingredients as on the day before and covered it with a wad of linen.’ The wound in his arm was also painful, but remained free of gangrene and healed fairly quickly.

It was three weeks before he was clear of the fever and gangrene, and he attributes his survival in part to the treatment he received, but principally to his noble blood – which, he says, enabled him to endure his suffering and misery!

D'Hautpoul remained in the church for two and a half months, without proper clothing and existing on a diet of broth made from salt beef from England. As he began to recover and look to the future his spirits sank:


I would be a prisoner for a long time for the war between France and England would never end. The Emperor would not agree to a partial exchange of prisoners … There I was, twenty-three years old, without hope of regaining my liberty and my career ruined. This unhappiness was made worse by the low spirits resulting from my wound. I have a good temper, but I was near dying from my despair, sickness and the ruin of my hopes.19



The unwounded and slightly wounded prisoners posed a problem on the night after the battle. It was too late to make arrangements to march them immediately to the rear, and there were enough of them to pose some danger. In the end most were collected in an angle of the river where the stream was deep and rapid. A few sentries were placed on the bank to prevent any trying to swim to freedom, while a Portuguese battalion supported by a few cavalry mounted guard. At first the prisoners were ‘very silent & sulky’, but gradually they relaxed and were soon ‘as merry & gay as if they had been going to a dance’. No doubt they talked over the events of the day and who was to blame for their defeat with as much animation as the men of the allied army, camped nearby. They had no food except what was in their knapsacks, but nor did most of the allied soldiers, and at least they had plenty of good water.20

The one concern which the prisoners expressed to their captors was that they not be escorted to the rear by Spanish soldiers, ‘from whom they had everything that was cruel & inhuman to apprehend’.21 Nonetheless, three days after the battle, Colonel Waters, the acting Adjutant-General, issued orders that the prisoners be sent to the rear in relatively small parties, the officers separately, under Spanish escort. All Waters could do was to urge his representative to ‘impress on the minds of the Spanish officers the necessity of treating the prisoners with mildness’, but this was disregarded. A British officer who encountered some of the prisoners at Almeida at the end of July recorded that, ‘The Spaniards have treated them, by all accounts, with a most revolting cruelty during the march from Salamanca, and the joy of the poor fellows was unbounded when they were delivered into the custody of the Portuguese. A French officer told me, and I had it confirmed in various ways, that if any of the prisoners through fatigue lagged behind in the route, they were immediately bayoneted.’22 Moyle Sherer's Recollections includes a later glimpse of the prisoners at Abrantes, towards the end of their long march south, when the charms of their new escort had worn thin:


They were in a very exhausted state, from the length of their march, the heat of the weather, and the want of shoes and other necessaries; and … they had neither a word or a laugh to disguise their mortification. I never saw Frenchmen more thoroughly cut down; and, what appeared not a little to increase their vexation, they were escorted by four hundred awkward-looking, ill-appointed Portuguese militia-men; whose air of pride and importance, as they regulated the motions of these ‘vainqueurs d'Austerlitz’, was truly entertaining.23



One may wonder whether or not the prisoners would have been pleased to know that their captivity would be shorter than they expected. Within two years the war was over, Napoleon had abdicated, and they were free to go home.

The armies marched away from Salamanca in one direction, the prisoners in another, while the wounded in the hospitals slowly recovered or died. The dead remained where they had fallen on the battlefield. The local inhabitants did their best to solve the problem, but the results were not satisfactory. A British officer who visited the scene a few weeks later


found a long line of vultures on the battle-ground; these ill-omened birds stand quite erect, and might be mistaken by a distant spectator for a regiment drawn up in a single rank. Here was a fine field for them; the bodies of men and horses, which an attempt had been made to burn, lay everywhere in heaps, only half consumed. After the action, wherever the carcase of a horse was found, such human bodies as had fallen near were collected and thrown over it, and these again were covered with branches of trees, which, being quite green, made too weak a fire to reduce them to ashes; consequently the air had become very offensive, and the whole scene was extremely revolting. A vast number of pigs, which had been driven hither by their owners, also roamed about the field, and shared the loathsome feast with the vultures.24




Chapter Thirteen

Consequences

On the morning after the battle the French army continued its hasty and disordered flight east, towards Peñaranda, which it reached that evening. Clausel had left Foy's division at Alba to act as a rearguard, but, although Foy's men had seen little fighting and suffered few casualties, their confidence had been shaken by the defeat. Wellington resumed the pursuit early on the 23rd. Bock's heavy dragoons crossed the Tormes at the fords of Huerta,1 Anson's brigade at Alba, and they were closely followed by the Light and First Divisions, the rest of the army advancing more slowly in their wake.

The value of such pursuit was demonstrated when the leading allied troops caught up with the French rearguard at Garcia Hernandez, some seven miles beyond Alba. Foy had his whole division, a brigade of Curto's cavalry and some artillery, amounting in all to more than five thousand men, under his command. Wellington at first had little more than a thousand horsemen, for both allied brigades had made many detachments and Bock's brigade was only just beginning to arrive, while the leading British infantry were still some way off. But Foy's task was to cover the retreat, not to fight, so when the allied troops appeared he began sending his regiments to the rear. Wellington appears to have seen only the French cavalry, and ordered Anson to drive it off. There followed one of the most celebrated combats of the Peninsular War. The French chasseurs fled before Anson who was joined by Bock at the head of his leading squadron. In their charge the Germans suffered from the fire of the French infantry, formed in square, which they had either not noticed or ignored. Seeing this, Captain von der Decken, commanding the 3rd squadron, wheeled his men and charged the infantry directly. This square was formed by a battalion of the 76th Ligne, and as it was well formed and in good order it should have been invulnerable to unsupported cavalry as long as its men held their nerve. What happened in the next minute or so must have been very confusing and obscured by smoke and dust; nonetheless, it is generally agreed that the infantry fired twice and maintained their composure. Neither fire checked the cavalry's momentum, but the second, disastrously for the infantry, brought a mortally wounded horse crashing down onto the square itself. The resulting chaos naturally led to panic and the square was broken, almost the entire battalion being taken prisoner.

Inspired by this success, the remaining German squadrons pressed forward and a second French battalion, from 6th Léger, was also overwhelmed, although it is not clear whether this unit was in a properly formed square and the men panicked, or in a more irregular, improvised formation. Several further charges were made, and the dragoons suffered quite heavily. But while they incurred 127 casualties, the French lost about 1,100, including hundreds of unwounded prisoners.2

After this disaster, Foy succeeded in drawing off his remaining regiments, but the morale of the defeated army had suffered another heavy blow. With fear urging them on the French made good speed. ‘I have seen a Person,’ wrote a senior British officer two days later, ‘who passed through them Yesterday, when they were still running as fast as weakness, fatigue, and hunger would allow them, not merely along the Road, but in Crowds on each side of it, and all in the greatest hurry and disorder, a very large proportion having thrown away their Arms.’3 This picture is confirmed by Clausel, who admitted that he had only 22,000 men left with the colours (although thousands more followed the army) and told the Minister for War in Paris: ‘It is usual to see armies discouraged after a reverse, but it is difficult to find one in which the discouragement is greater than in this; and I must not conceal from you that there reigns and has reigned for some time past a very bad spirit in this army; our steps in this retreat have been marked everywhere by the most revolting disorders and excesses.’ No wonder Tomkinson noted in his diary that the French ‘leave many stragglers dead in the corn by the side of the road, and any person leaving the column is killed by the peasants.’4

On the afternoon of the 23rd July Clausel was joined by Chauvel's brigade of cavalry from the Army of the North, which was able to cover Foy's retreat more effectively than Curto's chasseurs. Nonetheless, the French made no attempt to stand or even to delay the allied pursuit. On the following morning the allied advanced guard entered Peñaranda, only to find that the French had left it at dawn. Their rearguard was briefly sighted a few miles beyond the town, but escaped before any horse artillery, let alone infantry, could be brought up. The following day, at Flores de Avila, Wellington abandoned the chase. The French had always been able to outmarch the allies and now, by discarding most of their equipment and heavy vehicles, they had succeeded in making their escape. The allied troops were weary and outpacing their supplies. If another blow could be struck at the French it would be worth pressing on, but it was now clear that this was most unlikely, and there was little point in exhausting the army simply to harass Clausel's already broken units and gather in a few hundred more prisoners. Not everyone agreed with the decision, either at the time or since, but Wellington evidently feared that a sustained pursuit without proper supplies would undermine the health and discipline of his troops. He may also have been influenced by the lack of a trustworthy and enterprising cavalry commander to lead the chase, for, with Cotton wounded and Le Marchant dead, the command had devolved onto Bock, who was very gallant, but also short-sighted and inexperienced at this level.5

Wellington therefore gave the army a day's rest and then advanced more slowly, entering Valladolid on 30 July. He was received with loud acclamations from the populace, despite their reputation for sympathizing with the French. Here he captured Marmont's base hospital with nearly a thousand sick and wounded soldiers, a considerable magazine of reserve ammunition and seventeen cannon. But even before he entered the city, his attention was turning south, for he had received reports that King Joseph's army, rather than securing its retreat across the Guadarramas, was lingering at Segovia. It will be remembered that Joseph had scraped together an army of fourteen thousand men and marched to assist Marmont. He had left Madrid on 21 July and was within a march or two of Peñaranda when he learnt of the defeat on the morning of the 25th. If he had advanced sooner, or if French communications or luck had been better, he might have prevented Marmont's defeat; but equally, if his luck had been worse, he might have been caught up in the disaster, advancing into the midst of the allied army before he learnt what had happened. Instead, the news arrived in time for the small French army to fall back into the shadow of the mountains after only a slight clash between outposts. However, having secured his retreat, Joseph hesitated to use it and marched to Segovia, misled, it is said, by an over-optimistic letter from Marmont. Wellington attempted to cut off his retreat, but after waiting for three days at Segovia, Joseph's army escaped across the Guadarrama pass and back to Madrid.6

This was the first time, since Wellington's advance to Talavera three years before, that the capital of the Bonaparte Kingdom of Spain had been seriously threatened, and the war, which had seemed comparatively distant and irrelevant to daily life, suddenly assumed a pressing urgency. Joseph's army was far too weak to hope to oppose Wellington's main force, while Suchet and Soult were too far away to lend immediate assistance. There was no alternative but flight, despite the blow this would strike against the authority of the regime, and the destruction it would cause to the little domestic support it had been able to gather. Orders were hurriedly issued to collect what could be salvaged, and the government's supporters faced the unenviable choice of either following their French master into an uncertain exile, or remaining and facing the retribution of the patriotic authorities. Several thousand chose to escape with their families, dependants and, often, much of their worldly goods, creating a vast, cumbersome, ill-prepared civilian convoy. At first they headed south, reaching Aranjuez on 13 August, where they turned east, taking the road to Valencia. The march which followed was one of great suffering, for the convoy had insufficient supplies, including water, and the midsummer heat was intense. Guerrillas and other scavengers were attracted by the promise of rich pickings and, of course, the march was not conducted by hardened soldiers, but by civilians of all ages, including many women and children. The exhausted refugees finally reached Valencia on 31 August.7

Meanwhile Wellington had entered Madrid on 12 August to an extraordinary welcome. ‘When Ld. Wellington approached with his staff, in the group of which I rode,’ recalled one British officer,


a deputation of the principal Authorities & inhabitants came out to meet him, amidst loud & continued acclamations from thousands who had joined this procession. They had already found time to decorate the gate thro' which he was to enter, as a triumphal arch. The streets were lined with well dressed persons of both sexes, waving handkerchiefs and vociferating, ‘Vivan los Ingleses’, & ‘Viva Fernando settimo’. The windows & balconies were filled with people, principally females elegantly dressed, repeating the acclamations of their friends below in the streets. Garlands & tapestry were suspended from all parts of the houses; the stirrups of the Officers, as they rode along, were taken hold of, & they were gently stopped to be saluted with every possible expression of good will & joy. Many were taken into the ice and lemonade shops by the rejoicing citizens of this delivered capital, & made to partake abundantly of these delicacies, nor would any money be received in payment. The inhabitants contended with each other, who should take British Officers into their houses. … For three successive nights the city was brilliantly illuminated, & British Officers were seen in all directions with Spanish Ladies leaning on their arms, who were pointing out to them, the different habitations of their Grandees by the light of the lamps. Priests & Monks too joined in this festive scene. Portuguese & Spanish Officers also, mixed abundantly in it, & the whole presented one of the most curious & interesting spectacles I ever beheld. The whole city was in a sort of confusion of joy for several days.8



Jonathon Leach of the 95th records the regimental point of view more succinctly: ‘Few of us were ever so caressed before, and most undoubtedly never will be again.’9 Wellington's triumph appeared complete.



At the same time as the allied army was advancing from Salamanca to Madrid, the news of its victory was spreading. On the night of the battle there were spontaneous celebrations in the streets of Salamanca. While some inhabitants nursed the wounded or took supplies out to the weary troops, others formed joyful crowds. One British officer remembered: ‘Guitars sounded in the streets, patriotic sequidillas were composed and sung, the lively noise of castanets proclaimed the progress of the fascinating bolero. The town exhibited an appearance of the gayest carnival.’10 A few days later Wellington was to complain that many of his soldiers who had assisted wounded comrades into the town had remained there, eating, drinking and taking part in the rejoicings rather than returning to their units.11

Other parts of unoccupied Spain greeted the news with similar festivities. In Ferrol, for example, there were processions in the streets, with illuminations and fireworks in the evening; the guns of the fortress were fired in salute, and a special high mass was performed. In Cadiz an enthusiastic crowd formed outside the house of the British ambassador, Sir Henry Wellesley, hailing Wellington as the saviour of Spain; while the Cortes, which had already made Wellington Duque de Ciudad Rodrigo, now conferred upon him Spain's highest honour, the Order of the Golden Fleece.12

Rumours and vague stories of a battle circulated widely in England from the beginning of August. On 3 August, The Times was able to report only that dispatches from Sir Home Popham announcing a victory were said to have reached Falmouth, but that the Admiralty telegraph (a form of semaphore) had been interrupted by fog before confirmation or any details could be received. It was not until 5 August that the paper could report the news more fully, and even then the accounts of the battle were unofficial, being based on brief letters from Wellington to Castaños and other officers. Lord Bathurst wrote to Wellington that, after they had been in a state of suspense for days, the arrival of Popham's dispatches had ‘now thrown us into a tumult of joy’, and The Times declared that it would ‘be absurd’ to indulge in any further scepticism on the subject of the victory. But this was no comfort to those with friends or relatives in the army, whose anxiety could only be relieved when the dreaded casualty lists arrived with Wellington's formal dispatch. On 8 August Granville Leveson Gower wrote to Lady Bessborough, Frederick Ponsonby's mother: ‘The suspense in which we are kept as to the battle is really terrible, and I fear that some days more may elapse before we have any official dispatch.’13

This uncertainty continued for more than another week, with the papers reduced to printing daily variations of the simple fact that there was no fresh news. The sight of the Admiralty telegraph in operation, reports that a ship had arrived from Lisbon and other portents were eagerly grasped, only to prove erroneous or irrelevant. The days dragged by until Sunday 16 August, when Captain Lord Clinton, Wellington's aide-de-camp, arrived in London in a chaise and four at about 10 o'clock in the morning:


the drivers and horses were decorated with laurel. The eagles and flags were displayed out of the windows of the chaise. One of the eagles is besmeared with blood, supposed to be in consequence of the Ensign's head who held it being shot away. His Lordship drove to Lord Bathurst's residence, in Mansfield street. The state of the chaise soon spread the report throughout the neighbourhood, and a great concourse of people were collected in a few minutes. The glad tidings spread to Lady Wellington's, who resides near the spot, in Harley street. Her Ladyship ran with all possible speed to Lord Bathurst's house, with a naturally anxious desire to enquire after the welfare of her husband. Lord Clinton of course paid every possible attention to her Ladyship's enquiries; and on her receiving a satisfactory account, she was so much overwhelmed with joy, that she nearly fainted. The eagles and flags were left in Lord Bathurst's house.14



Bathurst abandoned his breakfast and took Clinton to the War Department in Downing Street, where they arrived just before 11 o'clock. A large crowd soon assembled, Wellington's dispatches were read, and then Bathurst and Clinton set off across the park on foot, to take the news to the Prince Regent at Carlton House, followed by a mass of people cheering and huzzahing.

