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Introduction

Succinctly put, World War I was the most important single event of the 20th century. Almost all of the predictions of 1914 were proven wrong. The belief of a short war over by Christmas gave way to a four-year-long slaughterhouse and the largest conflict in world history to that point. Victory was almost indistinguishable from defeat. The human costs alone were staggering. More than 68 million men had been mobilized, and at least 10 million had died (8 million from combat and the remainder from disease and malnutrition). Another 21 million men were wounded, and nearly 8 million had been taken prisoner or declared missing. In the French and Russian Armies, three-quarters of the men were casualties. At least 6.6 million civilians also perished, reportedly some 1 million of these starving to death as a consequence of the British blockade. These heavy casualties fueled pacifist sentiment, especially in Britain, and helped prevent timely rearmament in the Western democracies in the 1930s against Adolf Hitler’s Germany.

World War 1 introduced or saw increased use of new weapons, including the tank, airplane, machine gun, and submarine. The war also introduced penicillin, while attention was given to shell shock, now known as post-traumatic stress disorder. Large numbers of women entered the workforce because of the war, which would have profound social, economic, and political ramifications. The war also greatly influenced literature and the arts.

All commentators agree that World War I was one of the most influential events in all history. The war was far more than a vast military holocaust. It toppled all of continental Europe’s great dynastic empires: the German, Austro-Hungarian, Ottoman, and Russian. The war provided the opportunity for the Bolsheviks to seize power in Russia in November 1917.

The war consumed the capital and treasure accumulated during the course of several centuries. Its direct costs were staggering, and the indirect costs were even greater. The war reshuffled the international balance of power and made the United States the leading creditor nation and world financial capital. The war also greatly stimulated unrest in the colonial areas of the world, paradoxically advancing both Zionism and Arab nationalism. U.S. president Woodrow Wilson’s wartime statements about “self-determination of peoples” and “fighting to make the world safe for democracy” found ready acceptance among peoples living in subjugation overseas.

The conditions spawned by World War I occupied central place in the rise to power of Benito Mussolini in Italy and Adolf Hitler in Germany. Hitler’s efforts to reverse the outcome of the Great War, as World War I is also known, and those of Mussolini and the Japanese nationalists to fish in troubled waters in order to advance their nations’ territorial ambitions, coupled with deep divisions among the victorious powers of France, Great Britain, and the United States regarding enforcement of the peace settlement of 1919, brought World War II. In a very real sense, World War II was simply a continuation of World War I.

Spencer C. Tucker


Overview of World War I

The most potent weapon for the Allies in World War I was the British Royal Navy. Britain also had half of the world’s merchant marine, vital for securing and transporting war materials. On land the Central Powers had the advantage, as the German Army was the world’s largest and most efficient. The Allied combined population was, however, much larger than that of the Central Powers—279 million compared to 120 million—and the Allies were much better placed economically. If the war could be prolonged and all other factors remained equal, economics and demography would give them victory. The German General Staff had no intention of fighting a prolonged war, however.

The Germans planned a quick victory over France and then a turn to deal with a slowly mobilizing Russia. German Army chief of staff General Helmuth von Moltke had modified the original German Schlieffen war plan that placed overriding strength on the right wing in favor of strengthening forces against the anti-cipated French offensive in Lorraine. Then while the campaign was in progress, he detached some 80,000 men from the right wing and sent them east against the Russians, who had moved faster than anticipated. Given the excellent French rail net that allowed rapid troop movements, the Schlieffen Plan might not have worked in any case, but Moltke’s changes were fatal.

French Army chief of staff General Joseph Joffre ignored the likely German thrust through Belgium and placed three of his five armies on the borders of Alsace and Lorraine in order to retake those two provinces lost to Germany in 1871. Only one army was in the critical area of the Belgian frontier. Thanks to the French railroads, however, Joffre was able to shift forces northward quickly.

The German advance into Belgium went as planned. Meanwhile, the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) arrived in France. Commanded by Field Marshal Sir John French, the BEF was small but highly trained. The BEF and the French were, however, forced into a withdrawal to within 25 miles of Paris.

The fall of the city seemed certain, but the Allies now enjoyed a slight numerical advantage, and in the First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12) they halted the Germans. This battle denied Germany the quick victory it needed to win the war. General Erich von Falkenhayn now replaced Moltke as chief of the German General Staff.

The Race to the Sea ensued, with each side endeavoring to turn the other’s flank. In the First Battle of Ypres (October 22–November 22), the British turned back Falkenhayn’s effort to secure the channel ports. This battle ended the war of movement and began a war of trenches and stalemate.

The front now extended some 350 miles from the English Channel to the Swiss frontier. From the end of 1914 until early 1918 there was no change of more than 10 miles in the front lines on the Western Front, the sole exception being a 1917 voluntary German withdrawal from the Noyon salient. Determined to drive the Germans from France, Joffre pressed the offensive but met failure in the First Battle of Artois (December 17–January 4) and the First Battle of Champagne (December 20–March 17).

Combat on the Eastern Front was much more fluid, in large part because of the length of the front. Here the Russians divided their forces against Austria-Hungary and Germany but also again against Germany, owing to the geographical barrier of the Masurian Lakes. With smaller resources but making excellent use of their railroad net, General Paul von Hindenburg and his chief of staff General Eric Ludendorff defeated the two northern Russian drives piecemeal in the Battle of Tannenberg (August 26–31) and the First Battle of the Masurian Lakes (September 7–13). The Russians did enjoy success against Austro-Hungarian forces, taking most of Galicia and besieging the Fortress of Przemyśl. They were then positioned to outflank German Silesia.

At the end of September, however, the Germans opened an offensive in Poland. It reached almost to Warsaw before a withdrawal in mid-October. Hindenburg was aware of Russian plans to invade Silesia, and when the Russians began their offensive there in mid-November, the Germans caught them in the flank. Defeated in the Battles of Łódź and Łowicz (November 16–25), the Russians withdrew all the way back to Warsaw.

Fierce fighting also occurred in Serbia. By the end of the year, however, the Serbs had expelled the far larger Austro-Hungarian invaders.

At sea, the Royal Navy sought to clear the seas of German shipping. An indecisive clash occurred in the Battle of Heligoland Bight (August 28), and the Germans raided ports in eastern England in December. In two naval battles off South America, a German squadron won the Battle of Coronel (November 1) off Chile, only to itself be destroyed in the Battle of the Falklands (December 8). Germany’s major weapon at sea became the submarine.

The Ottoman Empire’s entry into the war on October 29 brought fighting in the Middle East and Caucasia. It also had great strategic implications, for the Ottomans controlled the water passageway from the Mediterranean to the Black Sea, through which passed Western military aid to Russia. The British sent Indian Army forces to protect oil facilities in Mesopotamia and to Egypt to guard the vital Suez Canal. Heavy fighting occurred between Russian and Ottoman forces in Caucasia, with the Ottomans getting the worst of it.

In Asia, Japan furthered its imperial ambitions by capturing Qingdao and acquiring the German concession of the Shandong Peninsula in China as well as taking the German Pacific islands north of the equator. The Japanese also attempted to establish a protectorate over China. Fighting also occurred in Africa, where the Allies sought to take the German colonies. This effort tied down 300,000 Allied troops until the end of the war.

In 1915, a series of French offensives failed in Champagne and Artois. So too did British attacks at Aubers Ridge and Loos, causing London to replace Field Marshal French with General Douglas Haig. In the Second Battle of Ypres (April 22–May 25), the Germans successfully employed poison gas for the first time in the war, but the resulting penetration was quickly contained.

A new front opened in Italy. Both sides had courted Italy, but the Allies offered territorial gains at the expense of Austria-Hungary, and on May 23 Italy declared war on the Dual Monarchy. Geography limited major offensives to the narrow, rugged Isonzo River front, where the Austrians had fortified heavily and beat back the Italians in four battles in 1915.

The major German efforts of 1915 came on the Eastern Front. The Russian plan to renew their drive into East Prussia was preempted by the Germans in two offensives: a drive to the north and a southern thrust through the Carpathians. The northern offensive, the Second Battle of the Masurian Lakes (February 7–22, 1915) saw the German advance some 70 miles. The southern offensive was not as successful, and the Przemyśl fortress surrendered to the Russians, who then resumed their Carpathian advance. It was halted at the end of April.

To counter the Russians, Falkenhayn mounted the Gorlice-Tarnow Offensive. It began on May 2, and in two weeks the Central Powers advanced 80 miles. On June 3 they retook Przemyśl. Soon they had retaken all the territory lost in 1914.

In early August the Russians had abandoned Warsaw, then withdrew across the Niemen River. By early September the Polish salient ceased to exist, and the Germans stood on Russian soil. Vilnius fell in mid-September. Despite shortages of every kind, Grand Duke Nicholas managed to preserve the bulk of his forces. His reward was to be relieved of command. Czar Nicholas II then assumed personal command of the Russian Army.

Stalemate on the Western Front led British leaders to consider utilizing their sea power in one of the war’s most controversial campaigns. The British hoped to get Greece to enter the war and seize the Gallipoli Peninsula at the northern entrance of the Dardanelles. The British would then send naval forces to Istanbul and drive the Ottoman Empire from the war. Although promised Cyprus in reward, the Greeks refused.

British first lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill said that warships could do it alone, and the Dardanelles Campaign won approval on this basis. A powerful British and French naval force entered the straits but was stymied by Ottoman mobile howitzers ashore and minefields at sea. Too late, the campaign became a land operation. Having reinforced, the Ottomans were able to contain the Allied amphibious assaults. Their exercise in futility ended in an Allied withdrawal by early January 1916.

In 1915, the Austrians opened a new offensive against Serbia. Bulgaria joined the Central Powers with the promise of Serbian territory, while Greece resisted Allied demands that it join the war on their side. The Western Allies landed a sizable number of troops at Salonika, but nothing came of this lodgement. Serbia was now overrun, although sizable Serb forces made their way through Albania to be transported to the Greek island of Corfu, occupied by the Allies without Greek consent. By January 1916 the Central Powers controlled all Serbia, Montenegro, and Albania.

In the Middle East, London authorized a largely Indian Army advance on Baghdad. At first successful, the attackers were subsequently obliged to withdraw then were besieged and forced to surrender at Kut, Mesopotamia (December 7, 1915–April 29, 1916).

The Royal Navy also tightened its blockade of Germany. The first fleet action of the war occurred off the Dogger Bank in the North Sea (January 24, 1915), but this proved inconclusive. The Germans meanwhile embarked on unrestricted submarine warfare. In February 1915 Berlin declared the waters around Great Britain and Ireland a war zone in which every ship, including neutral vessels, was subject to attack. They justified this as a countermeasure to the British blockade.

On May 7 a German submarine torpedoed the British passenger liner Lusitania. At least 124 of the 1,201 killed were Americans. U.S. pressure brought a German pledge that no merchant ships would be sunk without warning and provision for the safety of those aboard. This ended unrestricted submarine warfare until early 1917.

Airplanes came into their own in 1915. Specialized aircraft appeared and by 1917 were an integral part of ground operations. The Germans also employed lighter-than-air zeppelins for naval reconnaissance and long-range bombing missions against England. Aircraft also went to sea, and the war saw the first primitive aircraft carriers.

The year 1916 saw the war’s two biggest land battles and its largest sea battle. On the Western Front the Allies planned a late summer offensive in the vicinity of the Somme, but the Germans struck first. Falkhenhayn planned to wipe the Verdun salient and bleed France white in a battle of attrition. In this battle of February 21–December 15, the Germans not only failed to take Verdun, but both sides suffered heavy casualties.

The Battle of the Somme now became a largely British operation to relieve German pressure at Verdun. The attackers came up against superior German defenses, with appalling casualties. Haig nonetheless continued the attacks. On September 15 the British employed tanks for the first time in the war, without major result. The offensive continued until November 19. Although it did relieve German pressure on Verdun, total losses here were the highest for any battle of the war.

Both sides had anticipated a major naval clash in the North Sea that might decide the war. This almost occurred on May 31–June 1, 1916, when the British and Germans met off the coast of the Jutland Peninsula. Admiral Reinhard Scheer had the entire German High Seas Fleet of 101 ships out in hopes of destroying part of the British Grand Fleet, but Admiral Sir John Jellicoe, alerted by German signals traffic, had 151 ships of the Grand Fleet at sea. The Germans had the upper hand at first, but realizing the odds against him, Scheer escaped with his ships back to Germany. The British sustained higher casualties and lost 14 ships to 11 for the Germans, but the naval blockade remained in place, and the Germans never again risked their capital ships in a showdown fight. Increasingly the Germans concentrated on the submarine war.

The Italian front remained inconclusive in 1916 with the Austrian Trentino or Asiago Offensive and the failed Italian Fifth through Ninth Battles of the Isonzo. Fighting on the Eastern Front resumed in response to Verdun, with the Russians answering a French appeal to draw off German forces from Verdun. Russian gains in the Battle of Lake Naroch (March 18–April 14) were soon halted, however.

The Austrian Trentino Offensive brought a new appeal to the Russians from Italy. The result was the Russian Brusilov Offensive, named for able General Aleksei Brusilov, commanding the Southwestern Front. He would attack in present-day Ukraine, and when the Central Powers moved resources to block him, General Aleksei Evert’s more powerful northern army group would launch the main Russian drive toward Vilnius.

Brusilov made careful preparations, and his offensive, begun on June 5, achieved considerable success. Austria-Hungary was near collapse, but Brusilov outran his supply lines, had sustained heavy losses, and lacked reserves. Now it was up to Evert—with 1 million troops and two-thirds of the Russian artillery, a 3:1 superiority in men and guns—to attack the Germans in the north. His offensive was to commence in mid-June, but Evert put off the attack for three weeks, dooming any chance for Russian military success in 1916.

The Germans sent assistance to the Austro-Hungarians, and although Brusilov resumed the offensive on July 28 and by late August the Russians reached the Carpathian foothills, the advance bogged down. The Germans stabilized the front and eventually forced Brusilov to abandon Bukovina and Galicia. Had Evert attacked on schedule, Austria-Hungary would have been driven from the war. Even so, the Brusilov Offensive may have saved the Italian Army, as it forced the transfer of Austrian units to the Russian front. It also weakened German forces at Verdun. The Russian people, however, saw it as just another costly military failure, and it thus contributed to revolution the next year.

The Brusilov Offensive also brought Romania into the war. Fearing that Hungarian Transylvania might fall to the Russians, the Romanians signed a secret treaty with the Allies promising them Transylvania and other territory. On August 27, 1916, Romania declared war on the Dual Monarchy and promptly invaded Hungary, but the Romanian Army was poorly trained and equipped and badly led.

Romania’s entry into the war brought Falkenhayn’s dismissal. Hindenburg now commanded the German Army, and he shifted the major German effort to the Eastern Front. Falkenhayn assumed command of operations against Romania. Romania was overrun by December. The Central Powers acquired its rich agricultural lands and were now able to hold their eastern lines with fewer troops than before.

Greece’s efforts to remain neutral came to naught, and an Allied naval blockade brought a new pro-Allied provisional government, which on November 23 declared war on Bulgaria and Germany. In the Caucasus in 1916 the Russians registered major gains against the Ottomans, while in the Middle East an Ottoman offensive to take the Suez Canal met failure. The British then built up their forces to take the offensive, and they also supported the so-called Arab Revolt against the Ottomans in the Hejaz. David Lloyd George, who became British prime minister at the end of 1916, was a strong supporter of less costly peripheral operations in the Middle East.

In September 1916 Hindenburg had ordered construction of a new heavily fortified defensive line on the Western Front, the Siegfried Stelling (known to the Allies as the Hindenburg Line), 20 miles behind the existing German positions. It eliminated the Noyon salient but shortened the German front by 25 miles and incorporated new defensive innovations that freed up 14 divisions. Hindenburg and Ludendorff believed that Russia was on the verge of collapse and that withdrawing to the Siegfried Line would enable Germany to maintain its defensive posture in the west while delivering a knockout blow in the east. The withdrawal, Operation ALBERICH, occurred during March 16–April 5, 1917, and caught the Allies by surprise.

At the end of 1916 the Allied leaders had agreed to continue the Western Front as the critical sector of war, with the French Army, now commanded by General Robert Nivelle, to mount a major offensive in 1917. The Germans were well aware of the plan, and a trench raid captured a set of French plans. Nonetheless, Nivelle proceeded.

The Nivelle Offensive began on April 16 and involved some 1.2 million French soldiers on a 40-mile front between Soissons and Reims. The offensive produced only minimal gains. Nivelle had pledged to call it off immediately if it was unsuccessful, but he did not do so. Attacks continued until May 9.

The results compared favorably to earlier attacks, but Nivelle had promised a breakthrough and victory, and widespread army mutinies resulted, seriously affecting 46 of 112 French divisions. On May 15 Henri Philippe Pétain replaced Nivelle as army commander. Pétain restored morale by promising improvements in conditions and no future attacks without real hope of success. By the autumn of 1917, however, there were serious doubts about whether France could continue. In November the government fell, and staunch nationalist Georges Clemenceau became premier. France would fight on.

The Allies were buoyed by the entry of the United States into the war. This was brought on by the German decision to resume unrestricted submarine warfare. Without this, Russia would still have collapsed and Germany would have had to deal with only France and Britain on the Western Front in 1918, presumably giving it victory. Despite having to provide for the safety of merchant ship crews, by the end of 1916 U-boats were sinking some 300,000 tons of Allied shipping monthly. This was well ahead of 1915 totals and formed the rationale for the resurrection of unrestricted submarine warfare, when submarines would no longer have to attack on the surface and be vulnerable to Allied armed merchant ships and armed British Q-ship decoys.

Britain imported more than half its food and raw materials, and the German high command believed that an all-out submarine offensive would drive Britain from the war, forcing France to follow suit. No doubt the United States would declare war, but the Germans believed that the war would be over before it could have a major impact. On February 1, 1917, Germany resumed unrestricted submarine warfare.

Americans were also angered by the intercepted Zimmermann Telegram, in which German state secretary for foreign affairs Arthur Zimmermann sought to bring Mexico in on Germany’s side should the United States enter the war by pledging German assistance in the Mexican recovery of territory lost to the United States in 1848. With German torpedoes claiming American lives, on April 6 the United States declared war. A great morale boost for the Entente, this also brought immediate financial assistance in the form of loans, foodstuffs, and significant industrial assistance. The navy was soon involved in escort and antisubmarine duties, but the army was unready. U.S. ground forces, including the National Guard, numbered only 200,000 men. General John J. Pershing received command of the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF), but only four U.S. divisions had reached France by December 1917.

In the spring of 1917, German submarines were sinking Allied ships faster than they could be built. Allied technology played an important role in the heightened antisubmarine campaign, but the most important factor was the institution of a convoy system that May. Merchant ship losses diminished, while those of submarines rose.

Fighting on the Western Front resumed in the summer, with Haig hoping to achieve a breakthrough in the Ypres salient, then outflank the Germans from the north. On June 7 the British attacked and straightened the Ypres salient. Seven weeks passed, however, before Haig followed up this success with the series of battles known as the Third Battle of Ypres or the Passchendaele Campaign (July 31–November 10, 1917). Deepening the Ypres salient by some five miles cost the British 245,000 casualties.

Within a few weeks Haig initiated a new battle, that of Cambrai (November 20–December 5). Tanks took the leading role for the first time. Although it was initially a success, because of the Passchendaele losses the British did not have the reserves to counter the German reinforcements, who counterattacked and retook the lost territory. Despite its failure, the battle demonstrated that tank and infiltration tactics could restore battlefield fluidity.

Meanwhile, there was near disaster on the Italian front. The Tenth and Eleventh Battles of the Isonzo led the Austrians to request German assistance, resulting in the Twelfth (and final) Battle of the Isonzo, better known as Caporetto (October 24–November 12, 1917). The Central Powers embraced surprise and new tactics to offset their numerical disadvantage. The location of the attack also caught Italian Army commander General Luigi Cadorna by surprise. The attackers drove the Italians back across first the Tagliamento River and then the Piave, where the offensive halted in late December. General Armando Diaz replaced Cadorna, and surprisingly, the Italian Army quickly recovered. Caporetta also led the Allies to create the Supreme War Council, the first real effort at Allied unity of command.

Although Italy continued in the war, Russia did not. What happened in Russia was in large part the result of Czar Nicholas II’s failed leadership. Political ineptitude, economic disarray, and general war weariness brought revolution and Nicholas’s forced abdication. On March 16, 1917, a provisional government was established, and the new moderate leadership took the fateful decision to continue Russia in the war. More than anything else, this brought the Bolsheviks to power.

The new government initiated reforms, but lawlessness took hold, and increasing numbers of soldiers deserted. On his return to Russia, the leader of the small Bolshevik Party, Vladimir I. Lenin, called for a break with the provisional government and an end to Russian participation in the war.

In April, Aleksandr Kerensky became minister of war. He staked all on a great summer offensive against Austro-Hungarian forces in Galicia, led by new army commander Brusilov. The Kerensky Offensive opened on July 1. The Russian forces made significant gains, but Brusilov lacked reserves, and the drive came to a halt with the arrival of German reinforcements.

The Russians were forced back, and by early August the Southwestern Front had collapsed, entirely wiping out the gains of 1916. In August Kerensky replaced Brusilov with General Lavr Kornilov, but Kornilov soon clashed with Kerensky and then attempted a coup d’état, with the excuse of the fall of Riga to the Germans on September 3. The coup attempt failed, but Kerensky had released stocks of arms to civilians to defend Petrograd, and the Bolsheviks used these in their successful seizure of power on the night of November 6–7. The communist era in Russia had begun.

Meanwhile, under heavy Allied pressure King Constantine abdicated, and on June 29, 1917, Greece declared war on the Central Powers. In Mesopotamia, the British retook the offensive. After the failure of two attempts to take Gaza, General Edmund Allenby assumed command. His forces captured Gaza, Beersheba, and then Jerusalem on December 9.

By 1918, both sides were reeling. The Allied blockade was, however, strangling Germany. If Germany was to win the war, it would have to be in 1918. This hinged on peace on the Eastern Front and transferring substantial German forces westward before American manpower could count. The Bolsheviks were in no position to continue the fight, having largely destroyed the Russian Army in coming to power. Believing that Germany was on the brink of revolution and that any treaty would not last, Lenin convinced his colleagues to conclude peace.

The March 3, 1918, Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was devastating for Russia. In addition to an indemnity of some 4–5 billion gold rubles, the treaty stripped Russia of nearly 1.3 million square miles of territory and 62 million people, a third of its population. In view of subsequent German protestations regarding the 1919 Treaty of Versailles, it is worth remembering that the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was far harsher. It was approved by the German Reichstag, which in 1917 had passed a resolution calling for peace with no territorial annexations. On May 7, 1918, Romania was forced to sign the equally punitive Treaty of Bucharest.

Ludendorff erred in retaining 1 million soldiers in the east. While ultimately another half million men were ordered west, had they been available at the onset of his offensive, Germany might have won the war. The Ludendorff Offensive of March 21–July 18, 1918, was envisioned as a series of attacks to drive British forces back on the English Channel and isolate them from the French, then mounting a decisive blow to defeat the British, whereupon the French would have to give up. Despite near disaster through substantial withdrawals, the Allies did not break. The Germans outran their supply lines, sustained heavy casualties with troops in the open susceptible to air attack, and lacked the reserves to exploit breakthroughs. American forces also played a key role. The Allies also at last established units of command. On April 3, capable French general Ferdinand Foch became commander in chief of all Allied armies on the Western Front, including the AEF.

Austro-Hungarian forces mounted a final drive against the Italians along the Piave. Diaz was aware of the exact timing of the attack on June 15, and although the attackers crossed the river, an Italian counterattack drove them back.

Ludendorff’s offensive on the Western Front ended in defeat in the Second Battle of the Marne (July 15–18). The strategic initiative now passed to the Allies, with Foch instituting a continuous series of attacks that would allow the Germans no respite. In the first of these, the Amiens Offensive (August 8–September 4), the British reduced the German salient south of the Somme. By September 9, the Allies had regained all the territory lost in the Ludendorff Offensive. The Americans, supported by the French, then reduced the Saint-Mihiel salient (September 12–14) before shifting to embark on the Meuse-Argonne Offensive (September 26–-November 11, 1918), the largest such operation ever by U.S. forces.

The Italians, who had remained largely quiescent after their June victory on the Piave, also resumed the offensive and administered a stunning defeat on the Austro-Hungarians in the Battle of Vittorio-Veneto (October 24–November 4). On November 3 the Dual Monarchy concluded an armistice, and fighting on the Italian front ended the next day.

Bulgaria was, however, the first Central Power to break. An Allied offensive in Salonika beginning on September 15 led to an armistice two weeks later. Belgrade fell on November 1, and the Allies soon crossed the Danube. In Mesopotamia, Allenby’s forces launched a spectacular attack at Megiddo (September 19), then took Damascus (October 1) and Aleppo (October 25).

Hindenburg and Ludendorff knew that the war was lost. Indeed, on September 29 they called for a new German government and immediate negotiations for an armistice. The duo, who had been in complete control of German policy for the past two years, blamed the defeat on others and refused to take ownership of it. Mutiny broke out in the German High Seas Fleet at Kiel. The kaiser, who dithered over abdication, finally had that decision made for him when it was announced by the new government in Berlin on November 9. Two days later German representatives agreed to Allied armistice terms, and the war ended at 1l:00 a.m. on November 11. World War I was over. Now it was up to the politicians to resolve the peace.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Causes of World War I

Impetus for a general European war had been building for decades, and all the major European powers bear some measure of responsibility for the war that began in 1914. Historians usually identify five underlying causes: nationalism (the triumph of statism over internationalism but also the desire of subject minorities to have their own nation states), two hostile alliance systems, imperialist and trade rivalries, an arms race, and economic and social tensions.

Nowhere was nationalism more obvious than in Austria-Hungary, a mélange of at least a dozen minorities. The Germans (23 percent) and Magyars (19 percent) dominated, but early in the 20th century Slavic nationalism, championed by neighboring Serbia, threatened the Dual Monarchy. Enjoying the support of Russia, Serbia had long sought to be the nucleus of a large state embracing all the southern Slavs. In 1908 in an effort to diminish Serb influence and block it from access to the sea, the Dual Monarchy annexed Bosnia-Herzegovina. This almost brought war with Russia. Austria-Hungary also insisted on the creation of an independent Albania.

Germany—Europe’s preeminent military power—was Austria-Hungary’s closest ally and supported its action in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The German Empire had come into being as a consequence of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871. Having imposed a draconian peace settlement on France, German chancellor Otto von Bismarck sought to isolate that country, which was bent on revenge. An arrangement with both Austria-Hungary and Russia (the Dreikaiserbund, or Three Emperors’ League) shattered on their competition in the Balkans. Forced to choose, in 1879 Bismarck selected Austria-Hungary as Germany’s principal ally. This Dual Alliance was the bedrock of German foreign policy into World War I. Not prepared to cast Russia adrift, however, in 1887 Bismarck concluded the so-called Reinsurance Treaty with Russia, which he kept secret from Austria.

As long as Bismarck was chancellor France remained isolated, but in 1888 Wilhelm II became emperor. Young, rash, and headstrong, he soon clashed with Bismarck and in 1890 dropped him as chancellor and dramatically changed Germany’s foreign policy. In 1890 Wilhelm ordered that the Reinsurance Treaty not be renewed. Russia was rapidly industrializing and seeking foreign capital, and France stepped into the breach. By 1894 the two had forged a military alliance against Germany.

Thus, by 1914 there were two mutually antagonistic alliance systems in Europe. The first consisted of Germany and Austria-Hungary. Separate from it was the Triple Alliance of 1882 of Germany-Austria-Hungary and Italy, caused by Italian anger over France’s seizure of Tunis, but Italy was an increasingly reluctant ally.

France and Russia formed the second alliance, to which Britain was informally linked. During World War I the latter three (with Japan and then Italy after 1915) became known as the Entente powers, the Entente, the Allied Powers, or simply the Allies. Germany and Austria-Hungary (with the addition of the Ottoman Empire and Bulgaria) were, for their geographical location, the Central Powers.

Wilhelm II was not content with Germany being the preeminent European power; he wanted it to be the preeminent world power. Wilhelm reversed Bismarck’s wise policy of not investing in a strong navy so as not to antagonize Britain, and the result was a naval-building contest between the two powers. Wilhelm II and Grand Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz saw Germany challenging Britain on the seas for world mastery. Wilhelm II’s numerous bellicose actions alienated would-be allies and created a climate of uncertainty. Many Germans, however, saw themselves encircled and denied their rightful place in the sun.

The economic transformation experienced by Germany after 1871 brought social change and worker unrest, the rise of socialism, and the opposition of most German political parties toward the government, which despite a democratic veneer was controlled by the kaiser and the military. Some German leaders saw a general European war as a means to unite the country.

France also was bent on revenge against Germany. In addition to a heavy indemnity, in the Treaty of Frankfurt of 1871 Germany had taken Alsace and Lorraine. France had found immediate gratification in empire building, but this had almost brought war with Britain. In 1904, however, they settled their outstanding colonial issues. Britain and Russia concluded a similar arrangement in 1907.

Russia was beginning to enter the modern age, although Czar Nicholas II would make no concessions to political change. Russian leaders sought ascendancy in the Balkans and control of the straits to ensure free access from the Black Sea into the Mediterranean. Humiliated in war with Japan (1904–1905), Russia had expended considerable resources in rebuilding its military. Russian industrial and military growth, including construction of new strategic railroads, raised alarm bells in Berlin. Chief of the German General Staff Colonel General Helmuth von Moltke said in May 1914 that in several years Russia would be rearmed and the Entente powers would then be so powerful that it would be difficult for Germany to defeat them. Germany therefore had no alternative but to seek a preventive war while there was a chance of victory.

Britain followed its traditional pattern of involving itself in continental affairs only to preserve vital national interests or the European balance of power, but Germany’s decision to build a powerful navy drove it to the side of France. The British also saw growing German industrial might and trade as an economic threat. Although aligned with France and Russia, Britain’s sole military responsibility was a 1912 pledge to protect France’s coasts in the event of German naval attack.

Several crises almost brought a general European war in the decade before 1914. Two, in 1905–1906 and in 1911, involved Morocco, when Germany, with no vital interests at stake, threatened war to block a French takeover. In 1908 war almost erupted over Austria’s annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, but Russia backed down. In 1911 Italy went to war with the Ottoman Empire and secured present-day Libya and the Dodecanese Islands. Then in 1912 and 1913 two wars raged in the Balkans, both of which had threatened to expand into general European war.

In 1914 a Serb nationalist organization linked to the Serbian military undertook the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir to the Austrian throne, who was believed to favor greater rights for Slavs within the Dual Monarchy—a threat to Serbian aspirations. On June 28, 1914, in Sarajevo, Bosnia, young Bosnian Serb nationalist Gavrilo Princip shot to death Franz Ferdinand and his wife as they rode in an open car. This event touched off the Great War.

Austrian leaders sought to use the assassination to advantage, envisioning a localized Balkan conflict to settle the Serbian question once and for all. But Austria required German support, as this might bring on a general European war. Russia had backed down in 1908, but a second retreat seemed less likely. German leaders were well aware that Austria-Hungary intended to attack Serbia, but because the Dual Monarchy was its only reliable ally, on July 6 Berlin pledged its support in the famous “blank check.”

Austrian leaders wanted a surprise attack on Serbia, but the Hungarians insisted on diplomacy first, and the Austro-Hungarian council of ministers approved an ultimatum couched so that Serbia must reject it. On July 22 Germany approved the terms, and a day later it was sent to Belgrade with the demand for a reply within 48 hours.

To the world’s surprise, Serbia responded within the time limit, accepting all the Austrian demands except those directly impinging on its sovereignty but offering to accept international arbitration regarding these. Vienna declared the response unsatisfactory, severed diplomatic relations with Serbia, and ordered partial military mobilization; Serbia had already mobilized.

In St. Petersburg, the Russian government hoped to bluff Vienna into backing down by ordering preparatory measures for a partial military mobilization. This step on July 26 had the support of the Russian General Staff, which believed that war was inevitable.

On July 28, the Third Balkan War began when Austria-Hungary declared war on Serbia. On July 29, Russia ordered mobilization in four Russian military districts adjacent to the Dual Monarchy. Czar Nicholas II made this difficult decision after an exchange of telegrams with Kaiser Wilhelm. On July 30, Russia ordered a general mobilization. This ensured that the Balkan war would become a general European conflict, for military timetables now came into play.

In planning for the possibility of a two-front war against France and Russia, General of Cavalry Alfred von Schlieffen, chief of the German General Staff during 1891–1906, envisioned sending most German military strength against France with a holding action against a slow-mobilizing Russia. Following the rapid defeat of France, Germany would then deal with Russia. Implicit in this is that Germany could not allow the Russians to mobilize and still win the war. The German government therefore demanded that Russia halt its mobilization. With no answer forthcoming, on August 1 Germany ordered general mobilization.

The French cabinet had refused to mobilize the army but did order troops to take up position on the frontier, although far enough from it so as to convince British public opinion that France was not initiating hostilities. The Schlieffen Plan mandated that there be no delay in attacking France, with the main thrust to be through neutral Belgium. Thus, on August 1 the Germans demanded to know how France would respond to war between Germany and Russia. Berlin insisted that even if France pledged neutrality it would have to surrender certain eastern fortresses as proof of sincerity. No French government could agree to this, and Premier René Viviani replied that France would act in accordance with its interests. That same day France ordered military mobilization. On August 3, Germany declared war on France. Four of the five great European powers were now at war. Britain declared war on Germany on August 4 following the German invasion of Belgium that same day.

Italy declared that the Triple Alliance did not obligate it to fight an aggressive war and remained neutral. Within a few weeks, however, the Ottoman Empire joined the Central Powers, and Japan sided with the Allies.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Consequences of World War I

The Allied failure to insist on a German surrender in November 1918 in favor of an armistice undoubtedly saved lives but had momentous consequences. Because Germany was spared invasion and the German armies marched home in good order, many Germans came to believe the “stab in the back” rhetoric of the political Right that the German armies had not been defeated in the field but had been betrayed by corrupt politicians, Jews, war profiteers, and disaffection on the home front. Later this provided considerable grist for Adolf Hitler’s hate mill, especially when leading German generals testified that it was fact.

On January 18, 1919, the peace conference opened in Paris. Russia did not take part. Civil war was then raging, and efforts to cobble together a united delegation proved fruitless. Although five delegations (those of Britain, France, the United States, Italy, and Japan) played important roles, the conference was dominated by the Big Three of Britain, France, and the United States. U.S. president Woodrow Wilson and British prime minister David Lloyd George stood together on most issues, meaning that Premier Georges Clemenceau of France was the odd man out.

On April 28, the conferees approved creation of the League of Nations. Wilson’s cherished project, the League of Nations emerged not as a binding international organization with its own military force, as the French and many smaller powers desired, but one of voluntary membership with emphasis on moral suasion. Sanctions were its strongest enforcement weapon. Unfortunately, many people saw the League of Nations as a cure-all for the world’s security problems when other guarantees were what really mattered.

The peace treaties, all named for Paris suburbs, were as follows: The Treaty of Versailles with Germany (June 28, 1919), the Treaty of Saint-Germain with Austria (July 20, 1919), the Treaty of Neuilly with Bulgaria (November 27, 1919), the Treaty of Trianon with Hungary (March 21, 1920), and the Treaty of Sèvres with the Ottoman Empire (August 10, 1920), superseded by the Treaty of Lausanne (July 24, 1923).

The most important of these treaties was that with Germany. France sought to detach the entire Rhineland and make it independent with a permanent Allied occupation force. Britain and the United States were strongly opposed and wanted all troops to depart on the signature of the treaty. To break this impasse, Lloyd George and Wilson offered France a guarantee that their countries would come to its support should it ever be attacked by Germany. Clemenceau was forced to yield. But the U.S. Senate never approved this Anglo-American treaty of guarantee, and the British government claimed that its agreement was contingent on American acceptance. The French thus lost their key security guarantee.

The Treaty of Versailles restored Alsace and Lorraine to France and gave Belgium three small border enclaves. In recompense for the deliberate destruction of French coal mines by the withdrawing Germans, France was to receive the coal production of the Saar region of Germany for 15 years. The Saar would be under League of Nations administration, with the Saarlanders to vote at the end of the period whether to continue that status or join Germany or France.

Plebiscites were to decide the future of northern and southern Schleswig. Germany ceded most of Posen and West Prussia to the new state of Poland, with a plebiscite to be held in districts of Upper Silesia. Gdansk (Danzig) would be a free city under the League of Nations and provide Poland with a major seaport. The German colonies would be organized as mandates under League of Nations supervision.

The Rhineland and a belt east of the Rhine 18 miles (30 kilometers) deep were to be permanently demilitarized. Allied forces would occupy the Rhineland for up to 15 years, with Germany to bear the costs. The German Army was restricted to 100,000 officers and men and was denied all military aircraft, heavy artillery, and tanks. The German Navy was reduced to six predreadnought battleships in capital ships and not permitted submarines.

In highly controversial Article 231, Germany accepted responsibility for having caused the war, establishing the legal basis for reparations. Germany was to pay for all civilian damages in the war. (The bill, presented in May 1921, was $33 billion.) In the meantime, Germany was to pay $5 billion. Germany was also to hand over much of its remaining merchant ships and fishing fleet as well as build 200,000 tons of shipping for the Allies annually for five years.

The treaties with the other defeated powers imposed restrictions on their military establishments and demanded reparations. That with Austria confirmed the breakup of the former Dual Monarchy. Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Poland all became independent states. Austria was forced to cede territory extending to Poland to Italy. Shorn of its raw materials and food-producing areas, Austria was hard-hit economically, and many Austrians favored union with Germany (Anschluss), which was, however, forbidden.

Hungary lost almost three-quarters of its pre–World War I territory and two-thirds of its people. Czechoslovakia, Austria, Yugoslavia, and Romania all benefited. Bulgaria also ceded territory to Yugoslavia and Greece but gained minor territory at the expense of the Ottoman Empire.

The Ottoman Empire renounced all claims to non-Turkish territory. The Kingdom of the Hejaz (Hijaz) in southwestern Asia became independent. France secured a mandate over a new state of Syria (to include Lebanon), while Britain gained a mandate over Mesopotamia (the future Iraq) and Palestine. Smyrna (present-day Izmir) in eastern Anatolia and the hinterland was to be administered by Greece for five years until a plebiscite decided its future, while Italy gained the Dodecanese Islands and Rhodes, and Greece received the remaining Turkish islands in the Aegean as well as Thrace. Armenia became independent. The treaty also established an autonomous Kurdistan under the League of Nations. The straits were internationalized and adjacent territory to them demilitarized.

Turkish nationalists such as General Mustafa Kemal were outraged by this treaty, and they set out to drive the Greeks from Anatolia. As a result of their military successes, the Treaty of Sèvres was superseded by the negotiated settlement of the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923. Although the Ottoman Empire still gave up all claims to the non-Turkish areas, it recovered much of Eastern Thrace as well as several islands in the Aegean, with the remainder going to Greece. Italy retained the Dodecanese Islands, and the Ottoman Empire recognized British control of Cyprus. The Kurds and the Armenians were forgotten. There was no mention of autonomy for Kurdestan and no independent Armenia. The straits were to be demilitarized and open in times of peace to ships of all nations and in times of war if the Ottoman Empire was neutral. If the empire was at war, enemy ships but not those of neutral nations might be excluded.

There was much debate about the Paris settlement in subsequent years. Critics on the Right claimed that World War II would not have occurred had the French been allowed to write the settlement, while those on the Left maintained that the Treaty of Versailles was too harsh to conciliate the Germans. However, the peace settlement was a compromise. Britain, France, and the United States failed to cooperate on enforcement of the treaty in the postwar period, and there is no reason to suppose that they would have done any better with a different treaty.

To many in Europe and elsewhere, the prewar years came to represent a vanished Elysium that could never be regained, a time of peace, stability, prosperity, progress, and globalization. The war brought great economic suffering and a general feeling of bitterness, resentment, and hopelessness among victors and vanquished alike.

The Allied Powers soon realized that their victory was a pyrrhic one. The collapsed empires were soon in the throes of revolution or counterrevolution. The climate of intrigue and distrust that prevailed at the Paris Peace Conference was a harbinger of the general postwar atmosphere. These interwar years, as they are now known, were entirely dominated by the bitter legacy of World War I, and even though it was primarily Europe that was initially affected, in the long run no continent or nation was able to escape its deleterious consequences.

In the immediate months after the war, Europe was a continent in crisis. The economies of most European states were in ruins, and nationalist agitation was rife in the defeated empires. The victors remained at war, this time against Bolshevik Russia. Britain, France, Japan, Poland, and the United States all aided the White (monarchist) Russian forces combating the Reds (Bolsheviks), fostering anti-Western sentiment among Soviet leaders that endures nearly a century later.

The peace treaties aggravated the situation in that they officially revealed the rift between the United States and Britain and France. Chiefly because of partisan politics at home, the United States, arguably the leading player in the formation of the peace treaties, refused either to ratify them or join the League of Nations, the latter President Wilson’s creation. During the 1920s and 1930s, politics and an economic depression drove American policy makers toward increased isolationism. This left Britain and France to enforce the treaties, and Britain rejected continental commitments and also retreated into isolation, leaving a greatly weakened France as the guarantor of the settlement, a burden it was unable to bear alone.

By 1920 the victors were hopelessly divided, most notably on the central question of the future of Germany. Officially this had been resolved by the Treaty of Versailles, but treaties are significant not so much for their terms as for how they are enforced. The Treaty of Versailles was never fully enforced, so the debate over whether it was harsh or moderate has little relevance. France, having been held to the letter of the 1871 Treaty of Frankfurt by Germany, took the same approach toward Germany in 1919. Obsessed by security concerns, France insisted that Germany observe the letter of the treaty.

Britain, on the other hand, favored an approach that would enable Germany to recover economically. Britain also did not want German hegemony replaced by that of France. This was in keeping with Britain’s long-standing policy of preventing any one power from controlling the European continent. The British saw in Germany a potential partner for trade and investment, as had been the case before 1914.

Much of the British attitude toward the peace settlement was summarized in John Maynard Keynes’s influential book The Economic Consequences of the Peace (1920). Keynes, an economist with the British delegation to Paris who had resigned in protest over the treaty provisions regarding Germany, held that the Germans could not pay the reparations demanded of them and that the treaty would spell ruin not only for Germany but also for all nations involved in international trade. Many commentators on both sides of the Atlantic concurred with this sentiment.

The French clung to the Paris peace settlement because they had no alternative. France found itself entirely dependent on its own resources to enforce the settlement. Given its much smaller population and industrial base compared to that of Germany, any advantage for France would be only temporary.

In 1923 when Germany refused reparation payments, Premier Raymond Poincaré sent French troops into the Ruhr, the industrial heart of Germany, to extract the reparations owed. This triumph was short-lived and, in any case, economically costly for France as well as Germany. The Ruhr occupation was the last independent French effort between the world wars to enforce the treaty settlement. In effect, enforcement of the peace settlement came to rest on the Germans themselves and whether they would accept their new borders and their new democratic government. Meanwhile, many in Britain came to view France not as a guarantor of order but as a vengeful state determined to extract its rightful due.

With the French occupation of the Ruhr and in an effort to secure time for Washington and London to put pressure on Paris to withdraw, the German government adopted a policy of passive resistance, telling the workers not to work and assist the French, and promised to pay their salaries. Washington and London did indeed press Paris, but Poincaré refused to yield. The result was hyperinflation in Germany, rendering the German mark worthless and all but wiping out the middle class financially and destroying its support for the new Weimar Republic to the benefit of the political extremes of the Left and the Right.

One reason that France was so eager to extract reparation payments from Germany was that France owed vast sums in war loans, chiefly to the United States. Washington insisted on the repayment of these, and this poisoned relations among the United States, Britain, and France throughout the interwar years. France argued that its Anglo-American allies could not expect it to repay its debts if they prevented France from receiving its due from Germany. The easiest course would have been for the United States, which enjoyed great prosperity in the 1920s, simply to write off the war loans. This might have led to a reduction in reparations. But Washington took a tough stand, demanding repayment.

This situation became an even more bizarre triangle as the United States, under the 1924 Dawes Plan enacted in response to the crises of 1923, was induced to extend loans to Germany to restore its economy, and the Germans then paid some reparations, which enabled the victors in World War I to repay some of their loans to the United States. The result was a circular system of international payments that created temporary (and misleading) high rates of return on investment. When those rates dropped, the stock markets that had come to depend upon them crashed.

The Young Plan of 1929 inaugurated a series of revisions and moratoria on reparation payments that in the summer of 1931 during the worldwide Great Depression culminated in an international financial crisis that reached its nadir with the crumbling of the Austrian and German banking systems and the fall of the British Labour government, thus completing the collapse of international trade initiated by the Wall Street crash of October 1929. By 1931, the three principal victorious powers of 1918 were hardly in better shape economically than those they had defeated.

Italy, another victor, felt cheated and betrayed by the peace settlement. Blocked by President Wilson from the full territorial rewards promised by the British and French in the 1915 Treaty of London, Italy nonetheless received significant territory in Europe. These additions, Italy’s influence over Austria, and the fact that Germany was disarmed made Italy the dominant power in Central Europe. But the war brought catastrophic economic and political dislocation. Disillusionment with the results of victory and governmental paralysis brought Benito Mussolini and his right-wing fascists to power in 1922.

World War I had brought the minority Bolsheviks to power in a coup d’état in November 1917. Moderates and conservative forces (the Whites), aided by the Allies, then organized to try to overthrow the Bolsheviks (Reds) militarily. In a costly civil war, the Bolsheviks defeated the Whites by 1922 and consolidated their authority over an exhausted Russia. Early efforts to introduce complete communism for the masses resulted in economic chaos and outright starvation. With their country’s and their own very survival in question, in 1921 the communist leadership reversed its stand and inaugurated the New Economic Policy.

Gradually Russia recovered economically. It also managed to regain much of the territory it had lost in the March 1918 Treaty of Brest-Litovsk with Germany. The Soviet Union came into being in 1922, and by 1924 the Bolsheviks’ New Economic Policy (essentially a mixed economy) had brought production back to prewar levels. The Russian experience of World War I and its aftermath, however, created a distrust of the Western democracies that would lead to alliance with Nazi Germany in 1939, allowing Hitler to wage a single-front war against France in 1940.

Some nations clearly profited from the war, though. Japan benefited materially from the Paris peace settlement in securing the northern German Pacific islands as mandates and increased influence in China. But by the late 1920s, it was clear that Japanese territorial ambitions in the Far East had not been satisfied by the 1919 settlement. In the temporary weakness of the major European powers and isolationism in the United States, Tokyo perceived a chance to realize these aims.

Territorial revision in fact was perhaps the greatest legacy of the Great War. British gains in the Middle East owing to the collapse of the Ottoman Empire included mandates over Iraq and Palestine. In Palestine, British authorities were caught between the commitment to the Jews under the Balfour Declaration of 1917 and mounting Arab nationalism. Britain’s promise of a Jewish homeland and its contradictory actual administration of Palestine laid the foundations of the Arab-Israeli conflict that continues today. The French mandates over Syria and Lebanon further fractured the region. Here France and Britain were uneasy rivals, as Paris always suspected its ally of encouraging Arab nationalism against France.

Another factor leading to instability in the region was the strained relations between Bolshevik Russia and Turkey over the new states of Transcaucasia, which had theoretically received independence. The result was a compromise of sorts that satisfied nobody, least of all the populations concerned. Georgia and Azerbaijan remained Russian, and Armenia was partitioned between Russia and Turkey. Turkey gained the Kars area in 1921. Many of these territorial disputes were revived after the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991, and some continue today.

Bolshevik Russia engaged in a war with Poland. Russia refused to recognize Poland’s eastern frontier set by the Western powers (the so-called Curzon Line), and the two countries soon resorted to the battlefield. To the surprise of most observers, the Poles defeated the Russians, and in the March 1921 Treaty of Riga they gained large stretches of Belorussia and Ukraine, some 52,000 square miles of territory east of the Curzon Line. Disputes over those borders carried over into World War II and even into the Cold War and beyond.

The Soviet Union, which had also lost control of Finland and the Baltic States in addition to Bessarabia, remained unhappy with the general territorial settlement and was determined to regain the lost territory, most of which it attained with the Allied victory in World War II.

Germany, naturally, was also displeased with the peace settlement. Although it lost large chunks of territory to Poland, Denmark, France, and Belgium, German power remained largely intact, and peace depended on whether the Germans would adjust to their new boundaries and their new internal democracy. Unfortunately the two became intertwined, as it was the democrats, and not Kaiser Wilhelm II or the army high command, who had signed the Treaty of Versailles and bore its shame. German nationalists denounced the treaty and blamed the socialists, communists, and Jews for the defeat, claiming falsely that Germany was winning the war when the home front collapsed. The army leadership added to this bogus stab-in-the-back legend by refusing to take responsibility. Disillusionment in Germany spread with the continuing weakness of the Weimar government, the uneven and confusing social change in Germany, the cruel economic consequences of the 1923 hyperinflation, and the worldwide economic depression.

Many Germans blamed the Allies for their problems, and a catalyst appeared in Hitler, who claimed to have simple answers for complex problems. Germany had come tantalizingly close to victory in 1918, and he was determined to reverse that verdict. In 1939 Europe was again plunged into a devastating world war, even more horrible and costly than the last. In a very real sense, the period 1914–1945 was a continuum, a new “Thirty Years’ War.”

Antoine Capet and Spencer C. Tucker
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A

African Americans and World War I

Despite the endemic and systemic racism to which most African Americans were subjected in the early years of the 20th century, many thousands made important contributions to the war effort both as servicemen and as civilians. The war proved to be a transformative experience for large numbers of American blacks. Thousands of African Americans found work in America’s war industries, and many thousands more served in the armed forces.

This service and sacrifice, however, by no means placed them on a level playing field with white society. African Americans were paid less than whites for the same work, were usually the last hired and the first fired, and faced overt discrimination and segregation in the American armed forces and in U.S. society as a whole.

When World War I began in August 1914, the majority of African Americans lived in the rural South. Most were sharecroppers or tenant farmers who barely made ends meet. Few owned their own land, and if they did their holdings were usually modest. Strict segregation had been put in place throughout the South by the so-called Jim Crow laws. Those living in the industrial and urban centers of the Northeast and Midwest were also subjected to systemic discrimination, although this tended to be less overt. Nevertheless, African Americans were confined to living in specific areas in the North and found employment opportunities limited. In most cases especially in the South, they were kept away from the ballot box through a combination of physical intimidation and shady legal maneuvering. Conditions for blacks in the Deep South further deteriorated because of a serious boll weevil infestation during 1915–1916 that destroyed much of the cotton crop.

The Woodrow Wilson administration actually made the situation worse for blacks because of its blatantly racial bias. Five of President Wilson’s 10 cabinet officers were southerners, and the president himself was from the South. Beginning in 1913 when Wilson took office, his administration, working with certain racist senators and congressmen, placed a virtual moratorium on the hiring of African Americans at the federal level and did their best to force out the ones still employed. Despite an upsurge in lynchings, mainly in the South, the Wilson administration refused to take any action to stop them, insisting that such measures had to come from the individual states.

Yet despite these many challenges, a curious thing happened during the second decade of the 20th century: African Americans began migrating north in record numbers in search of better jobs, better living conditions, and a better life. While this migration had begun as early as 1909–1910 or so, it accelerated rapidly after 1914, when labor needs in U.S. factories began to rise dramatically. Even before America entered the war, the fighting in Europe had significantly curtailed European immigration, which had been the engine of U.S. industrial growth since at least the 1870s. When northern industrialists faced labor shortages, they reluctantly turned to African Americans to take the place of immigrant workers. Although black women did not find many opportunities in American factories, black men did. When news of better pay and working conditions reached African Americans in the South, more and more black families pulled up roots and relocated to the industrial North. Between 1910 and 1920, some 550,000 African Americans moved from the South into the North. This brought major changes in African Americans’ economic and social positions. An even larger migration, prompted by similar motivations, would occur during and after World War II.

[image: Tucker]

Men of the 369th Infantry Regiment. Known as the “Harlem Hellfighters,” this African American regiment of the American Expeditionary Forces distinguished itself in World War I. (Photo by War Department/Buyenlarge/Getty Images)

When the United States entered the war in April 1917, most African American leaders and rank and file alike saw an opportunity to prove their mettle to white society and perhaps to win concessions vis-à-vis basic civil rights. Many black men enlisted in the armed forces, scores of African Americans purchased war bonds, and others sought war work in American factories. African American leader and sociologist W. E. B. Du Bois, who had cofounded the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) in 1909, was especially vocal in urging blacks to get involved in the war effort.

White society was decidedly divided about African American participation in the war effort. Reactionary southerners feared that blacks serving in the military in large numbers would make them less malleable and embolden them to demand more rights. White laborers in the North fretted that an influx of African American workers would result in permanent job losses for whites, especially when the war ended. White farmers in the South meanwhile feared losing a cheap labor supply as blacks were inducted into the service. Other whites were either indifferent toward black military service or favored it, chiefly because it meant that fewer whites might have to serve. In April 1917 there were four U.S. Army African American regiments. These were the famed 9th and 10th Cavalry and the 24th and 25th Infantry. All had white officers. These units did not serve overseas during World War I.

Although the May 1917 U.S. Selective Service Act specified that able-bodied men ages 21–30 were eligible for induction “regardless of race,” the War Department initially planned to use African Americans only as labor troops (typically cooks, stevedores, and drivers). Eventually African Americans constituted 13 percent of all draftees, but only some 10 percent of these would serve in combat units. Nearly 35 percent of the African Americans who entered the armed forces served as laborers.

There was such considerable political pressure from the African American community in the United States and from civil rights organizations and African American leaders, along with increasingly strident demands from operational commanders for replacement fighting units to bolster Allied ranks, that the army created two racially segregated U.S. infantry combat divisions—the 92nd and 93rd—that consisted of African American soldiers led by white and some African American officers.

On October 15, 1917, at Fort Des Moines, Iowa, 639 African Americans (250 of them already noncommissioned officers) were commissioned in the U.S. Army as second lieutenants, first lieutenants, and captains and were assigned to the 92nd Division (known as the “Buffalo Division,” for the African American Buffalo soldiers of the American Indian Wars). Eventually 1,353 blacks graduated from U.S. Army officer training camps.

By the end of the war African Americans were serving in virtually all combat and service arms, although the army continued rigid segregationist policies during the war. The army at least was less discriminatory than the other services; African Americans could not serve in the U.S. Marine Corps and could hold only menial positions in the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Coast Guard.

While the 92nd Division fought as a combat unit in the American Expeditionary Forces, the 93rd Division’s four African American regiments (369th, 370th, 371st, and 372nd) were each attached to French Army divisions. Although they wore American uniforms, the men carried French weapons and accoutrements and wore the French Army’s Adrian helmet.

In all, more than 400,000 African Americans served in uniform in World War I, more than 1,300 of them as commissioned officers—mostly lieutenants. Some white officers criticized the combat performance of African American outfits. Some units were clearly ineffective, but this was true of some all-white units as well. Certainly none could criticize the highly decorated 369th Infantry Regiment. Known as the “Harlem Hellfighters,” it spent 191 days at the front, longer than any other American unit during the conflict. It never lost ground and was the first Allied unit to reach the Rhine.

In the end, while the war lifted the financial standing of many African Americans, they were far less successful in their quest for basic civil rights. Racial discrimination and violence remained a fact of life, and blacks made few if any gains at the ballot box. It would take an even greater conflict, World War II, to bridge the racial divide.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr. and Spencer C. Tucker
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Alekseyev, Mikhail Vasilyevich (1857–1918)

Russian Army general, chief of staff of the army under Czar Nicholas II, and commander in chief under the provisional government. Born on November 15, 1857, in Tver Province, Mikhail Vasilyevich Alekseyev was the son of a noncommissioned officer. Alekseyev transcended his humble origins and secured admission to the Moscow School for Military Cadets. Upon graduation in 1876, he entered the army as an ensign. Alekseyev’s background would have destined him for an undistinguished career as a junior infantry officer had it not been for his admission to the General Staff College in 1887. There he graduated at the top of his class in 1890.

Promoted to general in 1904, Alekseyev served as the quartermaster general of the Third Army in Manchuria during the 1904–1905 Russo-Japanese War. In 1905 he was posted to the Kiev Military District, where he became chief of staff in 1908 and commander of XII Corps in 1912. While some of Alekseyev’s superiors (most notably Nikolai I. Ivanov, the prewar commander of the Kiev Military District), appreciated his talent and work ethic, his advocacy of military and political reforms did not earn him favor among conservatives at court or with Minister of War Vladimir Sukhomlinov.

On the outbreak of World War I in early August 1914, Sukhomlinov secured the post of chief of staff of the army for his protégé, Nikolai Yanushkevich, although the commander in chief, Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, preferred the more able Alekseyev. Instead, Alekseyev was appointed chief of staff of the Southwestern Front.

Alekseyev’s early offensive successes in Galicia, which nearly forced Austria-Hungary out of the war, led to his appointment as commander in chief of the Northwestern Front in March 1915. Because of his refusal to dispatch reinforcements to Southwestern Front commander General Nikolai I. Ivanov, Alekseyev bore at least some responsibility for the disastrous German breakthrough at Gorlice-Tarnów in May 1915, but he redeemed himself by organizing the Great Retreat from the Polish salient. This withdrawal, although costly, saved the Russian Army from complete destruction.

Following the Great Retreat, Czar Nicholas II assumed the post of commander in chief himself on September 5, 1915, and Alekseyev became his chief of staff. The czar’s lack of interest in and ignorance of military affairs gave Alekseyev overall control of the army. During the latter half of 1915, Alekseyev and other able civil and military officials, including the energetic new war minister Alexei Polivanov, succeeded in rebuilding the army.

Despite Alekseyev’s considerable abilities, his failure to delegate tended to cloud his ability to appreciate the larger strategic picture. His concern for the czar’s image as commander in chief led him to adopt a cautious posture that stabilized the Eastern Front but did not produce any significant gains. Alekseyev played little role in the planning or execution of General Aleksei Brusilov’s offensive in the summer of 1916 and refused to commit troops to assist Romania in 1916 until Russia’s own borders were threatened.

Over time, Alekseyev’s dedication to the czar waned due to mounting frustration with the incompetence of czarist officialdom. Unable to convince Nicholas II to initiate reforms, Alekseyev, who by that time was suffering from cancer and heart disease, retired in November 1916. He was recalled just in time to play an instrumental role in securing the abdication of Nicholas II during the March 1917 revolution.

Following the fall of Nicholas II, the provisional government appointed Alekseyev commander in chief of the army. Alekseyev’s opposition to an offensive being planned by new war minister Alexander Kerensky (the so-called Kerensky Offensive) led to his resignation in May 1917. Alekseyev was briefly recalled in September to arrange a settlement of the political dispute between Kerensky and General Lavr Kornilov, but the attempt failed, and Alekseyev resigned after only 12 days. Following the Bolshevik takeover in November 1917, Kornilov and the terminally ill Alekseyev formed the White (anti-Bolshevik) Volunteer Army in southern Russia. Alekseyev died in Ekaterinodar (Krasnodar) on October 8, 1918.

John M. Jennings
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Antisubmarine Campaign, Allied Powers

The Allied antisubmarine campaign had three primary goals: to protect shipping, both military and mercantile, from attack; to bar the Central Powers’ submarines from access to their areas of operation; and to locate and destroy these submarines. Throughout the war the Royal Navy took the lead in this effort, largely because both it and the British merchant fleet were by far the largest in the world and therefore the most subject to attack. The United Kingdom also depended heavily on agricultural imports for its survival, and the geographic position of the British Isles was squarely in the path of German submarine deployments.

Before the war began, all navies, including those of Britain and Germany, considered the submarine an unsuitable platform for a campaign against merchant shipping. The Prize Regulations embodied in the Convention of London of 1909 permitted warships to stop any vessel at sea and board it to search for contraband. If contraband was found on board, the ship could be seized and taken into port; if circumstances did not permit this, it could be sunk, providing that the crew and passengers had been removed and their safety was ensured. These restrictions, it was thought, effectively prevented submarines from participating in a cruiser war against shipping, as they could not accommodate passengers and crew removed from an intercepted vessel or ensure their safe passage to shore.

Allied dispositions for the defense of trade relied on blocking forces deployed at each end of the English Channel (destroyers and submarines in the Dover Straits and at Harwich, seaplane and airship patrols between North Foreland and Ostend, and a cruiser force in the western approaches) and the powerful Channel Fleet, based at Portland, between them. A large fleet of Auxiliary Patrol vessels—primarily trawlers and drifters taken up from the fishing fleet—supplemented these regular warships, especially in the Dover Straits. The Home Fleet and some additional cruisers closed the exit from the North Sea between Scotland and Norway. Finally, destroyer and light cruiser patrols covered the eastern coast.

These dispositions were primarily intended to protect shipping from surface attack by barring German warships from access to mercantile targets. Nevertheless, they also served as a deterrent to U-boats especially in the Dover Straits, where the constant presence of patrolling warships and auxiliaries forced submarines to remain submerged, thus slowing their passage, draining their batteries, and presenting their commanders with the considerable navigational problems of shoals and strong currents.

In the later months of 1914, the Admiralty began modifying its patrol arrangements to make them more effective. By the end of the year, it had set in place a basic geographic division of the waters around the British Isles that remained in effect for the rest of the war and served as the framework within which all defensive antisubmarine operations occurred. The entire coast was divided into 23 patrol areas, each a separate command reporting to the Admiralty. Vessels were allocated to each command that it might best meet its responsibilities and ensure that sufficient craft were available to maintain patrols at an appropriate level of intensity, around the clock in many cases.

Starting on October 2, 1914, the British began supplementing the patrols with minefields. The next day, London announced that the Royal Navy had laid an extensive minefield east of the Dover-to-Calais line to protect cross-channel lines of communication. Other minefields were laid along the Belgian coast and in the Hoofden to block the approaches to the English Channel during the last months of 1914.