The next few days were filled with celebrations in London and throughout the country as the news spread. Houses were lit up: sometimes with lights forming patriotic mottos or illuminated transparencies painted with scenes of battle. Some of the festivities got out of hand: late on the Monday night, or rather in the early hours of Tuesday morning, a crowd of ‘idle apprentice-boys and fellows of the lowest description’ invaded the West End, letting off fireworks, blunderbusses and muskets, and demanding that the houses in Piccadilly and St James's Street, most of which had doused their lights about 1 o'clock, be re-illuminated. A number of windows were broken, including those of Sir Francis Burdett, the prominent radical and critic of the war, who only two years before had been the hero of the London mob.15

Somewhat earlier in the evening Lord Wellesley had ventured into the streets in a plain carriage to view the illuminations. He was recognized in Charing Cross and the crowd insisted upon unhorsing his carriage and drawing it along the Strand and Fleet Street to St Paul's, then on to the Mansion House, and then all the way back to Apsley House. This triumphal progress was followed by an enormous throng which halted frequently to cheer Wellington and his brother who made many brief impromptu speeches extolling Wellington and thanking the crowd. So good-humoured were the people that they even cheered the Prince Regent, and heartily followed Wellesley's lead in cheering the King, the Duke of York and the army. What Wellington thought of his wife and his brother thus separately making public spectacles of themselves does not survive, but his disdain for the favour of the mob is well known and would prove to be amply justified by the many fluctuations in his own popularity over the next forty years.16

Similar, if less exuberant, scenes were repeated in other parts of the country. The artist Joseph Farington left London for Norwich and Cromer on the morning of 16 August, and so carried the news with him, recording in his diary the delight it produced. At Wymondham even a Quaker (‘a very respectable looking man’) appeared to be filled with pleasure by the announcement, and in Norwich the church bells were rung to welcome the tidings. In Scotland, Sir Walter Scott assembled some forty or fifty locals and workmen around a bonfire on the banks of the Tweed and plied them with ‘an ocean of whiskypunch’ to celebrate.17 And Charles Knight, remembering the days of his youth in Windsor, recalls that, on the evening the news arrived, he had been struggling to compose some verses on the death-song of a Spanish guerrilla:


Suddenly, from the not distant barracks, rose the burst of ‘God Save the King’, and the cheers of a multitude. I rushed to the town. The 29th Regiment was marching out of Park Street along the Frogmore Road to the inspiriting tune which revolutionary Frenchmen call ‘ça ira’, but which loyal Englishmen translated into ‘The Downfall of Paris’. The Extraordinary Gazette, containing Wellington's despatches relating to the great victory of Salamanca, had been published on that Sunday morning, and had arrived at Windsor, to demand from the enthusiasm of the moment this hasty night march. I followed the measured tramp of the soldiery, in common with the great mass of our population, unknowing what was to be done, and yet filled with the passionate desire of the hundreds around me to give expression to the belief that the tide had turned – that England might shout for a mighty victory by land, as she had shouted for the Nile and for Trafalgar.18



The government naturally encouraged this enthusiastic spirit. The Archbishop of Canterbury prepared a special prayer of thanks for the success in Spain which was read in every church in England and Ireland. Liverpool and Bathurst both wrote to Wellington lavishly praising the victory and his skill. The Prime Minister declared that, ‘whilst it reflects the highest lustre upon every individual who was engaged in it, [it] redounds so peculiarly to the Commander by whose foresight, decision, and science those operations were conducted which have led to a result of such incalculable importance.’ He added that he had never seen such popular excitement as the news had produced.19 The cabinet and Prince Regent eagerly agreed on raising Wellington to the rank of marquess, with a grant of £100,000 to support the honour. (‘An income of nine or ten thousand is after all a poor support for a marquess,’ wrote Liverpool, who was himself only an earl.) However, the Horse Guards succeeded in blocking a suggestion, supported by Liverpool, Bathurst and the Wellesley family, that Wellington should be made a field marshal, arguing that it would only exacerbate the jealousy which a number of senior officers already felt towards him.20

The celebrations were brought to a formal climax on the last day of September when, with an elaborate ceremony, the captured Eagles and colours were deposited in Whitehall Chapel. The three regiments of Foot Guards, and the two regiments of Life Guards, with their bands, together with contingents from other regiments in the capital, took part, watched by the Queen and her daughters. At 10.30, mounted on a white charger, and attended by the Dukes of York and Kent and a suite of officers and courtiers, the Prince Regent arrived. After he had inspected the soldiers, the parade commenced with the trooping of the colours. The Eagles and French flags made obeisance before the Regent and the Royal Family, to the acclamations of the thousands of spectators; and the favoured few then proceeded into the chapel to hear divine service. Catching the mood of the moment, The Times reflected that ‘It was impossible to view, without feelings of exultation, those trophies which bore witness to the prowess of British soldiers, and which were won from no despicable enemy, but from troops whose military reputation stands so high in Europe.’21

Liverpool took advantage of the patriotic mood, which coincided with a good harvest and the end of the Luddite disturbances, to go to the polls. Elections at this period did not decide governments, but rather allowed the ministers in power at the moment to consolidate their position through the use of official patronage. Liverpool's weak administration was strengthened by the election, while some of the most vociferous Whig critics lost their seats and temporarily found themselves out of Parliament. The ministry was not yet quite secure – it would have to endure a concerted onslaught by Canning and Lord Wellesley in December and January – but it was rapidly gaining assurance, and would go on to endure for no fewer than fifteen years. Thus Salamanca helped to confirm in office the ministers who would guide Britain to victory in the war against Napoleon; its effect was probably not decisive, but if Wellington had been defeated by Marmont, the ministry would surely have fallen, although no one can say for certain what would have taken its place.

On the other side of Europe the news of Salamanca was less welcome. Captain Fabvier set out with Marmont's dispatch on 5 August and rode for thirty-two days before he reached Napoleon' headquarters on the eve of Borodino. Napoleon was naturally preoccupied with the impending battle with the Russians and affected to dismiss the news as of no account: ‘The English have their hands full there. They cannot leave Spain and go to make trouble for me in France and Germany. That is all that matters.’22 But the regency council in Paris could not dismiss the matter so lightly. It worried that the French armies in Spain might be defeated in detail and driven across the Ebro, or even the Pyrenees, and that Wellington might threaten the sacred soil of France, while Napoleon was thousands of miles away, deep in Russia. In desperation it recalled Marshal Masséna from retirement and ordered him to take command of the Army of Portugal and halt the allied advance on the Duero. Masséna reached Bayonne before he fell ill – or had second thoughts – and resigned the command on 26 August.23 The fears of the French regency, like the hopes of the British government, proved exaggerated, or at least premature. Nonetheless, General Savary (the Due de Rovigo), the Minister of Police, records that the defeat had a considerable effect on French public opinion, shaking confidence and making even loyal supporters of Napoleon anxious and eager for some decisive news from Russia. Borodino and the occupation of Moscow brought only muted joy, and it was not long before fresh and greater doubts arose. Napoleon's domestic support was already beginning to be eroded, even before the retreat from Moscow began.24

The allies did not gain a final victory in the Peninsula in 1812. The Battle of Salamanca transformed the prospects facing Wellington, rendered Marmont's army incapable of serious operations for a time, and opened the road to Madrid; but it altered rather than completely overturned the balance of forces in Spain. There were still more than 200,000 French soldiers south of the Pyrenees, far more than Wellington could hope to oppose if they combined against him. The allied army was suffering from the demands of the campaign and the heat of the summer, with a staggering total of twenty thousand British rank and file (not counting the Portuguese) reported sick on 25 August.25 By occupying Madrid, Wellington had gained the central position, but found himself faced with the difficult, perhaps insoluble, problem of how best to use it. He considered marching south and attacking Soult in Andalusia, but decided to postpone this until a cooler season. In the meantime he returned to the north, leaving part of his army, including his best troops, in Madrid. His intention was to drive Clausel beyond the Ebro and, if possible, discover some means of protecting this flank when he again moved south. This led him to undertake the siege of Burgos, despite lacking the necessary means. The siege proved a protracted, costly and demoralizing failure; but even if it had succeeded, it is unlikely that it would have achieved his objectives, for the French were collecting vast forces against him.

The allied capture of Madrid had posed a threat to all the French armies in Spain and forced the marshals to subordinate their local concerns to the requirements of the wider war. Soult reluctantly raised the siege of Cadiz, evacuated his rich viceroyalty and marched through Granada and Murcia to join Joseph and Suchet in Valencia. In the north, Souham took command of the Army of Portugal, which had regained its order and composure, if not its confidence, remarkably quickly; while Caffarelli, threatened by Wellington's advance on Burgos, lent him ample support. Although Wellington brought Hill up from Estremadura to Madrid and received a small reinforcement from the garrison of Cadiz, the allies were soon heavily outnumbered on both fronts. Wellington raised the siege of Burgos on 22 October and began to withdraw, and nine days later Hill's rearguard abandoned Madrid. On 8 November the allied army was reunited on the Tormes, but the retreat continued. A week later, at Salamanca, Wellington offered battle, but although the combined French army under Joseph and Soult was much stronger than the allies, it would not fight and instead sought to manoeuvre Wellington into retreat by threatening his lines of communication. This time there was no mistake, and the allied army, weary and dispirited, was forced back to the Portuguese frontier, where it sullenly went into winter quarters after eleven months of extremely demanding operations.

And so the year ended as it began, with the allied army cantoned along the frontier. At first glance nothing appeared to have been gained except the capture of Ciudad Rodrigo and Badajoz in the winter and spring. But such glances are apt to mislead; much more than this had been accomplished. The allied army had proved its ability to manoeuvre and attack in the open field, and had established a psychological superiority over the French which remained unchallenged for the rest of the war. The siege of Cadiz had been raised and Andalusia had been freed. Madrid had been liberated and, although lost again, the authority of Joseph Bonaparte's government had been dealt an irreparable blow. French garrisons had been weakened or withdrawn from almost every province in Spain, opening the way for the guerrillas who flourished in their absence. The lasting results of this were not yet apparent, but would become obvious as the insurrection in northern Spain gained strength in the winter and spring, paving the way in turn for Wellington's rapid advance to Vitoria in 1813. Beyond the Pyrenees all Europe had seen that the French war in Spain was not going well; that it was no mere matter of suppressing brigands; and that there was no end in sight for the conscription needed to sustain Napoleon's armies. Of course, if Napoleon had triumphed in Russia, the new year might have seen another great influx of reinforcements such as that which had followed the defeat of Austria in 1809. Wellington might have been driven back to the Lines of Torres Vedras, Andalusia might have been overrun again and Joseph's authority might have been supported by another 200,000 French soldiers. But all the gains of the past three years (except Valencia) had been lost, and the Spanish guerrillas were vastly more confident, experienced and well organized. The war was not being won, and the cost of continuing it – in men, in money and above all in domestic support in France – was rising steeply. The illusion was shattered, and the Emperor's Spanish policy stood revealed in all its nakedness.


Appendix I

Casualties Suffered on 18 July 1812

ALLIED CASUALTIES

From the return in PRO WO 1/255, pp. 91–2.




	
	officers
	men
	total



	
	killed
	wounded
	killed
	wounded
	missing
	





	Fourth Division (Cole)
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3/27th Foot
	2
	1
	11
	58
	–
	72



	1/40th Foot
	–
	1
	8
	59
	1
	69



	1/7th Foot
	–
	1
	1
	14
	3
	19



	1/23rd Foot
	–
	–
	–
	2
	2
	4



	1/48th Foot
	–
	–
	–
	5
	1
	6



	Fifth Division (Leith)
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3/istFoot
	–
	–
	–
	2
	–
	2



	detachments of 5/60th
	–
	–
	–
	1
	2
	3



	Portuguese (all arms)
	1
	6
	33
	90
	27
	157



	G. Anson's brigade
	
	
	
	
	
	



	11th Light Dragoons
	–
	2
	3
	11
	–
	16



	12th Light Dragoons
	–
	1
	5
	12
	1
	19



	16th Light Dragoons
	–
	1
	3
	8
	3
	15



	V. Alten's brigade
	
	
	
	
	
	



	1st Hussars KGL
	–
	4
	7
	45
	4
	60



	14th Light Dragoons
	–
	3
	14
	49
	9
	75



	Bock's brigade
	
	
	
	
	
	



	1st Dragoons KGL
	–
	–
	–
	1
	–
	1



	2nd Dragoons KGL
	–
	–
	5
	1
	1
	7



	Le Marchan's brigade
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3rd Dragoons
	–
	1
	–
	9
	–
	10



	Horse artillery
	–
	1
	2
	2
	–
	5



	German artillery
	–
	–
	–
	2
	–
	2


	





	Total
	3
	22
	92
	371
	54
	542





FRENCH CASUALTIES

Officer casualties come from Martinien; those for the men are based on the overall losses given in Lamartinière's return (printed in Sarramon, La Bataille des Arapiles, pp. 423–5) for the whole campaign divided in the same proportions as overall officer losses. For example, if a unit loses ten officer and one hundred rank-and-file casualties in the campaign as a whole, and Martinien identifies three of these officer casualties as occurring on 18 July, it is assumed that thirty of the casualties among the men also occurred on the 18th. For further discussion see Appendix III.



2nd Division (Clausel)

25th Léger lost 1 officer killed and 5 wounded = 6 officer casualties, suggesting 102 men, a total loss of approx. 108, or 7.0%



6th Division (Taupin)

17th Léger lost 2 officers killed, and 6 wounded (1 mortally) = 8 officer casualties, suggesting 184 men, a total loss of approx. 192, or 17.1%

65th Ligne lost 2 officers killed, and 1 wounded = 3 officer casualties, suggesting 87 men, a total loss of approx. 90, or 5.7%

22nd Ligne lost 5 officers wounded (1 mortally) = 5 officer casualties, suggesting 188 men, a total loss of approx. 193, or 12.5%



Light Cavalry Division (Curto)

3rd Hussars lost 2 officers wounded, suggesting 22 men, a total loss of approx. 24, or 9.7%

14th Chasseurs lost 3 officers wounded, suggesting 29 men, a total loss of approx. 32, or 9.9%



Dragoon Division (Boyer)

Brigadier Carrié was wounded and captured

15th Dragoons lost 1 officer killed and 1 wounded = 2 officer casualties, suggesting 26 men, a total loss of approx. 28 or 8.2%

25th Dragoons lost 4 officers wounded, suggesting 24 men, a total loss of approx. 28, or 8.4%



Total Loss

Infantry 22 officers and approx. 561 men, total 583

Cavalry 12 officers and approx. 101 men, total 113

Total 34 officers and approx. 662 men, total 696



Increasing these figures to allow for unwounded prisoners and slightly wounded men who had returned to the ranks by 8 August (see Appendix III for more details) produces an estimate of total losses on 18 July of 40 officers and 794 men, or 834 casualties in all.