While British mines at this stage of the war were not very effective and many were laid at too shallow a depth below the surface to be really dangerous to submerged submarines, these minefields still demanded added care in passage and claimed several submarines. As the war continued, minefields played a substantial role in denying U-boats access to shipping lanes. Defensive minefields protected coastal shipping, while the British laid offensive fields off the German and Belgian coasts to catch German submarines exiting on patrol.

In 1917 after Germany announced its unrestricted submarine campaign against shipping, the British began working on methods to strengthen the mine barrier between Dover and Calais. By this time they had the reliable H2 and H4 mines (copied from the first-class German Herz mine) available in quantity. Between November 21 and December 29, an extensive deep field was laid between Folkestone and Cap Gris Nez. The mines were laid at varying depths from 40 to 100 feet below the surface at 20-foot intervals and in multiple rows. In all, some 10,000 mines (including replacements) went into this field.

Supplementing the main field were controlled minefields blocking the gap to the shoreline. These mines could be detonated remotely by shore operators responding to signals from Bragg loops laid on the seafloor. The loops operated on the principle of an interrupted magnetic field to signal when and where a steel-hulled vessel entered the minefield so the operator could select the appropriate mines for detonation.

To prevent U-boats from crossing the deep field on the surface, the entire minefield was heavily patrolled and illuminated with searchlights ashore and afloat as well as powerful flares. The combination proved effective, although like all passive barriers it could not block U-boat passage completely. Ten U-boats were sunk in the minefield, and one other was destroyed in the controlled fields during the 11 months that this barrier operated.

The other major Allied mine barrier was the Northern Mine Barrage that ran from the Orkney Islands to Bergen in Norway. This vast effort was a joint British-American project conducted between March and October 1918. The two navies laid some 73,000 mines at depths of from 40 to 300 feet. Even so, the barrage was still only 85 percent complete by the end of the war. Again, it was a porous barrier, and many more submarines passed through it than were destroyed, but it certainly served to inhibit U-boat operations.

In addition to minefields, the Allies also deployed net barrages to prevent the passage of submarines. Most harbors had heavy permanent net and boom defenses that usually extended some 100 feet below the surface and were maintained and operated by boom defense vessels. The British attempted to install a similar heavy permanent net barrage across the English Channel from Folkestone to Cap Gris Nez, with gates at each shoreward end for the passage of shipping. The project, which commenced in late February 1915, was a failure. Currents and the size of the net panels rendered the task too difficult, and it was abandoned that May.

Major net barrages were also deployed across the Strait of Otranto to close the exit from the Adriatic to the Mediterranean and across the Dardanelles. At the Dardanelles, the British employed a combination of multiple successive lines of nets equipped with indicator floats and minefields to close the passage completely, the only occasion that such a defensive barrier succeeded in preventing all transit.

The barrier at the Strait of Otranto was a different matter. The first barrage was a series of drift nets maintained by British drifters and supported by French and Italian destroyers and patrol craft. The depth of the strait and its strong currents largely negated the barrier’s value, and it caught just four submarines, only one of which was destroyed.

In an attempt to improve the barrier’s effectiveness, from mid-1916 the British began to deploy much larger nets with panels as deep as 140 feet, but the barrier still proved porous. The French and Italians pushed for a fixed barrier, which the British initially resisted in light of their experience with the failed Folkestone–Cap Gris Nez barrier in 1915. The British went ahead, however, and began laying the barrage in April 1918.

The nets, which extended from 24 to 30 feet below the surface down to 180 to 200 feet, were suspended from glass buoyancy balls and huge steel flotation drums and festooned with mines. This barrier too was heavily patrolled by surface craft. Nevertheless, between them the two Otranto barriers sank only two submarines during the course of the war.

In home waters the British made extensive use of indicator nets in the Dover Straits, the English Channel, and the Irish Sea. The British deployed both towed nets, operated by one or two trawlers or drifters, and anchored nets, the latter being used extensively in the Dover Straits and the English Channel. Towed nets were used in all three locations. The barrier in the Irish Sea contained two net lines some 20 miles apart across the 11-mile-wide North Channel between the Mull of Kintyre and the coast of Antrim.

This deep barrier was intended to keep U-boats submerged so long that their batteries would be exhausted, forcing them to the surface. Maintaining the barrier proved to be an arduous task, however, and it was a huge drain on resources that produced no results; it was abandoned after seven months in September 1915.

During 1916 the fixed indicator nets in the Dover Straits were replaced with EC mine nets, similar to the earlier nets but laced with contact mines. These nets also were laid as barriers along the Belgian and Dutch coasts, in conjunction with deep minefield barrages and surface warship patrols, to obstruct the passage of the Flanders U-boats. The offensive barriers proved difficult to maintain because patrols were possible only in daylight, leaving the Germans the nights to destroy equipment, sweep the mines, and cut the lines of nets. By the end of 1917, the British abandoned further efforts to maintain these barriers.

In September and October 1916, the British also laid a 28-mile-long mine-net barrier from the Goodwin Sands to Dunkerque. Because of the strength of prevailing currents and wave action, the nets could not be deep enough to reach the seabed, so the gap was filled with moored mines. These proved so dangerous to maintenance crews working on the nets that they had to be swept, and because they were not replaced, there was a considerable gap below the nets through which U-boats could pass with ease.

The final option employed by the British to keep U-boats away from shipping was to attack them in their home ports. During 1915 the Dover Patrol undertook eight bombardment operations against Ostend and Zeebrugge but with only minimal results. That same summer, the Royal Naval Air Service began bombing missions from northern continental bases against these submarine bases; the missions continued until 1918 with only brief intermissions when the squadrons were diverted to support land operations on the Western Front. By mid-1917, the British decided that the best option was to sink block ships in the channels to the sea, which led to the semisuccessful operations against Zeebrugge and Ostend in April and May 1918 and closed Zeebrugge for a short period.

Aircraft of various types came to play an ever-increasing role in the antisubmarine campaign. Their presence forced submarines to stay submerged, thus limiting their mobility. From the beginning of the war, seaplanes and airships conducted patrols, but their limited carrying capabilities reduced their effectiveness.

During 1915, the Royal Navy and the French Navy brought large long-range flying boats into service, along with large numbers of small nonrigid airships. Similar types entered U.S. Navy service during 1917. The flying boats could undertake patrols lasting as long as 6 hours, while the airships could remain aloft as long as 12 hours. These resources allowed extended air cover for shipping and for offensive searches conducted in the North Sea using the Spider Web patrol system. Aircraft also were very effective as deterrents in the Mediterranean and Adriatic, where the clear waters made it much easier to locate submerged submarines. By the beginning of 1918, aviation had become an essential element in antisubmarine warfare.

A large part of the Allied effort against submarines was devoted to denying the U-boats access to shipping. In large part this was a consequence of the difficulties that surface warships experienced in locating submerged submarines. Substantial research into hydrophones and sound ranging produced some useful results during the last year of the war, but most of the fruits of this effort did not become practical reality until after the war’s end.

From 1915 onward the Allies produced huge numbers of antisubmarine vessels, the most important of which were the large numbers of sloops that proved to be effective substitutes for destroyers in all but top speed. The largest group was the Flower class, some of which were constructed in France; similar vessels were also produced in Italy. There were large numbers of small wooden vessels, first motor launches constructed in the United States for the Royal Navy, then similar vessels constructed in Italy, and the U.S. Navy’s subchasers after April 1917.

Until mid-1917 these craft had as their primary operational missions defensive patrols. The routine defensive patrols initially could only inconvenience submarine operations, but as more effective antisubmarine weapons, especially depth charges and their projectors, became available, the patrols became more effective. During 1917 and 1918 these patrols destroyed more than 20 U-boats, damaged several more, and caused many submarines to break off their attacks on merchant ships. The hunting patrols, on the other hand, proved far less effective, sinking only 2 boats in the same period, although naval officers were far more enamored of such apparently offensive operations.

In 1915 as the first German unrestricted campaign reached its stride, the British began deploying decoy vessels, although the concept had been mooted as early as November 1914. These decoys were fairly small merchant vessels fitted with concealed guns; they were intended to lure submarines close enough to be destroyed by hidden weapons. The Royal Navy commissioned some 180 of these Q-ships during the war, including some constructed on the basis of the larger sloop types. Similar decoys were deployed by the French and Italian Navies in the Mediterranean. There is much argument about the effectiveness of these decoys, but it seems most likely that they destroyed a total of 15 U-boats during the course of the war while losing as many as 45 of their own number.

With the introduction of convoys in mid-1917, the larger antisubmarine vessels began to play a major role as convoy escorts. The Allies gradually expanded the scope of convoys from Atlantic shipping to traffic in the Mediterranean and to local and coastal trades. By the end of the war, almost all shipping was included within the convoy system. Convoys were effective in protecting shipping because the system actually reduced the opportunities for interception and forced the U-boats to attack through a screen of escorts, thus easing the task of finding the submarines to attack them.

In this campaign the Allies were greatly assisted by signals intelligence. Room 40 at the Admiralty had been decoding German radio traffic since the beginning of December 1914, and by early 1915 it was providing daily returns of U-boat strength and general dispositions. By August 1917 the Admiralty finally put together a coordinated system that allowed the Convoy Section to route shipping to best advantage, while the Anti-Submarine Division could begin to direct its resources against known U-boat positions. The system was far from being as effective as the submarine tracking operation that would become prevalent during World War II but was a great improvement over the uncoordinated efforts of earlier years.

How successful was the Allied antisubmarine campaign? The eventual general adoption of the seemingly obsolete system of convoy enabled the Allied navies to largely accomplish their first goal of protecting shipping. Signals intelligence, aerial reconnaissance, and the development of sound-location equipment assisted in finding the submarines, but this remained a significant tactical problem at the end of the campaign. Depth charges largely demonstrated effectiveness in destroying submarines once they had been located. On the other hand, neither static defenses of net arrays and minefields nor offensive patrols proved capable of barring submarines from access to Allied areas of operation.

The combination of weapons, tactics, and strategies that the Allied navies deployed ultimately succeeded in defeating the Central Powers’ submarines. Much of what Allied navies learned during the conflict they applied again in World War II, during which they also relearned that a powerful and skillful submarine force could exact a heavy toll before substantial material resources, applied technological advances, and rigorously analyzed doctrines could defeat it.

Paul E. Fontenoy
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Arab Revolt of 1916–1918

Uprising by the Arab peoples of northern, central, and western Arabia against Ottoman rule. Since the 16th century, the Ottoman government in Constantinople had controlled the areas of Syria, Palestine, and Iraq; the western provinces of Saudi Arabia; and part of Yemen. Much of the region’s population of some 6 million was nomadic. In 1908 the Young Turks came to power in Anatolia and promoted Turkish nationalism at the expense of other nationalities of the empire, which the Arabs and other peoples resented. The new government also sent troops into Arab lands and introduced conscription, both of which angered the Arabs.

Under the terms of the Ottoman Constitution of 1909, the Arab peoples of the empire sent representatives to the Imperial Parliament in Constantinople, where they openly supported Arab rights. At the same time newspapers and political organizations, some secret, sprang up in the Arab lands and promoted Arab nationalism. Damascus and Beirut were centers of such activity but were too close geographically to Anatolia to risk overt action. Arab power was in fact diffuse and largely wielded by local chieftains who had little ability to initiate hostilities against Constantinople on their own.

The center of the Arab nationalist movement was the Hejaz region of central Arabia, which contained the holy cities of Mecca and Medina. The region was connected to Anatolia by the Damascus-Medina (Hejaz) Railway. Sharif of Mecca Hussein ibn Ali ibn Mohammed was nominal head of the Hejaz. His position was strengthened by his senior position in the Muslim religious hierarchy as a direct descendant of the Prophet Muhammad. Hussein saw the railway as an infringement on his control and had long hoped for an independent Arab kingdom under his rule. World War I provided that opportunity.

As early as February 1914, Hussein had been in communication, through his son Abdullah, with British authorities in Cairo. Abdullah met with the British high commissioner in Egypt Lord Kitchener and told him that the Arabs were prepared to rebel against Constantinople in return for British support. The British were skeptical, but the entrance of the Ottoman Empire into the war on the side of the Central Powers changed their attitude. Both Sir Harold Wingate, British governor-general of the Sudan, and Sir Henry McMahon, Kitchener’s successor as high commissioner in Egypt, kept in touch with Hussein.

In the spring of 1915 Hussein sent his third son, Emir Faisal, to Damascus to reassure Ottoman authorities of his loyalty and to sound out Arab opinion. Faisal had favored the Ottomans, but the visit to Damascus and the profound discontent of the Arab population that he discovered there reversed this view.

Hussein then entered into active negotiations with McMahon in Cairo. Hussein promised to declare war on the Ottoman Empire and raise an Arab army to assist the British in return for support for him as king of a postwar Pan-Arab state. The British agreed and soon were providing some rifles and ammunition to the Arabs.

The Ottomans, meanwhile, were endeavoring to stamp out Arab nationalism in Damascus, where they executed a number of Arab nationalist leaders. Many other Arab patriots fled south to Mecca, where they urged Hussein to take up arms. The Ottomans were well aware of the Arab preparations and from May 1916 blockaded the Hejaz from arms shipments and began a buildup of their forces in Damascus. The actual revolt was initiated by the dispatch of Ottoman troops to reinforce their garrison at Medina. Outside Medina on June 5, 1916, Hussein’s eldest son Ali and Faisal officially proclaimed the start of the Arab Revolt.

Joined by 30,000 tribesmen, Faisal immediately led an assault on the Ottoman garrison at Medina, but the imperial forces drove off the attackers. The Arabs did succeed, however, in cutting the railway to the north of the city. To the south, Hussein led an attack on the 1,000-man Ottoman garrison at Mecca, taking the city after three days of street fighting. Another Arab attack shortly thereafter against the port city of Jiddah was also successful, supported by the British Royal Navy seaplane carrier Ben-my-Chree based at Aden. Other cities also fell to the Arabs. In September, the 3,000-man Ottoman garrison at Taif, the last city in the southern Hejaz held by the empire, surrendered to Arab forces supported by British-supplied artillery.

On November 2, Hussein proclaimed himself “King of the Arab Countries.” This created some embarrassment for the British government with the French. Finally, the Allies worked out a compromise by which they addressed Hussein as “King of the Hejaz.”

Hussein largely left leadership of the revolt to his four sons. A number of Arabs in the Ottoman Army taken prisoner in the fighting, including officers, helped provide a leadership cadre for the so-called Arab Army. The military strength of its four main forces commanded by Hussein’s sons fluctuated wildly, and few of the men involved, who ranged widely in age, were trained.

In October 1916, the Ottomans managed to drive the Arab Army south of Medina and reopened the railway. The British sent a party of advisers to Hussein, and Arabist captain T. E. Lawrence became Faisal’s official adviser, successfully urging Faisal to resume the offensive. Rather than meet Ottoman power head-on, the two men initiated a series of hit-and-run raids over northern Arabia that took advantage of the support of the local populations and forced the Ottomans to divert increasing numbers of troops to the region.

In the spring of 1917, Faisal received pledges of Arab support from Syria once military operations reached there. In July 1917 Lawrence led an attack that captured Aqaba, which then became Faisal’s chief base, while forces under Abdullah and Ali contained the Ottoman garrison at Medina and protected Mecca. Faisal’s northern wing of the Arab Army was the revolt’s chief military force and acted on the right flank of Lieutenant General Edmund Allenby’s British forces in Palestine.

In the autumn of 1917 Lawrence, who understood and effectively practiced guerrilla warfare, led a series of successful attacks on Ottoman rail traffic. Allenby’s calls for diversionary attacks by the Arab Army produced a series of raids that diverted some 23,000 Ottoman troops from participation in the fighting in Palestine. Faisal also cooperated closely with Allenby in the Megiddo Offensive and, with 30,000 men, led the revolt’s climactic action, the entrance into Damascus in October 1918.

The Arab Revolt had immense repercussions in the Arab world in fueling Arab nationalism. The revolt helped free the Arab lands from Ottoman rule and led to the formation of Arab states. But the victorious Allies thwarted Hussein’s ambitions. McMahon’s pledge to Hussein preceded by six months the 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement between the British and French governments, a breach of promises made to the Arabs that in effect set up British and French spheres of influence in the Middle East. Ultimately, much of the territory was awarded as mandates to Great Britain and France under the League of Nations. Faisal received Syria but was deposed and became king of Iraq under British protection. Abdullah became king of the newly created Transjordan. Hussein declared himself caliph of Islam in March 1924 but was forced to abdicate as king of the Hejaz to his son Ali when Abd al-Aziz al-Saud (Ibn Saud) conquered most of the Hejaz.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Armistice with Germany (November 11, 1918)

Cessation of military hostilities between the Allies and Germany on November 11, 1918, pending a comprehensive peace settlement. On September 28, 1918, reeling from the blows of the Allied Western Front offensives, Germany’s first quartermaster general (de facto army chief of staff) General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff informed German Army chief of staff (de facto army commander) Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg that the war was lost. Hindenburg agreed and called Berlin, prompting the arrival the next day of Kaiser Wilhelm II and Chancellor Count Georg von Hertling at the German high command in Spa.

All agreed that it would be best to approach President Woodrow Wilson of the United States about an armistice. Wilson was the foremost advocate of a liberal peace settlement, a view he had publicly expounded in his famous “Fourteen Points” speech of January 1918. New to the war and perhaps not yet poisoned by propaganda or embittered by casualties, the United States offered Germany’s best hope for a lenient peace. Count Hertling would have to resign, however. Because of his advanced age and poor health, he would not be able to handle the hard work ahead, and he had no support in the Reichstag.

The kaiser summoned Prince Max von Baden, who enjoyed a reputation as a liberal. Wilhelm II appointed him Hertling’s successor and gave him plenipotentiary authority to deal with President Wilson. On October 2, Hindenburg and Ludendorff informed stunned Reichstag leaders that the war was lost.

On October 4, Max cabled Wilson asking for “an armistice on land, by sea, and in the air … to avoid further bloodshed.” Without confiding in his allies, Wilson replied on October 9, indicating that Germany would have to evacuate areas it had occupied and inquiring whether Germany subscribed to his Fourteen Points. He also challenged Prince Max’s credentials.

Max replied on October 12, indicating agreement with U.S. demands and adding that his government spoke in the name of the German people and the Reichstag. Also, British prime minister David Lloyd George, French premier Georges Clemenceau, and Italian prime minister Vittorio Orlando had discovered Wilson’s unilateral negotiations and insisted vainly that he clear any propositions with them.

Unfortunately, German submarines had meanwhile sunk several merchant vessels, with substantial loss of civilian life. Infuriated, Wilson cabled Prince Max and said that these outrages forced him to turn over the determination of armistice terms to Allied military leaders. They favored unconditional surrender, but if there was to be an armistice, they would ensure that the Germans could not regroup and resume fighting. The Allied Supreme War Council drew up armistice terms deliberately excluding the U.S. military representative, General Tasker Bliss.

The terms ruled out further enemy resistance by insisting that German forces withdraw to their own country’s borders on a fixed schedule and surrender certain quantities of weapons. In addition, the European Allies agreed by the end of the month to the Fourteen Points as the basis of an armistice with two significant provisos: the British insisted that their naval blockade of Germany continue until a peace treaty was signed, and Clemenceau insisted that Germany would have to pay for war damages.

Wilson’s note of October 23 proved fatal to Germany. “If the United States,” he wrote, “must deal with the military and monarchical masters of Germany, it must demand not peace negotiations but surrender.” The message was clear. On October 26 the kaiser dismissed Ludendorff, who fled to Sweden. Lieutenant General Wilhelm Groener replaced him. But Wilson had aimed higher. Future defense minister Gustav Noske noted the obvious: if the emperor was removed, Germany had a fair chance of decent terms.

Prince Max sought the advice of moderate social democratic leader Friedrich Ebert. First and foremost a German patriot who had lost two sons in the war, Ebert understood that Germany needed peace and stability more than anything, and he sought to avert a Marxist revolution. He urged moderation and sought a constitutional monarchy without the current ruler, as did most in his party. Moderation proved elusive, and the greatest threat came from the Independent Socialist Party (led by Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg) and its ally, the Spartacist League, which called for a proletarian dictatorship.

In the midst of these negotiations, the German collapse came quickly. On November 2 Austria-Hungary asked for a separate armistice, and on November 4 British and U.S. Army breakthroughs on the ground led Groener to estimate that the German Army could hold but a week before a complete collapse. President Wilson’s note on November 6 that supreme Allied commander French marshal Ferdinand Foch would receive representatives to discuss an armistice came as a relief.

Prince Max was laid up with influenza, and Ebert sent Center Party leader Matthias Erzberger to negotiate. A day later mutiny broke out in the High Seas Fleet at Kiel, spreading rapidly to shore facilities and some garrisons; on November 8 a loose leftist coalition headed by Kurt Eisner deposed the Wittelsbach family in Bavaria. Seizing the moment, the Spartacists called for a rally in front of the imperial palace in Berlin on November 9. Ebert understood that the rally would lead to a proclamation of the dictatorship of the proletariat. He promptly cabled to Erzberger and Hindenburg that a general strike and a revolution were planned for November 9. The kaiser, seen now as an impediment to peace, had to go or would be swept away.

Erzberger met briefly with Hindenburg and then crossed the front at Fourmies to negotiate the armistice. Accompanying him were former German ambassador to Bulgaria Count Alfred von Oberndorff, former military attaché to Paris Major General Hans von Winterfeldt, and German Navy captain Ernst Vanselow. The German delegation met the French marshal in his private rail car in a forest near Compiègne. It was 8:00 a.m. on November 8. Besides Foch’s entourage, a small team of British officers headed by first sea lord Admiral Rosslyn Wemyss stood by. No Americans were present.

Erzberger presented his credentials, and after some sparring Foch had his assistant, General of Division Maxime Weygand, read the armistice terms. Winterfeldt began to write them down, but the pen fell from his hand when he heard them. Germany was to evacuate all occupied territory in Belgium, northeastern France, and Luxembourg as well as Alsace-Lorraine within 15 days and retreat 30 miles (50 kilometers) east of the Rhine within a month of signing.

The German Army was also to evacuate all German territory west of the Rhine River (the Rhineland), with Allied forces to hold the principal crossing points of the Rhine at Mainz, Koblenz, and Köln (Cologne), together with adjacent bridgeheads across the Rhine within a radius of 18 miles on the right (east bank) of the river. There would also be a 6-mile-wide demilitarized neutral zone on the east bank.

Germany would have to surrender 5,000 artillery pieces, 45,000 machine guns, 3,000 trench mortars, and 1,700 aircraft. Germany would also have to hand over 150,000 pieces of rolling stock, 5,000 locomotives, and 5,000 trucks. Additionally, Germany had to recall all elements of the German Navy and intern a select number of naval vessels at Allied discretion. There was also to be immediate repatriation, without reciprocity, of Allied and U.S. prisoners of war.

The Germans, concluded Foch, could accept or reject the terms only in their entirety. Foch gave Germany until Monday, November 11, to respond. Erzberger asked for an immediate cease-fire to save lives, but Foch refused. The Germans went back to their train and sent a courier to Spa to relay the terms to Berlin. They waited; German artillery fire delayed the courier’s crossing of the lines until November 10.

As the German delegation waited, Ebert and Groener tried to force the kaiser’s abdication. When he balked, matters took their own course, and Philipp Scheidemann proclaimed the German Republic on the morning of November 9, barely heading off a Spartacist uprising. The Spartacists declared a German Socialist Republic that same day, though it had minimal support. The kaiser fled to Holland.

On Sunday, November 10, around 11:00 p.m., a dispatch came from Berlin authorizing Erzberger to sign. At 2:00 a.m. the next day the delegation went to Foch to argue futilely about ending the British naval blockade. The British agreed only to allow such provisioning of the German people as they deemed necessary. There was no question of negotiation on terms, although the Allies did agree to correct a few impossible demands, such as Germany having to surrender more submarines than it in fact possessed. Between 5:12 and 5:20 a.m. the armistice was signed, to go into effect at 11:00 a.m. that day, November 11. Erzberger could not resist a pathetic speech, which his interpreter Winterfeldt could barely handle. The Allied leaders missed the warning: “A nation of 70 million suffers, but it does not die.” The war ended six hours later.
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Balfour Declaration (November 2, 1917)

The Balfour Declaration of November 2, 1917, was a promise by the British government to support the creation of a national homeland for the Jewish people in Palestine. The British government issued the declaration in an effort to gain the support of Jews around the world for the Allied war effort. The promise apparently contradicted an earlier pledge by London to the Arabs to support the establishment of an independent Arab state after World War I. The Balfour Declaration helped encourage Jewish immigration to Palestine during the 1920s and 1930s but alienated Arabs from the British mandate government there. Indirectly, the Balfour Declaration led to the creation of the State of Israel in 1948 and ongoing conflict between Arabs and Jews in the Middle East.

Before World War I, Palestine had been a part of the Ottoman Empire. Palestine included the Sinai Peninsula and parts of present-day Lebanon and Syria. A small number of Jewish settlements were located in Palestine, with a total population of about 50,000 people. The Zionist movement, developed in the 19th century, taught that Judaism was not only a religion but also a national group. Zionists called for Jewish immigration to traditional Jewish lands to establish a Jewish state for Jews from around the world. Zionism was formally organized in 1897 when smaller groups came together to create the World Zionist Organization at Basel, Switzerland. Supporters of Zionism included influential Jews and non-Jews throughout Europe and America.

When World War I began, Zionists urged the various governments to support their movement. The most fertile ground was in Great Britain. Although the total number of Jews in Britain was small, they included influential individuals, such as Sir Herbert Samuel, and the Rothschild banking family. The leader of the Zionists in Britain was Dr. Chaim Weizmann, an eminent chemistry professor at Manchester University. Events during the spring of 1917 aided Weizmann’s campaign for British support for a Jewish homeland in Palestine.

The first such event was the March Revolution in Russia. Some of the more prominent leaders of the revolution were Jews, and Weizmann argued that they were more likely to keep Russia in the war if an Allied goal was a Jewish homeland. Another important event was the entry of the United States into the war in April 1917. The large Jewish population in America could campaign for greater and more immediate U.S. contributions to the war effort. Jewish financial contributions toward the war effort might be increased with support for a homeland as well. Weizmann also told his friends in the British government that support for a Jewish homeland might prevent German Jews from giving their full support to the kaiser’s war effort.

Arthur James Balfour, who was foreign secretary, supported a promise of a Jewish homeland after the war. On a trip to the United States, he conferred with U.S. Supreme Court justice Louis Brandeis, a Zionist. Brandeis was an adviser to President Woodrow Wilson and told Balfour that the president supported a homeland for the Jews. At the time, however, Wilson was reluctant to give it open support. Other prominent Americans, such as former presidential candidate William Jennings Bryan, supported a Jewish homeland, many because they believed that it would fulfill biblical prophecies.

Members of the Zionist movement in Britain helped draft a declaration that was approved by the British cabinet and released by Balfour on November 2, 1917. The key sentence in the document was “His Majesty’s Government views with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people.” The declaration went on to state that the civil and religious rights of the existing non-Jewish peoples in Palestine were not to be prejudiced. In response to fears by some Jews that a homeland in Palestine would harm their efforts to assimilate into other societies, the declaration also called for nothing that would harm those efforts. The French government pledged its support for the declaration on February 11, 1918. Wilson finally gave open approval in a letter to Rabbi Stephen Wise on October 29, 1918.

The declaration did indeed win Jewish support for the Allied war effort but had unintended effects as well. Correspondence between British high commissioner in Egypt Henry McMahon and Sharif Hussein of Mecca in 1915 had promised the establishment of an independent Arab state upon the defeat of the Ottomans. It was understood that this state would include Palestine. The declaration was also a violation of the Sykes-Picot Agreement between Great Britain and France that provided for joint rule over the area directly after the war. The apparent double-dealing by the British government alienated many Arabs and caused them to doubt whether they could trust British promises.

At the end of World War I, the League of Nations granted a mandate over Palestine to Great Britain. Language from the Balfour Declaration was incorporated into the mandate’s wording. Over the next 30 years, the Jewish population of Palestine increased from 50,000 to 600,000 people. This dramatic increase of Jews in Palestine led to numerous clashes with Palestinians already living there. Ultimately, the task of trying to keep conflicting promises to Arabs and Jews proved too much for the British. They gave up their mandate in 1948, and the State of Israel was created. Hostility and sporadic wars between Jews and Arabs have occurred there ever since.
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Beatty, David, 1st Earl (1871–1936)

Royal Navy admiral of the fleet and first earl of the North Sea. Born in Stapely near Natwich, Cheshire, England, on January 17, 1871, David Beatty was the son of an army officer. Beatty entered the Royal Navy as a cadet in 1884, passing into the training ship Britannia. In 1885 he was posted to the ironclad Alexandra, flagship of the British Mediterranean Squadron. Other ship assignments followed, and in May 1890 he was promoted to sublieutenant. He was then assigned to the gunnery school ship Excellent at Greenwich.

Other ship assignments included service in 1892 in the Royal Yacht Victoria and Albert. Beatty was promoted to lieutenant that August. He then served in the sailing corvette Ruby in the West Indies before transferring to the battleship Camperdown and then to the battleship Trafalgar.

During the Sudan Campaign of 1896–1897, Beatty distinguished himself commanding river gunboats on the Nile, which led to his promotion to commander in 1898. The next year he was appointed executive officer of the small battleship Barfleur on the China station, where he took part in operations ashore associated with putting down the Boxer Rebellion (Uprising) of 1899–1901 and was wounded in the arm at Tianjin (then known as Tiensin). Highly praised for his leadership, Beatty was promoted to captain in November 1900 at age 29.

Beatty returned to Britain, where he underwent surgery to restore proper use of his injured arm. In May 1902 he took command of the cruiser Juno, joining the Mediterranean fleet. He then commanded the second-class cruiser Arrogant (1903–1904) and the heavy cruiser Suffolk (1904–1905). Beatty was naval adviser to the Army Council during 1906–1908 in the wake of the First Moroccan Crisis and was involved in planning for the possible dispatch of a British expeditionary force by sea to Europe.

Beatty commanded the battleship Queen in the Atlantic Fleet during 1908–1910. On January 1, 1910, he was promoted to rear admiral, the youngest flag officer in more than 100 years. In 1911 when Winston Churchill became first lord of the Admiralty, he selected Beatty as his naval secretary.

In 1913, Beatty took over command of the Battle Cruiser Squadron of the Grand Fleet. Beatty’s forces engaged in some of the earliest naval battles of the war: the Battle of Heligoland Bight (August 28, 1914) and the Battle of the Dogger Bank (January 24, 1915). In the latter, confusion over signals resulted in the escape of most of the German squadron, although its ships were damaged.

On May 31, 1916, the German High Seas Fleet came out in force into the North Sea. Beatty commanded the advance guard, and his Battle Cruiser Squadron of six battle cruisers, supplemented by the 5th Battle Squadron of four of the newest, fastest, and most powerful battleships, was first to encounter the German advance guard. Thus began the Battle of Jutland (May 31–June 1, 1916). In this first of four phases of the battle, the Run to the South, German gunnery was particularly effective: the British battle cruiser Indefatigable blew up, and Beatty’s flagship, the Lion, was saved only by the prompt flooding of a magazine. A third British battle cruiser, the Queen Mary, was also lost. A further signaling failure saw the 5th Battle Squadron miss a signal from Beatty to turn and fall behind. This was a critical mistake, for this powerful force was soon out of range. The Run to the North followed, with Beatty leading the High Seas Fleet into range of the Grand Fleet. Another battle cruiser, not in Beatty’s squadron, blew up during that phase.

The results of Jutland turned out to be indecisive. Controversy and the search for scapegoats were inevitable, given that the British had lost more ships. Beatty was particularly upset with the interpretation of the Battle of Jutland presented in the official naval history. Other individuals came to his defense, and sides lined up, pro-Jellicoe and pro-Beatty. Admiral Sir John Jellicoe, British commander in chief at Jutland, published two volumes of memoirs. Beatty published nothing; his papers went into private hands and were later purchased and added to the archives of the National Maritime Museum.

In December 1916, Beatty succeeded Jellicoe as commander in chief of the Grand Fleet when Jellicoe became first sea lord. Beatty served in that post for the remainder of the war, concentrating on refitting the fleet, integrating U.S. naval units (after April 1917), and carrying out convoy operations. Promoted to admiral in January 1919 and to admiral of the fleet in May 1919, he then succeeded Jellicoe as first sea lord, serving from 1921 to 1927. Beatty retired in July 1927. He died in London on March 11, 1936, and is buried in St. Paul’s Cathedral.
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Belleau Wood, Battle of (June 6–26, 1918)

Land battle between U.S. and German forces. During the Ludendorff (Spring) Offensives (March 21–July 18, 1918), the French ordered American forces to take from the Germans the Bois de Belleau (Belleau Wood). The wood, about a mile in length and half that at its widest point, was located about five miles northwest of the town of Château-Thierry on the Marne River in north-central France. The German 1,200-man 461st Infantry Regiment of the 237th Division of Lieutenant General Richard von Conta’s IV Reserve Corps had taken the three-square-mile woods during the final days of the Chemin des Dames Offensive (May 27–June 5) and turned it into a defensive bastion.

Major General Omar Bundy’s 2nd Division was charged with taking Belleau Wood. The division included the 3rd Infantry Brigade, which consisted of the 9th and 23rd Infantry Regiments, the 5th Machine Gun Battalion, and the 4th Marine Brigade, the latter of which consisted of the 5th and 6th Marine Regiments and the 6th Machine Gun Battalion. The 2nd Division also included engineers, artillery, and logistics, all regular army personnel.
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American soldiers and German prisoners following the hard-fought Battle of Belleau Wood in June 1918. Whether the American victory here really saved Paris, as was claimed at the time, is open to considerable debate. (Library of Congress)

On May 31, the 2nd Division received orders to replace French forces at the front. On June 6 without benefit of any reconnaissance of the German positions, the 4th Marine Brigade of the U.S. 2nd Division received orders to occupy the woods, declared by the French to be free of Germans. After the 5th Marine Regiment captured Hill 142 west of the woods, the 5th and 6th Marine Regiments made frontal assaults on the south and west ends of the woods. By the end of the first day of fighting, the 6th Marine Regiment was able to take the village of Bouresches. The marines had gained a foothold but at a cost of 1,087 casualties.

After four days of small raids, on June 9 American forces directed heavy artillery fire on the woods. The next day the marines commenced what became a four-day assault, during which they were able to capture two-thirds of the wood but at the cost of heavy casualties.

On June 13 the Germans counterattacked and almost recaptured Bouresches, but their attack stalled under concentrated U.S. rifle fire. With both sides entrenched, the positions remained static until June 24, when the marines renewed their assault. Two days later, the marines declared the woods secured. In the battle U.S. forces sustained some 5,200 casualties, including about 750 killed—some 55 percent of the brigade’s strength. With the exception of 300 prisoners, most German defenders were killed in the 20 days of fighting.

The merits of the marine victory at Belleau Wood have been much debated. Many French believed at the time that the marines had halted the German drive on Paris. The Germans, however, never intended to attack Paris. As their operational orders make clear, the purpose of the Chemin des Dames Offensive was solely a diversion to draw off the large French reserves positioned behind the British in Flanders. Some critics thus have seen the Battle of Belleau Wood as of little value and claim that much of the slaughter could have been avoided through more effective tactics.

The battle, however, endeared the marines to the American public and helped secure continuation of the U.S. Marine Corps. Some histories hold that from this battle the German soldiers called the marines “Teufel Hund” (Devil Dogs). This is unlikely, but the nickname persists nonetheless. The French, who were delighted by the U.S. performance, awarded the 4th Brigade the Ordre de l’Armée and later renamed the woods Bois de la Brigade Marine.
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Brest-Litovsk, Treaty of (March 3, 1918)

Treaty between Russia and the Central Powers signed in the Polish city of Brest-Litovsk on March 3, 1918, that ended Russia’s participation in World War I. Essentially forced upon the Russians by Germany, the treaty was a major humiliation for the Russians. In March 1917 Czar Nicholas II of Russia was overthrown, the result of the terrible cost of World War I to Russia. In a major miscalculation, the new provisional government under Alexander Kerensky vowed to continue the war. Vladimir Lenin, leader of the revolutionary Bolshevik Party, pledged a program of “Land, Peace, and Bread,” and the Bolsheviks did everything they could to undermine Russian Army morale and authority.

With the failure of the Kerensky Offensive in the summer of 1917 and the accompanying collapse of the army, on November 7 the Bolsheviks seized power in a second revolution—actually a coup d’état—and Lenin, whose party had been the beneficiary of an influx of German government funds, immediately announced that Russia would leave the war. Lenin promised a peace that would result in no land annexations, no indemnities, self-determination, and a commitment to make public and repudiate all prior secret treaties among the Great Powers. The new Bolshevik government thus broke Russia’s treaties and commitments with its former allies.

On December 3, 1917, the two sides opened truce talks behind German lines in Brest-Litovsk, and on December 17 an armistice went into effect on the Eastern Front. On December 22 the first peace conference of the war began, also at Brest-Litovsk, although meaningful talks there did not begin in earnest until January 9, 1918.

Russian commissar for foreign affairs Leon Trotsky headed the Russian delegation and adopted a defiant attitude. The Russian strategy was to stall the talks until an expected Bolshevik-inspired revolution swept Europe and drove Germany from the war. The Russians also naively expected the Germans to negotiate on the basis of no annexations or indemnities. But German Army chief of staff in the east Major General Max Hoffmann soon disabused Trotsky of this when he presented the German demands. The German General Staff had formulated extraordinarily harsh terms that shocked even the German negotiator, career diplomat Richard von Kuhlmann.

During a brief Christmas recess, Trotsky returned to Petrograd and urged the Bolshevik leaders to pursue a policy of “no war, no peace.” This was unacceptable to the Germans, although the conferees did manage to agree to extend the armistice until February 12. Two days before its expiration Trotsky proclaimed that the Russians simply considered the war at an end. An astounded Hoffmann responded by signing a separate peace with Ukraine and informing the Russian delegation on February 16 that the German Army would resume offensive military operations against Russian forces in two days.

On February 18 German troops crossed the Dvina River to capture the city of Pskov, and Trotsky returned to Petrograd for urgent consultations. Most of the Bolshevik leadership preferred continuing the war, but because they had destroyed the army in their rise to power, Russia was in no position to fight. The German Army, meanwhile, rolled forward in the easiest offensive of the war. It required all of Lenin’s argumentative skills to convince the Bolshevik leaders to agree to peace, which they accepted in a vote of seven to six.

Lenin secured the narrow agreement by telling the leadership that the treaty would not last. Germany, he said, was on the brink of revolution. The most important thing was to consolidate Bolshevik power in Russia, without which there would be no hope for world revolution. Lost territory could be recovered later. The German advance continued even after the Russians had returned to the negotiating table. The Germans reached Narva, only 100 miles from Petrograd, precipitating transfer of the Russian government to Moscow.

On March 3, 1918, the Bolsheviks signed the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. Trotsky, replaced as commissar of foreign affairs by Georgi Chicherin, refused to attend the ceremony. Russia lost Poland, Courland (Latvia), and Lithuania, leaving Germany and Austria-Hungary to determine their future status. The Russians had to evacuate Livonia, Estonia, Finland, and the Åland Islands. Russia was also forced to evacuate Ukraine and recognize the treaty between the Ukrainian People’s Republic and the Central Powers. In addition, Russia had to surrender the districts of Ardahan, Kars, and Batum as well as eastern Anatolia to the Ottoman Empire and had to agree to cease all Bolshevik propaganda. Finally, Russia agreed to pay Germany an indemnity that the Russians estimated at from 4 billion to 5 billion gold rubles.

The treaty also forced the Russians to disarm. Their army was to be immediately demobilized, and their navy was not to venture out of Russian ports. The negotiations at Brest-Litovsk stipulated commercial ties between Russia and the Central Powers that were highly beneficial to the latter and forbade the Russians from levying export tariffs on Russian ores or lumber.

The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk virtually pushed Russia back to its pre-1700 frontiers. Russia lost nearly 1.3 million square miles of land and 62 million people, a third of its population. The losses included about a third of Russia’s arable land, three-quarters of its coal and iron, a third of its factories, and a quarter of its railroads. In view of German protestations over the 1919 Treaty of Versailles, it is worth remembering that the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was much harsher on the defeated power. It is a point of historical debate whether the infant Soviet regime would have collapsed had Germany refused the armistice and peace talks and continued offensive action. Some historians believe that the peace treaty saved the Bolshevik regime.

The German Reichstag accepted the treaty overwhelmingly, even though it ran counter to its own July 1917 Peace Resolution that had called for peace on the basis of no territorial annexations (enacted when Germany seemed to be losing). The majority Social Democratic Party criticized the treaty’s “annexationist mentality” but did no more than abstain from the vote. Only the small Independent Socialist Party was opposed. For the Allies, the punitive treaty helped to forge a unity of purpose, hitherto lacking. It also forced many Allied leaders to conclude that they would be unable to forge a reasonable peace with the Germans and that only the complete defeat of Germany would bring about an acceptable peace on their terms.

If there had been any doubts as to the future of the surrendered territories, these were laid to rest when they were immediately brought under the control of the Central Powers. German troops landed in Finland in April, with the kaiser offering its throne to his brother-in-law, Prince Karl of Hesse. That same month German and Austro-Hungarian troops occupied the Ukraine, vital for its grain production, and established a military dictatorship there under General Pavlo Skoropadsky. The kaiser also accepted the “invitation” of the Estonians to be their king, and in July Lithuania offered its throne to Prince Wilhelm of Urach, a younger member of the ruling family in Württemberg.

The treaty was of immense importance to Germany. German Army general of infantry and first quartermaster general Erich Ludendorff had already transferred perhaps half a million men to the Western Front for his great spring offensive. He would move more men later; had he sent them initially, he might have had the victorious peace in the West that he and German Army chief of staff Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg sought. As it was, the Ludendorff Offensives failed, and in November 1918 Germany itself was defeated. The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was thus voided, not as Lenin had assumed by revolution in Germany but instead by an Allied military victory. The Paris Peace Conference failed, however, to return much of the territory to Russia, retaining it as a buffer of new states to contain Bolshevism. Not until World War II would Soviet leader Joseph Stalin regain the lost territory.

Charles M. Dobbs and Spencer C. Tucker
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Brusilov, Aleksei Alekseevich (1853–1926)

Russian Army general. Born in Tblisi (Georgia) on August 19, 1853, Aleksei Alekseevich Brusilov was commissioned in the cavalry at age 19 and served during the Russo-Turkish War (1877–1878). After completing officer training and teaching for several years, he became commandant of the Nikolaevsky Cavalry School in 1902 and held that post for the next 4 years. Promoted to general in 1906, Brusilov assumed command of the 2nd Guards Cavalry Division. During 1909–1912 he commanded XIV Corps. Promoted to general of cavalry in 1912, he was then deputy commander of the Warsaw Military District until 1913. He then commanded XII Corps during 1913–1914 and took command of the Eighth Army in Galicia in July 1914.

In the initial Russian offensive at the beginning of World War I in August 1914, the Eighth Army took Lemberg (today L’viv in Ukraine) and pressed west beyond the San River to clear the Carpathian passes, investing the Austro-Hungarian fortress of Przemyśl in the process. Brusilov resisted relief efforts until the garrison surrendered in March 1915. Two months later, German counterattacks forced Brusilov to yield Przemyśl and drove the Russians back behind their August 1914 border.

Brusilov managed the retreat well and was advanced to replace General Nikolai Iudovich Ivanov as commander of the Southwestern Front in March 1916. Immediately Brusilov petitioned for an offensive in relief of Verdun and the Italian front. He prepared meticulously and utilized tactics new to the Eastern Front. Each of the four armies under his command directed its main thrust against a preselected point on a 200-mile front.

The initial Russian attacks of June 4, 1916, broke the Austro-Hungarian lines in four places, capturing some 40,000 prisoners. By July, Brusilov’s forces again threatened to take the Carpathian passes. The main Russian attacks planned on the northern sectors of the front never came, however; this allowed the Germans to shift forces south and prop up the crumbling Austrian armies. The Brusilov Offensive soon petered out, although sporadic attacks continued through October 1916. The offensive had cost the Austro-German forces more than 1 million casualties and reclaimed some 250 square miles of territory. The cost in men for Russia was nearly twice that, however, and critics regarded the offensive as a failure overall.

Brusilov nonetheless had achieved his objectives, drawing the Austrians from their offensive against Italy and preventing the Germans from reinforcing their Western Front. He had also brought the Austro-Hungarian Empire to the verge of collapse. Had the Russian commander in the north, General Aleksei Evert, attacked as planned, Austria-Hungary might well have been driven from the war. The Brusilov Offensive thus stands as the war’s most significant Russian military contribution, having also convinced Romania to throw its lot in with the Allies.
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Aleksei Brusilov was the most successful Russian field commander of World War I. He commanded the great offensive named for him of June 4–September 1, 1916, that brought Austria-Hungary to the brink of collapse. (Library of Congress)

Brusilov accepted the Russian Revolution of March 1917 that forced Czar Nicholas II to abdicate and was promoted to commander in chief of the army in May 1917. The offensive that Brusilov carried out in conjunction with Minister of War Alexander Kerensky, however, was not successful. After limited gains, the discipline and morale of the Russian forces collapsed, and Brusilov’s army melted away in the face of German counterattacks. Kerensky dismissed Brusilov in July 1917, replacing him with General Lavr Kornilov.

Brusilov remained in Russia after the Bolshevik Revolution of November 1917 and held a command during the Russo-Polish War (1919–1920). He retired in 1924 and died in Moscow on March 17, 1926.
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Brusilov Offensive (June 4–September 1, 1916)

Russian offensive in Galicia. General Aleksei A. Brusilov, only recently appointed commander of the Southwestern Front, opened a large-scale offensive against the Austro-Hungarians in the early hours of June 4, 1916. Almost alone among Russian commanders in believing that the army was fit for offensive action, he intended to provide relief for both the French, hard-pressed at Verdun, and the Italians, who were being pushed back in the Tirol. As a secondary goal, Brusilov also hoped perhaps to draw Romania in on the side of the Allies. In the overall plan, however, the Southwestern Front was merely an ancillary designed to draw off German reserves. The main Russian attacks would come in the north, where General Aleksei Evert’s armies would drive toward Vilnius through the holes thus created in the German line.

Brusilov prepared meticulously. Using aerial photographs, he had his staff map enemy positions along a 200-mile front in great detail and distributed sector maps to the relevant subordinate commanders. Each of the four army commanders under Brusilov selected one sector on which to focus his attack. Chosen troops were then ferried to rear-line positions, while their officers went to the front to reconnoiter. Units already at the front dug several lines of trenches approaching to within 75 feet of the Austro-Hungarian lines. Large dugouts were prepared for reserves. Artillery moved into forward positions within 2 miles of the front, as Brusilov insisted on close coordination with the infantry. In the rear, the troops practiced the attack in models of the Austrian trenches. With all preparations in place, Brusilov waited a week while Stavka (the Russian high command) hesitated; then, even though headquarters continued to voice doubts, Brusilov moved.

The initial attacks came on June 4, 1916, on a front stretching from Ostrovets, on the Styr River in the north, to the Romanian border in the south. Brusilov’s forces, consisting of the Seventh, Eighth, Ninth, and Tenth Armies, numbered more than 600,000 men. Facing them were some 500,000 Austro-Hungarian and German troops in six armies: the Austrian First, Second, Third, Fourth, and Seventh Armies along with the mixed South Army (Südarmee). The Central Powers held a decided advantage in heavy artillery, with nearly 600 pieces against 165, but the Russians had nearly 1,800 light guns against 1,300 for the Austro-German forces.

Using the detailed maps drawn earlier, Russian artillery silenced many Austrian guns on the first day. Infantry then broke through the Austro-Hungarian lines in several places, pushing to the Styr River on the northern end of the front. At the southern end, the Austrian Seventh Army crumbled. Within three days, the Russians inflicted well over 100,000 casualties and took more than 70,000 prisoners. On June 8 the Russians took Lutsk, an important rail junction, and threatened next the westernmost junction of Kovel.

To stanch the flow, the Austro-Hungarian high command halted its offensive operations in Italy, sent two divisions east, and begged the Germans to send reserves south. Chief of the German General Staff General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn, who favored concentration on the Western Front, responded sullenly but transferred two divisions from the northern sectors of the Eastern Front and withdrew three divisions of reserves from the Western Front for service in Galicia.
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This infusion steadied the lines of the Central Powers in the north, but in the south Russian forces continued their advance across the Dnieper River. The German high command transferred additional troops south to aid Austria-Hungary, leaving the northern sectors of the Eastern Front with mere battalions as reserves. The Russian plan was working; Evert, however, claiming that he needed more time, failed to move as planned.

With his reserves exhausted and facing critical shortages of shells and ammunition and his supply lines overextended, Brusilov paused to regroup. By the time the offensive resumed on July 28, Austria-Hungary had shifted three more divisions to Galicia and shortened its front by ceding control of the sector south of Brody to Germany. Brusilov’s troops overwhelmed the Austrians regardless, pushing into the foothills of the Carpathians in the early days of August 1916.

The German General Staff, already hard-pressed on its northern sectors of the front, drew two divisions from the West to service in Galicia and created two more service divisions from reserves on both fronts. The Ottoman Empire also sent two divisions to aid the Austrians, who appeared on the verge of military collapse. Unable to muster resistance at any level, the Austrians reluctantly agreed to a unified command for the Eastern Front—essentially handing control of all military operations to the Germans—on August 28, one day after Romania entered the war on the Allied side.

Brusilov’s offensive had by that time petered out against the stiffening resistance and mounting casualties. His actions had cost the Austro-German forces more than 1 million men captured, killed, or wounded and reclaimed some 250 square miles of territory. The cost in men for Russia was nearly twice that, however, and critics regarded the offensive as a failure overall.

Had Evert attacked as planned, it is possible that Brusilov’s action might have driven Austria-Hungary from the war. As it was, the Brusilov Offensive more than fulfilled the original goals. The Italian Army had been saved when Austria was forced to withdraw troops from Tirol, German pressure at Verdun was lessened as troops were siphoned off to reinforce the Eastern Front, and any attempt to preempt or counter the Allied attacks on the Somme was rendered null. Falkenhayn, his strategy in ruins, was replaced by Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg as chief of the German General Staff, with General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff as his first quartermaster general (de facto chief of staff). Romania’s entry into the war, although not entirely positive for the Allies, served to drain German power further. Although the Brusilov Offensive may have dealt a severe blow to the Russian Army in terms of numbers and morale, it may also have saved the Allied war effort at a critical juncture.

Timothy C. Dowling
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Caporetto, Battle of (October 24–November 12, 1917)

The Battle of Caporetto (also known as the Twelfth Battle of the Isonzo), fought on the Italian front between the Germans and Austrian-Hungarians and the Italians, brought the near collapse of the Italian Army and its withdrawal to the Piave River. The battle occurred near the Italian town of Caporetto (present-day Kabarid, Slovenia).

In the Eleventh Battle of the Isonzo (August 17–September 12, 1917), Italian Army commander General Luigi Cadorna sent 52 divisions against the Austro-Hungarian lines in northern Italy. On the Italian left, General Luigi Capello’s Italian Second Army struck north of Gorizia, while the Duke of Aosta’s Italian Third Army attacked on the right between Gorizia and Trieste. Although Austrian general of infantry Svetozar Boroević von Bojna’s Fifth Army easily halted Aosta’s thrust, Capello’s army captured the strategically important Bainsizza Plateau before being forced to halt to reorganize. Another Italian offensive could have probably unhinged the front and brought the fall of the important Austrian port city of Trieste. In these circumstances, new Austro-Hungarian chief of staff General of Infantry Artur Arz von Straussenburg appealed to the Germans.

Convinced that Austria-Hungary required assistance to remain in the war, German Army first quartermaster General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff took the lead in the creation of a new army, the Fourteenth Army, commanded by German general of infantry Otto von Below. Seven of its 15 divisions were German, as was most of its artillery. The Fourteenth Army would play a key role in a new offensive by 35 divisions (28 Austrian and 7 German) against 41 Italian divisions. Although Boroević von Bojna had overall command of the offensive, Below and his chief of staff, Lieutenant General Konrad Krafft von Delmensingen, both planned and led it.

The offensive would be mounted by 12 divisions (7 German and 5 Austro-Hungarian); 3 Austro-Hungarian divisions would be held in reserve. The Fourteenth Army, which included the Alpenkorps, deployed in the area from the mountains to the Adriatic Sea, part of the Southwestern Front under direct command of Emperor Karl I. The Central Powers hoped that the attackers would be able to seize the high ground west of Plezzo and Tolmino and possibly advance to the Tagliamento River.

To offset their slight numerical disadvantage, the Central Powers planned to use both surprise and new tactics successfully employed on the Eastern Front at Riga in September 1917. These included secretly massing fully briefed and highly trained assault forces at the last moment. Artillery would be brought up in secret, and registration would be performed by single guns firing over several days. The customary long preliminary bombardment was discarded in favor of short, intense barrages of mixed high-explosive, gas, and smoke shells to mask enemy strongpoints. The artillery plan was designed to cause maximum confusion and to disrupt enemy communications and artillery.

The short bombardment would be followed immediately by an attack spearheaded by the assault troops with large numbers of rapid-fire weapons. The attackers would bypass enemy strongpoints, leaving them to be taken by following forces. Supported by light artillery, the attackers would flow into enemy weak points and open routes deep to the rear rather than attempting a broad advance. Such tactics were designed to isolate Italian frontline units, disrupt communications, and allow the attackers to reach rear areas before the enemy could deploy reserves. The Central Powers also augmented their air assets on the Italian front. This gave them area aerial superiority and prevented Italian aerial intelligence gathering, ensuring secrecy, which was also aided by poor weather.

On September 18, General Cadorna had ordered his forces to assume a defensive posture because of heavy losses in his Second and Third Armies in the recent Italian offensives. Nevertheless, the deployment of units along the Isonzo front, especially those of the Second Army, remained essentially offensively oriented, with its artillery positioned far forward.

Despite precautions taken by the Central Powers, deserters had provided warning to the Italians of a forthcoming major assault. Cadorna believed that the offensive would occur not in the rugged terrain of the Isonzo front but instead in the Trentino region. This seemed to be confirmed by an Austro-Hungarian diversionary attack in that sector on October 27. Consequently, Cadorna placed his reserves behind his Third Army rather than along the Isonzo. He did order a defense in-depth along the entire line, with only light forces to hold forward positions, but Second Army commander Capello, who was ill, did not carry out the order. Worse, Capello’s poorest troops were located in the area of greatest danger.

The Central Powers plan called for Below’s Fourteenth Army to lead the assault, supported by the Austro-Hungarian Tenth Army on its right and the Austrian Fifth Army on its left. The attackers’ strength at the point of attack thus was much greater. The Central Powers also positioned 4,126 guns to support the offensive.

The October 24 barrage, which included gas and smoke shells, was intense, short, and deep. It opened at 2:00 a.m. on a 25-mile front and lasted only six hours. The infantry then moved forward. At 8:00 a.m., the Fourteenth Army attacked Italian general Luigi Capello’s Second Army at two main points: in the Plezzo basin against Lieutenant General Alberto Cavaciocchi’s IV Corps and from the Tolmino beachhead against Lieutenant General Pietro Badoglio’s XXVII Corps.

At Plezzo, the attackers preceded their advance with the employment of phosgene gas. Launched by 818 gas projectors, it wiped out the defending Italian troops on the valley floor, while before Tolmino XXVII Corps artillery was largely neutralized by the Fourteenth Army’s accurate mix of gas and high-explosive shells. This fire completely disrupted the Italian communications net and prevented Badoglio from personally supervising the Italian artillery fire.

Before Tolmino, while the Alpenkorps and the Prussian 200th Infantry Division occupied the important high ground of Costa Raunza and Mount Jeza, the men of the German Silesian 12th Infantry Division broke through the Italian front on the valley floor and made their way up the foggy Isonzo Valley to the little town of Caporetto. The division arrived at Caporetto at 4:00 p.m. That evening troops of the division reached Staro Selo, causing panic and confusion among the Italians there. At the same time, the Austro-Hungarian I Corps advanced from Plezzo, driving toward the important bottleneck of Saga, abandoned by the Italian 50th Division because its men thought they were already encircled.

Cadorna was caught completely by surprise. By the end of the first day, the Central Powers had advanced up to 12 miles. Gaps in the Italian lines torn by the attackers threatened the Italian Third Army’s flanks to the south. In addition, the Fourth and First Armies to the north and west might be turned if the attackers reached the Tagliamento. This river also guarded Cadorna’s headquarters at Udine.

The rapid Austro-German advance caught the Italian high command completely by surprise. Although Italian Army intelligence had provided ample warning about an imminent attack, Cadorna and the army staff thought that a major offensive was unlikely, partly thanks to skillful deception by the attackers but also because of overconfidence on the part of the Italian high command. Cadorna was slow to react in the initial phase of the battle, and his reserves were almost all deployed too close to the front lines; it proved impossible to shift these units so they could intervene at the threatened points. Events and the speed of the German advance rapidly overtook any reaction by Italian Army headquarters.

Several military factors contributed from the outset to the success of the Austro-German attack. These included the powerful artillery support, the achievement of tactical and operational surprise, the use of infiltration tactics, and the employment of elite troops. The methodical preparation by the Central Powers and their ability to carry out new tactics were largely unknown to the Italian Army. These were far more important factors in the Austro-German success than Italian Army exhaustion following a series of bloody offensives. These facts did not keep Cadorna and other generals from claiming that treachery and cowardice were to blame.

On October 25 the attackers seized Mount Stol, and the following day they took Mount Maggiore. The latter was the principal defensive point of the Italian third defensive belt. With its fall, on the evening of October 26 Cadorna ordered a retreat to the Tagliamento River, although he had already decided to deploy his two main armies all the way back to the Piave River.

The retreat also involved the Italian Fourth Army and the two divisions of the Zona Carnia, deployed among the Dolomite Mountains. They were ordered to withdraw as far as Mount Grappa. The delay in carrying out this order by Fourth Army commander General Nicolis di Robilant, who wanted to build up an Alpine fortress and not yield terrain, led to the loss of the equivalent of two Italian divisions near Longarone, where young German lieutenant Erwin Rommel had arrived with the spearhead of the Württemberg Mountain Battalion after a headlong advance behind the withdrawing Italians.

Cadorna withdrew the Third Army across the Tagliamento bridges, sacrificing the Second Army because it was for the most part already routed. This difficult decision probably saved the cohesion of the other retreating Italian forces. Cadorna intended to hold along the Tagliamento until positions could be prepared along the Piave. By the evening of October 31, the Italians were over the Tagliamento. They repulsed Central Powers efforts to cross until the night of November 2–3, when falling water levels allowed elements of the Austrian 55th Division to ford at Cornino. On November 4, Cadorna ordered all bridges on the Tagliamento destroyed and an Italian withdrawal behind the wide Piave.

The Italians would then hold the Piave River–Mount Grappa line, where the Third Army deployed on the evening of November 7. What was left of the Second Army withdrew there the following day. The bridges over the Piave were blown on November 9. General Armando Diaz replaced Cadorna as Italy’s supreme commander that same day.

With only 33 divisions, 3,986 guns, and 6 airfields left behind the Piave, the Italians faced 55 German and Austro-Hungarian divisions. But the attackers, worn down from their 50-mile advance, had outrun both their supply lines and artillery support. General Diaz had a much shorter front (240 miles in length as opposed to the previous 390) to defend and an excellent strategic position, with his troops entrenched behind a river line in the south and anchored on the Asiago Plateau and Monte Grappa in the north. Efforts during December 11–18 by the Central Powers to force the Piave line and flank it by overwhelming the Italian Fourth Army at Monte Grappa failed, and on Christmas Day Boroević suspended the offensive.

In salvaging a situation that seemed lost, the Italians believed that they had reclaimed their honor. The arrival in early November of 11 Allied divisions (5 British and 6 French), commanded by British general Sir Herbert Plumer, further bolstered morale. Still, the Italian Army had suffered grievously. It sustained 10,000 dead, 30,000 wounded, and 265,000 taken prisoner. Some 350,000 men were temporarily separated from their units. The Italian Army had also lost 3,152 guns of a preoffensive total of 6,918, along with 1,732 mortars, 3,000 machine guns, 2,000 submachine guns, more than 300,000 rifles, and vast amounts of other military equipment, especially because the rapid withdrawal had prevented the removal of heavy weapons and equipment across the Isonzo River. Some 400,000 civilians were also refugees. In contrast, Austro-Hungarian and German casualties totaled only about 20,000.

Caporetto is virtually the only battle fought in Italy during the war that has survived in popular memory. Although Italian historian Mario Caracciolo believes that Italy’s allies played up the disaster to disguise their own poor performance in 1917, Italians themselves have kept the debate about Caporetto alive because it came as such a shock and triggered a search for scapegoats. Italian popular opinion attributed the debacle to defeatism, political corruption, and military incompetence. Some blamed workers from Turin who had been sent to the front as a punishment for spreading defeatist attitudes, while others held Cadorna and Capello responsible for depressing morale with their rigid personalities and their harsh discipline. The army did resort to summary execution to punish mutinous units and to make examples of those who fled during the retreat. Such action, however, reinforced a popular impression of chaos and panic in which incompetent and bloodthirsty generals punished the troops for their own failures.