Appendix II

Allied Strength and Losses

The following table gives the strength of the allied army on 15 July, the date of the last return before the battle. The figures for the British are based on the original manuscript weekly state in the Public Record Office at Kew (WO 1/255), and are much the same as those given by Oman, with a few minor corrections.* The figures for the Portuguese come from a less detailed morning state dated 12 July, also in the PRO (WO 1/255). This agrees very closely with the figures printed by Oman from a return in the archives in Lisbon;† unfortunately, neither gives the strength of individual regiments or battalions, only the total for each brigade.

It is worth explaining that the original weekly state in the PRO is far more detailed than the version published here. There are almost fifty columns for each regiment, giving the number of officers of each rank; while sergeants, drummers and rank and file are each subdivided into ‘Present’, ‘Sick – Present’, ‘Sick – Absent’, ‘Command’ (men not currently serving in their normal place in the regiment, although fit for duty) and ‘Prisoners of War and Missing’. Then follow columns for horses and for ‘Alterations since last Return’, which is further broken down under headings such as ‘Joined’, ‘Deserted’, ‘Transferred’, ‘Promoted’ and so on. Comparison shows that Oman disregarded most of these columns when calculating the effective strength of the regiment, and his practice has been followed here. The number of officers given is simply the total number of officers in the regiment: presumably sick or absent officers were returned separately. The number of ‘men’ is a little more complicated. For the infantry, Oman just adds together the sergeants, drummers and rank and file listed as ‘Present’ (not including ‘Sick – Present’). But when dealing with the cavalry he looks instead to the column showing the number of horses present, which he equates with the number of men the regiment could put into the field. This decision is justified, for it gives a total strength for each brigade equal to the final column in the return: ‘Effective Rank and File for Each Brigade and Division’. The phrase ‘rank and file’ here may cause some concern, but as the figure is based on the number of horses returned as present with the regiment, and as NCOs were certainly both present and mounted in action, it seems that it must be used loosely. On the other hand, the same column for the infantry gives simply the total rank and file listed as present and does not include sergeants or drummers.

The artillery returns present a puzzle. The manuscript ‘state’ does not give figures for individual batteries and includes units which were with Hill's corps in Estremadura and possibly also in the rear, and so is a poor guide to the strength of Wellington's artillery in the battle. The Dickson Manuscripts clearly identifies which batteries were present and the number and type of guns, but not the number of men; while a return referred to in the Ordnance Papers in the PRO is no longer present.* However, Oman gives reasonably detailed, plausible figures, and for want of any useful original returns these have been adopted, even though they may be an underestimate (see chapter two, commentary, p. 45).

The quite substantial reinforcements which joined the allied army between 15 and 22 July (such as the 1/38th) are included in the return, but no attempt has been made to deduct the losses which were suffered in this week – men falling out from exhaustion and the heat, and casualties, principally those suffered on 18 July. A rough estimate puts this at about 1,200 men, most of whom would, of course, soon rejoin the army.*

The figures for British casualties in the battle come from the official return in the PRO (WO 1/255) and differ only slightly from those given in Oman.† However, there are two sets of figures for the Portuguese losses. Wellington reported in his official dispatch that the Portuguese suffered 2,038 casualties: 304 killed, 1,552 wounded and 182 missing; but Oman has found a detailed return in the archives in Lisbon which gives a lower figure of 1,627 casualties: 506 killed, 1,035 wounded and 86 missing. Oman notes the difference, but believes that there is a prima facie case for preferring ‘the later and more carefully detailed document’.‡ However, there are two powerful arguments against this choice: first, the sheer improbability of any general overstating his losses – or the losses of a significant part of his army – by 25 per cent; second, the proportion of killed to wounded in the later return is highly unusual. In Napoleonic battles for which we have reliable statistics, the killed normally amount to between 10 and 20 per cent of the casualties. Of the British casualties at Salamanca, 12.4 per cent were killed: the first Portuguese return shows 14.9 per cent killed; the second, 31.1 per cent. It is hardly likely that Portuguese soldiers fighting side by side with their British comrades were two and a half times as likely to be killed rather than wounded. A much more plausible explanation is that the second return was prepared some time – probably a few weeks – after the battle. Many of the slightly wounded men who had returned to the ranks were not counted (hence the fall in the overall total), while the number killed was swollen, both by the discovery of the bodies of men originally listed as missing and by the death of some of the most seriously wounded.

Unfortunately, this first return gives only the total numbers of Portuguese casualties, not those suffered by individual units; but the later return, which Oman prints, does give the losses of each brigade. If the explanation of the difference between the two returns given above is correct, one would expect the understatement of losses in this second return to be spread fairly evenly across the army. Therefore a rough calculation of the true losses of each brigade can be made by multiplying Oman's figure by 1.253, which, with a little rounding, produces the desired total of 2,038. Naturally the resulting figures cannot pretend to be precise, but they are plausible and appear to be the best that we can do. In the table, detailed figures for each Portuguese brigade are taken from Oman's return, with an adjusted total in brackets after the column for total casualties.

The strength of the Spanish division is given by Oman as 160 officers, 3,200 men, total 3,360. The round figures and exact proportion of one officer to twenty men suggest that this may be no more than an approximation. Recent Spanish research, using the papers of Don Julián Sánchez, states that he had a surprisingly powerful brigade of cavalry in the field: two regiments of lancers and a company of artillery (two 4-pounders), amounting to 950 men. Although this brigade was nominally subordinated to Don Carlos de España, it is said to have received its orders direct from Wellington's headquarters.* The strength and composition of the remainder of the Spanish force are uncertain: the assumption made here is that Oman's overall figure is correct, which means that the infantry under España's command amounted to 2,410 all ranks. It is not known how the six recorded Spanish casualties (two killed, four wounded) were distributed between the two elements.

No figures, whether for the strength or the losses of any army in any battle, are absolutely accurate. They include men who left the ranks early in the day and who took no part in the fighting, and fail to include the officially sick or absent soldier who went out of his way to join his comrades for the great occasion. Many officers refused to report themselves wounded for fear that their name appearing in the papers at home would alarm and distress their families, while others made the most of every scratch in the search for glory, promotion and renown. Some officers might understate their unit's losses by only recording men with comparatively serious wounds, while others would inflate their unit's casualty roll. These problems should deter us from regarding these statistics as being incontrovertible or above reproach; but in most cases their impact was probably slight, and the figures remain one of the most useful tools for seeking to understand what happened in the battle.
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Summary of Allied Army


(Using amended – higher – figures for Portuguese casualties. No deduction has been made from the strength of the army for losses suffered on 18 July, or for men who fell out in the days before the battle.)


	
	strength
	casualties
	% casualties





	First Division
	6,428
	153
	2.4%



	Third Division
	5,875
	582
	9.9%



	Fourth Division
	5,218
	1,116
	21.4%



	Fifth Division
	6,710
	659
	9.8%



	Sixth Division
	5,551
	1,803
	32.5%



	Seventh Division
	5,175
	146
	2.8%



	Light Division
	3,538
	48
	1.4%



	Pack's Brigade
	2,607
	471
	18.1%



	Bradford's Brigade
	1,894
	21
	1.1%



	Spanish Division
	2,410
	6
	0.2%



	Le Merchant's Brigade
	1,032
	105
	10.2%



	G. Anson's Brigade
	1,004
	5
	0.5%



	V. Alten's Brigade
	746
	31
	4.2%



	Bock's Brigade
	771
	–
	–



	D'Urban's Brigade
	482
	46
	9.5%



	Sánchez's Brigade
	950
	–
	–



	Artillery
	1,300
	15
	1.2%



	Miscellaneous
	246
	11
	4.5%



	Allow for rounding of Portuguese casualties
	
	2
	



	Total
	5,937
	5,220
	10.0%





* Oman, History, vol. 5, pp. 595–9. Oman correctly gives the 5th Dragoon Guards as having 22 officers and 313 men, but due to a misprint gives a total of 325 instead of 335. This misprint goes uncorrected in Fortescue, Young and Lawford, and Sarramon, who all copy their figures for the allied army from Oman, even though the correct total is used later in calculating the full strength of the allied army.

The other minor errors in Oman's figures are:




	2nd Line Battalion KGL
	should be 606 men, not 601



	1/7th Foot
	should be 463 men not 471



	2/4th Foot
	should be 647 men not 627



	Brunswick Company in Pringle's brigade of the 5th Division
	should have 2 officers, not 3



	1/36th Foot
	should have 410 men, not 400



	1/43rd Light Infantry
	should have 708 men, not 718





The net effect is a reduction of one in the number of officers and an addition of seventeen men to the strength of the army.

† The variations from the figures given in Oman are as follows:


Oman says that Stubbs's brigade had 137 officers, but the return says 127

Oman says that Collins's brigade had 132 officers, but the return says 122

Oman says that Pack's brigade had 85 officers, but the return says 87



A net reduction of 18 in the number of Portuguese officers; the figures for men agree exactly.

I have also followed S. G. P. Ward in preference to Oman on the composition of Bradford's brigade (the 24th Line, not the 14th). Ward, ‘The Portguese Infantry Brigades, 1809–1814’, JSAHR, vol. 53 (1975), pp. 110–11.

* Dickson Manuscripts, vol. 4, pp. 685–7; WO 55/1195, pp. 355–8 contains a report on the battle which mentions the return, but it is not present.

* See chapter 2, commentary, pp. 43–4 for discussion of this point.

† The 2/38th should not have any missing (Oman says one man), so their total loss should be 51 not 52.

The 1/11th should have 15 officers wounded, not 14, and so their total loss should be 341 not 340.

The 1/36th should have 4 officers wounded, not 5, and so their total loss should be 98 not 99.

And the 14th Light Dragoons should have 7 men wounded, not 2, and so their total loss should be 8 not 3.

This represents a net increase in the army's casualties of 4.

‡ Oman, History, vol. 5, pp. 470–1.

* Becerra, Hazañas de Unos Lanceros, p. 107.


Appendix III

French Strength and Losses

The figures given below for the strength of the French army are based on a return dated 15 July 1812 and printed by Oman. Fortescue also prints this return in rather more detail – he gives the strength of each individual battalion rather than each regiment; a few slight differences between the two versions are noted. Sarramon prints a return dated 1 July, and while there are naturally some changes, this confirms the general picture given by Oman and Fortescue. After allowing for casualties suffered on 18 July, and for men falling out from fatigue caused by Marmont's long marches, Oman estimates the strength of Marmont's army on 22 July at 48,500. However, the fighting strength of the army on the 22nd, when non-combatants and detached troops are deducted, would have been rather lower: about 46,700. This figure does not include the thousands of men employed in garrisons as far afield as Astorga, or left in depots at Valladolid, or sick – these last alone amounted to between eight and nine thousand men.*

The losses of the French army pose much greater difficulties and cannot be determined with any certainty, although a rough approximation can be attempted. There are two main sources of information, but neither is complete. First, there is Martinien's valuable list of French officers killed and wounded between 1805 and 1815: not only the original 824-page book published in 1899 and reprinted c. 1980, but the much rarer and less well-known 196-page Supplement of 1909, which adds a further twenty-six officer casualties for the campaign. Oman uses both works extensively, but characteristically fails to give a precise reference – causing great confusion for anyone working on his figures who does not know of the Supplement's existence. Martinien's work is highly accurate, but it does not include officers who, although unwounded, were taken prisoner, while a few officers who were wounded or even killed appear to have escaped his researches.

The second source of information is the official return of French casualties between 18 July and 8 August prepared by General Lamartinière, chief of staff of Marmont's army. This acknowledges total losses of 12,435 officers and men, made up as follows:




	killed or captured
	162 officers
	+
	7,529 men
	=
	7,691



	wounded
	232 officers
	+
	3,867 men
	=
	4,099



	missing
	-
	
	645 men
	=
	645



	
	394 officers
	+
	12,041 men
	=
	12,435





The original return is in the French military archives at Vincennes (C7–15). Oman knew of it, but regarded it as worthless and ignored it in his calculation of French casualties. Fortunately, Sarramon recognized its significance and printed it (albeit with a few trifling inaccuracies).* It certainly is incomplete, as a few examples will show:

– Lamartinière lists 14 officer casualties from the staff: 5 killed or captured and 9 wounded; but Martinien names 23 staff officers casualties: one killed, three mortally wounded and 19 wounded (21 in the battle, 2 in other engagements in the campaign).



– In the 13th Chasseurs, Lamartinière shows the loss of 60 men killed or taken, 19 wounded and 4 missing, or 83 in all from 496 rank and file, but not one of its twenty officers; Martinien, however, lists 7 officer casualties, all wounded.



– The 69th Ligne in Foy's division is almost as bad. According to Lamartinière, it had 120 men killed or taken, 81 wounded and 4 missing, but only 3 officer casualties (all three being listed as killed or taken). Martinien names two officers who were mortally wounded and 8 other wounded officers.



Many other examples could be given, although these are among the most glaring; and there is every reason to suppose that this understatement of losses extended to the rank and file as well as to the officers, although there is no independent check for the former of the kind Martinien provides for the latter.

Nonetheless, Lamartinière's return was not a cynical whitewash designed to conceal the scale of the defeat. It acknowledged the loss of over 12,000 casualties in a short campaign, including more than 7,500 men listed as ‘killed or captured’, and so permanently lost to the army. Clearly it was not designed to support Marmont's claim to have suffered only 6,000 casualties in the battle. It seems likely that it minimized French losses in the same way as the Portuguese return discussed in Appendix II, by disregarding slightly wounded officers and men who had returned to the ranks (or never left them) by the time it was prepared, about 8 August. This might account for the fact that the difference between Lamartinière's return and Martinien's list is greatest for the cavalry (especially the light cavalry) and the staff: many minor wounds were inflicted in cavalry melees, and it is reasonable to suppose that cavalry and staff officers might be eager to have such wounds recorded on their service record even if they did not force them to leave their unit. (Lamartinière records ten officer casualties in Curto's division of light cavalry compared to the thirty listed by Martinien.) This explanation of slight wounds does not cover every case, and it may be that some fudging went on, either by Lamartinière or by the responsible officer in some regiments. Alternatively some figures may have been distorted when the army picked up small garrisons and men from its depots in its retreat: if these accessions were not conscientiously deducted they would take the place in the figures of men who had been killed, wounded or captured in the campaign. But with all its problems, Lamartinière's return provides by far the most detailed and useful insight into the losses of Marmont's army in the campaign.*

Altogether Martinien lists 447 French officer casualties for the campaign, Lamartinière 394. However, comparing the figures for each unit shows that there are 94 officers listed by Martinien but not included by Lamartinière, most of whom were, presumably, slightly wounded; while a further 41 officers are listed by Lamartinière but not by Martinien, these largely being unwounded prisoners. This gives a total of 488 French officer casualties, but this is certainly still an underestimate, for there must have been many occasions when the true figure was greater than that given by either authority. For example, a unit which had seven wounded officers, plus three more slightly wounded, plus three unwounded prisoners: both Martinien and Lamartinière would show this unit as having lost ten officer casualties, although the true result is thirteen. There is no way of accurately calculating the scale of this problem, but if we make a moderate guess and add a further 32 casualties to allow for it, and for those occasions when Lamartinière's figures were subject to fudging or some other distortion, we are left with a total of 520 French officer casualties for the campaign as a whole. Obviously this figure is far from precise, but it seems quite plausible.