Surprisingly, the Italian Army soon recovered from Caporetto. By the summer of 1918 Diaz had 7,000 guns along the Piave, including 1,100 provided by France and Britain. With 50 Italian and 4 Allied divisions, he easily repulsed Boroević’s last major offensive; in October the Italians virtually annihilated the Austrians in the Battle of Vittorio Veneto, on the first anniversary of Caporetto. Another important result of Caporetto was the Allied conference at Rapallo on November 5, 1917, which led to the creation of the Supreme War Council, the first real Allied effort to achieve unity of command.
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Casualties, Combatant, and Noncombatant

Historians have long understood that determining the number of combatant and noncombatant casualties during any conflict is an exercise fraught with uncertainty. For World War I, however, it may actually be a leap of faith. Indeed, ascertaining with any precision the number of casualties in a war that killed at least 9.4 million soldiers (an average of about 6,000 per day) and millions of civilians over such an extended portion of the globe is utterly impossible. Some countries kept better records than others, while still other countries kept virtually no records at all. Some countries used varying categories for casualties, distinguishing between those who died on the battlefield and those who died in hospitals of their wounds, for example, and few countries clearly identified civilian deaths resulting from the indirect effects of the fighting.












	Allied Casualties during World War I*




	Country

	Population (millions)

	Military Deaths (all causes)

	Military Wounded

	Civilian Deaths**

	Total Deaths




	Australia

	4.5

	61,966

	152,171

	

	61,966




	Belgium

	7.4

	58,637

	44,686

	62,000

	120,637




	Canada

	7.7

	61,006

	132,550

	2,000

	63,006




	France***

	39.6

	1,397,800

	4,266,000

	300,000

	1,697,800




	Greece

	4.8

	26,000

	21,000

	150,000

	126,000




	India Empire

	255.0

	53,000

	64,000

	n/a

	53,000




	Italy

	35.6

	462,491

	953,886

	589,000

	1,051,491




	Japan

	52.3

	300

	907

	

	300




	Luxembourg

	.3

	n/a

	n/a

	n/a

	n/a




	Montengero

	.4

	3,000

	10,000

	n/a

	3,000




	Newfoundland

	.2

	1,480

	2,314

	

	1,480




	New Zealand

	1.1

	18,166

	41,317

	

	18,166




	Portugal

	6.0

	7,222

	13,751

	82,000

	89,222




	Romania

	9.0

	335,706

	120,000

	450,000

	785,706




	Russia****

	180.1

	2,250,000

	3,750,000

	1,500,000

	3,750,000




	Serbia

	4.6

	165,000

	166,000

	300,000

	331,000




	United Kingdom

	41.7

	702,410

	1,600,000

	109,000

	811,410




	United States

	92.0

	116,516

	204,002

	767

	117,273




	Central Powers Casualties during World War I*




	Austria-Hungary

	51.0

	922,500

	3,620,000

	467,000

	1,389,500




	Bulgaria

	5.5

	101,224

	144,026

	100,000

	201,224




	Germany

	67.2

	1,800,000

	4,300,000

	426,000

	2,226,000




	Ottoman Empire

	21.5

	770,000

	2,150,000

	760,000

	2,920,000




	* Many of these figures are only estimates.

** Includes deaths by military action but also those dying from famine, food shortages, sickness, and disease but not the influenza pandemic.

*** Includes Algeria and French colonies.

**** Estimates of Russian figures vary by far the most and are at best only approximate.






Table compiled by Spencer C. Tucker

Moreover, scholars are seldom in agreement regarding which of those indirect effects produced casualties that should be counted among overall World War I statistics in the first place. Is it proper to include the German civilians who died of starvation as a result of the Allied blockade (750,000 or more), even if many of them died after the armistice was signed in 1918? And if it is, then is it also correct to include the millions who died during the great influenza pandemic of 1918–1919 because it began and spread quickly as a result of the fighting? What of the hundreds of thousands of Armenians who died during and after World War I as a result of the Ottoman genocide or those who died in the Russian Civil War that followed the Bolshevik seizure of power in November 1917? How far forward can historians legitimately consider deaths a consequence of the war? The possibilities are virtually endless.

With all of these factors in mind, the casualty figures given here represent the best estimates available for the period August 1914 through November 1918 and are broadly defined to include those who died of wounds or disease as well as deserters, prisoners of war, invalids, and those who went missing. Other reference works will undoubtedly give different estimates, which in some cases (especially those involving countries in Eastern Europe) may vary by as much as several hundred thousand. While estimates for civilian casualties are given for select countries, these figures are estimates at best. No reliable statistics regarding civilian casualties exist, and the chasm in knowledge of the impact that warfare had on noncombatants (particularly in Africa and the Middle East) is massive, to say the least. In spite of these shortcomings, the overall ratio of casualties from one country to another shown should remain relatively constant even when discrepancies with other works are discovered.

Lance Janda
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Chemical Weapons

By the last two years of World War I, all belligerent armies relied heavily on poison gas to create confusion in or behind an enemy’s lines, weaken the fighting efficiency of opposing troops, temporarily render areas of the front untenable, and, of course, cause casualties. By 1916 all armies incorporated poison gas into their attack plans, and in the last year of the war, chemical artillery shells formed between a quarter and a third of all artillery ammunition. With new delivery systems and deadlier gases, the use of chemicals more than doubled from 1915 to 1916 and quadrupled from 1917 to 1918.

Despite the acceptance of and reliance on poison gas for a number of tactical missions, gas has often been depicted as ineffective once soldiers were issued respirators and other protective gear. British official historian Sir James Edmonds went so far as to describe gas as little more than a nuisance. He was wrong; like many others, he failed to understand the role of gas on the battlefield.

Chemical agents such as Greek fire had been used to some effect in siege warfare for centuries, and before World War I the French had experimented with tear gases. Desperate to find a solution to the deadlock of the trenches on the Western Front, the Germans turned to poison gas, despite its use having been banned at the 1899 and 1907 Hague Conventions. The use of gas in the war was based on an assumption by the German Oberste Heeresleitung (the German supreme command) that the Entente Powers, with their weak chemical industries, would not be able to respond in kind.

In late October 1914 the Germans had fired irritant gas from shells in the Neuve Chapelle sector of the Western Front without success. The Battle of Bolimów (Bolimov) in Russian Poland on January 31, 1915, was the first attempt by the Germans to employ gas on a significant scale. They fired some 18,000 shells containing xylyl bromide (code-named T-Stoff), a type of tear gas, but the bitter cold weather prevented the gas from vaporizing. It froze and sank into the snow.

Conditions were far better on the Western Front in the Ypres sector when at about 5:30 p.m. on April 22, 1915, with the wind finally in the correct direction and following a brief German artillery bombardment, Allied pilots overhead and troops of the 45th Algerian Division and 87th Territorial Division holding a section of line in the salient around Ypres spotted an advancing greenish-yellow cloud. The Germans had opened the valves of some 4,000 gas cylinders, releasing 168 tons of chlorine gas. At some points the opposing trenches were only about 100 yards apart, and the resultant cloud wiped out the two French divisions on a four-mile section of front, incapacitating and killing the defenders or causing them to flee their positions and initiating the Second Battle of Ypres (April 22–May 25). Fortunately for the Allies, the Germans had regarded this as a mere experiment and had not brought up sufficient manpower to exploit the situation.

A second gas cloud attack on April 24 against the Canadian 1st Division was not as successful, as these dominion troops, while gagging and choking, continued to fire into the cloud, effectively stopping the tentative German troops advancing behind it. Nevertheless, the first two chlorine attacks forced Entente scientists into a frantic effort to prepare their own chemical retaliation. They did so while their propagandists loudly proclaimed the barbarity of the “Hun,” who was willing to sink to new lows and employ chemicals to poison men as if they were nothing more than insects.

While the Germans had initial success with gas attacks on the Western Front in 1915 and continued success against the poorly equipped Russian troops on the Eastern Front, gas clouds were never a dependable weapon system. Chlorine gas was transported as liquid in metal canisters, opened at the appropriate time, and sent across no-man’s-land with the aid of a strong breeze. Too many times, however, operations had to be postponed because of poor weather conditions, leaving commanders and soldiers mistrusting chemical warfare. Winds could also shift and blow the gas back on the attacker. The British first employed gas at Loos on September 25, 1915, and although it was effective in incapacitating German defenders, it was chiefly remembered for having turned on British troops when the wind reversed, resulting in some 2,000 casualties.

Thus, while poison gas had initially been elevated by some as a solution to the deadlock of the trenches, ineffective early delivery systems and the rapid introduction of respirators ensured that it would not be a war-winning weapon. However, scientists continued to experiment with new and deadlier gases.

With their advanced prewar chemical and dye industry, the Germans, under the direction of future Nobel Prize–winning chemist Fritz Haber, led in chemical weapons throughout the war. In December 1915 the Germans introduced phosgene gas, which was eight times more lethal than chlorine. Although the British had been forewarned and were thus able to equip their soldiers with proper respirators—a chemically treated bag that fit over the head and tucked into the battle jerkin—phosgene was still a lethal addition to the gas war. Invisible and nearly impossible to smell, phosgene (and later diphosgene) inhibited the transfer of water in the lungs. Victims could be gassed without even knowing it; within hours, a seemingly healthy man would begin to choke and vomit up fluid. It was a painful and grisly way to die.

During the Battle of Verdun in 1916, both sides employed chemical artillery shells filled with lethal gas, but it was the Germans who, in that battle, perfected their use. Gas could now be effectively delivered to a spot on the battlefield. This increased flexibility and reliability also meant that fire plans could include a combination of high-explosive, shrapnel, and gas bombardments.

With the chemical shell increasingly accepted by artillery commanders by the beginning of 1917, poison gas became a more prevalent feature on the battlefield. Used to harass soldiers, strangle the supply of logistics, and slow an enemy’s rate of fire by blanketing opposing artillerymen beneath a gas cloud and thereby forcing the wearing of respirators by men and horses that inhibited fire and the movement of artillery and shells, poison gas supported a number of tactical objectives.

The British, French, and Germans continued to employ special units to deliver dense gas clouds. The introduction of chemical mortar rounds and the British Livens projector in early 1917 further augmented chemical attack doctrines. Most important, these new delivery systems meant that greater concentrations of gas could saturate enemy trenches, causing more casualties because soldiers had less time to don their respirators.

At the same time, respirators were continually being improved in order to respond to these chemical advances, and by mid-1916 most armies had developed an effective gas mask for their troops. However, equipping terrified soldiers with a flimsy respirator did not end casualties or fear. Soldiers had to be taught how to don their respirators quickly and effectively, how to identify gases, how to establish efficient warning systems, and how to fight in these debilitating contraptions. The development of an ever-evolving defensive doctrine eventually became institutionalized in all armies.

With respirators and better antigas discipline preserving most soldiers from chemical attacks, the Germans again changed the nature of the gas war by introducing mustard gas in July 1917. Mustard gas burned not only the lungs, as with conventional agents, but also the skin. Even low doses of the vapor were sufficient to cause suppurating blisters and temporary blindness. Here was a terror weapon that seemed to negate all that soldiers had been told up to this point in the war—that with a respirator one would be safe.

While mustard gas vapor burned and blinded, it was also a persistent compound. Unlike chlorine and phosgene that dissipated within minutes or hours depending on the weather conditions, mustard gas remained active, lying dormant in the mud, dirt, and water of the battlefield. Days or weeks later, a soldier trekking through the area, especially after the sun had warmed the ground and released the still-potent vapor, could fall victim, going blind, suffering burns, or developing hacking coughs and subsequent bronchial infections. Numerous cases of mustard-gassed men infecting one another as they huddled together in their dugouts soon resulted in this insidious agent being viewed as a chemical plague.

Mustard gas forced soldiers to wear their respirators for longer periods and resulted in a steady flow of minor chemical casualties. These burned and blinded men placed an additional strain on the medical systems and forced the development of new methods of treating gassed soldiers. The effectiveness of mustard gas in weakening morale and causing a large number of minor casualties was not lost on the Entente high command. Its requests for a means to wreak a similar chemical retribution went unfulfilled, however, as Entente scientists could not master the manufacturing process. The French armies, for instance, were only able to employ mustard gas shells in June 1918, and the British did not fire their first shells until that October.

By 1918, all armies were employing gas in their attack doctrines. The German Saint-Quentin Offensive was unleashed behind a thunderous barrage of high explosives and poison gas. Employing their refined infiltration tactics of moving around areas of resistance, the German infantry pushed deep into Entente territory. In the process, gas bombardments, with heavy concentrations of mustard gas delivered in shells marked with a yellow cross, were employed to protect their vulnerable flanks. When the Entente armies responded with their own multiarmy offensive in the second half of 1918, all of the operations relied heavily on poison gas to lower the morale of frontline troops, sow confusion in enemy rear areas, and disrupt gunners with chemical counterbattery fire. The Germans, in turn, employed gas bombardments to slow the tempo of the Entente advance and reduce the fighting efficiency of the attacking troops by forcing them to advance while wearing their respirators.

If the war had extended into 1919, as many expected it would, poison gas likely would have been employed even more frequently. New gases would have been introduced, such as the American-produced lewisite, and there would have been massive gas attacks, which were part of the British Plan 1919. The plan aimed to release thousands of tons of gas in such concentrated form that the German respirators would have been overwhelmed. Such activity would have further rendered the Western Front a chemical wasteland. While the Entente armies suffered more from gas between 1915 and 1918 than did the Central Powers, if the war had gone on for another year, German soldiers would have undergone terrible privations from poison gas, especially since the British blockade had reduced the flow of raw materials, making it increasingly harder for the Central Powers to procure all the necessary parts for respirators.

Soldiers had to be trained to survive in the chemical environment of the Great War. Russian infantrymen, who received desultory instruction at best, were gassed to death in the tens of thousands, and a full one-fourth of all U.S. battlefield casualties came from poison gas. While poison gas was used on most fronts, geography, terrain, and weather conditions reduced its effectiveness, making gas primarily a weapon of the Western and Eastern Fronts. Although it is notoriously difficult to gauge gas casualties, as they were often lumped in with other general wounds, the armies of Germany, France, and Britain each suffered about 200,000 gas casualties. However, the death rate was low—about 3 percent—in comparison to the 25 percent from more conventional weapons.

The steady trickle of gas-induced casualties aside, the wearing of a respirator—even under ideal conditions—was debilitating to morale. Respirators did not allow sufficient oxygen into the lungs, and men thus became exhausted from even minor exercise. Poison gas became an essential weapon against soldiers in a war that was based on a policy of attrition. Furthermore, poison gas was terrifying to the average soldier. Men could at least understand the effects of conventional weapons, no matter how terrible they were, but an agent that poisoned the very air that soldiers breathed, blinded eyes or burned genitalia, and damaged the lungs was collectively seen as beyond the pale of civilized warfare.

Poison gas was the only major weapons system of the Great War (including submarines, tanks, tactical airpower, and strategic bombing) that was not employed on a large scale during World War II. This came about due to a complex series of factors, primarily because all sides realized that its effects would be far more widespread and devastating and would involve civilian populations but also because chemical warfare was perceived in the interwar period as little more than scientific barbarity. Although a few gas proponents argued that the low fatality rate incurred by gas casualties actually made it a more humane weapon, the image of soldiers helplessly suffocating to death through corrupted lungs could not be easily erased.

Evaluation of the effectiveness of poison gas in the Great War must lead to the conclusion that most soldiers survived its use. But the Great War soldier, wearing his respirator while going in for the attack or while huddled in his trench under a chemical deluge, would never have accepted Sir James Edmonds’s observation that gas was little more than a nuisance. It is estimated that poison gases claimed more than 1 million casualties during the war.

Tim Cook

Further Reading

Brophy, Leo P., and George J. B. Fisher. The Chemical Warfare Service: From Laboratory to Field. Washington, DC: Office of the Chief of Military History, 1959.

Cook, Tim. No Place to Run: The Canadian Corps and Gas Warfare in the First World War. Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 1999.

Haber, Ludwig Fritz. The Poisonous Cloud: Chemical Warfare in the First World War. Oxford, UK: Clarendon, 1986.

Palazzo, Albert. Seeking Victory on the Western Front: The British Army and Chemical Warfare in World War I. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2000.

Richter, Donald. Chemical Soldiers: British Gas Warfare in World War I. Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1992.

Clemenceau, Georges (1841–1929)

French statesman. Born in Mouilleron-en-Pareds in the Vendée on September 28, 1841, Georges Clemenceau earned a baccalaureate in letters from the University of Nantes in 1858. He then studied medicine in Paris, securing his medical license in May 1865. He lived in the United States during 1865–1869, teaching at a girls’ school in Connecticut (he married a pupil) and writing for Le Temps. Returning to France, Clemenceau settled in the Vendée to practice medicine but was drawn to Paris during the Franco-Prussian War (1870–1871) and served as the mayor of the Eighteenth Arrondissement of Paris during the German siege of the city. He attempted, without success, to negotiate a compromise between the Communards and the government headed by Adolphe Thiers during the Paris Commune.

After service as a municipal counselor in Paris during 1871–1876, Clemenceau was elected a deputy to the National Assembly from Montmartre in 1876 and became the most prominent leader of the Radical Party during the 1880s. In 1885 he switched seats to the Department of the Var.

Compromised by the Panama Scandal, Clemenceau was defeated for reelection in 1893 and became a journalist during 1893–1902, in which capacity he was a leading supporter of Captain Alfred Dreyfus during the Dreyfus Affair. Elected as a senator from the Var in 1902, Clemenceau was minister of the interior during March–October 1906. He led his own government from October 1906 to July 1909, combining the office of premier with that of minister of the interior and angering the Left when he ruthlessly crushed labor unrest, earning him the title “Briseur des grèves” (the strikebreaker).

As a leader of the French Radical movement, Clemenceau saw himself as heir to the Jacobins of the French Revolution. Yet “the Tiger,” so-named for his combative nature and overturning of cabinets, never shared the xenophobia of the early Jacobins. Although he was an ardent patriot, Clemenceau was broadly cultured and was widely considered to be France’s most prominent Anglophile. He enjoyed numerous contacts in the British political and military establishment through positivist and Radical contacts. In Clemenceau’s worldview, France and Britain were natural allies against the threat posed by German militarism.

The beginning of World War I in August 1914 had a rejuvenating effect on Clemenceau. As a journalist and a senator, he argued for intensification of the military effort. He was convinced that justice and civilization stood on the side of the Entente, and he vigorously rejected arbitration efforts by both U.S. president Woodrow Wilson and Pope Benedict XV. Refusing any ministerial post but that of premier, Clemenceau was a thorn in the side of France’s wartime administrations.

[image: Tucker]

Georges Clemenceau was arguably the most important French politician of the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Assuming the premiership for the second time in the fall of 1917 when there was serious doubt as to whether France could continue the struggle, Clemenceau’s uncompromising dedication to the war effort instilled new vigor and made him the leading figure in the drive to the final Allied victory. (Library of Congress)

Clemenceau criticized the French high command for its poor treatment of the wounded, argued strenuously against the diversion of any troops from the Western Front to other theaters such as Salonika, promoted cooperation with the British Expeditionary Force (BEF), and vigorously criticized Minister of the Interior Louis-Jean Malvy for laxity against defeatism. Clemenceau was routinely censored, prompting him to change the name of his newspaper from L’Homme Libre (Free Man) to L’Homme Enchaîné (Man in Chains), but his feisty editorials and frequent visits to the front made him popular with French soldiers and many civilians.

Clemenceau’s chance finally came in the dark days of the autumn of 1917 when there were serious doubts that France could fight on to victory. His selection as premier on November 16, 1917, gave new sense of vigor and direction to France’s flagging war effort. As a longtime anti-imperialist, he accelerated the recruitment of colonial troops. On the home front, he intensified domestic propaganda, cracked down ruthlessly on embusqués (shirkers), and prosecuted alleged defeatists, including Malvy, Joseph Caillaux, and the staff of the subversive newspaper Le Bonnet Rouge, which had received German subsidies. Clemenceau thus successfully revived national morale but also alienated elements of the Left, who accused him of dictatorial tactics. When challenged in the National Assembly on March 8, 1918, Clemenceau responded with his now-famous formula for victory “My foreign policy and domestic policy are all one: I wage war.”

Clemenceau’s determination made him a leading symbol of Allied resistance during the military crises of the first half of 1918. By combining the offices of premier and minister of war, he took direct responsibility for France’s war effort. Distrustful of committees and international organizations, Clemenceau vacillated in early 1918 over control of the Allied strategic reserve. He initially sided with French Army commander General of Division Henri Philippe Pétain and BEF commander Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig against General of Division Ferdinand Foch and the Supreme War Council on the grounds that the former were the national commanders in chief. When the Germans almost broke through the Allied line in March 1918, however, Clemenceau quickly switched his support to Foch and pushed Foch’s elevation to Allied generalissimo.

Clemenceau’s presence at the front subsequently mitigated tensions between the armies of France and Britain; however, his relations with the U.S. Army forces were considerably rockier. Pushed by the manpower pressure on the French Army and by his unrealistically high expectations of American soldiers’ capabilities, he unsuccessfully argued for the amalgamation of American forces into the British and French armies and then exerted pressure on American Expeditionary Forces commander General John Pershing to accelerate American offensive operations. So great was Clemenceau’s frustration that during the Meuse-Argonne Offensive in October 1918, he pressured Foch unsuccessfully to fire Pershing.

Clemenceau’s political relations with London and Washington were often difficult, and he frequently found himself at odds with Prime Minister David Lloyd George of Britain and President Woodrow Wilson of the United States. To Anglo-American liberals, Clemenceau was a typical European reactionary, while to the Tiger, the liberal peace plans put forward by Lloyd George and Wilson were naive and dangerous.

During the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, Clemenceau attempted to restore the balance of power in Europe by preserving the wartime alliance of France, Britain, the United States, and Italy. To this end, he agreed to a series of compromises with Wilson that balanced French security concerns with the Fourteen Points. These included abandonment of French plans for an independent Rhenish state and military frontier on the Rhine, a decision that infuriated Foch; French endorsement of the League of Nations; and an Anglo-American treaty guaranteeing France against German aggression. This deal, however, was scuttled when Republican Party opposition to the League of Nations led to defeat for Wilson in the U.S. Senate fight over ratification of the Treaty of Versailles.

Clemenceau had made many enemies, and they combined against him to deny him the presidency of France, which would have been a fitting recognition of his services to his country, whereupon he retired from politics on January 20, 1920. Except for a tour of the United States in 1922 during which he was lionized, Clemenceau spent most of the 1920s writing. In 1929 he published his combative book Grandeur and Misery of Victory, hastily produced in response to Marshal Foch’s memoir. Clemenceau was prescient in his view that the great Western democracies should have worked together more closely to enforce international order and peace. Clemenceau died in Paris on November 24, 1929.

Robert K. Hanks
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Conrad von Hötzendorf, Franz, Count (1852–1925)

Austro-Hungarian general and chief of the General Staff (1906–1917). Born on November 11, 1852, at Penzing near Vienna, Franz Conrad von Hötzendorf entered the Cadet Institute at Hainburg at age 11 and then during 1867–1871 attended the Maria Theresa Akademie at Wiener-Neustadt, being commissioned a lieutenant. After three years with the 11th Feldjäger (light infantry) Battalion, he attended the Kriegsschule (Imperial Staff College) in Vienna. Conrad was attached to the General Staff in 1876. He distinguished himself in the Austro-Hungarian occupation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1878 and took part in crushing a rebellion in southern Dalmatia in 1882. Conrad was an instructor in tactics at the Kriegsschule during 1888–1892, when he wrote extensively on military affairs. Promoted to colonel in May 1893, he commanded the 1st Infantry Regiment during 1894–1899.

Promoted to major general on May 1, 1899, Conrad commanded the 55th Infantry Brigade during 1899–1903. Promoted to lieutenant field marshal on November 1, 1903, he commanded the 8th Infantry Division from 1903 to 1906. Conrad came to be regarded as a brilliant strategist because of his numerous military publications. With the strong support of heir apparent to the throne Archduke Franz Ferdinand, Emperor Franz Joseph appointed Conrad chief of the General Staff on November 18, 1906. Conrad was promoted to field train master on November 1, 1908, and to general of infantry two weeks later on November 15.

Conrad favored preventive war with both Serbia and Italy, a position that brought the strong opposition of Foreign Minister Count Lexza von Aehrenthal and led to Conrad’s departure from the post of chief of the General Staff at the end of 1911. Conrad served as army inspector during 1911–1912. He returned to the position of chief of staff on December 12, 1912, holding it until March 1, 1917.

A tactician rather than a strategist, Conrad lacked the necessary qualifications, and his appointment came after he had passed his intellectual peak. He strongly mistrusted Austria’s non-German nationalities and the expansionist tendencies of Italy (ally of both Serbia and Austria), and he worked hard to strengthen the monarchy’s military forces for war, which he believed to be inevitable. His efforts were only partially successful, and Franz Joseph repeatedly frustrated his chief objective of a preventive war against Russia, Serbia, and Italy. Conrad became more and more pessimistic, and after 1907 his affair with Virginia von Reininghaus, then a 28-year-old married woman and mother of six children whom he finally married in 1915, caused gossip and added further complications.

After the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife in Sarajevo on June 28, 1914, Conrad as head of the military party argued vigorously for war against Serbia, holding it responsible for the murders as well as for inspiring subversive Slav agitation within the Dual Monarchy. Lacking any fighting experience since 1878, Conrad shared the short-war illusions of other contemporary generals and underestimated the difficulties of warfare on two fronts against Russia and Serbia. His mobilization schemes were extremely complicated and contradictory, and no firm military agreements were reached with Germany before the summer of 1914.

When World War I began, Conrad, giving in to pressing German demands that were contrary to his prewar planning, hastily shifted troops from the Balkans to the Eastern Front and failed to carry out his strategy of concentration against one enemy. As a result, a large part of his force spent more time on trains than on the battlefield during the first decisive weeks of the war, and Austria finally suffered defeat on both fronts.

With considerable German assistance, Serbia was finally subdued by the end of 1915, but the situation on the Eastern Front in 1914 turned disastrous. Conrad’s troops suffered enormous losses that could never be overcome as far as the quality of officers and men trained under peacetime conditions. Offensives in 1915 and 1916 against Russia and Italy, respectively, again only possible with German aid, were successful, but they did not secure decisive victory. Conrad was promoted to colonel general on June 23, 1915, and to field marshal on November 25, 1916.

Austria-Hungary, obviously the weaker part of the alliance, became increasingly subordinated to Germany when Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff took over the German Supreme Command in 1916. The new Austrian emperor, Karl I, dismissed Conrad on March 1, 1917. Conrad then took command of the South Tirolean Army Group on the Italian front but achieved only partial successes in that post. Karl recalled Conrad from this command on July 14, 1918, raising him to count and appointing him colonel of the Royal Life Guards, an honorific position. Conrad retired after the 1918 armistice, moved to Innsbruck, and wrote his memoirs. In 1922 he moved to Vienna. Conrad died at Bad Mergentheim in Württemberg, Germany, on August 25, 1925.

Conrad was a gifted but unlucky soldier, a hard-liner advocating ruthless military solutions for domestic and foreign policy problems. Caught in his extreme right-wing, anti-Semitic, and anti-Slav ideologies, he failed in his ambitious plans because of a lack of resources and the neglect of human and political realities. A strong advocate of psychological factors, Conrad regarded well-trained, offensive-minded infantry as the key to victory. He paid little attention to the need for artillery support and maintained that infantry could overcome an entrenched enemy with its own resources. Despite his failure, his former staff members, writing as military historians after 1918, framed their argument along the lines that Conrad had been the greatest Austrian commander since Prince Eugene of Savoy, a myth that has been destroyed by more recent scholarship.
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D

Dardanelles Campaign (February 19–March 22, 1915)

The Allied attempt to open the straits connecting the Black Sea with the Mediterranean in 1915 and one of the great missed opportunities of World War I.

When war began in Europe in early August 1914, Ottoman leaders were torn over the appropriate response for their country: continued neutrality or entering the war on the side of Germany or the Entente Powers. Both the German and British governments had worked hard to win Ottoman goodwill in the years before the war. The British had long sought to uphold the Ottoman Empire’s territorial integrity against Russian encroachments and desire for a Mediterranean port, but efforts by the Ottoman government in the years immediately before World War I to secure an alliance with Britain had been rebuffed, largely because London did not wish to alienate its new ally, Russia. The British, however, sent a naval mission to help train the Ottoman Navy, and the Ottomans had ordered warships from Britain.

German kaiser Wilhelm II had made a major diplomatic effort as far as the Ottoman Empire was concerned. The kaiser had traveled to Turkey, and he pushed development of a railroad that would exploit Ottoman resources, the so-called Berlin-to-Baghdad Railway project. In 1913 Germany dispatched an advisory group under Lieutenant General Otto Liman von Sanders to train the Ottoman Army.

A decision by the British government on the eve of British entry into the war may have tipped the balance in favor of joining the German side. On August 1, 1914, First Lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill ordered the sequestration of two powerful battleships being built in British yards that had already been paid for by popular subscription in the Ottoman Empire. These were the Sultan Osman I (renamed the Agincourt) and the Reshadieh (renamed the Erin). This action greatly angered public opinion in the Ottoman Empire against the Entente. The Germans also were able to capitalize on the traditional animosity felt by Turks against Russia.

Still, the Ottoman leadership was undecided and on August 3 declared the Ottoman Empire’s neutrality in the world war. While the government in Istanbul vacillated, German vice admiral Wilhelm Souchon’s Mediterranean Squadron of the battle cruiser Goeben (the most formidable warship in that sea) and light cruiser Breslau may have changed the course of the war. Although British and French naval units heavily outnumbered his own squadron, Souchon succeeded in escaping with his ships to the Dardanelles and then on to Istanbul on August 11.

The presence of these two warships off the Ottoman capital was of immense benefit to the pro-German faction in the government. Without Berlin’s concurrence, on August 16 Souchon arranged to “sell” both warships to the Ottoman Empire as replacements for the dreadnoughts sequestered by Britain. Renamed, the two warships nonetheless retained their German crews. Souchon became commander of the Ottoman Navy while retaining his position in the German Navy. The Ottoman public was elated with the acquisition of the two ships.

With the secret support of Ottoman minister of war Ismail Enver Pasha, the leading supporter of an alliance with Germany, Souchon used his warships to provoke war between Russia and the Ottoman Empire. On October 27 he set sail from Istanbul under the guise of a training exercise in the Black Sea, and two days later he bombarded Russian bases at Odessa and Novorossiysk and laid mines. The Ottoman cabinet was not informed of the operation in advance, and Souchon falsely reported that the Russians had attacked him first.

Souchon’s actions brought a formal declaration of war by Russia against the Ottoman Empire on November 4, 1914. Despite the resignation of four members of the Ottoman cabinet in protest against what Enver and Souchon had engineered, the Ottoman Empire remained in the war on the side of the Central Powers. Its addition as a belligerent would have profound implications for the war.

In the first place, Ottoman entry into the conflict created a new theater of war in the Middle East and caused the Western Allies and Russia to divert important resources to the trans-Caucasian and Middle Eastern fronts, perhaps enabling Germany to prolong the war. The Ottoman entry into the war also cut French and British access to Russia transiting from the Mediterranean through the Dardanelles and the Sea of Marmora and then the Bosporus into the Black Sea. The loss to the Entente side of this important shipping lane greatly increased the difficulty of getting needed military supplies to Russia. This also denied Russia a means of exporting its goods to the West, greatly adding to that country’s financial difficulties.