If we accept the figure of 520 officer casualties, at least as a working hypothesis, it means that Lamartinière's 394 understates the ‘correct’ figure by one-quarter. Applying this to Lamartinière's figure for rank-and-file losses would give a total of 520 officers and 16,055 men, or 16,575 casualties suffered in the campaign.† However, it seems probable that this figure is too high, and that Lamartinière's figures are somewhat more accurate for rank and file than for officers. Certainly officers appear underrepresented in his table of casualties: there is barely one officer for every 31 men, while in the army there was one officer for every 25 men. It was most unusual for officers to suffer casualties at a lower rate than their men, although this may be because of the thousands of prisoners included in the figures (officers where normally underrepresented among prisoners). It is also easy to imagine that slightly wounded officers would be more likely to stay with their unit than similarly wounded men, especially in the aftermath of a defeat. It therefore seems reasonable to increase Lamartinière's figure for rank and file by a rather lower proportion than the figure for officers. Again there is no reliable guide, but an increase of 20 per cent (compared to 33 per cent for the officers) seems a reasonable compromise. This produces the following French losses for the campaign:




	officers
	520



	men
	14,449



	total
	14,969





From here it is relatively simple to calculate French losses in the actual battle, by simply deducting losses in the lesser actions between 18 July and 8 August (the period covered by Lamartinière's return). Two methods are used. Foy's division was little engaged in the battle, but lost very heavily on the following day at Garcia Hernandez, and unfortunately Martinien combines the losses for both actions. Therefore an arbitrary figure of 200 casualties is supposed to cover its losses on 22 July in the skirmishing around Nuestra Señora de la Peña in the morning and late in the day in the course of its retreat. The remainder of its losses are assumed to have occurred at Garcia Hernandez or at other points in the campaign. For other units, the casualties given by Lamartinière are divided in the same proportion as the officer casualties given by Martinien. Thus, if Martinien says that a unit lost three officer casualties on the 18th and seven on the 22nd, 30 per cent of its total losses are assumed to have occurred on the 18th and 70 per cent in the battle. Clearly the small number of officer casualties in individual units will produce distortions, but these are likely to cancel each other out. The result of these calculations (adjusted to allow for Lamartinière's understatement in the same way as the figures for the campaign as a whole) is that the lesser actions of the campaign cost the French army 91 officers and 2,403 men, or 2,494 in all.




	Losses in the whole campaign
	14,969



	deduct losses in lesser actions
	2,494



	leaves losses in the battle
	12,475





No one who has followed these calculations will believe that this figure is anything more than a rough approximation: it rests on too many untestable assumptions, although a figure of between twelve and thirteen thousand seems about right, given the very large number of prisoners taken in the battle. It is reassuring that Sir Charles Oman comes to a fairly similar figure by a quite different route. He bases his calculations on a combination of extrapolating from French officer casualties as given by Martinien, and the figures given in some French regimental histories. He concludes that Marmont's army lost some 14,000 men in the campaign, which, when his estimates of losses on the Guarena, on the march and at Garcia Hernandez are deducted, leaves losses in the battle at 11,700.*

In the following table the first column identifies the unit, the next three give its strength on 15 July (officers, men, total). The next column gives the total number of officer casualties for the campaign as recorded by Martinien. Then follow figures from Lamartinière's return:



  – officers listed as killed or taken

  – officers listed as wounded

  – men listed as killed or taken

  – men listed as wounded

  – men listed as missing

  – total according to Lamartinière.



Finally, there are the losses according to Lamartinière as a percentage of the unit's total strength on 15 July.

* Oman, History, vol. 5, pp. 600–3 estimates the garrisons at about 4,200; the depots had been 3,300 but were now ‘much less’; and the sick probably ‘a trifle more’ than 8,300, suggesting a total of approximately 14,000 or 15,000 men under Marmont's command but unable to join the field army. Fortescue, History of the British Army, vol. 8, pp. 632–6: the totals given for each division are evidently those in the original return and are often inaccurate. The net difference between Oman's and Fortescue's figures is that Oman gives Marmont's army 10 more officers (mostly in one unit) and 43 fewer men. The one instance where I have followed Fortescue rather than Oman is in giving 3rd Hussars two squadrons not three: this is supported by Sarramon's return and is more consistent with the strength of the squadrons in the other regiments of light cavalry. Sarramon, La Bataille des Arapiles, pp. 409–12. See chapter 2, commentary, p. 43 for the calculations employed to produce the fighting strength.

* I must thank Général Bach and Chef de Bataillon Porchet of the Service Historique de l'Armée de Terre, Château de Vincennes, for sending me a photocopy of the original return. Sarramon's table (La Bataille des Arapiles, pp. 423–5) contains the following minor errors:




	4th Division
	2nd Léger should have 43 not 42 men killed or captured
	total 154



	
	4th Léger should have 52 not 53 men killed or captured
	total 87



	8th Division
	118th Ligne should have 12 not 13 officers wounded
	total casualties 407



	Cavalry
	28th Chasseurs should have 6 not 7 men wounded
	total casualties 12



	
	15th Dragoons should have 39 not 40 men killed or captured
	total 40





Artillery should have 5 officers and 51 men wounded not 4 and 52  total 160

Etat-Major should have 5 officers killed or taken, not 4; and 9 wounded, not 7  total 14.

The net effect is an increase of one officer killed or captured and two wounded and a decrease of one man killed or captured and two wounded; so that the total of casualties overall remains unchanged.

Oman and Fortescue both refer to this return and give a summary of its totals which is quite wrong in one important respect, for they confuse the number of wounded men with the number ‘killed or captured’. They think that,


162 officers and 3,867 men were killed or taken, and

232 officers and 7,529 men were wounded



whereas the correct figures are:


162 officers and 7,529 men killed or taken, and

232 officers and 3,867 men wounded.



As it is most unlikely that both these fine historians misread the original return in the same way, it seems probable that one copied the other. Oman's volume was published three years before Fortescue's, but in his preface he thanks Fortescue for the loan of copies of documents from the French archives, and this return may have been among them. The mistake leads Fortescue to doubt Wellington's statement that he had captured 137 officers and between six and seven thousand men, while the correct figure fits neatly with these totals. Oman, History, vol. 5, pp. ix, 469n; Fortescue, History of the British Army, vol. 8, p. 504n; Sarramon, La Bataille des Arapiles, pp. 423–5; Wellington's Dispatches, vol. 5, p. 756.

* There is one well-documented case where the ‘slightly wounded’ explanation will not work, which helps to explain Oman's distrust of Lamartinière's return. At Garcia Hernandez, one battalion of the 76th Ligne was caught by Bock's cavalry and suffered severely. Martinien records 8 officer casualties (one killed and seven wounded); Lamartinière records 16 (eleven killed or taken, five more wounded). But Oman's painstaking search through official British prisoner rolls produced the names of sixteen officers of the regiment who were captured on the occasion, only two of whom appear in Martinien's list. When the remaining six officers whom Martinien names are added, the total losses of the 76th rise to 22 officers. This example certainly warns us against trusting too much to the combination of our two authorities, but if it damages Lamartinière's credibility (17 officers were captured or killed, not the 11 he gives), it counts even more heavily against any attempt to calculate French losses purely by extrapolating from Martinien's record of officer casualties, for Martinien, of course, only counts the eight officers who were killed or wounded.

† To make up for the lost quarter, one needs to add one-third of the lower figure: one-third of three-quarters is one-quarter.

* Oman does not always make it clear that the figure of 14,000 is for the campaign as a whole, not just the battle; indeed, on page 469 he implies the opposite, but the truth emerges unmistakably from a close study of his calculations which are based on officer casualties covering the whole campaign. Oman, History, vol. 5, pp. 600–6.
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Appendix IV

Letter Describing the Battle, Possibly Written by Major-General Henry Campbell

Among the Hope of Luffness Papers in the National Archives of Scotland in Edinburgh, there is a contemporary copy of a letter to Colonel Herbert Taylor from a senior officer in Wellington's army. Taylor had been private secretary to both the Duke of York (1799–1805) and King George III (1805–12) and remained an important, though discreet, figure at Court and at the Horse Guards. The copy of the letter is written in a clear clerk's hand and is signed only ‘H. C.’, but it is headed ‘Copy of a Letter from M. General Henry Clinton, Commanding the 6th Division of Lord Wellington's Army, to Colonel Taylor’. However, there are several reasons for believing that this was a mistake – presumably made by the copyist – and that the letter was actually written by Major-General Henry Campbell, commander of the First Division. Here is the full text of the letter:

Cantaracillo, Saturday 25th July 1812


I cannot let the Mail go without a line to tell you that I am quite safe and well after the Action which has terminated a week of almost incessant Marching and Manoeuvring by the most complete defeat and total deroute of Marmont's Army. I have seen a Person who passed through them Yesterday, when they were still running as fast as weakness, fatigue, and hunger would allow them, not merely along the Road, but in Crowds on each side of it, and all in the greatest hurry and disorder, a very large proportion having thrown away their Arms. I cannot attempt now to give you an account of the Battle, but I will try a short sketch of the events of this highly interesting week.

On Sunday last our whole Army was collected near Canizal, and on the south side of the River Guarena (only a muddy ditch) in the Evening we moved out to a Position with our Left towards Canizal, and our rear to Vallesa.

On Monday morning both Armies were in sight opposite each other the French did not begin to move till long after Daylight, when they filed off to their left in high style, Bands playing etc etc. We formed in two Lines and offered them Battle, but they heeded us not, and walking quietly and steadily, yet rapidly round us made a great Circuit, and got on some very Commanding Hills on our right. We then wheeled our two Lines into Columns & moved along the Valley parallel to them, making a much smaller Circle within theirs, at one place where the Valley narrowed, they Cannonaded us, and several Shot fell over and near our Column but did no harm, soon after, we separated more, kept away to our Right and halted at the Village Cabeza Vellosa [Cabezabellosa], they bore away to their left down towards the Tormes.

The new Day at daybreak we also moved down to the Tormes, and halted on the right bank a very little above Salamanca; in the Evening we crossed the River at the Ford of St Martha and took up a Position with our Left on the River, our Right on high strong Ground, Salamanca being in our rear. We had a dreadful night of Thunder, Lightning, and Rain – The Horses of the Heavy Cavalry frightened at the Thunder, broke away and linked together as they were went directly over the Men who were asleep and maimed a great many – 50 Horses were missing in the Morning.

On Wednesday all was again quiet till long after daylight, but then a popping began in front, and kept increasing for some time. About 9 O'Clock we got an Order to quit the Ground we had occupied in the night, and the whole Army moved gaining Ground to the right, and to the front also; the French in the meanwhile had got on a very Commanding Hill close in our front, from which they could see all that we did, and behind which they were playing the old Game again and stretching away to turn our right. Lord W. at one time determined to attack them, and sent for me, and told me to move forward in two Columns up a Hill in front of our Right, where this Division then was, and attack their left, while the 4th Division was to attack them in front, but I had hardly put the Columns in motion, before I recd. a Counter Order and moved back to the Ground I had quitted. We remained there some time and then got an order to Countermarch and move quite to the left to occupy some high Ground that other Divisions were quitting; but by the time we got there, the French shewed a large Force on the Hill we were to have attacked and opened a great many Guns there and kept advancing them from one point to another & Cannonading us in a very bullying way, treating us exactly like a beaten and retreating Army. This at last roused the Earl's indignation, and he determined to shew them, it was not come exactly to that, and attack them which was done as soon as thought, they were driven from all the strong Ground they had occupied on our Right in high style and their Left completely beat back, they then made a stand in their Centre, where the Portuguese giving way, made things look a little awkward for a time, but they were driven back from that by the 6th Division; their Right then formed on a Hill and made a last effort, where they were attacked just as the Moon was rising by the Light Division in two Lines supported by the 1st. They kept up a smart fire as we ascended the Hill, but on some Guns opening from a Hill on our Left they turned and ran for it, and must have made very good play for we followed them in the same order, the Light Division in two Lines, and the first in two Columns, one on each of its Flanks to support it till near 1 O'Clock in the Morning, going all the time at the rate of near 4 miles an hour, without overtaking more than a very few stragglers and wounded, but as a great deal of our way was thro' a very thick wood, we must have passed a great many that were picked up by others in our Rear. It is the first time I suppose, that ever Troops marched in Line for four hours across Country in the night, and they were in a very good Line when they halted, and our Columns also were in order to have wheeled into Line directly. We halted about one near the Village of Calvarrasa de Abajo.

At 5 we marched again and crossed the Tormes, a little below Alba de Tormes, and soon after near the Village of La Serra; the Cavalry that led our Columns came up with their Rear Guard, which they attacked in the most brilliant style, and made about 1,500 Prisoners at one haul [?]; as we got to one brow we could see them going up in the greatest disorder, but too far ahead to get up with them; the Peer tried to get them to stop, by showing only one Brigade, but they knew better & after following for nine Hours, we halted at Coca [Coca de Alba]; we moved from thence here yesterday, and today we halt to get up Stragglers that had been left with the wounded &c and Provisions; we are also nearly all barefooted, and want a day's rest or two.

The Guards have suffered but little. Two Officers Wounded, Captn Whyte, 3rd Regiment badly; Ens[ign] Hotham, Coldstreams, slightly and about 10 Men killed and 40 Wounded. Germans about the same. I believe Poor Le Marchant's death is most unfortunate, with so large a Family. All the Guardsmen safe and untouched, Clinton, Anson, Hulse, Wheatley, and all their Staff God bless you, I have not time to say more – say every thing for me to all & Believe me

most truly Yours

H. C.

If Marmont had not rode the Winning Horse too hard & bullied us, we should have gone quietly back, over the Agueda; he has paid dearly for it.*



There are a number of reasons for believing that this letter was written by Campbell and not Clinton, some comparatively trivial, others more compelling. Both Clinton and Campbell were Guardsmen, and both would almost certainly have known Taylor, but Campbell's connection to Taylor and the Court was much stronger: Clinton had been aide-de-camp to the Duke of York, 1793–5, but Campbell had been aide-de-camp to the King in 1803 and a groom of the bedchamber from about 1809 to 1812, and went on to hold other Court appointments.†

The letter is dated from Cantaracillo, two or three miles east of Peñaranda. Wellington's headquarters on this day were at Flores de Avila a few miles further east, but John Mills and John Aitchison, both of the Guards brigade of the First Division, date letters of 25 July from Cantaracillo.‡ Unfortunately, we do not know where the Sixth Division was on this day: the only relevant source for the division is a letter from Lieutenant Robert Garrett, dated ‘Camp near Penaranda, July 25th 1812’,* so it is possible – although unlikely – that both the First and Sixth Divisions were in the same village on this day.

Turning to the text of the letter, there is nothing surprising in the account of the campaign, which is too general and impersonal to provide any evidence of the identity of the author. However, the description of the day of battle is more fruitful. The detailed account of Wellington's plans for an attack on the Greater Arapile, which was then cancelled, is particularly significant. Many other sources state that this operation was to be undertaken by the First and Fourth Divisions, while they give no hint that the Sixth Division was to take part.† As it is clear that this letter was written by the commander of the division which – with the Fourth Division – was to lead the attack, we must either attribute it to Campbell, or completely recast our understanding of the episode.

The letter continues by saying that the division ‘move[d] quite to the left to occupy some high Ground that other Divisions were quitting’. This fits neatly with the strange movement of the First Division from behind the village of Arapiles to the left, where it replaced the Fifth Division behind the Lesser Arapile. It is not compatible with any known movement made by the Sixth Division.