An attempt to drive the Ottoman Empire from the war by reopening the Dardanelles was at first not a high priority for Britain and France; their attention centered on the Western Front in France. Stalemate in this theater with the end of the Race to the Sea in late 1914 led to increased interest in a flanking movement elsewhere, however. First Lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill, who sought an active role for the Royal Navy in offensive operations, took the lead.

Churchill and Secretary of State for War Earl Horatio Kitchener discussed a plan in which Greece would be brought into the war and induced to send troops to the Gallipoli Peninsula on the north side of the Dardanelles to silence the land batteries guarding the straits. An Allied naval force would then pass through the Dardanelles and anchor at Istanbul, where, it was reasoned, the threat of naval bombardment would drive the Ottoman Empire from the war. Ironically, this combined land and sea operation is exactly what the Allies should have attempted themselves in 1915. The Greeks ultimately turned down the project when the Allies pledged only two divisions: one each from Britain and France.

At the end of December 1914, Lieutenant Colonel Maurice Hankey, secretary of the British War Council, submitted his own plan. Hankey argued that while the French armies held the deadlocked Western Front, Britain should use its sea power and newly raised land forces to strike a blow against Germany by attacking its weakest ally, the Ottoman Empire. Hankey proposed that the attack be made by three corps of Kitchener’s New Army, preferably supported by both Greece and Bulgaria, which were then neutral.

A few French generals supported the plan; most, including French Army commander General of Division Joseph J. C. Joffre, opposed it. They believed that a decision in the war could come only in its main theater and that all available Allied forces should be massed toward that end on the Western Front. Churchill became the chief proponent of the plan, with the Dardanelles offering an opportunity for action. First Sea Lord John A. Fisher agreed to support the plan, provided that the attack would be “immediate” and supported by ground troops. Kitchener played the key role; originally skeptical, he was persuaded to support the plan following a plea from Russian Army commander in chief Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich.

At the beginning of 1915 the Russians, reeling from the effects of twin defeats in the Battle of Tannenberg (August 26–31, 1914) and the Battle of the Masurian Lakes (September 8–15), appealed for a diversionary attack to relieve Ottoman pressure in the Caucasus. The Russians argued that such a blow would free Russian troops to fight both the German and Austro-Hungarian armies on the Eastern Front as well as reopen the Black Sea route for imports of arms and ammunition and the export of Russian grain.

Kitchener opposed drawing troops from France and insisted that his newly raised divisions go to France. He demanded a purely naval operation, and after much debate the War Council decided on a naval action alone against the Dardanelles, with Istanbul as its ultimate objective. Churchill and other advocates of the plan believed that if successful, the operation would drive the Ottoman Empire from the war and bring some of the Balkan States into the conflict on the Entente side.

British foreign secretary Sir Edward Grey expressed the view that the operation would “settle the attitude of Bulgaria and the whole of the Balkans.” This would expose the Central Powers to a new line of attack from the southeast. If successful, the operation would also largely end the threat of attack by the Central Powers against the Suez Canal, Cyprus, or Aden.

Churchill was probably correct in seeing the operation as a means to break the costly deadlock on the Western Front, but Fisher and the admirals of the War Staff Group saw what he did not: the need for a properly mounted combined-arms operation. Churchill did not appreciate the problems involved—the need for training and specialized equipment, the vulnerability of the ships to shore fire, or the need for amphibious operations to silence the shore batteries.

At the beginning of January, Churchill sought the views of Vice Admiral Sackville Carden, commander of the blockading squadron off the Dardanelles. In response to Churchill’s question of January 3—“Do you consider the forcing of the Dardanelles by ships alone to be a practicable operation?”—Carden’s response on January 5 was “I do not consider Dardanelles can be rushed. They might be forced by extended operations with large number of ships.” Such a tepid response should have raised alarm bells in London.

On receipt of Carden’s communication, Churchill consulted with his advisers (with the notable exception of Fisher) and asked Carden for a detailed plan, which arrived a week later. Carden asked for 12 battleships, 3 battle cruisers, 4 light cruisers, 16 destroyers, 6 submarines, 12 minesweepers, some seaplanes and auxiliary vessels, and a considerable quantity of ammunition. He believed that weather permitting, he could accomplish the task in about a month.

Battleships were not a problem. Their slow speed would not be a factor in such an operation, and their heavy guns and armor would be needed against shore batteries. Battle cruisers were believed necessary to deal with the Goeben, which was expected to contest the Allied naval presence. The Admiralty went along with Carden’s force projections, even adding the newest Royal Navy dreadnought, the Queen Elizabeth, with eight 15-inch guns, which was scheduled to go to the Mediterranean for gunnery trials.

On January 13 the War Council unanimously resolved “That the Admiralty should prepare for a naval expedition in February to bombard and take the Gallipoli Peninsula with Constantinople as its objective.” The War Council assumed that once the fleet had reached Istanbul, the mere threat of naval bombardment would force the Ottoman Empire out of the war. If the arrival of the Goeben had brought the Ottomans into the war, surely a fleet would drive them out.

In the meantime, the solid front in London supporting the operation broke apart. Fisher fell out with Churchill over the campaign. Fisher believed it vital to contain the German High Seas Fleet and worried less about older battleships that would be of little value in a decisive battle in the North Sea than about the possible loss of trained sailors.

At length Churchill won Fisher over, who even added two predreadnought battleships to the operation. The French also sent a squadron of battleships and supporting vessels, commanded by Vice Admiral Emile Paul Guépratte.

Carden’s force was the most powerful ever assembled in the Mediterranean. It consisted of the Queen Elizabeth (his flagship), the battle cruiser Inflexible, 16 old battleships (4 of them French), and 20 destroyers (6 French). A flotilla of 35 minesweeping trawlers and a seaplane carrier were on their way. A number of cruisers and submarines were also available.

About 100 Ottoman land guns defended the Dardanelles; 72 of these were in fixed emplacements in 11 different forts. Most of the guns were old, but the Germans had supplied two dozen 5.9-inch (150mm) howitzers, capable of quick redeployment, as well as a handful of other modern pieces. The heaviest guns, along with torpedo tubes, searchlights, and minefields, guarded the entrance of the Dardanelles. The defenders were short of shells, however.

On February 15, Carden stated that a naval bombardment by itself would not be sufficient and that land units were necessary, if only to secure the area after the fleet had passed through. He also stressed the need to delay for minesweepers and seaplanes. The War Council in London, however, ordered him to commence operations. Churchill continued to believe that when the Ottoman forts began to be reduced, the Greeks would come into the war on the Allied side. He also believed that once the big ships had reached Istanbul and destroyed or put to flight the Goeben and Breslau, the Ottoman government would sue for peace.

Bad weather delayed bombardment of the outer Ottoman forts. At 10:00 a.m. on February 19, however, the British battleship Cornwallis fired the first shot of the campaign, against Fort Orkaniye. The outer Ottoman forts, hit repeatedly, did not return fire. After about four hours, Carden closed the range to some 6,000 yards, whereupon some Ottoman batteries did return fire. This encounter proved the need for ships to close to decisive range in order to knock out shore guns by direct fire. The British ships withdrew that afternoon. Bad weather then closed in, forcing a six-day interruption in the bombardment.

On February 25 the naval bombardment recommenced. Carden’s second-in-command, British vice admiral John De Robeck, led his flagship, the Vengeance, into much closer range. Naval gunfire then silenced all four outer Ottoman forts, and minesweepers began clearing a path for the larger ships. The minesweepers, however, immediately encountered problems operating in the swift current from the Black Sea into the Mediterranean.

The next day, February 26, demolition parties accompanied by marines from two battalions of the Royal Naval Division sent to the Dardanelles went ashore largely unopposed to complete destruction of the outer forts. The fleet then sailed into the straits as far as they had been swept and began bombarding the inner forts. On March 2 Carden signaled London that unless bad weather intervened, he expected to be off Istanbul in two weeks.

Carden’s optimism proved unfounded. Although the forts could be hit with the aid of spotter planes, damage to them was not extensive, and Ottoman troops soon reoccupied the forts. Also, the Ottoman howitzers, which could fire from behind the crests of the hills, were not easily accessible to the flat-trajectory, high-velocity naval guns, and these highly mobile howitzers, located on both shores of the narrow straits, scored a growing number of hits on Allied vessels. Although this shore fire did not bother the battleships, it did certainly affect minesweeping operations, and each night the minesweepers were driven off by land fire.

When weather permitted, the fleet kept up its shelling during the daytime, while the minesweepers tried to sweep the minefields at night. Until troops could be landed to destroy the mobile howitzers, their fire prevented minesweeping, and until the minefields were swept, the big ships could not be brought up close enough to destroy the modern Ottoman earthworks and allow passage to Istanbul.

On March 3, De Robeck reported that the operation would not succeed unless troops were landed to control at least one shore of the straits. The repulse of a demolition party sent ashore on March 4 demonstrated the extent of this problem. London resisted the demand for troops, however.

Kitchener contemplated the large-scale employment of troops only if the fleet failed to get through after every effort. After all, Churchill had assured the War Council that the navy would be able to force the straits alone. He had refused not only to involve the army at the beginning but also to send out the whole Royal Naval Division, which was available.

Captain Roger Keyes, Carden’s chief of staff, concluded that the fishermen and merchant seamen, who made up the bulk of the crews on the mostly converted-trawler minesweepers, were not up to the work. He offered them bonuses as well as additional naval personnel and secured permission from Carden for a night effort by six vessels on March 10. Ottoman searchlights illuminated the scene and brought the minesweepers under intense shore fire. One minesweeper struck a mine and sank, and the flotilla promptly withdrew. The next night Keyes tried again, but as soon as the Ottomans opened fire, the minesweepers withdrew.

On the night of March 13, Keyes employed naval volunteers. Despite heavy fire that put out of action all but three minesweepers, many mines were swept. Sweeping operations now went forward day and night.

Churchill kept up pressure on Carden. On March 11, the Admiralty informed the commander on the scene that “the results to be gained are, however, great enough to justify loss of ships and men if success cannot be obtained without.” Four days later Churchill told Carden to press on with the minesweeping operations regardless of reasonable casualties. Churchill urged speed before the Germans sent submarines, and he passed along intelligence that the Ottomans were running out of shells.

Despite his near total lack of losses, Carden was terrified of taking responsibility for the destruction of any of his big ships. On March 16 his health broke, and Vice Admiral De Robeck assumed command of the grand assault, which was planned for two days later.

The naval effort to force the narrows began on schedule at 11:30 a.m. on March 18, when Allied battleships opened a heavy bombardment of land batteries in the narrows. Three ships (two British and one French) sustained damage, but most shore batteries were hit hard. Then disaster struck. The French battleship Bouvet took a hit in one of its magazines and blew up. The ship sank in less than two minutes with the loss of 640 men. Allied shelling of land batteries continued throughout the afternoon.

De Robeck ordered his minesweepers forward, but they fled after coming under fire. Then the British battle cruiser Inflexible was crippled when it struck a mine. Its crew prevented it from sinking, but the ship withdrew from action. A few minutes later, the British battleship Irresistible also was disabled by a mine. Gunners ashore concentrated on this ship, and most of its crew was taken off.

De Robeck then ordered a withdrawal for the night but instructed Keyes to stay in the straits with the destroyers and organize the Irresistible for towing with the help of two other battleships, the Ocean and Swiftsure. Instead of concentrating on the salvage operation, however, the captain of the Ocean insisted on shelling shore installations. The Ocean too was then rocked by an explosion, which disabled its steering.

Keyes ordered the Swiftsure to retire with the crew of the Ocean. He then left to meet De Robeck on the Queen Elizabeth and secured permission to return that night to sink the Irresistible by torpedo and determine if the Ocean could be salvaged. As Keyes was returning, there was a great explosion. No trace of the two battleships was found. Later, it was learned that all three battleships had run into a new small Ottoman minefield that had been laid along the Asian side of the straits only 10 days before the assault and remained undetected by Allied seaplane patrols.

De Robeck was depressed by the loss of his capital ships, but Keyes and other senior officers believed that one more determined push by the fleet would be decisive. In fact, the Ottoman shore batteries had used up half of their ammunition supply in that one day and were down to their last armor-piercing shells. The Ottomans were also almost out of mines.

A great storm now blew up, damaging some British and French ships. Still, preparations for renewal of the offensive went forward. De Robeck replaced the minesweeper crews with British and French naval volunteers. On March 19, a message from the Admiralty expressed regret at the ship losses but ordered De Robeck to renew the assault. The Admiralty promised five battleships (4 British and 1 French). A squadron of British land-based aircraft also arrived. On March 20, De Robeck had 62 vessels ready as minesweepers and said that the offensive would be renewed in a few days.

Two days later, however, after meeting with General Sir Ian Hamilton, De Robeck changed his mind. Keyes was outraged, as was Churchill. But in an acrimonious session, the War Council decided to let the views of the commanders on the spot prevail. The naval offensive was not renewed. The attempt to force the Dardanelles with warships alone cost the British and French 700 lives, three battleships sunk and two crippled, and damage to other ships. Ottoman minister of war Enver quite correctly pictured the repulse as a great victory.

So much had been invested, however, that the Allies decided to continue the operation, this time sending troops in what became known as the Gallipoli Campaign.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Enver Pasha, Ismail (1881–1922)

Ottoman Army general and political leader. Born on November 22, 1881, in Istanbul (Constantinople), Ismail Enver was among those Ottoman military officers who underwent experimental training in Germany and became convinced that the future of their empire lay in modernization.

Graduating from the military academy at Istanbul, Enver entered the army and, as a major serving in Third Army headquarters in Salonika, was part of the Young Turk movement that overthrew Ottoman sultan Abdul Hamid in 1908. Enver then served as military attaché in Berlin (1909–1911), where he made valuable German contacts. During the 1911–1912 Tripolitan War between the Ottoman Empire and Italy, Enver organized Ottoman defenses in coastal cities before being named governor of Benghazi in 1912.

Enver led the coup of January 23, 1912, during the First Balkan War that gave the Young Turks full power. As one of the triumvirate who controlled the Ottoman state (along with Mehmed Tâlat Pasha and Ahmed Djemal Pasha), Enver took the title of pasha. He cemented his popularity as chief of staff of the Ottoman armies by recapturing Adrianople on July 22, 1913, during the Second Balkan War. Promoted to brigadier general, Enver became minister of war in February 1914 and conducted a broad purge of the Ottoman officer corps.
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Enver Pasha was the Ottoman Empire’s minister of war from 1914 until 1918. The most pro-German of Ottoman leaders, Enver was the key figure in bringing the Ottoman Empire into the war on the side of the Central Powers. (Library of Congress)

The most pro-German of the new Ottoman leaders, Enver favored intervention in World War I on the side of the Central Powers. He thus worked closely with German vice admiral Wilhelm Souchon to bring that about. As the chief architect of Ottoman military policy during the war, Enver worked to expand the empire territorially by offensives in the Caucasus region and Russian Central Asia.

Early in the war, Enver assumed command of the Ottoman Third Army against Russian forces in the Caucasus region under General Nikolay Yudenich in a brutal campaign through the mountains of eastern Anatolia that culminated in a dis-astrous Ottoman defeat at Sarikamiş on December 29, 1914. In the campaign Enver lost all but 18,000 men of his original force of 95,000. Along with other Ottoman leaders, Enver blamed the defeat on the Armenians, and he supported a program of genocide that diverted resources and eventually led to the deaths of more than 1 million Armenians.

Enver’s interest in the Caucasus region intensified following the 1917 revolutions in Russia, and his diversion of military resources there deprived the Ottomans of forces to face the British in Palestine. Enver and the other Young Turks were ousted from power at the end of the war in October 1918, with Enver fleeing to Germany.

In July 1919, a Turkish military tribunal found Enver guilty in absentia of war crimes (the Armenian genocide) and sentenced him to death. Enver plotted from Turkistan to overthrow the emerging government of Mustafa Kemal (Atatürk) but died on August 4, 1922, while leading Basmachi ethnic troops against Bolshevik Red Army forces.

Margaret Sankey
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Falkenhayn, Erich Georg Anton Sebastian von (1861–1922)

German Army general and chief of the General Staff. Born into an impoverished but aristocratic Junker family at Burg Belchau, West Prussia (now Białochowo in north-central Poland), on November 11, 1861, Erich Georg Anton Sebastian von Falkenhayn was commissioned a lieutenant at age 19 on April 17, 1880, and assigned to the 91st Infantry Regiment at Oldenburg. Promoted to captain in March 1893, he was assigned to the Great General Staff. He held the usual assignments for a rising General Staff corps officer except for a fortuitous spell between 1896 and 1903 in Asia, when he was first an instructor to the Chinese Army and then a military attaché.

While in China, Falkenhayn was promoted to major in March 1899. That same year the Boxer Rebellion (Uprising) began, and Falkenhayn became chief of staff of the Boxer Rebellion Expeditionary Force assembled by the Western governments and Japan to relieve their embassies in Peking (Beijing). This made him a favorite of Kaiser Wilhelm II. The kaiser was already familiar with Falkhenhayn, who had been one of his military instructors when Wilhelm was crown prince.

Following service with the 92nd Infantry Regiment beginning in 1903, Falkenhayn was promoted to lieutenant colonel in September 1905. Promoted to colonel in May 1905, he was a section chief on the Great General Staff and then a staff officer with XV Army Corps at Strassburg (Strasbourg). On April 22, 1912, Falkenhayn was promoted to major general, and barely a year later on July 7, 1913, he became minister of war as a lieutenant general, in the process passing over 30 more senior officers. Such favored treatment did not win many friends, but Falkenhayn excelled at charming the kaiser and politicians, which led to parliamentary support for army expansion just before the Great War.

When the attacking German armies retreated following the First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12, 1914), the kaiser replaced Colonel General Helmut von Moltke as chief of the General Staff with Falkenhayn on September 14, but Falkenhayn officially acted as Moltke’s deputy until the appointment was divulged to the press on November 3 in order to avoid the impression that the First Battle of the Marne had been a German defeat.

In a desperate effort to outflank the Entente forces, Falkenhayn initiated the so-called Race to the Sea. In the process he threw Germany’s first wave of postwar recruits into the First Battle of Ypres that October. The staggering losses unnerved him; from then on, he tended to hesitate at crucial moments.

On January 20, 1915, Falkenhayn was relieved of his posts of minister of state and minister of war. Retaining his position as chief of the General Staff of the field army, he was promoted to general of infantry.

With both sides on the Western Front exhausted and bogged down, Falkenhayn initially looked east. He pursued a policy of holding in the west in 1915 and attacking in the east, but the enormous success of his armies there in the Gorlice-Tarnow Offensive redounded instead to the credit of his rivals, Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and Lieutenant General Erich Ludendorff. Falkenhayn also believed that German gains in the east in 1915 had so weakened Russia that he could turn back to the west in 1916 for a final military decision.

To end the war in the west, Falkenhayn devised Operation GERICHT (JUDGMENT), the Verdun Campaign. He believed that the French could not psychologically accept the loss of the fortress complex of Verdun and continue the war. Falkenhayn expected that were he to threaten the city, the French would defend it to the last. Located in a salient, the lines of communication to the city fell within range of German artillery. Falkenhayn planned to have Crown Prince Wilhelm’s Fifth Army feint toward Verdun on the east side of the Meuse River, and when the French responded by rushing in reinforcements, German artillery would annihilate them, bleeding France white. He believed that the Germans would not even need to take the city.

The effort began on February 21, 1916. Crown Prince Wilhelm and his chief of staff, Lieutenant General Konstantin Schmidt von Knobelsdorf, either believed or wanted to believe that their mission was to take the city. When the initial thrust failed, Knobelsdorf persuaded the vacillating Falkenhayn to let him persist for five months in the face of fanatical French resistance. The German failure to seize the high ground on the west side of the Meuse proved fatal. From that area, French artillery decimated the attacking Germans. Later, massive efforts lasting from March to May to dislodge the French artillery cost the Germans dearly. In late April the crown prince came to believe that Germany could not win the battle and sought its cessation, but not so Schmidt von Knobelsdorf, whose strong personality prevailed.

When Falkenhayn finally called GERICHT off in July owing to the start of the British Somme Offensive, his days in command were numbered. The Battle of Verdun and the entry of Romania into the war proved to be his undoing. On August 29, 1916, the kaiser replaced Falkenhayn with Hindenburg and Ludendorff, Falkenhayn’s most voluble critics.

Assigned command of the Ninth Army on September 6, 1916, Falkenhayn demonstrated considerable skill on the Romanian Front that autumn, driving the Romanians from Transylvania and swarming over the lower Carpathian Mountains, forcing the shattered Romanian forces north into Russia. He then served in Anatolia and Palestine as commander of Army Group Yildirim, being made a field marshal in the Ottoman Army on July 9, 1917. Failing to halt the advance of British forces under Lieutenant General Sir Edmund Allenby, Falkenhayn was replaced by Lieutenant General Otto Liman von Sanders. On March 4, 1918, Falkenhayn assumed command of the Tenth Army in Lithuania, where he spent the remaining months of the war.

Soon after the war, Falkenhayn retired from the army and devoted himself to writing his memoirs. He died at Lindsted in Saxony-Anhalt, Germany, on April 8, 1922. Military historians have not been especially kind to Falkenhayn. He was thought to be too junior and inexperienced to have been the chief of the General Staff, and at critical times he displayed a fatal hesitation to commit his reserves. More senior German commanders in the field, with more impressive reputations, accomplishments, and popularity, never accepted him and often circumvented his orders.
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Foch, Ferdinand (1851–1929)

French Army general, marshal of France, and supreme Allied commander in World War I. Born in Tarbes, in the Hautes-Pyrénées Department of southwestern France, on October 2, 1851, Ferdinand Foch interrupted his education to serve in the French Army’s 4th Infantry Regiment during the Franco-Prussian War (1870–1871). He did not see action and entered the École Polytechnique in 1871. Foch graduated in 1873 and was commissioned a second lieutenant. In 1874 he joined the 4th Artillery Regiment. Foch advanced rapidly and was a captain in 1877. During 1885–1887 he attended the École Supérieure de la Guerre (War College).

Assigned to the General Staff, Foch returned to the War College in 1894 as an instructor and quickly gained a reputation as an important military thinker and strategist. He was promoted to lieutenant colonel in 1898 and returned to a field command in 1901. He was promoted to colonel in 1903. His books Des Principes de la Guerre (Principles of War, 1903) and De la Conduite de la Guerre (On the Conduct of War, 1904) stressed the importance of the offensive. In 1907 Foch was promoted to general of brigade, and during 1907–1911 he was commandant of the War College. In 1912 he was promoted to general of division and assumed command of a division. In 1913 Foch took command of XX Corps in Lorraine.

Foch’s prewar career marked him as one of France’s premier advocates of the doctrine of l’offensive à outrance (the all-out offensive). In reality, his views on warfare were much more complicated than his persistent advocacy of the offensive might indicate. He believed that only offensives adequately supported by artillery and led by capable commanders could succeed.

Foch’s views were out of step with the nature of war in 1914. At the Battle of Morhange-Sarrebourg during the French effort to capture Sarrebourg, Foch disobeyed orders to withdraw, instead conducting charges and countercharges. Foch’s mentor, French Army commander General of Division Joseph Jacques Césaire Joffre, buried the charges of Foch’s disobedience because he was impressed with Foch’s determination and spirit. Instead, Joffre named Foch to command a group of unorganized units preparing to stop the German advance on Paris.
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Marshal of France, Ferdinand Foch was made commander of Allied Forces on the Western Front following the German military successes in the spring of 1918. His considerable abilities and strong leadership were important factors in the final Allied victory. (Library of Congress)

In command of that force, soon renamed the Ninth Army, Foch played a critical role at the First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12, 1914). He became famous for a message he claimed never to have sent: “My center is giving way, my right is in retreat. Situation excellent. I attack.” Whether apocryphal or not, it revealed Foch’s inner determination to attack and soon made him one of the heroes of the “Miracle of the Marne.”

Joffre named Foch assistant commander in chief of French forces and sent him to Flanders. There Foch coordinated the actions of French, British, and Belgian forces with the authority of a commander in chief, even though British Expeditionary Force (BEF) commander John French, a field marshal, and Belgian commander King Albert I both formally outranked him. Nevertheless, Foch’s fiery spirit buoyed the retreating Allied forces. King Albert said of him, “That man could make the dead fight.” Foch’s diplomatic skills and aggressive actions saved Allied positions in Flanders in October and November. His strategic vision and ability to fuse coalitions attracted the attention of the Allied governments, and he was named commander of the Armies of the North in early 1915.

Foch’s aggressive spirit led him to conduct futile and bloody offensives near Arras in May and September 1915. These costly battles diminished his reputation significantly. At the Chantilly Conference in December 1915, Foch agreed to work with BEF commander General Sir Douglas Haig on a new offensive for 1916 along the Somme River. The German attack on Verdun in February changed the Somme Offensive from a primarily French operation to a primarily British one. During the ensuing offensive, Foch’s troops advanced farther and suffered proportionately fewer casualties than did the British, but the operation came too late. When Joffre was replaced at the end of 1916, Foch lost his mentor and protector, and he spent much of the early part of 1917 away from command in a series of relatively minor staff positions.

In May 1917 Foch was named chief of the General Staff as part of the political and military shake-up following the disastrous Nivelle Offensive. In October, Foch personally organized and commanded a rapid relief effort of 11 French and British divisions sent to Italy after the Austro-German breakthrough in the Battle of Caporetto (October 14–November 9). During his return to France, he attended a meeting at Rapallo, Italy, where the Allies created the Supreme War Council. Foch was named France’s military representative.

The stunning tactical successes of the German Ludendorff (Spring) Offensives of 1918 led to Foch’s appointment as Allied generalissimo, a position he had long urged the Allied governments to create. At a meeting of Allied leaders at Beauvais on April 3, Foch received the authority to “coordinate” actions of the Allied armies on the Western Front and was charged with “the strategic direction of military operations.” Tactical control of operations, however, remained in the hands of the various national commanders.

Foch used his powers to redirect Allied forces to trouble spots and prevent a gap from opening between French and British lines. He also worked out an agreement to increase the rate of arrival for U.S. forces. Foch had heated disagreements with American Expeditionary Forces commander General John Pershing, who sought an independent American command. Through persuasion and sheer force of personality, Foch led Allied forces in slowing and then halting the German drives, most notably in the Second Battle of the Marne (July 15–18) and then in launching a counterattack at Soissons.

Sensing that the German Army was overstretched, Foch ordered near-constant Allied attacks all along the Western Front, rejecting Pershing’s call for an advance on a narrow front. In August Foch was promoted to marshal of France, solidifying his position and giving him formal authority over the much more cautious French Army commander General Henri Philippe Pétain.

With the German Army in near collapse and the Germans now desperate for an end to the fighting, Foch dictated armistice terms to the Germans at Compiègne and oversaw its signing on November 11, 1918. During the negotiations at the 1919 Paris Peace Conference, Foch protested vehemently what he regarded as Premier Georges Clemenceau’s trading away of French security to please the United States and Britain. The resulting Treaty of Versailles (June 28, 1919) created an irreparable break between the two men, and Foch boycotted its signing, proclaiming that “This is not peace. It is an armistice for 20 years.”

After the war, Foch received numerous honors and awards. He was the only French officer who was made a British field marshal (1919), and he was also made a field marshal of Poland (1923). Foch died at Paris on March 20, 1929. His remains are interred at Les Invalides in Paris.
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France, Army Mutiny (1917)

Widespread mutiny that occurred in the French Army following the Nivelle Offensive of April 16–May 9, 1917. For almost three years the French Army had been conducting a series of bloody, offensive actions that sought to drive the German Army from France but did little to end the stalemate of the Western Front. Dis-illusionment had set in among soldiers and civilians alike, but new French Army commander General of Division Robert Nivelle, who replaced General of Division Joseph J. C. Joffre in December 1916, believed that he had a plan that would end the war.

Nivelle called for a massive preliminary artillery bombardment followed by a precise creeping barrage in front of the advancing troops. He had employed this system with some success at the Battle of Verdun (February 21–December 15, 1916). The thought of a breakthrough that would end the war revived and even energized soldiers and the civilian leadership. Nivelle proceeded with the plan, despite the fact that the Germans knew its location and timing and had planned accordingly.

On April 16, 1917, the attack commenced near Arras and was a dismal failure. Although he had promised to break off the offensive if was not quickly successful, Nivelle prolonged it until May 9. The French Army sustained 120,000–130,000 casualties for little gain. This time the soldiers had experienced enough. Their disillusionment was compounded by the fact that they had been told that the offensive would bring victory.

The mutinies began on April 17, when 17 men of the 108th Infantry Regiment abandoned their posts before a scheduled attack. On May 3 the 21st Division, a veteran unit from Verdun, refused to go into battle. Word of this had a domino effect. Ultimately, the mutinies seriously affected 46 of 112 French divisions, about half of the army. The French soldiers did not object to fighting per se but rather refused to be slaughtered in suicidal offensive attacks. They continued to perform duties of manning and defending the trenches in case of German attack, but they refused to undertake offensive action themselves.

Certainly the mutinies were also grounded in the appalling conditions for the men at the front and infrequent leaves, inadequate mail service, and indifferent medical attention. The mutineers wanted an end to the butchery, but they also wanted better food, improved treatment for soldiers’ families, increased leave time, and even peace.

The French government recognized the severity of the situation and took immediate steps to correct the problem. Nivelle was fired and replaced on May 15 with General of Division Henri Philippe Pétain. The new commander immediately set to work addressing the “instances of collective indiscipline” affecting the army. Pétain was determined not only to restore discipline but also to redress his soldiers’ grievances. He personally visited the affected units, promising to improve conditions and taking positive steps toward that end. Pétain also told the men that the war must go on as long as the Germans remained in France. He promised the soldiers that he would not waste their lives needlessly and that he was “waiting for the Americans and the tanks.”

To restore discipline, there were also courts-martial of the ringleaders. Of some 35,000 “strikers,” as the mutineers preferred to call themselves, 2,873 were court-martialed and sentenced to some degree of punishment, although many of these were suspended. A total of 629 death sentences were returned, of which 43 were actually carried out.

The mutinies officially ended by July 14. Thanks to rigid censorship, the Germans never learned the extent of the mutinies during the war and were not able to exploit the situation. In the months that followed, conditions for the army improved, and retraining restored its fighting spirit. Pétain’s leadership and largely defensive strategy, however, placed a greater weight on the British Army.

William P. McEvoy and Spencer C. Tucker
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Franz Ferdinand, Archduke, Assassination of (June 28, 1914)

The Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary had occupied Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1878 and annexed the two territories outright in 1908, the latter action nearly bringing war with Russia. Many Bosnian Serbs desired to have the province joined with Serbia. In 1911 a secret terrorist society, Ujedinjenje ili Smrt (Union or Death, popularly known as the Black Hand), was formed in Belgrade. Its goal was the creation of a greater Slav state dominated by Serbia. Satellite groups existed within Austria-Hungary. At the top was the Executive Committee, led by Colonel Dragutin Dimitrijevic (known as Apis), the chief of Serbian military intelligence.

When news was received that heir apparent to the Austrian throne Archduke Franz Ferdinand would visit Sarajevo on an inspection trip in June 1914, Apis decided that he should be assassinated. Realizing that the plot would invite war, the Executive Committee did not sanction the decision and told Apis not to proceed, but he ignored the order. When Serbian prime minister Nicola Pašic learned of the plot, he warned Austrian officials through diplomatic channels, but the warning was so vague that the Austrians failed to understand the intent.