Consider next the brief, bare description of the fighting in the centre: ‘[the French] then made a stand in their Centre, where the Portuguese giving way, made things look a little awkward for a time, but then were driven back from that by the 6th Division.’ Is this really all that the commander of the Sixth Division would have to say of its advance to fill the yawning hole in the centre of the allied line, its deployment under heavy fire, its succouring of the broken units of the Fourth Division, and then of its checking and finally breaking Bonnet's counterattack? Such reticence surely goes beyond the limits of soldierly modesty.

What follows? An account of the Sixth Division's heroic – if costly – assault on Ferey's position? No, that is passed over in silence and instead we have a lengthy account of the advance of the First and Light Divisions in pursuit of the French. Furthermore, this account is full of the first person plural: ‘we ascended the hill … we followed them in the same order, the Light Division in two Lines, and the first in two Columns … a great deal of our way … we must have passed. … We halted about one …’ (emphasis added). No excessive modesty here: the account is detailed, confident and proud, although not unpleasantly boastful. Its final sentence leaves little room for argument: ‘We halted about one near the Village of Calvarrasa de Abajo’ – so did the First Division, while the Sixth remained near El Sierro, some six miles to the south-west.

The letter ends with comments on the losses of the Guards and German brigades (both in the First Division) and on the safety of various senior officers who had served in the Guards, which was a subject of particular interest at Court. This list includes ‘Clinton’ – odd if the letter was written by Henry Clinton, but perfectly natural if the author was Henry Campbell, commander of the First Division.

* Hope of Luffness Papers, NAS GD 364/1/1224.

† Biographical details for both from Thorne, ed., The History of Parliament, The Commons, 1790–1820, vol. 3, pp. 372 and 451.

‡ Aitchison, Ensign in the Peninsular War, p. 178 spells it Contaracilla; Mills, For King and Country, p. 183: his letter is dated 24 July but is continued: ‘July 25th. The whole army halted this day …’ (p. 185).

* Garrett, ‘A Subaltern in the Peninsular War’, p. 10.

† See chapter three, pp. 56–8, 77.


Appendix V

The Battlefield Today

The battlefield of Salamanca is generally well preserved; there have been relatively few changes since that bloody July afternoon almost two hundred years ago. It is easily accessible to visitors to Spain, being only a few miles south of the beautiful city of Salamanca, whose glorious cathedrals, ancient university and magnificent Plaza Mayor, all built in honey-coloured stone, attract thousands of tourists every summer – which in turn means that there are many excellent hotels and other facilities. The most convenient way to tour the battlefield is by car, but the most dedicated could do so on foot, by bicycle or even, conceivably, on horseback. Moving generally from west to east, one can follow the unfolding of the battle fairly well, although it means that the heights of Calvarrasa de Arriba, the scene of the skirmishing in the morning, come at the end rather than the beginning of the tour.

Start by leaving the city on the C512, which ultimately goes to Tamames. After only a few miles one reaches the village of Aldea Tejada, near which Pakenham's division, D'Urban's Portuguese dragoons and Arentschildt's light cavalry rested for an hour or two in the middle of the day. The substantial hills around the village provide ample cover, and Pakenham and his staff may have taken advantage of the extensive views from the top of the steep height immediately to the east – although this is speculation, for we do not even know exactly where the troops halted. A little unsealed country road leaves the village to the south-east: like most of the by-roads which cross the battlefield, it is quite rough but perfectly negotiable provided one is careful and remembers that there may be deep gutters on either side. This road will take one along the route probably followed by Pakenham's division in the first part of its advance. The low north-south ridge which screened the allies is clearly apparent, but the track which used to run along its foot to the south has disappeared. Instead, the by-road crosses the ridge and joins the main N 630 (E-803) road from Salamanca. Go south along the main road for less than a mile then turn right at a crossroads on to the sealed road to Miranda de Azan.

In approaching Miranda de Azan, the road runs between two steep hillsides with barely the width of the road separating them. The one on the left (south) is the Pico de Miranda, the western extremity of the Monte de Azan; the one on the right is the end of the north-south ridge – the batteries of Bull and Douglas were stationed a little way north along this rise. The village of Miranda de Azan lies a few hundred yards beyond this pass, and it is difficult to see how the five thousand infantry and thousand cavalry under Pakenham, D'Urban and Arentschildt could have deployed in such a confined space. The slopes of the Pico de Miranda are steep but not unmanageable. Climbing them with fifty pounds of equipment on one's back, under enemy fire, while maintaining one's place in close formation would be less easy, but all part of a day's work for Napoleonic infantry. The summit is flat but narrow: only fifty yards across, although it broadens considerably to the east.

Pedestrians can continue walking along the ridge, but those with cars or other means of transport need to return to them and leave Miranda de Azan the way they came, heading now north-east. Back at the main N 630 (E803) road one can turn south and follow the road up the north face of the Monte de Azan, but it is probably better to cross it and continue east towards the village of Los Arapiles. Just before the village there is a minor road turning off sharply to the south-west leading to a large, modern industrial farm. If one parks on the side of this road, one can climb across open fields to the top of the Monte de Azan due south of Las Torres. (But remember, there is no right of trespass, however innocent one's motives, and do nothing which could disturb stock or damage crops.) The land here accords perfectly with Leith Hay's description of his advance. It is very tempting to say to oneself at the top, ‘Yes, this was the very spot on which he fell wounded.’ More seriously, one can note that, while the forward slope is wide and open, there are ripples and irregularities in it, some caused by water running down it, which would have created difficulties for troops advancing in line. Equally, the summit, though broad and expansive, is not perfectly flat: there is a slight reverse slope, almost a lip, at the northern edge, then a wide expanse of open ground rising gently to another skyline perhaps half a mile away. Undulations in the ground on either side obscure the view to the east and west: one can easily see how Maucune and Clausel fought in separate compartments of the plateau, and also (although less easily) how Maucune may not have noticed the advance of Le Marchant's cavalry or Pakenham's infantry.

On returning to your car, drive into the village of Arapiles. Like all the villages on the battlefield, it has grown considerably and is not particularly picturesque or beautiful. An unsealed road heads south from the centre of the village, soon ascending the steep slope which is the north face of the Monte de Azan at this point. Beyond the slope the land is again wide, open and rolling, with another hillside perhaps a thousand yards to the south. This is probably the line of advance of Cole's Fusilier brigade – Stubbs's Portuguese were further east – and it is uncertain whether their clash with Clausel occurred at the first or second crest, although the latter seems more probable. Beyond this second crest (where this is a good view of the rear of the French position) the road becomes private so one must return to the village.

From Los Arapiles one heads east along the narrow strip of bitumen for about a mile until it reaches the railway line and divides into a number of unsealed roads. Here one is at the foot of the Lesser Arapile: those with a superabundance of energy can climb it. An equally useful digression is to take the track north-west parallel to the railway line for a few hundred yards, then turn left (west) and drive or walk across the gap between the Lesser Arapile and the Teso de San Miguel, and then up the surprisingly steep eastern slope of the latter hill and look out across the shallow valley to the rolling country of the Monte de Azan to the south. Viewed from either the Greater or Lesser Arapile, the Teso de San Miguel appears insignificant, but closer inspection shows that, while it is far from being a mountain, it would have had considerable military importance.

However, there is no denying that the Greater and Lesser Arapiles dominate the battlefield, and that few visitors will be able to resist the temptation to climb the former, survey the view and examine the obelisk. The ground is rough and the slope steep, but it is not difficult to climb the northern face, although stout shoes and long trousers are clearly advisable. As one climbs one cannot help but think of Charles Synge's experiences, and sympathize with him and even with the Portuguese soldier he mentions who shammed death rather than face the French at the summit. The view from the top is superb: wide, bare and open. The hill itself was severely vandalized a century ago when the railway was built and it was used as a quarry. Fortunately, the north face, western end and overall profile remain unaffected: the destruction was on the southern side, where it ate away two-thirds of the width of the hill. One can only hope that such desecration would not be allowed today, although the fate of the battlefield of Talavera does not give much grounds for confidence.

Again we return to the car and drive a little way back towards Los Arapiles, before turning south onto an unsealed road which passes close under the western end of the Greater Arapile, and then on for almost a mile through smooth, bare country to the long, low rise of El Sierro, where Ferey made his stand. The ridge – although is scarcely deserves the name – marks a sharp boundary even today, for on the further side are low trees and scrub extending to the south-east, while on the near side the land has been swept clear for crops.

Return past the Greater Arapile to the dusty junction of minor roads by the railway line, and head east across open country which saw little or no fighting. After the road has turned north-east for a while, and when you are approaching Calvarrasa de Arriba (the local rubbish dump indicates its proximity), there is a side road to the left (north-west). This unpromising track leads to the foot of the heights of Calvarrasa de Arriba – a line of low cliffs which are the most striking natural feature on the generally undramatic battlefield. The Pelagarcia brook at their foot is trifling, although the reed-beds which enclose it might be thirty or even fifty yards wide in places. The heights themselves dwindle as they go north, but it is well worth the scramble to climb up to the chapel of Nuestra Señora de la Peña near their summit. Look west across the shallow valley to the gentle, low heights which were occupied by the allied army at the beginning of the day, while further to the south are the Lesser and Greater Arapiles.

For those with the time and energy, it is not a long drive (about six miles) from Calvarrasa de Arriba to Alba de Tormes (on the C510). Much of the country is broken and some of it wooded, and although none is really difficult, Marmont's battered army would not have had an easy march in the dark. One can see why Wellington's men, weary after a long, hot and immensely demanding day, did not press on for the five miles from El Sierro and push the French into the river. Alba de Tormes is not a particularly pretty town, but the situation is most attractive. The river is unexpectedly wide, and the fairy-tale castle rises high above the town. Whether a small Spanish garrison could have held the tower against a determined French assault – and whether, if they had done so, they really could have sustained a fire which would have prevented the fleeing French from using the bridge at night – seems somewhat doubtful; but in any case, too much has generally been made of this issue, for, as Soult's retreat from Oporto showed, a French army could almost always find some means of escape and, however much it suffered in the process, it would soon recover and be ready to take the field again.

Although the distances on the battlefield are short it would take a minimum of one very full day to visit and appreciate the points mentioned above. If possible, at least two days should be allowed, and any time over can be spent most enjoyably exploring the city.
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Albuera, Battle of (16 May 1811) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Alcantara, bridge at (i)

Almaraz, bridge at (i)

Almeida, fortress (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Alten, Maj-Gen. C. von (i), (ii)

see also Light Division under army, allied

Alten, Maj-Gen. V. von (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

altitude, of various points (i)

anonymous corporal in 1/42nd (First Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

anonymous soldier in 1/38th (Fifth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Anson, Maj-Gen. W. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Arapiles, Greater (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

altitude (i)

Pack's attack on (i)

French evacuate (i)

Arapiles, Lesser (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

altitude (i)

Archdall, Col. (1/40th) (i)

Arentschildt, Lt-Col. F. von

assumes command of Alten's brigade (i)

moves from left to right of army (i), (ii)

his report on the day's fighting (i), (ii), (iii)

advances with Pakenham (i)

defeats Curto (i)

supports Le Marchant's charge (i), (ii)

army, allied:

tactics, emphasis on cheer and charge (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

confidence and experience of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

strength and composition of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

danger of over-impetuosity in attack (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

previous history (i), (ii), (iii)

order of battle (i), (ii)

discontent in, at prospect of retreat (i), (ii)

overall casualties (i), (ii)

elements of

German troops (i)

Portuguese troops (i), (ii), (iii)

casualties (i), (ii), (iii)

Spanish troops (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

mistreatment of prisoners (i)

infantry (i), (ii), (iii)

cavalry (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

artillery: strength and composition (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

performance (i), (ii), (iii)

Wellington's criticism of (i)

casualties (i)

see also individual batteries listed below

commissariat, ordered to begin retreat (i), (ii), (iii)

staff (i), (ii)

Divisions

First Division (Campbell)

composition and experience (i), (ii)

and the aborted midday attack (i), (ii), (iii)

withdrawn behind the Lesser Arapile (i)

advances to cover Pack's retreat (i)

turns the Greater Arapile (i)

in reserve on left flank (i)

in final advance (i), (ii), (iii)

Third Division (Pakenham)

occupies San Cristobal position (i), (ii)

composition and experience (i)

crosses the Tormes (i), (ii), (iii)

defeats Thomières (i)

casualties (i), (ii), (iii)

pursuit checked (i), (ii)

opens ranks for Le Marchant (i)

not responsible for all Thomières's losses (i)

slowness of subsequent advance (i)

supports attack on El Sierro (i), (ii)

ordered to advance on Alba de Tormes (i), (ii)

after the battle (i)

Fourth Division (Cole)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

composition and experience (i), (ii), (iii)

occupies Lesser Arapile (i)

fails to occupy Greater Arapile (i)

position in allied centre (i), (ii)

and the aborted midday attack (i)

and French attack on Los Arapiles (i)

and the French bombardment (i), (ii)

on Leith's left (i), (ii)

attacks in the centre (i), (ii)

formation and frontage (i)

left flank exposed (i)

breaks (i), (ii)

attacked by Boyer's dragoons (i)

rallies and drives Clausel back (i)

casualties (i), (ii), (iii)

joins attack on El Sierro (i)

possibly threatens Foy's flank (i)

Fifth Division (Leith)

on 18 July (i)

experience of (i), (ii)

ordered to right (i)

exposed to French bombardment (i)

attacks Maucune (i)

frontage and deployment (i), (ii)

attack (i)

casualties (i), (ii)

reasons for success (i), (ii)

Spry's brigade threatens Clausel's flank (i)

Sixth Division (Clinton)

and Salamanca forts (i)

experience of (i)

place in the allied line (i), (ii)

advances in support of Cole (i), (ii)

formation (i), (ii)

2/53rd broken (i)

defeats Bonnet (i), (ii)

says ‘Be ashamed, Fusiliers!’ (i)

line of advance (i)

and Taupin's division (i)

halts before El Sierro (i), (ii)

attacks El Sierro (i)

casualties (i), (ii)

does not pursue (i)

criticism of handling of attack (i), (ii), (iii)

ordered to advance on Alba de Tormes (i), (ii)

at close of the day (i)

Seventh Division (Hope)

composition and experience (i)

and morning skirmishing (i), (ii)

moved from left to right of army (i)

and French bombardment (i)

ready to support Leith (i), (ii)

not brought forward (i)

casualties (i)

Light Division (C. Alten)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

composition and experience (i), (ii)

replaces Seventh Division on left (i)

possible role in aborted midday attack (i)

little engaged (i)

advances on Foy (i)

casualties (i)

formation (i)

Spanish Division (España) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Portuguese brigades

Bradford's brigade (Independent) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Collins's brigade (Seventh Division) (i)

Pack's brigade (Independent)

and morning skirmishing (i), (ii)

place in allied centre (i)

unsuccessful attack on Greater Arapile (i)

strength and experience of (i), (ii)

timing and wisdom of attack (i), (ii), (iii)

formation (i), (ii)

muskets unloaded (i), (ii)

casualties (i), (ii)

reasons for failure (i), (ii)

line of advance (i)

Power's brigade (Third Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Rezende's brigade (Sixth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

see also Sixth Division under Army, Allied

Spry's brigade (Fifth Division) (i), (ii)

threatens Clausel's flank (i)

casualties (i)

see also Fifth Division under army, allied

Stubbs's brigade (Fourth Division)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

strength and experience (i), (ii), (iii)

in Cole's advance (i)

broken (i)

pursued by French cavalry (i)

losses (i)

supports attack on El Sierro (i), (ii)

Cavalry brigades

Le Marchant's brigade

on 18 July (i), (ii)

strength and experience (i)

in morning skirmishing (i), (ii)

place in allied line (i), (ii)

role in Leith's attack (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

and thunderstorm on previous night (i), (ii), (iii)

its charge (i)

formation (i), (ii)

advances through Third Division (i)

experience of the charge (i)

frontage (i)

casualties (i), (ii), (iii)

impact of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

supporting units (i)

A.Z.'s account of the charge (i)

G. Anson's brigade (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

V. Alten's brigade (Arentschildt commanding)

on 18 July (i)

in morning skirmishing (i)

Alten wounded; Arentschildt takes command (i)

moved from left to right of army (i), (ii)

skirmishes with Curto (i)

advances with Pakenham (i)

strength (i)

defeats Curto (i), (ii)

casualties (i)

supports Le Marchant (i), (ii)

Bock's brigade (KGL) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

D'Urban's brigade

occupies San Cristobal position (i), (ii)

strength and composition (i)

detaches 12th Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii)

ordered to Aldea Tejada (i), (ii)

advances with Pakenham (i), (ii)

charges French infantry (i), (ii)

drives off French cavalry (i)

supports Le Marchant's charge (i)

role in the defeat of Thomières (i), (ii)

Sanchez's brigade (i), (ii), (iii)

British Regiments (cavalry, artillery, then infantry)

5th Dragoon Guards (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

3rd Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

4th Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

11th Light Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii)

12th Light Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

14th Light Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii), (xiii)

16th Light Dragoons (i), (ii)

1st Hussars, K.G.L. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Royal Horse Artillery

Ross's troop (i), (ii), (iii)

Macdonald's troop (including Dyneley's guns) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Bull's troop (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Field Artillery

Lawson's company (i), (ii), (iii)

Gardiner's company (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Greene's company (i)

Douglas's company (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Sympher's battery (K.G.L.) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Arriaga's battery (Portuguese) (i)

Spanish battery (i)

1st Coldstream Guards (First Division) (i)

1st Third (Scots) Guards (First Division) (i), (ii)

3/1st Foot (Royal Scots) (Fifth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

2nd Foot (Sixth Division) (i), (ii)

1 & 2/4th Foot (Fifth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

1 & 2/5th Foot (Third Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

1/7th Foot (Fourth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

1/9th Foot (Fifth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

1/11th Foot (Sixth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

1/23rd Foot (Fourth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

3/27th Foot (Fourth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

2/30th Foot (Fifth Division) (i), (ii)

1/32nd Foot (Sixth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

1/36th Foot (Sixth Division) (i), (ii)

1 & 2/38th Foot (Fifth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi)

1/40th Foot (Fourth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

1/42nd Foot (First Division) (i)

1/43rd Foot (Light Division) (i), (ii)

2/44th Foot (Fifth Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

1/45th Foot (Third Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

1/48th Foot (Fourth Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

51st Foot (Seventh Division) (i)

1/52nd Foot (Light Division) (i)

2/53rd Foot (Sixth Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

2/58th Foot (First Division) (i)

5/60th Rifles (various divisions) (i), (ii), (iii)

1/61st Foot (Sixth Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

68th Foot (Seventh Division) (i), (ii)

74th Foot (Third Division) (i), (ii)

1/79th Foot (First Division) (i), (ii)

2/83rd Foot (Third Division) (i), (ii)

1/88th Foot (Third Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

94th Foot (Third Division) (i), (ii)

95th Rifles (Light Division) (i), (ii)

2nd Line btn K.G.L. (First Division) (i)

1st Light btn K.G.L. (Seventh Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

2nd Light btn K.G.L. (Seventh Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

Brunswick Oels light infantry (various divisions) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)

Chasseurs Britanniques (Seventh Division) (i)

Portuguese Regiments

12th Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii)

1st Line (Pack's brigade) (i), (ii), (iii)

11th Line (Fourth Division) (i), (ii)

15th Line (Fifth Division) (i)

16th Line (Pack's brigade) (i)

23rd Line (Fourth Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

2nd Caçadores (Seventh Division) (i)

3rd Caçadores (Light Division) (i)

4th Caçadores (Pack's brigade) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

7th Caçadores (Fourth Division) (i), (ii),

12th Caçadores (Third Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

army, French

strength and composition (i), (ii), (iii)

confidence (i)

quality (i), (ii)

previous history (i), (ii), (iii)

order of battle (i)

becomes over-extended (i), (ii)

movements rapid but irregular (i)

tactics (i), (ii)

retreat of the army (i), (ii), (iii)

overall casualties (i), (ii)

elements of

infantry (i), (ii)

light infantry (i), (ii)

cavalry (i), (ii), (iii)

artillery (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

guns captured (i), (ii), (iii)

staff (i), (ii)

Divisions

First Division (Foy)

composition and experience (i)

occupies Calvarrasa de Arriba (i)

morning skirmishing (i)

covers army's flank (i), (ii), (iii)

in danger of being cut off (i)

withdraws at end of battle (i)

casualties (i), (ii)

at Garcia Hernandez (i), (ii)

Second Division (Clausel)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

composition and experience (i)

occupies Alba de Tormes (i)

advances onto Monte de Azan (i), (ii)

defeats Cole's attack (i)

flank threatened by Spry (i)

driven back (i)

casualties (i)

Third Division (Ferey)

composition and experience (i), (ii)

supports Foy (i), (ii)

ordered to centre (i), (ii)

advances in support of Clausel (i), (ii)

defends El Sierro (i)

strength and formation (i)

Lemonnier-Delafosse's account of fighting (i)

casualties (i)

gains objective (i)

Fourth Division (Sarrut)

covers Marmont's passage of the Tormes (i), (ii), (iii)

composition and experience (i)

crosses Tormes (i), (ii)

ordered to centre (i), (ii)

advances to cover retreat of left wing (i)

casualties (i)

possibly covers Ferey's flank (i), (ii), (iii)

in final retreat (i)

Fifth Division (Maucune)

composition and experience (i), (ii)

advances onto Monte de Azan (i), (ii), (iii)

attacks Los Arapiles (i), (ii), (iii)

moves further west (i), (ii)

bombards allies (i), (ii)

dangerously exposed (i)

defeated by Leith (i)

formation (i), (ii), (iii)

reasons for defeat (i), (ii)

movements unclear (i)

and Le Marchant's charge (i), (ii), (iii)

Sixth Division (Taupin)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

composition and experience (i)

in the centre of army (i), (ii), (iii)

leading regiment broken by Le Marchant (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

second brigade withdraws (i), (ii)

casualties (i), (ii), (iii)

movements of (i), (ii)

Seventh Division (Thomières)

strength and composition (i)

advances in support of Maucune (i)

overtakes Maucune (i), (ii)

defeated by Pakenham (i), (ii)

movements discussed (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

outnumbered (i), (ii)

charged by D'Urban (i), (ii)

broken by Wallace's infantry (i)

casualties (i), (ii), (iii)

may have disrupted Maucune (i)

rallies on supports (i)

broken by Le Marchant (i), (ii), (iii)

Eighth Division (Bonnet)

summoned from Asturias (i)

joins Marmont (i), (ii)

strength and composition (i)

seizes Greater Arapile (i), (ii)

122nd detached (i)

attacks Cole's flank (i), (ii)

attacks 1/40th (i)

defeated by Clinton (i), (ii)

casualties (i), (ii)

defeats Pack (i)

retreats (i)

Light Cavalry Division (Curto)

on 18 July (i)

strength and composition (i), (ii), (iii)

covers Maucune's advance (i)

skirmishes with Arentschildt (i), (ii), (iii)

movements uncertain (i), (ii), (iii)

ineffective (i), (ii)

charges Pakenham's flank (i), (ii)

defeated by Arentschildt (i), (ii), (iii)

casualties (i)

flies before Le Marchant (i)

at Garcia Hernandez (i)

Heavy Cavalry Division (Boyer)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

strength and composition (i), (ii)

and morning skirmishing (i)

supports Foy (i), (ii)

ordered to centre (i)

attacks Cole and Clinton (i), (ii)

compared to Le Marchant's charge (i), (ii)

casualties (i)

Regiments

6th Dragoons (i)

11th Dragoons (i)

15th Dragoons (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

25th Dragoons (i), (ii)

3rd Hussars (i), (ii), (iii)

13th Chasseurs (i), (ii)

14th Chasseurs (i)

22nd Chasseurs (i)

26th Chasseurs (i)

28th Chasseurs (i)

escadron de marche (i)

2nd Léger (Sarrut's Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

4th Léger (Sarrut's Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

6th Léger (Foy's Division) (i), (ii)

17th Léger (Taupin's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

25th Léger (Clausel's Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

31st Léger (Ferey's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

1st Ligne (Thomières's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

15th Ligne (Maucune's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

22nd Ligne (Taupin's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)

26th Ligne (Ferey's Division) (i)

27th Ligne (Clausel's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

36th Ligne (Sarrut's Division) (i), (ii)

39th Ligne (Foy's Division) (i)

47th Ligne (Ferey's Division) (i), (ii)

50th Ligne (Clausel's Division) (i), (ii)

59th Ligne (Clausel's Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

62nd Ligne (Thomières's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi), (xii)

65th Ligne (Taupin's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

66th Ligne (Maucune's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x)

69th Ligne (Foy's Division) (i), (ii)

70th Ligne (Ferey's Division) (i), (ii)

76th Ligne (Foy's Division) (i), (ii), (iii)

82nd Ligne (Maucune's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

86th Ligne (Maucune's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

101st Ligne (Thomières's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)

118th Ligne (Bonnet's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

119th Ligne (Bonnet's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

120th Ligne (Bonnet's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)

122nd Ligne (Bonnet's Division) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Arriaga, Capt. S. J. de (Portuguese artillery) (i)

Arteche y Moro (historian) (i)

Ashworth, Brig. Charles, map in the papers of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Astorga, siege of (i), (ii), (iii)

Austerlitz, Battle of (2 December 1805) (i), (ii)

‘A.Z.’ (pseudonym) (i)

Badajoz (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

Bainbrigge, Capt. P. (staff) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Ballesteros, Gen. F. (i)

Barralier, Capt. Joseph (23rd Portuguese) (i)

Bathurst, Georgina, Countess (i)

Bathurst, Henry, 3rd Earl (statesman) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Beamish, N.L. (historian) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Beatty, Col. (7th Fusiliers) (i)

Belshes, Capt. (ADC to Gen. Leith) (i), (ii)

Bentinck, Lt-Gen. Lord William (i), (ii)

Beresford, Sir William C, Marshal (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

influence on Wellington (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

attacks Clausel's flank (i), (ii)

wounded (i), (ii)

Bessborough, Lady (i), (ii), (iii)

Bessières, Marshal J-B. (i)

Big Ben (i)

Bingham, Col G. R. (2/53rd) (i), (ii)

Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine (i)

Bobers, Lt. (1st KGL Hussars) (i)

Bock, Maj-Gen. E. von (i), (ii)

Boinod, opinion of Marmont, quoted by Foy (i)

Bonaparte see Joseph, King of Spain

see also Napoleon I, Emperor

Bonnet, Gen. J. P. F. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

biographical sketch (i)

junior to Clausel (i), (ii)

occupies Greater Arapile (i), (ii)

wounded (i), (ii)

Borodino, Battle of (7 Sept 1812) (i)

Boutflower, Charles (surgeon) (40th) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Bouthmy, Col (120 Ligne) (i)

Boyer, Gen. P. F. J. see under army, French

Brackenbury, Capt. E. (15th Portuguese Line) (i)

Brackenbury, Lt. W. (1/61st) (i)

Bradford, Lt-Col. H. H. (A.A.G. Sixth Division) (i)

Bradford, Brig. T.: see under army, allied

Bragge, Capt. W. (3rd Dragoons) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Brennier, Gen. A. F. (i), (ii), (iii)

British army see army, allied

Brown, Private William (1/5th) (i), (ii)

Browne, Lt T. H. (staff) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

on Spry's attack (i)

on Cole's attack (i)

on attack on El Sierro (i)

on the pursuit (i)

on plunder of the wounded (i)

Bruce, H. A. (historian) (i)

Brunswick Oels see under army, allied

Bull, Capt. Robert (R.H.A.): see Army, Allied

Burdett, Sir Francis (M.P.) (i)

Burgh, Lt-Col U. (ADC to Wellington) (i)

Burgos, siege of (Sept-Oct. 1812) (i)

Burgoyne, Maj. J. (R.E.)

on 18 July (i)

victory proves army well disciplined (i)

time of French advance on Monte de Azan (i)

Cole's attack (i), (ii)

Busaco, Battle of (27 Sept. 1810) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (x), (xi)

Cadiz (i), (ii)

Caffarelli du Falga, Gen. M. F. A. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Calvarrasa de Arriba, the heights of (i)

skirmishing on (i), (ii)

Cameron, Lt (7th Fusiliers) (i)

Campbell, Col. Colin (HQ Commandant) (i), (ii)

Campbell, Maj-Gen. Henry (i)

and aborted midday attack (i), (ii), (iii)

and advance of First Division in evening (i), (ii)

letter probably written by (i), (ii)

Campbell, Brigade-Maj. James (Third Division)

Third Division's passage of Tormes (i)

Wellington's orders to Pakenham (i), (ii)

Pakenham's formation and advance (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Pakenham's attack (i), (ii)

Wallace pursues too impetuously (i)

credibility (i), (ii)

Curto's charge (i)

on attack on El Sierro (i)

Campbell, Lt-Col. Neil (7th Portuguese) (i), (ii), (iii)

camp followers (i)

Campo Mayor, combat of (25 March 1811) (i)

Canning, George (statesman) (i), (ii)

Cannon, Richard (historian) (i)

Carrié, Brig. (i), (ii), (iii)

Carss, Lt. J. (2/53rd) (i)

Carter, Thomas (historian) (i)

Castel, Lt-Col. (ADC to Clausel and Marmont)

on 18 July (i)

Marmont's orders (i), (ii)

and Taupin's Division (i)

Castrejon, combat of see Guarena, combat on the

Castrillo, combat of see Guarena, combat on the

casualties

at Guarena (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

methods of calculating; French (i), (ii), (iii)

Portuguese (i)

at Salamanca: in fight for Los Arapiles (i)

Wallace's brigade (i)

1/5th (Third Division) (i)

Arentschildt's light cavalry (i), (ii)

Curto's light cavalry (i)

Thomières's division (i), (ii), (iii)

1/45th & 74th (Third Division) (i)

Bradford's brigade (i), (ii)

Leith's division (i), (ii)

Le Marchant's brigade (i), (ii)

62nd & 101st Ligne (Thomières's division) (i)

1st Ligne (Thomières's division) (i), (ii)

Maucune's division (i), (ii)

Taupin's division (i), (ii), (iii)

French artillery, captured (i), (ii), (iii)

2/53rd (Sixth Division) (i)

Boyer's dragoons (i)

Stubbs's brigade (Fourth Division) (i)

Fusilier brigade (Fourth Division) (i), (ii)

1/40th (Fourth Division) (i)

Bonnet's division (i), (ii), (iii)

Spry's brigade (Fifth Division) (i)

Clausel's division (i)

Fusiliers at Albuera (i)

Pack's brigade (i), (ii)

120th Ligne (Bonnet's division) (i), (ii)

Sarrut's division (i)

Clinton's division (i)

Ferey's division (i)

Spanish troops (i)

94th Foot (Third Division) (i)

Seventh Division (i)

Light Division (i)

Foy's division (i)

overall, French (i), (ii), (iii)

overall, allied (i), (ii)

among senior officers (i)

at Garcia Hernandez (i), (ii)

Cathcart, Lt-Col Charles (staff) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Caulaincourt, Gen. A., duc de Vicenza (i)

Charrié, Pierre (historian) (i)

Chauvel, Gen. (i), (ii), (iii)

cheer, British (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Christie, Lt. B. (5th Dragoon Guards) (i)

Ciudad Rodrigo, siege of (Jan. 1812) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Clausel, Gen. B. (i), (ii), (iii)

biographical sketch (i)

slightly wounded (i), (ii)

takes command of army (i), (ii)

location when wounded (i)

drives Cole back (i)

possibly decides to counterattack (i), (ii), (iii)

limits his pursuit of Cole (i)

reputation enhanced by battle (i), (ii)

on state of army after the battle (i)

Clinton, Capt. Lord (ADC to Wellington) (i), (ii)

Clinton, Maj-Gen. Henry (i), (ii)

biographical sketch (i)

and attack on El Sierro (i), (ii)

conduct in the attack (i)

line in succession to Wellington (i)

letter attributed to (i)

see also Sixth Division under army, allied

Clinton, Maj-Gen. William (i)

Clowes, Lt-Col W. L. (3rd Dragoons) (i)

Cocks, Maj. E. C. (16th Light Dragoons) (i), (ii)

Cole, Lt-Gen. L. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

biographical sketch (i)

returns to army (i)

orders Wachholtz to advance (i)

anxious over exposed flank (i)

wounded (i), (ii)

Collins, Lt-Col. R. (C.O. Portuguese brigade, Seventh Division) (i)

colours

guarding the (i), (ii), (iii)

of 2/53rd (i), (ii), (iii)

Sous-Lieutenant Guillemot captures (i)

Colville, Maj-Gen. C. (i)

Combermere, Viscount see Cotton, Sir S.