To carry out the plot, three Bosnian Serbs were trained in hand grenade throwing and marksmanship. Gavrilo Princip, Nedjelko Cabrinovic, and Trifko Grabez were smuggled into Bosnia a month before Franz Ferdinand’s arrival. Danilo Ilic joined the group and recruited three other men. Weapons were secured from Serbian Army arsenals.

Franz Ferdinand’s visit was intended as a show of Hapsburg power in that region. Security preparations were inexplicably careless, despite the fact that the Austrians knew that Serbian nationalists regarded the visit, scheduled for Saint Veit’s Day (Serbia’s national day), as a major provocation. Franz Ferdinand disliked the presence of secret service men and a cordon of soldiers between the people and himself. Only Sarajevo’s 150 policemen were at work along the motorcade route of three miles. On June 28, 1914, at around 10:00 a.m., the archducal motorcade headed for the city hall. Its route was the wide avenue called Appel Quay, which followed the Miljacka River. In the second automobile, its top folded down and flying the Hapsburg pennant, rode Franz Ferdinand, his wife Sophie, and Bosnian governor-general Oskar Potiorek.

Crowds lined the Appel Quay to cheer the imperial couple. The seven assassins were in position along the route. As the archduke’s car passed Cabrinovic, he threw his hand grenade directly at Franz Ferdinand. The driver stepped on the accelerator, and the grenade exploded in the street behind the vehicle, injuring about a dozen spectators. Potiorek’s adjutant, Lieutenant Colonel Erik von Merizzi, received a cut to his head. Cabrinovic was arrested immediately. The motorcade continued on to the city hall and passed the other assassins, who failed to act.

After a short reception at the city hall, Archduke Franz Ferdinand expressed a desire to visit Merizzi in the hospital. The same motorcade set out along the Appel Quay, but the drivers had not been informed of the change in schedule. The remaining assassins were still in place.

The mayor’s car, followed by Franz Ferdinand’s car, turned onto Franz Joseph Street. Potiorek then informed the driver that he had taken the wrong route, and the driver began to back up. Franz Ferdinand’s car stopped only five feet from Princip, who was in front of Schiller’s Store, one of the best-known and most elegant shops of Sarajevo.

Princip pulled a pistol from his pocket and fired several times. Franz Ferdinand and Sophie were still sitting upright. A stream of blood shot from Franz Ferdinand’s mouth, the consequence of a shot to his neck. Potiorek ordered the driver to drive to the governor’s residence. Sophie, shot in the abdomen and bleeding internally, died before they arrived; Franz Ferdinand died shortly afterward. Princip attempted to turn the gun on himself, but he was mobbed by the crowd.

The assassins and other members of the Black Hand were tried at Sarajevo. On November 8, 1914, the court sentenced Princip, Cabrinovic, and Grabez each to 20 years in prison. Because of their youth, they could not be sentenced to death. All three died from illness in prison. Ilic and two of his comrades were executed.

In 1916, Pašic decided to destroy the Black Hand. A trial was held in May 1917 for Apis and others. The main charge was that they had attempted to murder Serbian prince regent Alexander. Apis and three comrades were executed on June 26, 1917.

The assassination of Franz Ferdinand became the excuse for an Austrian declaration of war against Serbia, which in turn led to World War I.

Martin Moll
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Franz Joseph I, Emperor (1830–1916)

Emperor of Austria and king of Hungary, 1848–1916. Born at the Schönbrunn Palace in Vienna on August 18, 1830, Franz Joseph was the son of Archduke Franz Karl. Franz Joseph became emperor of Austria and king of Hungary in December 1848 in the midst of the Revolutions of 1848 following the abdication of his unstable uncle Ferdinand I. Franz Joseph would be the ruler of the Hapsburg lands for almost 70 years. During these years he was, in the last analysis, responsible for all important decisions of the government.

From the beginning of his reign, Franz Joseph held to the autocratic idea of divine-right kingship, and to his last days he firmly believed that the ruler’s will should be the strongest political force. He took an active role in government and was an industrious ruler, routinely rising at 5:00 a.m. to attend to the work of the empire. His longevity, his dignity in the face of personal tragedies, and his devotion to his duties gave him special standing among contemporary monarchs.

Franz Joseph’s reign was filled with foreign defeats and domestic upheavals. After barely surviving the revolutions of 1848–1849, Austria lost wars to France and the Kingdom of Sardinia in Italy in 1859 and to Germany in 1866. Then there was a compromise with the Hungarians in 1867 that created the Dual Monarchy, unique in Europe for its governmental structure. Added to these problems were personal tragedies. In 1867 Franz Joseph’s brother Maximilian was executed before a firing squad in Mexico City, and in 1889 Franz Joseph’s only son, the unstable Crown Prince Rudolf, committed suicide. Most painful of all was the death in 1898 of Franz Joseph’s wife, Empress Elizabeth, who was stabbed by an Italian anarchist. (Franz Joseph himself survived a stabbing assassination attempt by a Hungarian nationalist in 1853.)

Franz Joseph’s meetings with his advisers and many ordinary citizens who came to him with their problems were rigidly scheduled in short segments, so he rarely studied anything in depth. He could exhibit great patience, and he could also drive his ministers to distraction with his stubbornness. His hard work helped to make up for his lack of intellectual ability and imagination.

One of Franz Joseph’s two preoccupations was to preserve his realm in the face of the increasing nationalism of its minorities. He endeavored to do this by compromises, but in truth he had little comprehension of the changes occurring in Europe around him that were wrought by industrialization and new methods of transportation and communication. He never rode in an elevator, and only at the end of his life did he agree to ride in an automobile. His other preoccupation after 1867 was to keep his empire at peace.

Following the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand on June 28, 1914, Franz Joseph initially refused to take a bellicose stand toward Serbia. However, pressed by chief of the General Staff General of Infantry Franz Conrad von Hötzendorf and Foreign Minister Leopold von Berchtold, Franz Joseph gradually embraced that position. On July 21 he not only approved the ultimatum drafted by his ministers to Serbia but also instructed Berchtold to “go all the way” if Austrian national honor was not satisfied. When the Serbian reply was judged unsatisfactory, the emperor reluctantly signed the order mobilizing eight army divisions. On July 28 he authorized a declaration of war against Serbia in a manifesto titled “To My People” explaining his action. It was made public the next day.

With the fighting having begun, Franz Joseph assumed the title of supreme army commander and followed the action via daily reports from headquarters to Schönbrunn. For the most part, however, the emperor took no part in formulating either strategic or tactical decisions. Real power lay with Conrad, although nominally Franz Joseph had delegated command to Archduke Friedrich. Likewise, the emperor left domestic policy in the care of Count Karl von Stürgkh and Count István Tisza de Borosjenö, the prime ministers of Austria and Hungary, respectively. In neither the domestic field nor military affairs did the emperor use his influence to direct or coordinate policy between the two halves of his empire.

[image: Tucker]

Franz Joseph I was emperor of Austria and king of Hungary from 1848 to 1916. An industrious ruler who took his duties seriously, he nonetheless set himself against change and believed that will of the monarch should be the final authority. (Library of Congress)

With his concern for maintaining the territorial integrity of the Hapsburg Empire, Franz Joseph supported the winter offensive of 1914–1915 in the Carpathians that aimed to recover territory lost to the Russians in the initial stages of the war, although he had little faith in his generals. He stubbornly opposed any cessation of territory in return for Italian neutrality in early 1915 and, despite German pleas to change his mind, dismissed Italian demands as “odious brigandry.” Franz Joseph also strenuously and for the most part successfully resisted the persistent efforts of Berlin to assume control over Austro-Hungarian forces and form a united high command.

In the autumn of 1916, however, following disastrous losses in the face of the Russian Brusilov Offensive, Franz Joseph caved in to demands for a united high command. Even this instrument, established on September 6, 1916, contained a secret clause to protect the territorial integrity of Austria-Hungary by making any decisions that threatened it dependent on Franz Joseph’s personal approval. The emperor’s capacity to take any active role in policy diminished rapidly during the war, and he developed bronchial catarrh. Franz Joseph died at the Schönbrunn Palace on November 21, 1916.

The spirit of the Dual Monarchy seemed to die with Franz Joseph. While he had played only a small role in the war, he had been a symbol of determination and stability for his subjects. His successor, the 29-year-old Archduke Karl, could not hold the empire together without reforms, and once the call for reform went out, the multinational institution of Austria-Hungary began to come apart at the seams.

Timothy C. Dowling
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French, John Denton Pinkstone, 1st Earl of Ypres (1852–1925)

British Army field marshal and first commander of the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) in France. Born in Ripple, Kent, on September 28, 1852, John Denton Pinkstone French was the son of a Royal Navy officer. In 1866 French joined the navy as a midshipman, but when it was discovered that he was acrophobic (afraid of heights), he transferred to the army as a lieutenant in the 8th Hussars in 1874. French saw service in India and participated in the abortive Sudan Expedition of 1884–1885 to relieve General Charles Gordon at Khartoum.

Rapid promotion followed. In 1889 French was a colonel commanding the 19th Hussars until he was assigned to the War Office as assistant adjutant general during 1893–1897. Promoted to brigadier general and given command of the 2nd Cavalry Brigade in 1897, French proved to be a popular commander who looked out for his men’s welfare. In 1899 he was promoted to major general and took command of a cavalry division during the Second Boer War (South African War, 1899–1902). His aggressive style earned him a reputation as a first-rate cavalry commander. In 1900 he was made a lieutenant general, gaining fame for relieving the siege of Kimberley (February 17, 1900) and entering Bloemfontein (March 13) and Pretoria (June 15). In the Cape Colony during May 1901–May 1902, he directed operations against Boer guerrillas.

Following the war, in 1902 French was appointed commander of Aldershot, and in 1907 he was promoted to general with duty as inspector general of the army. In 1912 he became chief of the Imperial General Staff, and in 1913 he was promoted to field marshal. In April 1914 he resigned in the aftermath of the Curragh Incident in Ireland and again assumed the post of inspector general of the army. When World War I began, French was chosen to lead the BEF. He was directed to retain independence of command but to cooperate fully with the French Army, two divergent tasks that French, with his mercurial temperament, proved incapable of balancing.

In France, the BEF found itself in battle on the left of the French Fifth Army attempting to stem the march of the invading Germans. Unfortunately, French soon demonstrated his vulnerability to the pressures of high command, including wild mood swings that caused friction with subordinates and allies. He spoke French poorly and did not get along with French Fifth Army commander General Charles Lanzerac. By late August the BEF was driven from Mons (August 23–24) and Le Cateau (August 26), both hard-fought actions that devastated the professional ranks and caused a rift between French and his subordinate, General Horace Smith-Dorrien.

Convinced that the French Army was jeopardizing the survival of the BEF, a shaken French ordered his command to retreat to a position southeast of Paris. This lack of resolve prompted the dispatch of Secretary of War Field Marshal Lord Horatio Kitchener to persuade French to cooperate with French Army commander General Joseph Joffre’s plans for a counterattack. On September 5 the BEF engaged the German First Army, attacking it in the flank in the First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12) in heavy fighting.

During autumn the BEF redeployed to Flanders to improve logistics support from Britain as the war transformed into static trench warfare. French commanded during the First Battle of Ypres (October 19–November 22, 1914) that effectively finished off the original BEF. A more optimistic French orchestrated the first major British offensive actions of the war at Neuve Chapelle (March 10–12, 1915), the Second Battle of Artois (May 9–June 18), and the Third Battle of Artois (September 25–October 25), which resulted in heavy British casualties and further illustrated his limited understanding of the realities of warfare on the Western Front, calling into question his fitness for high command.

French’s dispute with General Sir Douglas Haig regarding use of reserves at Loos only magnified the lack of confidence in French as commander. When French attempted to blame battlefield failure on the lack of adequate artillery shells, he ignited a scandal that reached to Prime Minister Herbert Asquith. Disappointed in French’s leadership more than the contretemps about ammunition, Asquith asked him to resign on December 15, 1915. Haig, who had been intriguing against French, was chosen as his replacement.

Removed from field command, French was made a viscount and commander of Home Forces. In May 1918 he was made lord lieutenant in Ireland, where he struggled with the issue of Irish home rule that included an assassination attempt on him by the Irish nationalist organization Sinn Féin. In 1921 he retired and was made earl of Ypres.

French died of cancer at Deal Castle, Kent, on May 22, 1925. Had he ended his career in April 1914, his legacy might have been that of a brilliant cavalry soldier of the Victorian age. Instead, the war demonstrated French’s personal vindictiveness, professional incompetence, and lack of moral courage to accept responsibility for failure that resulted in the deaths of so many British soldiers.

Steven J. Rauch
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Gallipoli Campaign (April 25, 1915–January 9, 1916)

The unsuccessful Allied ground effort during World War I to secure the Turkish Straits and drive the Ottoman Empire from the war. Although the naval effort to force the Dardanelles during February–March 1915 had failed, much had been invested, and political pressure to continue the campaign meant the belated injection of land troops. The focus now shifted to operations on the Gallipoli Peninsula at the northern entrance to the Dardanelles.

London made an additional attempt to bring the Greeks on board. On March 1, Prime Minister Eleutherios Venizelos of Greece had offered an army corps of three divisions, but three days later the Russian government vetoed this plan. The Russians feared that a Greek success might leave the Greeks in control of the straits and deny Russia one of its principal war aims.

Actually, London had already taken the decision before the naval bombardment of March 18, 1915, to send out land forces. Eight days earlier, British secretary of state for war Field Marshal Horatio Kitchener decided to send the 29th Division and the Royal Navy Division, which First Lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill had released to him. The 29th Division transports sailed for the Mediterranean beginning a week later. The French also agreed to send a division. The Allies also had available the Australian and New Zealand Corps (ANZAC) of two divisions, which was then in Egypt. Altogether, these Allied forces represented some 77,000 men.

General Sir Ian Hamilton commanded the land force. Kitchener had appointed him, with no time to prepare, only on March 12. Hamilton left London the next evening and reached the Dardanelles four days later, just in time to watch the naval bombardment of March 18, although at that time no plans had been developed for the deployment of ground forces. Even after the decision to land troops, there was little preliminary army planning, maps were few and inaccurate, and intelligence information about the Ottoman forces was virtually nonexistent. Hamilton also lost valuable time when he chose to concentrate his forces in Egypt.

Tipped off by the naval bombardment, the Ottomans were able to use the interval to prepare for the Allied landings. At first there had been near panic in Constantinople on the arrival of the Allied ships, but the government gave German general of cavalry Otto Liman von Sanders, now inspector general of the Ottoman Army, charge of preparations to resist any Allied invasion. Liman von Sanders had available the Fifth Army of six widely dispersed divisions. He was able to take advantage of the ideal defensive terrain in the hilly and rocky Gallipoli Peninsula to organize strong positions in the hills immediately behind the likely invasion beaches. In this he was ably assisted by Ottoman colonel Mustafa Kemal, later the father of modern Turkey.

The Allies assembled a vast armada of 200 ships off Mudros on Lemnos for the landings, which were to be supported at close range by a naval force of 18 battleships, 12 cruisers, 29 destroyers, 8 submarines, and a host of small craft. On the morning of April 25, 1915, the Allied troops went ashore at five beaches around Cape Helles on the extremity of the Gallipoli Peninsula and on the southwest side of the peninsula to the north near Gaba Tepe, at a beach that is still called Anzac. Ottoman opposition was fierce and Allied casualties were heavy, but by nightfall the invasion forces were well established ashore.

At the same time, 3,000 French troops of the total French force of 17,000 under General of Division Albert-Gérard-Léon d’Amade landed without opposition on the Asiatic side of the straits at Kum Kale. The French subsequently encountered a large Ottoman force, and after some fierce fighting d’Amade concluded that advance was impossible and urged the removal of his men, to which Hamilton reluctantly agreed. On April 27 the French were subsequently lifted off and transferred to Cape Helles. From this point on, naval operations were limited largely to gunfire support and resupply activities, in which a number of ships were hit by land fire.

The Allied troops on the European shore landed in two lodgments about 15 miles apart, controlling only small pieces of territory. The fighting was virtually trench warfare similar to that of the Western Front; opposing lines were often only a few yards apart. The Ottomans were well dug in and could easily detect in advance any Allied moves to drive them from their almost impregnable positions. Ottoman artillery was also ideally situated to shell the beaches.

Admiral of the Fleet John A. Fisher angrily resigned as British first sea lord on May 15 in response to Churchill’s plans to send more ships to the Dardanelles. Fisher believed that the operation was siphoning off trained officers and seamen who might be required in any major naval confrontation with the Germans in the North Sea. Churchill’s enemies united against him as the chief architect of the operation, forcing his resignation as first lord of the admiralty on May 16. He accepted the honorific post of chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster but in November went off to France to serve with the Grenadier Guards in the British Expeditionary Force (BEF).

Fighting continued on the Gallipoli Peninsula for the remainder of the year. Early in May the Allies sent out 2 additional divisions—1 each from Britain and France—and a brigade from India. Some ground was gained on May 6, but stalemate again followed. The British then sent out 5 additional divisions, monitors for shore bombardment, additional naval aircraft, and armored landing barges, but Ottoman strength increased apace to 16, albeit smaller, divisions.

A new naval attack was abandoned in mid-May after the Ottomans sank the British battleship Goliath. Only submarines could make the passage through the narrows to interfere with Ottoman shipping. Of 12 boats sent (9 British and 3 French), 7 were lost. The E-14 gained the Sea of Marmora and sank a troopship with 6,000 men aboard, all of whom died. The E-11 blew up an ammunition ship. German submarines were also active. The U-21 torpedoed and sank the old British battleships Triumph and Majestic.

The Allies decided to employ two of their new divisions at Suvla Bay to the north of Anzac, successfully landing them there on the night of August 6–7. Kemal, now a corps commander, helped contain the Allied landing to little more than a toehold. The landing was to be part of a coordinated effort, with Allied units at Anzac breaking out and seizing the high ground east of Suvla that dominated the landing areas. Although Liman von Sanders shifted his resources north to meet the new threat at Suvla Bay, inept Allied ground commanders wasted the opportunity to exploit conditions presented by the dispersal of Ottoman ground assets.

At the end of August the French offered to send out a whole army, and the British found two additional divisions for yet another invasion, planned for November. It had to be postponed, however, when Bulgaria, emboldened by the Allied failure in the Dardanelles and Gallipoli, entered the war on the side of the Central Powers. This move immediately imperiled Serbia and directly affected the situation at Gallipoli, for Hamilton was obliged to shift two of his divisions to Salonika in northern Greece. Bulgaria’s entry into the war also assisted the Ottomans in defense of Gallipoli in that it opened a direct rail link for Central Powers munitions to the Ottoman Empire.

By the middle of September, the French government concluded that there was no hope for the Gallipoli Campaign. The British government persisted, unwilling to sacrifice a venture into which so much had been invested. When Hamilton was asked for his views, he replied that he was strongly opposed to evacuation. Meanwhile, a drumfire of criticism appeared in the Australian and British press, based on reports by war correspondents about the incompetence of British land commanders at Gallipoli.

In October 1915, Lieutenant General Sir Charles Monro replaced Hamilton. Monro pointed out that Allied positions ashore were not satisfactory, that there was little prospect for improving them without substantial reinforcements, and that the army ran serious risks in trying to cling to its positions without a major supply base in the impending winter.

At the end of October, Monro pressed London for evacuation. Keyes went to London to present the case for a renewal of the naval assault. Kitchener, initially sympathetic to Keyes, then went out to Gallipoli to see for himself. A blizzard at the end of November, the worst in recent memory, resulted in 10 percent Allied casualties on the peninsula, and Kitchener concluded that evacuation was the only reasonable course. With both the French and Russians arguing for the Salonika front, the British cabinet decided on December 7, 1915, in favor of evacuating Gallipoli.

Monro had gloomily predicted up to 40 percent losses in an evacuation, while Kitchener predicted that it would go smoothly with only minimal casualties. Orders went out from London on December 8 calling on Monro to withdraw forces from Suvla and Anzac while retaining the lodgment at Helles. Night after night the Allies withdrew vast stocks of supplies, and on the night of December 18–19 the troops were lifted off from both Suvla Bay and Anzac. Amazingly, the Ottomans were unaware of what was going on, although at points the opposing lines were only a few yards apart. Ottoman defenders awoke to find the enemy gone.

Liman von Sanders decided to concentrate on the last redoubt, at Cape Helles. Here the Allies had four divisions totaling 35,000 men. On December 17, the British cabinet decided to evacuate them as well. The French withdrew unscathed on January 1, 1916. Because of the obvious gap in the lines, the British 29th Division moved around the coast by ship and made another landing to fill it.

On successive nights, men and equipment were then gradually withdrawn. The weather was poor, and Ottoman shelling caused a number of casualties on the beaches. On January 7, 1916, the Ottomans launched a determined attack, but the defensive fire was such that not one attacker reached the British lines. The Ottomans then mistakenly concluded that the final evacuation was not imminent.

The difficult evacuation of the Cape Helles beaches was carried out on the night of January 8–9, 1916, again without loss. Bad weather prevented some ordnance and ammunition from being evacuated. Its demolition by the British informed the Ottomans that the evacuation was over. The evacuation of the Gallipoli Peninsula was the largest operation of its kind prior to the extraction of the British Expeditionary Force from Dunkirk in 1940.

Accurate casualty totals for the entire 259-day campaign are not available. Ottoman records are incomplete, and their official figures of 86,692 killed and 164,617 ill or wounded are undoubtedly underestimated. The Ottomans lost a great many men from sickness and disease. One Ottoman source cites casualties of 470,000 men, but a more reasonable figure might be 300,000. British and dominion casualties probably totaled about 265,000, of whom some 46,000 died. While these totals paled next to the vast wastages of the Western Front, they were nonetheless substantial.

The failure at the Dardanelles meant that the straits remained closed, the Ottoman Empire continued in the war, and Russia was cut off from aid. The effect of this failure in bringing about the military collapse of Russia and the Bolshevik Revolution can only be guessed.

In August 1916, the British government appointed a commission to investigate the campaign. At the end of 1917, the commission concluded that the campaign had been a mistake. As its chief instigator, Churchill reaped most of the contemporary abuse. Although this criticism may have been excessive, Churchill certainly did make serious errors in judgment, none of which he admitted in his own historical defense of his actions.

Although a failure, the Gallipoli landing was much studied in the years following the war. The operation saw considerable experimentation in naval aviation and landing/resupply techniques, which proved quite influential in the development of U.S. Marine Corps amphibious doctrine during World War II. Ironically, if the Allies had committed at the beginning of the campaign the resources they ultimately deployed, they probably would have been successful. The campaign failed largely because of Allied missteps: faulty planning, poor leadership, indecision, and lack of sufficient resources at the inception.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Gorlice-Tarnow Offensive (May 2–September 1915)

Critical Central Powers offensive on the Eastern Front that was really two campaigns. The first was that launched in Galicia by a combined German and Austro-Hungarian force on a narrow sector between the towns of Gorlice and Tarnow, begun on May 2, 1915, and continuing until the capture of the capital of Austrian Galicia on June 23, 1915. The second campaign was the general offensive launched by the Central Powers along the Eastern Front in its entirety that started on July 13 and extended into September, during which time the Russians were driven out of Poland.

The genesis of the campaign was contained in the critical situation in which the Central Powers found themselves in the late winter and early spring of 1915. A string of defeats along the frontiers of Austrian Galicia resulted in the Russians driving back the Austro-Hungarians into the passes of the Carpathian Mountains and laying siege to the Austro-Hungarian fortress of Przemyśl, filled with both soldiers and equipment.

The Austro-Hungarian high command (Armeeoberkommando, AOK), with Archduke Friedrich as the nominal commander but with Colonel General Franz Baron Conrad von Hötzendorf really in charge as chief of staff, launched a series of desperate offensives to relieve Przemyśl. The principal German headquarters on the Eastern Front (Oberbefehlshaber Ost, or Oberost), headed by Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and his chief of staff, Major General Erich Ludendorff, launched an attempt to encircle and destroy the Russian Tenth Army.

The attacks produced mixed results. The German attack did bring about the encirclement and destruction of part of the Russian Tenth Army in the Second Battle of the Masurian Lakes (February 7–22, 1915). The Germans took some 92,000 prisoners, but the offensive, conducted in harsh winter conditions, did not produce the decisive results hoped for by Hindenburg and Ludendorff. Much of the Russian Tenth Army, although badly mauled, escaped, buoyed by reinforcements summoned by Russian Army commander in chief Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, the uncle of Czar Nicholas II.

Conrad’s offensive, which can be broken down into three discrete attacks, all failed badly, foundering on tough Russian defenses in the Carpathian passes and in the bitter cold weather. In the end, Conrad got the worst of all possible worlds; his offensives had failed with enormous casualties, and Przemyśl fell on March 22, 1915. A follow-on attempt by General Nikolai Ivanov’s Russian Southwest Front to break through the Carpathian passes onto the Hungarian plain failed narrowly but left the Russians in control of the passes.

The head of the German high command, Oberste Heeresleitung (OHL), General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn, was a westerner at heart, meaning that he believed that the Western Front was the decisive theater of war. In view of the critical situation facing Austria-Hungary, however, Falkenhayn decided that the crisis in Galicia required immediate attention. Using forces freed up by a reorganization of the German Army that generated some 14 new divisions, Falkenhayn created a new German Army headquarters, the Eleventh, which would have some eight German divisions. This force would also have an Austro-Hungarian component, the VI Reserve Corps, added to it. Commanding the new army was a newly created team headed by Colonel General August von Mackensen, with the brilliant Colonel Hans von Seeckt as his chief of staff.

Aside from the German Eleventh Army, Mackensen also had some operational control over elements of the neighboring Austro-Hungarian Fourth Army and the Austro-Hungarian Third Army. In addition, while Mackensen would be subject to orders from either the AOK or the OHL, any directive from the AOK was subject to concurrence from the OHL. Conrad found this one-sided command system galling, but he was forced to go along with it.

Mackensen’s troops, quietly installed on a narrow sector between Gorlice and Tarnow, enjoyed several decisive advantages. The first was aerial reconnaissance. Since the Germans and Austro-Hungarians enjoyed air superiority, they were able to conduct a careful and thorough reconnaissance of the positions of the Russian Third Army. This was supplemented by equally careful ground reconnoitering by German subordinate commanders, often wearing Austro-Hungarian uniforms to preserve security.

Reconnaissance and accurate maps provided by the Austro-Hungarians allowed the Germans to make maximum use of their second decisive advantage, namely artillery. Mackensen’s force, if one includes elements of the two Austro-Hungarian armies under him, fielded more than 1,000 guns, including a number of large-caliber howitzers capable of high-angle fire. Careful reconnaissance allowed the Germans to select targets for their artillery without having to preregister their guns, again allowing the preservation of surprise.

Finally, execution of security measures allowed the Germans to maintain operational surprise. Although the Russians discovered the German presence on April 26, Mackensen’s attack on May 2 came too quickly for Ivanov to reinforce General Radko Dmitriev’s Russian Third Army. Thus, the Germans and Austro-Hungarians had overwhelming superiority in the sector chosen for the attack, especially in artillery.

Mackensen launched the attack on May 2, 1915. After four days the German Eleventh Army tore open a huge hole in Radko’s defenses. Acting on his own initiative and later on guidance from Falkenhayn and Conrad, Mackensen drove his forces toward and across the San River, seizing the roads running out of the Carpathians. With their operational flank compromised, the Russian forces in the Carpathians began a retreat. Mackensen’s forces pressed forward to the San and crossed the river. In late May, Mackensen and Seeckt directed their forces to the southeast. While the Austro-Hungarian Third Army approached Przemyśl from the west and southwest, the German Eleventh Army approached Przemyśl from the north.

While the Russian siege of Przemyśl had been eventually decided on March 22, 1915, when the exhausted and starving Austro-Hungarian garrison surrendered, the outcome of this siege was determined by the brute force of German and Austro-Hungarian firepower against fortifications largely destroyed by the Austro-Hungarian forces before their surrender in March. Once in position, the German and Austro-Hungarian heavy artillery, starting its bombardment on May 31, made short work of Przemyśl’s remaining fortifications. German infantry stormed the ruins of two of the forts on June 2. After an unsuccessful Russian counterattack, resistance collapsed. Those elements of the Russian garrison able to retreat did so, fleeing to the east and demolishing the last bridge from Przemyśl over the San River on June 3.

With Przemyśl back in the hands of the Central Powers, Mackensen and Seeckt agreed that the best course of action was to continue the advance to the east. This was proposed to Falkenhayn, and he and Conrad quickly agreed to the plan. Mackensen’s powers of command now extended to both the Austro-Hungarian Fourth and Second Armies. (The Austro-Hungarian Third Army headquarters had been sent south.) The force was now designated as Army Group Mackensen.

After a short operational pause that allowed the Germans to conduct aerial reconnaissance, rebuild ammunition stocks, and incorporate replacements, Mackensen launched the new offensive on June 13, 1915. After almost a week of advancing forward, the Germans and Austro-Hungarians closed up on the last Russian defensive line west of Lemberg, a series of positions based on a chain of lakes and forests around the town of Grodek. Following another short operational pause to allow the movement of their artillery forward, the Central Powers launched a determined attack on June 18 that was aimed at seizing the rail line north of the city, effectively isolating it.

Once Mackensen’s attack began, the Grodek line quickly collapsed. The Russian defenses split open. The Third Army retreated to the north, while the other armies of the Russian Southwest Front pulled back to the east and south. On June 22, 1915, elements of the Austro-Hungarian Second Army entered Lemberg. This marked the conclusion of the campaign in Galicia but was also a major boost in morale for Austria-Hungary.

Even before Lemberg’s fall, Seeckt, now promoted to major general, was considering a new campaign. On June 15 he wrote a lengthy analysis of the situation. With the Russians on the run, Seeckt suggested that Army Group Mackensen turn north and attack into the southern side of the salient that encompassed much of Russian Poland. Although Seeckt did not mention it specifically, his proposal had the clear implication that Oberost’s forces would also attack at the same time.

Seeckt gained the support of both Mackensen and Falkenhayn quickly, and Conrad was also in favor. On July 2, 1915, a major conference was held at Posen. In attendance were Kaiser Wilhelm II, Falkenhayn, Conrad, Hindenburg, and Ludendorff. Since Falkenhayn had already lined up the support of Wilhelm and Conrad, the outcome was predetermined. Army Group Mackensen and Oberost would attack simultaneously on July 13, 1915, along the lines of Seeckt’s proposal.

The Germans took advantage of the nearly two-week lull after the Posen meeting to prepare. Ammunition stocks were rebuilt, and a number of Mackensen’s regiments were able to incorporate replacements. In addition, the Germans undertook a renewed effort at aerial reconnaissance. Reinforcements were also sent to Mackensen from the Western Front.