Combermere, Viscountess (i)

Connelly, Sgt. Michael (i)

Coruña, Battle of (16 January 1809) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Cortes, (i)

Costello, Private E. (95th Rifles) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Cotton, Lt-Gen. Sir S.

on 18 July (i), (ii)

on Wellington's refusal to attack in June (i)

as second-in-command (i)

tension with Le Marchant (i)

possibly opposes midday attack (i)

quarrel with Le Marchant (i), (ii)

unpopular with heavy cavalry (i), (ii)

role in Le Marchant's charge (i), (ii), (iii)

Wellington's supposed praise of (i)

wounded (i), (ii)

orders cavalry not to pursue (i), (ii)

Cowper, Col. L. I. (historian) (i)

Craufurd, Maj-Gen. R. (i)

Croker, J. W. (politician and author) (i), (ii)

Crookshank, Maj. (12th Caçadores) (i), (ii)

Curto, Gen. J. B. T. (i), (ii)

see also under army, French

Cuyler, Lt-Col G. (1/11 th) (i)

Dalbiac, Lt-Col J. C. (4th Dragoons) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Dalmer, Maj. T. (23rd Fusiliers) (i)

Daniel, J. E. (commissariat) (i)

D'Arcy, Lt. J. (1/88th) (i), (ii)

Davey, Sgt R. (R.A.) (i)

dead, treatment of the (i), (ii)

De Champlimond, Col. (i)

Decken, Capt. von der (i)

De Lancey, Lt-Col. W. (staff) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

on attack on El Sierro (i)

Desgraviers, Brig. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Dickens, Capt. Frederick (12th Light Dragoons) (i)

Dickson, Lt-Col. A. (R.A.) (i)

Donaldson, Sgt. (94th) (i), (ii)

Douglas, Col. J. (3/1st)

on early morning skirmishing (i)

on being bombarded (i), (ii), (iii)

Wellington sends 3/1st forward (i), (ii)

on General Leith (i)

feelings on preparing to advance (i)

advance and attack of Fifth Division (i), (ii), (iii)

on capture of French Eagle (i)

on Le Marchant's charge (i)

on attack on El Sierro (i)

on night after the battle (i)

Dowson, Capt. William (ADC to Leith) no, (i), (ii), (iii)

Drouet, Gen. J. B., Comte d'Erlon (i), (ii), (iii)

Duplan, V. M. (i)

D'Urban, Brig. B. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

dust (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Dyneley, Capt. T. (R.H.A.)

occupies Lesser Arapile (i), (ii)

fire wounds Marmont (i)

on French artillery on Greater Arapile (i), (ii)

and Pack's attack (i)

catches fleeing Portuguese officer (i)

Eadie, Private R. (79th) (i), (ii)

Eagles, French

Captain Mottier's defence of (i), (ii)

capture of (i), (ii), (iii)

their reception in England (i), (ii)

El Bodon, action at (i), (ii)

Ellesmere, Earl of, reminiscences of Wellington (i)

Elley, Lt-Col J. (cavalry staff) (i), (ii), (iii)

Ellis, Lt-Col H. (23rd Fusiliers) (i)

El Sierro (i), (ii), (iii)

fighting at (i)

Encinas, fords at (i), (ii), (iii)

España, Mariscal de Campo, Don Carlos (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Fabvier, Capt. (staff) (i)

Fanions, French, capture of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Farrington, Joseph (artist and diarist) (i)

Faunce, Maj. (4th King's Own) (i)

Fearon, Maj. P. (4th Caçadores) (i), (ii)

Ferrol, rejoicings in (i)

Ferey, Gen. C. F. (i)

biographical sketch (i)

mortally wounded (i), (ii), (iii)

handles division with skill (i)

Fitzclarence, Lord Frederick (i)

Flags, Allied

guarding the (i), (ii), (iii)

of 2/53rd (i), (ii), (iii)

Sous-Lieutenant Guillemot captures (i)

Fortescue, Hon. J. W. (historian)

on 18 July (i)

on Thomières's march (i)

on Chauvel's cavalry (i)

maps of (i)

Pakenham's route across Tormes (i)

time Marmont wounded (i)

time Wellington decides to attack (i)

on Pakenham's formation (i)

on Thomières's death (i)

on 2/58th (i)

on Eagles captured (i)

on fighting between Clinton and Bonnet (i)

on timing of Pack's attack (i)

and 70th Ligne (i)

lends Oman transcripts from French archives (i), (ii)

criticizes Campbell (i), (ii)

on strength of 5th Dragoon Guards (i)

on French strength and losses (i), (ii)

doubts Wellington's claim of prisoners captured (i)

Foy, Gen. M.

in the Council of War (i)

criticism of Marmont (i), (ii)

biographical sketch (i)

on the French army (i)

early morning, 22nd July (i)

guards flank of the army (i)

blames Marmont for French defeat (i)

withdraws under pressure (i)

his own account of withdrawal (i), (ii)

exaggerates role of British cavalry (i), (ii)

praised by Napier (i)

might have succeeded to command of army (i)

praises Clausel (i); at Garcia Hernandez (i)

praises Wellington (i)

Frederick the Great, King of Prussia (i)

French army see army, French

Fririon, Brig. (i), (ii)

Fuentes de Oñoro, Battle of (3–5 May 1811) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii)

Fusilier brigade

broken by Clausel (i), (ii)

casualties (i), (ii), (iii)

rally and drive Clausel back (i), (ii)

‘Be ashamed, Fusiliers!’ (i)

joins attack on El Sierro (i), (ii)

see also Fourth Division under army, allied

gangrene (i)

Garcia Hernandez, combat of (23 July 1812) (i), (ii), (iii)

Garrett, Ensign R. (2nd) (i)

George, Prince Regent (later George IV) (i), (ii)

Girard, Gen. J. B. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Gleig, G. R. (soldier, chaplain and historian) (i)

Gomm, Capt. W. M. (ADC to Leith)

on Leith (i)

on French bombardment (i)

on Maucune's formation (i)

on Leith's attack (i)

on Leith's advance (i)

wounded (i)

Gordon, Maj. Alexander (ADC to Wellington) (i), (ii), (iii)

Gower see Leveson Gower, Lord Granville

Graham, Lt-Gen. Sir T. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Grattan, Lt. W. (1/88th)

credibility of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Wellington's orders to Pakenham (i), (ii)

misconduct of caçadores (i)

attack of Third Division (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

and Le Marchant's charge (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

after the battle (i)

Greater Arapile (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

altitude (i)

Pack's attack on (i)

French evacuate (i)

Green, Private J. (68th) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Gregory, Lt. (4th Dragoons) (i)

Greville, Lt-Col. C. (1/38th) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Greville, Charles (diarist) (i), (ii), (iii)

Grüben, Maj. (1st KGL Hussars) (i), (ii)

Guards brigade

and defence of Los Arapiles (i)

see First Division under army, allied

Guarena, combat on the (18 July 1812) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

guerrillas, role of the (i), (ii), (iii)

Guillemot, Sous-Lieutenant (118th Ligne) (i)

Haddock, Maj. R. (12th Caçadores) (i)

Hale, Sgt J. (1/9th) (i), (ii), (iii)

Hamilton, Capt. Thomas (author) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

see also ‘Moggridge, Spencer’

d'Hautpoul, Capt. A. (59th Ligne) (i), (ii), (iii)

Hay see Leith Hay, A.

Hennell, Ensign G. (1/43rd) (i), (ii), (iii)

Hervey, Lt-Col. (14th Light Dragoons) (i)

Hill, Lt-Col. N. (1st Portuguese) (i), (ii)

Hill, Lt-Gen. Sir R. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Hinde, Col. S. V. (i)

Hope, Maj-Gen. John (i), (ii), (iii)

see also Seventh Division under army, allied

Hope, Lt-Gen Sir John (i)

hospitals, conditions in (i)

Huerta, fords at (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Hugonin, Maj. J. (4th Dragoons) (i)

Hulse, Maj-Gen R. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Ingilby, Lt. W. B. (R.A.) (i)

Jackson, Col. R.D. (Coldstream Guards) (i)

‘Jingling Johnny’ (i)

Joseph, King of Spain (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)

Jourdan, Marshal J. B. (i), (ii)

Kincaid, Lt. J. (95th Rifles) (i), (ii), (iii)

King's German Legion see under army, allied

Knight, Charles (author and publisher) (i)

Knollys, Capt. (author) (i)

Krauchenberg, Maj. G. (1st K.G.L. Hussars) (i)

Lamartinière, Gen. (chief of staff), his table of casualties

discussed (i), (ii), (iii)

mentioned (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix)

Lawford, Col. J. P. (historian) see Young & Lawford

Lawrence, Sgt. W. (1/40th) (i), (ii)

Lawson, Capt. (R.A.) (i)

Leach, Capt. J. (95th Rifles) (i)

Leith, Lt-Gen. James

and Wellington's refusal to attack in June (i)

biographical sketch (i)

attacks Maucune (i), (ii);

receives orders from Wellington (i)

encourages troops under bombardment (i)

regulates advance of division (i), (ii)

orders troops to fire and charge (i), (ii)

wounded (i), (ii), (iii)

Leith Hay, Lt. Andrew (ADC to Leith)

credibility (i)

Salamanca before the battle (i)

weather and dust (i)

French bombardment (i)

time of events (i)

Lawson's battery forced to retire (i), (ii), (iii)

sent forward to skirmishers (i)

Maucune's formation (i), (ii), (iii)

Leith's attack (i)

on British tactics (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Oman's misquoting of (i), (ii)

Wellington's orders to Leith (i)

praises Sympher's battery (i)

Le Marchant, Ensign Carey (ADC to Le Marchant) (i), (ii)

Le Marchant, Denis (author) (i)

Le Marchant, Maj-Gen. J. G.

biographical sketch (i)

charge of his brigade (i)

orders from Wellington (i), (ii)

quarrel with Cotton (i), (ii)

blood up (i); death of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Lemonnier-Delafosse, M. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

credibility (i), (ii)

Lesser Arapile (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

altitude (i)

Leveson Gower, Lord Granville (i)

Light, Lt. William (staff) (i), (ii), (iii)

Light Division see under army, allied

Lightfoot, Capt. (1/45th) (i)

Lillie, Maj. J. Scott (7th Caçadores) (i), (ii), (iii)

Lingsingen, Capt. (K.G.L.) (i)

Liverpool, Earl of (Prime Minister) (i), (ii), (iii)

Londonderry, Charles Stewart, Marquess of (soldier, diplomat and historian) (i), (ii), (iii)

Longa, F. (guerrilla leader) (i)

Los Arapiles (village) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

Maucune attacks (i)

altitude (i)

Loverdo, Col. (59th Ligne) (i)

Luard, Lt. J. (4th Dragoons) (i)

lunch, Wellington's (i), (ii)

Macdonald, Maj. (R.H.A.) (i)

Maclean, Lt-Col. J. (3/27th) (i)

McGrigor, Dr James (i), (ii)

Mackie, Capt. W. (1/88th) (i)

Madrid (i)

Maguilla, combat of (11 June 1811) (i)

Maguire, Lt. F. (1/4th) (i)

Majadahonda, combat of (11 August 1812) (i)

Manners, Maj. Lord Charles (i)

maps

of battlefield, discussed (i)

in papers of Maj-Gen. Ashworth (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Marcel, Capt. (i)

Marindin, A. H. (historian) (i)

Marlborough, Duke of (i)



Marmont, Marshal A. F. L. V. de

biographical sketch (i)



before the battle

assumes command of the Army of Portugal (i), (ii)

detaches troops to aid Suchet (i)

demonstration in northern Portugal (i)

attempts to relieve Salamanca forts (i), (ii)

withdraws to the Duero (i)

decides to advance (i), (ii)

crosses Duero (i)

drives allies back to the Guarena (i)

decides not to attack (i)

gains initiative (i)

resumes advance (i)

crosses Tormes (i)

measures to strengthen his cavalry (i), (ii)

difficulties with subordinates (i), (ii), (iii)

Foy's opinion of (i), (ii), (iii)

criticism of Maucune (i), (ii), (iii)



On 22nd July and after

early morning (i), (ii), (iii)

decides not to attack (i), (ii)

shifts army to left (i), (ii), (iii)

seizes Greater Arapile (i), (ii)

joins Bonnet on Greater Arapile (i), (ii)

encouraged when Wellington aborts his attack (i)

his account of this (i), (ii)

hopes to maul allied rearguard (i)

orders of, in early afternoon (i), (ii), (iii)

orders Maucune to halt attack on village (i)

recognizes danger of Thomières's march (i), (ii)

orders Taupin to support Maucune (i), (ii)

wounded (i), (ii), (iii)

time when wounded (i), (ii), (iii)

responsibility for defeat (i), (ii), (iii)

states that Bonnet was second-in-command (i)

and Sous-Lieutenant Guillemot (i)

exaggerates Pack's casualties (i)

carried to Alba de Tormes when wounded (i)

Napoleon's criticism of (i)

defeat destroys his reputation (i), (ii)

claims to have suffered only 6,000 casualties (i)

Martinien, A. (historian)

discussed (i), (ii), (iii)

mentioned (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Masséna, Marshal A. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Massey, Lt. J. (3rd Dragoons) (i)

Maucune, Gen. A. L. P.

favours attacking at San Cristobal (i)

biographical sketch (i)

advances onto Monte de Azan (i), (ii)

attacks Los Arapiles (i), (ii), (iii)

moves further west (i), (ii)

establishes battery and bombards allies (i)

role in French defeat (i), (ii), (iii)

division defeated by Leith (i)

and Le Marchant's cavalry (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

and French retreat (i)

Maurice, Sir F. (historian) (i)

medical services (i)

Menne, Brig. (i)

Mercier (French engineer officer) (i)

Miles, Lt. (5th Dragoon Guards) (i)

Mills, Ensign J. (Coldstream Guards) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Mitchell, Sir T. L. (soldier and surveyor) (i)

‘Moggridge, Spencer’ (pseudonym of Thomas Hamilton)

on discontent with Wellington in June (i)

Wellington's orders to Pakenham (i), (ii)

credibility (i), (ii)

Pakenham's advance (i)

on Curto's charge (i)

Pakenham's objections to attack on El Sierro (i)

see also Hamilton, Capt. Thomas

Money, Col. A. (11th Light Dragoons) (i), (ii)

Monro, Lt. F. (R.A.) (i), (ii)

Monte de Azan 52–4, 59–60, 75, 271–2 altitude (i)

Moore, Lt-Gen. Sir John (i), (ii), (iii)

Moriarty, Lt. T. (1/88th) (i)

Morley, Sgt. S. (1/5th) (i)

Mottier, Capt. (82nd Ligne) (i), (ii)

Murphy, Maj. B. (1/88th) (i), (ii)

Murray, Maj-Gen, Sir G. (i), (ii), (iii)

Napier, Maj. W. (1/43rd, soldier and historian) (i)

and the lull on the Duero (i)

on 18 July (i), (ii), (iii)

criticizes Marmont's plan of campaign (i)

criticizes Victor Alten (i)

on Marmont (i)

on strength of the armies (i)

and failure to seize Greater Arapile (i), (ii)

Wellington decides to attack (i), (ii)

on when Marmont wounded (i)

Wellington having a siesta (i)

and D'Urban's charge (i)

and Cotton's role in Le Marchant's charge (i)

strength of Le Marchant's brigade (i)

does not blame Portuguese for Pack's failure (i)

on timing of Pack's attack (i)

on the attack on El Sierro (i), (ii)

leads 43rd in its advance (i), (ii)

receives orders from Wellington (i)

criticizes Henry Campbell (i)

formation of Light Division (i)

threat to Foy's flank by Fourth Division (i)

pride in his division (i)

description of Wellington at the end of the battle (i)

Napoleon I, Emperor (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

and Marmont (i)

criticizes Marmont (i)

dismisses battle as unimportant (i)

Newman, Maj. F. (1/11th) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Ney, Marshal (i), (ii), (iii)

Norcliffe, Lt. N. (4th Dragoons) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

‘Nott, Major’ (i), (ii)

Nuestra Señora de la Peña, skirmishing around (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

officers, role of regimental (i), (ii)

Offley, Maj. (23rd Fusiliers) (i)

Oman, Sir Charles (historian)

account of 18 July (i), (ii)

strength of the armies (i)

blames Marmont for French defeat (i), (ii)

strength of Chauvel's force (i)

map of battlefield (i), (ii)

mistake over which caçadores took part in skirmishing (i)

time of events (i), (ii), (iii)

Pakenham crosses Tormes (i)

Wellington's orders to De Lancey 77–8 (i)

believes Bonnet senior to Clausel (i)

timing of Wellington's decision to attack (i)

on Pakenham's formation (i)

on D'Urban's charge (i)

on Thomières's march (i), (ii)

on Thomières's death (i)

on Curto's charge (i)

on Lawson's battery (Fifth Division) (i)

‘improvements’ to Leith Hay (i)

on Le Marchant's formation (i)

on Le Marchant's charge (i)

on colours of 7th Caçadores (i)

on Clausel's ‘decision’ to counterattack (i)

on Clinton's defeat of Bonnet (i)

on timing of Pack's attack (i)

on 70th Ligne (i)

lent transcripts from French archives by Fortescue (i), (ii)

calculation of allied strength and losses (i)

calculation of French strength and losses (i)

Onslow, Maj. W. (4th Dragoons) (i), (ii)

Oporto, action at (12 May 1809) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Orange, William, Prince of (ADC to Wellington) (i)

ordnance map, Spanish (i), (ii)

Pack, Brig. D.

unsuccessful attack on Greater Arapile (i)

character (i)

orders from Wellington (i), (ii)

doubts of success (i), (ii)

plan of attack (i), (ii)

orders to Charles Synge (i)

own account of attack (i)

Paget, Lt-Gen. Sir E. (i)

Pakenham, Maj-Gen. E. (i), (ii), (iii)

biographical sketch (i)

receives orders from Wellington (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

formation and line of advance (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

his attack (i), (ii)

knew how to handle Picton's division (i), (ii)

tells Wallace to ‘let them loose’ (i)

rallies 1/5th (i)

pursuit checked (i)

and attack on El Sierro (i), (ii)

Parquin, Capt. (i), (ii), (iii)

Pearce, Lt. (2/44th) (i), (ii)

Pelagarcia stream (i), (ii), (iii)

Perceval, Spencer (Prime Minister) (i)

Pico de Miranda (i), (ii)

terrain at (i), (ii), (iii)

fighting at (i)

Picton, Maj-Gen. T. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Pizarro, Col. (16th Portuguese) (i)

plunder, of the wounded and dead (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

sheep picked up (i)

Pollos, fords at (i), (ii), (iii)

politics, British, influence on Wellington's operations (i)

Ponsonby, Lt-Col. F. (12th Light Dragoons) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Popham, Commodore Sir H. R. (R.N.) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Porlier, J. (guerrilla leader) (i)

Portuguese see army, allied

Pratt, Ensign (2/30th) (i)

Pringle, Maj-Gen, W. H. see Fifth Division under army, allied

prisoners, risks in being taken prisoner (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Norcliffe's experiences (i)

Synge's experiences (i)

treatment of French prisoners, (i), (ii)

d'Hautpoul's experiences (i)

numbers taken (i), (ii)

at Garcia Hernandez (i)

taken on 18 July (i)

regiments see army, allied see also army, French

religion (i), (ii), (iii)

Rezende, Conde de (C.O. Portuguese brigade, Sixth Division) (i)

see also army, allied

Rice, Maj. S. (51st) (i)

Robinson, Lt-Col. R. E. R. (historian) (i)

Ross-Lewin, Capt. H. (1/32nd) (i)

and attack on El Sierro (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

wounded (i)

Royal Military Panorama (i)

Salamanca

forts of (i)

battlefield described (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

inhabitants of (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Sánchez, Brig. Don J. (i), (ii), (iii)

San Cristobal position of

Marmont's parade in front of (i), (ii)

Wellington declines to attack at (i), (ii)

discontent this causes (i), (ii), (iii)

occupied again (21 July) (i), (ii)

Sarramon, Jean (historian)

on 18 July (i)

blames Marmont for French defeat (i), (ii)

strength of Chauvel's force (i)

map of battlefield (i), (ii)

corrects Oman re caçadores (i)

time of events (i)

and French guns on Greater Arapile (i)

Clausel senior to Bonnet (i)

and Thomières's defeat and death (i)

on Curto's cavalry (i)

on Le Marchant's charge (i)

on which Eagles were captured (i)

and Clausel's ‘decision’ to counterattack (i)

Sarrut and Ferey's defence of El Sierro (i)

and 70th Ligne (i)

criticizes Henry Campbell (i)

on French retreat (i)

on threat to Foy's flank (i)

on strength of 5th Dragoon Guards (i)

on strength and losses of Marmont's army (i)

Sarrut, Gen. J. T. (i), (ii)

see also under army, French

Savary, Gen., duc de Rovigo (Minister of Police) (i)

Scott, Sir Walter (i)

Scovell, Maj. G. (staff) (i), (ii)

Selby, Lt. W. (3rd Dragoons) (i)

Sherer, Lt. M. (2/34th) (i)

Simmons, Lt. G. (95th Rifles) (i)

Smith, Lt. (1/11th) (i)

Smith, Capt. W. (11th Light Dragoons) (i)

Somerset, Lt-Col. Lord Edward (4th Dragoons) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Somerset, Lt-Col. Lord Fitzroy (military secretary to Wellington)

Wellington's decision to attack (i), (ii)

Wellington's orders to Pakenham (i)

Souham, Gen. J. (i), (ii)

Soult, Marshal N. J. D. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

Spanish Division see under army, allied

Spry, Brig. W. F. (C.O. Portuguese brigade, Fifth Division) see under army, allied

Stewart, Brig. C see Londonderry, Marquess of

Stubbs, Col. (C.O. Portuguese brigade, Fourth Division) see under army, allied

Sturgeon, Lt-Col. H. (staff) (i)

Suchet, Marshal L. G. (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

surgeons, work done by (i)

Sympher, Capt. G. (KGL artillery) see under army, allied

Synge, Capt. C. (ADC to Pack) (i), (ii)

and Pack's attack on Greater Arapile (i)

writes of Pack with affection (i)

Wellington's orders (i), (ii)

credibility (i), (ii)

wounded (i), (ii)

tactics

British emphasis on cheer and charge (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii)

French (i), (ii)

Pack's heavy formation (i), (ii)

Light Division's formation (i)

Talavera, Battle of (27–8 July 1809) (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

Tarragona (i), (ii)

Taupin, Brig.

on 18 July (i)

biographical sketch (i)

dispute with Castel (i)

Taylor, Col. Sir H. (royal secretary) (i), (ii)

Thiers, praises Clausel (i)

Thomières, Gen. J. G. B.

biographical sketch (i)

overtakes Maucune's division (i)

role in French defeat (i), (ii)

defeated by Pakenham (i)

death of (i), (ii), (iii)

Thompson, Private A. (5th Dragoon Guards) (i)

Thornton, James (cook) (i)

thunderstorm on night before battle (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v)

time, difficulty of determining when events occurred (i), (ii), (iii)

Times, The (i), (ii), (iii)

Tomkinson, Capt. W. (16th Light Dragoons)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

on San Cristobal (i)

on the aborted midday attack (i), (ii)

on Lawson's battery (i)

on Cotton's insult to Le Marchant (i)

regiment not much engaged (i)

on Le Marchant's casualties (i)

Sixth Division after the battle (i)

on flight of the French (i)

Tordesillas (i), (ii)

Toro, bridge at (i), (ii)

Torrens, Col. H. (military secretary to the CinC) (i), (ii)

Townsend, Col. (14th Light Dragoons) (i)

United Service Journal (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

Valladolid (i)

Vere, Maj. C. B. (Fourth Division staff)

misread by Oman (i)

artillery in allied centre (i)

advance of Fourth Division (i)

1/40th overpowered (i)

Cole wounded (i)

timing of Pack's attack (i)

attack on El Sierro (i)

Fourth Division's final advance (i)

Villa Garcia, combat of (i)

Vimiero, Battle of (21 August 1808) (i), (ii)

Wachholtz, Capt. F. L. von (Brunswick Oels)

defends Los Arapiles (i), (ii)

on French artillery on Greater Arapile (i)

ordered to advance (i)

runs when Fusiliers break (i)

in attack on El Sierro (i), (ii), (iii)

Wade, Col. T. F. (ADC to Cole) (i)

Wagram, Battle of (5–6 July 1809) (i), (ii)

Walcheren (i), (ii)

Wallace, Lt-Col. A. (1/88th)

ordered to advance and formation (i), (ii)

attacks Thomières (i)

pursues impetuously (i), (ii), (iii)

opens ranks for Le Marchant (i)

casualties inflicted by (i)

losses of (i)

Warre, Lt-Col. W. (ADC to Beresford) (i), (ii), (iii)

Waterloo (i), (ii), (iii)

Waters, Lt-Col J. (staff) (i), (ii), (iii)

Watson, Sir Henry (i)

weather (i), (ii)

Wellesley, Sir Henry (diplomat) (i), (ii)

Wellesley, Richard, Marquess (statesman and politician) (i), (ii)

Wellington, Lt-Gen. Earl of biographical sketch (i)



before the 22nd

early campaigns (i), (ii), (iii)

plans for Salamanca campaign (i), (ii)

advances on Salamanca (i)

and Salamanca forts (i)

declines to attack Marmont at San Cristobal (i), (ii)

discontent caused by this (i), (ii), (iii)

checked at the Duero (i)

out-manoeuvred by Marmont (i)

on 18 July (i), (ii)

loses the initiative (i)

anger at French marches (i)

crosses Tormes (i)

his Dispatches (i)

second-in-command (i), (ii)

requests Leith as a subordinate (i)

praises Pakenham (i), (ii)

relations with Henry Clinton (i)

size of his army (i)



on the 22nd July and after

prepares to retreat (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

watches Marmont's army (i), (ii)

fails to occupy Greater Arapile (i), (ii)

orders Pakenham and D'Urban to Aldea Tejada (i), (ii)

concerned by French threat to flank (i)

plans then aborts an attack (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

prepares to resist a French attack (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

shifts forces to his right (i), (ii)

on French bombardment (i)

seizes opportunity to attack (i), (ii), (iii)

discourages Croker writing history of Waterloo (i)

orders to Pakenham (i), (ii), (iii), (iv)

14th Light Dragoons on left flank (i)

orders to Col. Maclean (i)

complains about British artillery (i)

does not contradict Alava's story (i)

on Pakenham's formation (i)

on Arentschildt's cavalry (i)

sends 3/1st forward (i), (ii), (iii)

orders Fifth Division to the right (i)

orders to Leith (i), (ii)

moves Seventh Division forward (i)

observes advance of Fifth Division (i)

orders to Le Marchant (i), (ii)

orders to Cotton (i)

supposed praise of Cotton (i)

mistake in not replacing Pack's brigade in centre (i)

orders Sixth Division forward (i)

possibly orders 1/40th forward (i)

orders to Pack (i), (ii)

and attack on El Sierro (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi)

believes Spanish still hold Alba de Tormes (i), (ii)

orders Third and Sixth Divisions to pursue (i), (ii)

leads First and Light Division's pursuit (i)

struck by spent bullet (i)

blames España for French escape (i), (ii)

orders to Campbell not obeyed (i)

praises Frederick Ponsonby (i)

criticized for handling of pursuit (i)

compared to Marlborough (i), (ii)

succession to, if incapacitated (i)

number of guns captured (i)

role in the victory (i)

Napier's vision of, at the end of the battle (i)

at Garcia Hernandez (i)

abandons pursuit (i)

enters Madrid (i)

granted Order of the Golden Fleece (i)

made a marquess (i)

forced to retreat (i)

number of prisoners taken (i)

Wellington, Countess of (i), (ii)

Wheatley, Maj-Gen. W. (i)

Wheeler, Private W. (51st) (i), (ii)

White, Capt. W. (staff) (i), (ii)

Wilson, Lt-Col. (1/48th) (i)

wounded, experience of the (i), (ii)

Norcliffe's (i)

French (i), (ii)

Synge's (i)

experience of the (i), (ii)

numbers of (i)

Wyld, James (publisher) (i), (ii)

York, Duke of (CinC) (i), (ii), (iii)

Young, Brig. Peter & Lt-Col. J. P. Lawford (historians)

on 18 July (i)

Pakenham crosses Tormes (i)

Wellington's orders to Col. Maclean (i)

Clausel senior to Bonnet (i)

Wellington's lunch (i)

Thomières's march (i)

Pakenham's formation (i)

Thomières's death (i)

Clausel's ‘decision’ to counterattack (i)

Clinton defeats Bonnet (i)

strength of 5th Dragoon Guards (i)
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