The new campaign began on July 13. The initial phase of the offensive made slow progress. Russian defenses were stoutly manned, and both the northern and southern pincers faced having to advance through swampy terrain. After two weeks of steady pressure, however, the Russian defenses began to crumble. In late July, with the Germans crossing the Narew River from the north and Mackensen’s forces crossing the Wieprz River from the south, the Russian high command (Stavka) came to regard the complete evacuation of Poland as a necessity. Thus, by early August the forces of General Mikhail Alexeiev’s Northwest Front began to pull back as quickly as possible. On August 5, elements of the Austro-Hungarian XII Corps entered Warsaw.

German and Austro-Hungarian heavy artillery made short work of the network of Russian fortresses in Poland. The most notable of these was Novogeorgievsk (present-day Modlin). Erected at great cost during the 1880s, the fortifications were now obsolete. The Germans sent against it two corps and a siege train with heavy artillery. The bombardment began on August 13, and on August 19 the defenses collapsed. Most of the 92,000-man garrison surrendered, with the Germans also securing vast amounts of Russian equipment.

Kovno was another fortress that fell easily to the Germans. Even more of a museum piece than Novogeogievsk, Kovno’s defenders surrendered on August 19 following a week of German attacks. Its fall prompted Czar Nicholas II to dismiss Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich and take personal command of Stavka on September 5.

By the end of August, the Central Powers offensive had come to a halt. The last major Russian fortress in Poland, Brest-Litovsk, fell on August 26. The offensive continued over the Bug River but then began to shut down. Forces were withdrawn and dispatched to other theaters, including the Western Front and to the Balkans for a new campaign against Serbia. Commander teams, most notably Mackensen and Seeckt, received new assignments that would take them to other fronts. The second part of the offensive that began at Gorlice-Tarnow was over.

The two campaigns that constitute Gorlice-Tarnow had momentous results. The immediate threat to Austria-Hungary had been eliminated. Although Italy had entered the war against Austria-Hungary in May, the Austro-Hungarians had mounted a defense that was stout enough to blunt the initial Italian offensive and stabilize the line along the Isonzo River. Romania and Bulgaria had also been interested neutrals in the spring of 1915. Mackensen’s victories in Galicia dissuaded Romania from entering the war against the Central Powers, while Bulgaria moved closer to entering the war on the side of Germany and Austria-Hungary.

The campaigns of 1915 had also effectively neutralized Russia militarily for the near future. The Russian Army had suffered immense losses in men and equipment. Nonetheless, Nicholas II publicly stated that Russia would remain in the war. His personal assumption of command, however, ensured that the czar would have to shoulder responsibility for further Russian defeats.

Gorlice-Tarnow and the taking of Lemberg made Mackensen one of Germany’s most popular military figures, second only to Hindenburg. The successful campaigns also served to strengthen Falkenhayn’s hold on the position of chief of the OHL against his opponents. Falkenhayn could now proceed to knock out Serbia and open a communications route to the Ottoman Empire, then turn his attention to the Western Front.

Operationally and tactically, the offensive that started with Gorlice-Tarnow showed both the possibilities and the limits of what one could accomplish on the Eastern Front with the combination of railroads, heavy artillery, and aircraft employed on a large scale. The rapid German deployment facilitated by rail, plus elementary but well-executed security measures, gave Mackensen operational surprise. Aerial reconnaissance provided effective operational intelligence. Observation aircraft operating in conjunction with heavy artillery proved especially valuable, as ammunition for the big guns was often in short supply, and every shot could now be made to count. This paid huge dividends in battles such as the siege of Przemyśl. The realities of logistics on the Eastern Front also mandated the operational pauses taken by Mackensen’s forces. The conduct of the campaign showed that Falkenhayn and Mackensen were more clearly attuned to the realities of modern warfare than were Conrad and Ludendorff, who were still chasing the fantasy of great battles of encirclement.

The Gorlice-Tarnow Offensive stands as one of the outstanding campaigns of World War I, conducted by one of the most brilliant command teams in German military history.

Richard L. DiNardo
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Haig, Douglas, 1st Earl (1861–1928)

British Army field marshal and commander of the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) in France. Born on June 19, 1861, in Edinburgh into a well-to-do whiskey distilling family, Douglas Haig studied at Clifton College and then went on to Brasenose College at Oxford University. His academic work was admirable, although he left without a degree because of inadequate time in residence.

In 1884 Haig entered the Royal Military College, Sandhurst, and in 1885 he was commissioned in the 7th Hussars. In 1893 he took the entrance examination for the British Army Staff College at Camberley but failed on two counts: he was deficient in mathematics and was found to be color blind. In 1896 he entered the college by nomination and excelled in his work.

Haig fought in the Battle of Omdurman in 1898 and in the South African War (Second Boer War) of 1899–1902, when he was chief of staff to Major General John French. Haig’s work there enhanced his reputation for diligence and meticulous attention to logistical detail, but because he took a leading role in a key cavalry charge in the attack on Kimberley, he was often accused of overemphasizing the significance of cavalry assault. In fact, he also learned lessons about the importance of cavalry as mounted infantry. Promoted to colonel, in 1901 Haig commanded the 17th Lancers. During 1903–1906 he was inspector general of cavalry in India, and in 1905 he received a brevet appointment to major general.

During 1906–1909 Haig was in London as director of military training at the War Office, where he contributed to the reforms undertaken by Lord Haldane. In 1907 Haig published a book titled Cavalry Studies. He seemed to understand the evolving nature of war, and he urged that the new Territorial Army be large and fully ready for field service. Haig also contributed to revisions in the Field Service Regulations that served the army throughout the Great War.

In 1909 Haig was knighted. He returned to India during 1909–1912 as chief of staff of the Indian Army. He was promoted to lieutenant general in 1910. In 1912 Haig was assigned as commander of the army corps at Aldershot that would become I Corps in the BEF on the advent of war.

The test of Haig’s mettle came with the opening of World War I in August 1914. As planned, Haig commanded the BEF’s I Corps under the overall command of Field Marshal Sir John French. During the first months of the war, Haig proved competent but hardly extraordinary. A momentary panic just before the Battle of Le Cateau (August 26, 1914) that led to his refusal to send aid to II Corps was his one serious gaffe. The units under his command did not come under serious attack until the First Battle of Ypres (October 19–November 22). There Haig commanded not only his own corps but also an additional division and the BEF’s cavalry. He had to cope with being badly outnumbered and to lead troops whose morale was low after being too long in the field.

Field Marshal French proved mercurial and added to problems with unrealistic assessments of the situation. On October 31 Haig rode into the battle area, radiating calm assurance and rallying the troops. In the first two weeks of November, the crisis passed. The BEF had held. Haig’s performance, meritorious by all accounts, won particular praise from the French and led to Haig’s promotion to full general in February 1915, when he took command of the First Army.

[image: Tucker]

Field marshal Sir Douglas Haig commanded the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) in France from 1915 to 1919. A controversial figure in his own time and still such today because of the heavy casualties associated with his offensives, he nonetheless molded the BEF into perhaps the most effective fighting force in the war by 1918. (Photo by Keystone-France/Gamma-Keystone via Getty Images)

The year 1915, although one of gloom for the BEF, was decisive for Haig. Even though he had not taken a major role in the early battles of the year, his star was rising as that of French declined. Heavy casualties for little gain in the Battle of Neuve-Chapelle (March 1–13, 1915) and other offensives led to a questioning of French’s abilities.

The Shell Scandal, a shortage of munitions on which French blamed the BEF’s problems, brought increasing politicization of military problems. Meanwhile Haig, at royal request, had been writing privately to King George V, contributing to criticisms of French. Haig’s detractors point to this as an example of his use of personal connections to advance himself. Certainly he was ambitious.

In mid-September the BEF launched the Third Battle of Artois (September 15–October 25), also known as the Battle of Loos, its last offensive of the year. Neither French nor Haig, who was in tactical command, wished to fight in the ravaged region around Loos, but they yielded to alliance pressure. The battle did not go well, but the blame, perhaps unfairly, fell mostly on French for withholding reserves. The result was that on December 19 Haig replaced French as commander of the BEF. Haig was promoted to field marshal on January 1, 1917.

Haig’s reputation was battered over the next two years as Britain became the dominant Entente power and the weight of fighting on the Western Front shifted more and more to the BEF. Haig’s partisans insisted that he had long since made clear that a “wearing out” period was a requisite in modern war and that although the price in blood was high, major offensives such as the Somme (July 1–November 19, 1916) and Third Ypres (Passchendaele, July 31–November 10, 1917) were necessary steps to victory. The heavy losses—420,000 men at the Somme (to which Haig’s name is forever linked) and 245,000 at Passchendaele—were hard to accept, and many would accuse Haig of having no strategy other than bludgeoning his way through the German lines.

Although Haig can be criticized for allowing the offensives to continue longer than was productive for political reasons and for allowing preparation to lag so that Passchendaele was fought in desperately adverse conditions of terrible rain and mud, his generalship can be defended. The Germans were in France, and there was no flank to turn.

Despite some unfortunate remarks, such as commenting that the machine gun was overrated, Haig sought to give his forces any possible technical advantage. He urged the development of hand grenades early in the war, and he became a strong advocate of tanks, demanding 1,000 although he never at any time had more than about half that number. In the spring and summer of 1918 the BEF managed to withhold the powerful surge of the Ludendorff Offensives (March 21–July 18) and then with help, particularly from the arriving U.S. troops, drove the Germans back to their own border. In 1918 the BEF had become perhaps the most effective force of the war.

After the war, Haig was rewarded with a grant of £50,000 and an earldom. He then helped organize the Royal British Legion for the care of former soldiers. Haig died in London on January 28, 1928.

Fred R. van Hartesveldt
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Hindenburg, Paul Ludwig Hans Anton von Beneckendorff und von (1847–1934)

German field marshal and chief of staff of the army. Born on October 2, 1847, on the family estate in Posen, Prussia (now Poznań, Poland), into an established military-aristocratic family, Paul Ludwig Hans Anton von Beneckendorff und von Hindenburg at age 11 entered the Prussian military institute at Wahlstatt, Silesia, on April 1, 1859. He then attended the military academy in Berlin. Commissioned on April 7, 1866, he served in the 3rd Guards Infantry Regiment during the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, when he was slightly wounded in the Battle of Königgratz (July 3). Continuing with the 3rd Guards as an adjutant, Hindenburg fought in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871. He represented his regiment at Versailles when Prussian minister-president Otto von Bismarck proclaimed the German Empire.

During 1873–1876 Hindenburg attended the Kriegsakademie (War College) in Berlin, from which he graduated with honors. In April 1878 he was promoted to captain and assigned to the Great General Staff. In 1881 he was assigned to the 1st Infantry Division at Stettin as a staff officer, and in 1884 he became a company commander in the 58th Infantry Regiment. In July 1885 Hindenburg was promoted to major and again assigned to the Great General Staff. In 1888 he became a staff officer in the III Army Corps headquarters in Berlin. In July 1889 Hindenburg was promoted to lieutenant colonel and served as a bureau chief in the Prussian Ministry of War. In April 1893 he was promoted to colonel and assumed command of the 91st Infantry Regiment at Oldenburg.

On August 15, 1896, Hindenburg was promoted to major general and assigned as chief of staff of the VIII Army Corps. On July 1, 1901, he was promoted to lieutenant general and assigned to command the 28th Infantry Division at Karlsruhe. Promoted to general of infantry on January 27, 1903, he assumed command of the IV Army Corps at Magdeburg. Hindenburg retired from active service on December 31, 1912, and took up residence in Hannover.

With the beginning of World War I, on August 22, 1914, Hindenburg was recalled to active service to command the Eighth Army in East Prussia on the relief of the army’s previous commander, Colonel General Maximilian von Prittwitz und Gaffron. Hindenburg was promoted to colonel general on August 26. The situation looked desperate, and chief of the German General Staff Colonel General Helmuth von Moltke had picked as the Eighth Army’s chief of staff his brilliant but difficult former operations director, Major General Erich Ludendorff, to salvage the situation.

Moltke knew that the mercurial and high-strung Ludendorff needed a calming influence, and Hindenburg fit the bill perfectly. The phlegmatic and stolid Hindenburg proved to be a perfect counter for the brilliant but excitable Ludendorff. It was said that Hindenburg “knew East Prussia as he did his back garden.” The two men met for the first time on the train heading east to the beleaguered Eighth Army, forming a close relationship that lasted until the war’s end.

Arriving at Marienburg, Hindenburg approved the plan already advanced by Eighth Army operations officer Colonel Max Hoffmann to take on the two advancing Russian armies in detail, beginning with General Aleksandr Samsonov’s Second (Narev) Army. The Germans annihilated Samsonov’s forces, inflicting 200,000 casualties in the Battle of Tannenberg (August 26–31, 1914) in Germany’s first major victory of the war. Hindenburg then moved the Eighth Army across East Prussia and defeated General Pavel Rennenkampf’s First Army in the First Battle of the Masurian Lakes (September 8–15), driving the Russians from East Prussia. On September 18, Hindenburg took command of the Ninth Army. The remainder of the autumn was devoted to stabilizing the southeastern border where ally Austria-Hungary had suffered catastrophic losses. The Germans took Lódź during November 11–25. For his feats, Hindenburg was promoted to field marshal on November 27, 1914.

Hindenburg became commander in chief of German and Austro-Hungarian forces on the Eastern Front, operating at first under chief of staff of the German Army General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn’s direction and then semi-independently. Hindenburg’s forces broke through the Russian lines at Gorlice-Tarnow in May–June 1915, ultimately clearing the Russians from Poland by the end of the year. Despite these successes the Russian Army remained in the field, and when some of Hindenburg’s divisions were transferred to the Western Front in 1916 to support Falkenhayn’s Verdun Offensive, Hindenburg and Ludendorff began a campaign to secure Falkenhayn’s dismissal.

With the failure at Verdun and Romania’s surprise entry into the war, Kaiser Wilhelm II replaced Falkenhayn with Hindenburg on August 29, 1916. Along with the ever-present Ludendorff as first quartermaster general (de facto chief of staff), Hindenburg assumed de facto control of the German war effort. Upon arriving on the Western Front, the duo inherited Falkenhayn’s practice of holding ground at all costs, a policy that had led to calamitous losses in repulsing the British Expeditionary Force on the Somme.

That winter, Hindenburg and Ludendorff initiated active mobile defense tactics and, in Operation ALBERICH (March 16–April 5, 1917), shortened the German lines on the Western Front by withdrawing to the Siegfriedstellung (Siegfried Line, known as the Hindenburg Line to the Allies). This operation freed a number of divisions that were then diverted to the Eastern Front to drive Russia from the war.

Strongly influenced by Ludendorff, Hindenburg took steps that went far beyond the scope of his authority, establishing what amounted to a virtual military dictatorship. Under threat of resignation, the duo got their way in all major decisions. The results were disastrous for Germany. The pair strongly endorsed the resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare in 1917, which brought the United States into the war, and drove Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg from office, infuriated with his inability to line up the Reichstag in favor of more drastic military measures. Hindenburg and Ludendorff also imposed the ruinous “peace” of Brest-Litovsk on Russia in March 1918.

Finally, Hindenburg allowed Ludendorff to risk everything in the great 1918 Ludendorff (Spring) Offensives, a reckless gamble to knock Britain from the war before the arriving American troops reached critical mass. The planning was meticulous: more than 40 divisions were brought from the Eastern Front, units were taken off line and trained in the new infiltration tactics, and special assault units were formed. The risk lay with supplies and reserves. If this offensive failed, Germany could not replace its losses of men and matériel; it would have no more. German hammer blows fell five times in the spring, but the Allies held and counterattacked in July.

Hindenburg’s nerves were steadier than those of Ludendorff, whose manic vacillation led to hysteria and culminated in his resignation on October 24, 1918. Hindenburg recognized that the war was lost but urged fighting on to secure better terms and to shift the blame for the collapse to the new government. Faced with a calamitous military situation, mutiny, and even revolution, Chancellor Friedrich Ebert and Lieutenant General Wilhelm Groener, Ludendorff’s successor, convinced the field marshal that the fighting had to end immediately, lest a complete collapse ensue that would encourage revolution at home. The defeat and armistice forced the kaiser from office, a blow that Hindenburg took hard but refused to carry out personally, leaving the hapless Groener to deliver the news to the kaiser.

Hindenburg retired on June 30, 1919. Possessed of an imperturbable demeanor, he is often portrayed as a slow, superannuated figurehead manipulated by the brilliant but wily Ludendorff. Such an image is incorrect, as Hindenburg was quite cunning and made decisions with considerable thought given to his reputation and place in history. Consequently, he adroitly escaped responsibility and blame for Germany’s defeat. The public venerated him, and in the search for a scapegoat for the defeat and collapse, Hindenburg remained untouched.

Hindenburg subsequently returned to political activity to run for president of the Weimar Republic, although he hardly bothered to campaign. Winning election on April 26, 1925, he participated in the death throes of the republic. In January 1933 he appointed Adolf Hitler as chancellor. Hindenburg remained in office until his death at his estate in Neudeck, East Prussia, on August 2, 1934.

Michael B. Barrett
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Infantry Tactics

When World War I began in August 1914, the three principal belligerents on the Western Front—Germany, France, and Great Britain—all had considerable forces under arms. The main component of these armies was infantry. All were well trained, well equipped, and of high morale. The problem was that they were all prepared to fight a war that took little account of the technological developments of the late 19th and early 20th centuries: machine guns, barbed wire, quick-firing artillery, and aeronautics.

Initial tactics consisted of well-proved maneuvers, with the Germans advancing and the British and French withdrawing. Then as the Germans outran their supply lines and came close to physical exhaustion, Allied counterattacks began. The Germans dug in, and so began nearly four years of positional trench warfare that resembled a medieval siege.

Trenches faced each other from the English Channel to the Swiss border, becoming more sophisticated as the months went by. Barbed-wire entanglements were set up in front of the trenches and covered by machine-gun fire, and enemy assembly areas were targeted in a coordinated defensive artillery fire plan.

The infantry of 1914 were well equipped with rifles, but the weapon of attack according to British and French doctrine was the bayonet. Attack was at the heart of Entente tactics, the French expressing it as l’offensive à outrance (the all-out offensive), the British as “carrying the fight to the enemy.” Unfortunately, French Army commander General of Division Joseph Joffre’s attacks failed to take into account the firepower of German machine guns.

There is little doubt that the British Army of 1914 excelled in its marksmanship. The Germans, however, soon recognized that in the style of warfare of 1915, volume of fire was more important than accuracy. Accurate British rifle fire held the Germans at critical points in August and September 1914, but the fighting exacted a terrible toll on the trained British infantrymen, leaving the British Army to be manned by those who had no time to become such well-trained marksmen.

Both sides recognized early in the war that the set-piece battle caused high casualties, but there seemed to be no remedy. Men advanced after an artillery barrage, only to be held up by wire and there cut to pieces by artillery and machine guns. Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig took overall control of the British Expeditionary Force in December 1915, and neither he nor Joffre was an innovator. Both Haig and Joffre firmly believed that by constant attacks they would wear down the German Army and force the German high command to commit its reserves. This would finally lead to a breakthrough, when cavalry could burst through the gap and out into the hinterland of the undefended rear of the German positions.

German defenders, however, recognized the inability of an attacker to make decisive progress in the advance against defenses in-depth. They extended their trenches farther and farther back behind the front lines until the rear areas were beyond artillery range. The Germans also perfected the technique of counter-attacks. These were mounted by relatively strong reserves held behind the front lines who went into action as soon as the enemy penetrated the first trench line. German local commanders were expected to order immediate counterattacks as necessary without having to wait for orders from above.

In the British Army particularly, from 1915 onward the losses of the prewar trained men and officers brought about centralization of command and control until it seemed that no action was possible without direct orders from corps or even army headquarters. This stultification deepened as the war went on, and with the difficulties of communication from front to rear, even battalions were subject to orders and approvals from divisional or corps level.

The French and British commanders mounted attacks with monotonous regularity. Attacking troops were assembled in the frontline trenches and waited for the end of the artillery barrage. At the whistle, the men climbed onto the fire step of the trench and began the advance. Troops carried their rifles at high port, with bayonets fixed. New troops were told that the attack would be a formality, as the artillery would have cut the wire and destroyed the enemy in his trenches. All they had to do was stroll over and take the German trenches.

In general, however, the exact opposite was true; the wire was not cut, and those who became casualties were caught up by the wire and shot to pieces by the machine guns they could not see. Small-unit tactics began to evolve to cope with machine guns, the greatest local danger to infantry. Assault units, eventually armed with light machine guns, grenades, and light mortars, attacked by using fire and movement, with the rifle-armed men maneuvering under cover of machine-gun fire. Then the grenades were used to silence the machine guns, and the attack moved on. Such tactics developed slowly, though, and the infantry still bore the brunt of the fighting. Even when tanks appeared, they were so unreliable that infantry were often led well into German positions, only to be left without support as the tanks broke down or were destroyed by antitank fire.

The Germans saw these problems clearly. Their forces had also suffered significant casualties in 1914 and March 1915. They set up their first experimental unit, Sturmabteilung (Attack Detachment) Kalsow, designed to exploit the newly available firepower that infantry could employ on the battlefield. Initial experiments in combat were unsuccessful, but Captain Kalsow was replaced by Captain Willy Rohr, whose development and testing of new tactics brought battlefield success.

The tactics of 1914 involved masses of men with some fire support from a none-too-mobile artillery. Rohr saw that the firepower needed to be local, contained within the assault unit; this firepower also required men to carry out the physical attack such that two elements were fused into one. The firepower was provided by light machine guns, grenades, flamethrowers, and ordinary trench tools converted into weapons, of which the trench spade is the prime example. The assault troops were armed with short rifles, grenades, bayonets, knives, and clubs.

The British and French Armies, however, took little notice of the new German tactics, regarding them as small-unit tactics, suited only to trench raids and small-scale assaults. The Allies believed that the German tactics would never replace the set-piece attack of thousands of men in straight lines. What was needed was a means whereby the infantry could infiltrate the German defensive positions without facing the wire and the machine guns.

Mining was seen as one expedient. Engineers cut deep tunnels beneath enemy lines, placed explosives, and detonated these to destroy the trenches. The resulting crater was then to be occupied and a salient formed from which further attacks could be made into a less well-defended rear area. The speed of German counter-attacks, however, meant that the attacking troops were left with only a tenuous hold of the near lip of the crater and were often quickly pushed back by the assaulting German troops. At Messines on June 7, 1917, however, 1 million pounds of explosive were detonated and Messines Ridge was taken, although at the cost of 42,000 men killed, wounded, or captured.

A far superior expedient was the tank. This weapon was, it was fervently hoped, the answer to the problem. The tank carried its own firepower (much like the fire group of the German shock troops) and could penetrate the wire. The infantry would work with the tanks and exploit the breakthrough in the front line. The constant problem of the enemy defense in-depth was considered overcome, but the mechanical unreliability of early tanks and the inability of the infantry then to deal with the machine guns echeloned in-depth in front of them caused attacks once again to bog down.

There is no doubt that the combined tank-infantry attack during the First Battle of Cambrai (November 20–December 7, 1917) was a total surprise to the Germans. Two hundred tanks led a mass infantry attack, which made startling progress through the German trench lines and an advance of up to six miles on a five-mile front. There were no tank or infantry reserves, however, and what could have been the start of the breakthrough ground to a halt and then turned into a partial withdrawal.

One other element at Cambrai was the short duration of the artillery barrage. The Germans had become used to days of preliminary bombardment before an attack took place, and short barrages were uncommon. Unfortunately for the British, the artillery preparation was largely ineffective, infantry-tank training was virtually nonexistent, the tanks were unreliable, and the German defenses were far too deep.

Only in 1918, when German manpower resources were limited and troops from the United States were at last available in large numbers, did tactics change. This change was seen in the German Ludendorff (Spring) Offensives during March 21–July 18. Entire German divisions trained in the Rohr method infiltrated rapidly in the central sector of the Western Front, gaining large areas of territory.

British defensive tactics had also changed; the front line here consisted of strongpoints behind which lay some rear-area defenses. Unfortunately, the British had not taken account of the effect of fog, so the Germans were able to bypass many of the strongpoints, mopping them up, often without much fighting, with second-echelon troops. Manpower shortages, however, eventually forced the Germans to withdraw to the Hindenburg Line after the failure of the spring offensive.

Allied cooperation was at last a fact, and Italian, French, British, and U.S. troops now carried the battle to the enemy. Tactics, however, were still similar, but improved communications and more mobile artillery were combined with light machine guns, effective grenades, and reliable tanks. The Allies finally won with a coordinated series of limited objective attacks, grinding down the German defenders.

Added to the ground forces was more effective employment of aircraft, as demonstrated in the Saint-Mihiel Offensive (September 12–26, 1918) when U.S. Army colonel William Mitchell commanded 600 Allied aircraft supporting the ground troops. In the subsequent September–November 1918 Meuse-Argonne Offensive, U.S. troops only progressed slowly but eventually took their objectives, making possible the advance of the French Fourth Army.

On the British front movement was again possible at long last, and Haig’s troops attacked the Hindenburg Line. The German troops were exhausted and hungry, and their morale was poor. Nevertheless, the German defense slowed the British, as in the Ypres area where problems were exacerbated by the swampy country.

On the Eastern Front the expanses of Russia allowed the better-trained Germans to make the most of maneuver, which served them well despite Russian manpower superiority in the battles at Tannenberg (August 26–31, 1914) and the Masurian Lakes (September 8–15). The Russians undertook their own offensives, but the success of the June 4–September 1, 1916, Brusilov Offensive was thrown away through lack of cooperation by other Russian forces.

In the vast deserts of the Middle East, maneuver warfare was once more possible but was often limited by the system of command, which curtailed the imaginative officer in any attempt to make the most of open flanks. Deception played an important part in the British campaign that ended with the fall of Baghdad on March 11, 1917, and the capture of Jerusalem on December 9, 1917. Earlier in the Gallipoli Campaign (April 25, 1915–January 9, 1916), a lack of aggressive spirit initially led to stalemated trench warfare akin to that in France.

The tactical concepts of 1914, formed in the wars of the 19th century, were rendered utterly useless in World War I by technological advances. Attempts to improve technology as an aid to tactics were made, but regrettably these only served to show that the next war would be one of movement. Actual tactics benefited only from the realization that tactics now depended upon fire and movement, not fire followed by movement.

David Westwood
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Influenza Pandemic (1918–1920)

Major worldwide influenza outbreak at the end of World War I. There were more deaths from influenza in the closing months of World War I than from all other causes during the entire war. Estimates of total mortality from the pandemic range from a conservative 20 million to nearly 100 million worldwide, compared to 9.2 million combat fatalities and 15 million total deaths from other causes. The average life span in the United States in 1917 and 1919 was 51 years. In 1918 as a result of the pandemic, the average dropped to 39 years. There were 729,381 cases of flu in the U.S. armed forces, with 7.2 percent mortality; 40 percent of the U.S. Navy and 36 percent of the U.S. Army were infected in 1918.

The 1918 pandemic was caused by a variant of the influenza A virus. The virus has the ability to stick first to the outer surface of the cells lining the lungs and then to penetrate those cells, co-opt the intracellular machinery, and cause the cell to manufacture new virus particles that can be egested and coughed up and then infect a new host.

The first written description of what was probably an influenza pandemic in 412 BCE was given by Hippocrates. Influenza epidemics occur regularly and usually cover a restricted geographic area. Although exposure to a particular variant of the virus confers lifelong immunity, the pathogen has the ability to subtly alter its protein structure so that it can appear to be an organism that the immune system does not recognize. Occasionally it will develop a whole new gene, allowing it to look like a unique organism to which the body has no immunity whatsoever. These drastic changes, known as antigenic shifts, lead to pandemics, or worldwide disease outbreaks.

The first recorded cases of the influenza pandemic were in the Spanish town of San Sebastian in February 1918, accounting for the disease’s most common eponyms—the Spanish Flu and the Spanish Lady. The first U.S. military case occurred on March 4 at Camp Funston (an adjunct of Fort Riley, Kansas), and cases were reported in British and French troops on the Western Front in early April. A curious aspect of the disease was its ability to traverse long distances faster than could be accounted for by existing ground or sea transportation.

In May 1918 the Grand Fleet was confined to port when more than 10,000 British sailors became ill. First quartermaster general of the German Army General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff initially thought the flu might be the serendipitous natural intervention that would allow him to triumph. His hopes were dashed when the disease broke out among his own troops and contributed to the failure of his offensive in July.

By midsummer the disease mysteriously disappeared, having primarily affected Europe and North America, sparing Asia and the Southern Hemisphere. Although it had caused a relatively debilitating illness, the first wave of the pandemic typically caused an illness that abated after about three days and was rarely fatal.

The disease returned with a vengeance in the early autumn of 1918, though. This time it seemed to arise in Asia, sweeping through India (where fatalities, although poorly recorded, may have reached 20 million), Southeast Asia, China, Japan, the Pacific Islands, and South America. By September the disease had broken out in Boston and, shortly thereafter, in the eastern Massachusetts military facility at Fort Devens.

The second wave was an entirely different disease. Unlike the usual influenza that shows a predilection for the very young and the very old, this pandemic had three peaks of age preference: birth to 5 years, 70–74 years, and, atypically, 20–40 years. Young adults—specifically those of military age—were a primary target.

The new disease was of remarkably rapid onset. Stories abound of people being unexpectedly found dead sitting in chairs, dying on the subway going home from work, or being well on arising and dying before sundown. The illness began with a sudden onset of flushing, chills, and fever followed by a cough with thick, bloody sputum. Within hours the patients would be cyanotic and, unable to move air, would suffocate. Those who survived the early stages would often develop a superimposed bacterial pneumonia a few days later and die from the complication.

There was understandable public panic in reaction to the disease. Cities passed laws mandating stiff fines for citizens venturing out in public without masks. Theaters and churches (but rarely saloons) were closed, and the provost marshal general of the U.S. Army canceled the planned 142,000-man draft for September. Rumors circulated that the disease had been released by a combination of poison gas and rotting bodies from the battlefield, that the Germans had contaminated the U.S. East Coast from submarines, and that Germany’s Bayer chemical company had contaminated aspirin with a new germ.

There was no treatment, but just as it had earlier in the year, the disease spontaneously disappeared. It reemerged in an attenuated form in 1920 before again disappearing, this time for good. A curious aspect of the epidemic is its relative historical obscurity. When historian Alfred Crosby first became interested in the disease in the mid-1980s, the Encyclopedia Britannica accorded it three sentences, and the Encyclopedia Americana gave it just one sentence. Fielding Garrison’s encyclopedic monograph on military medicine, while noting that there were three-quarters of a million cases in the U.S. military in World War I, also gives the disease merely a single sentence. The recent concern about emerging viral diseases has rearoused interest in the disease and generated a handful of books on the pandemic.

The disease has not been seen again, although fear of its recurrence led directly to the Swine Flu panics and vaccination efforts of 1976 and 2009–2010.

Jack McCallum
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Jellicoe, John Rushworth, 1st Earl (1859–1935)

Royal Navy admiral of the fleet and first earl of Scapa. Born at Southampton on December 5, 1859, John Rushworth Jellicoe entered the Royal Navy as a cadet in 1872 and was posted to the training ship Britannia. He then served in the sailing frigate Newcastle, the screw ship Agincourt, and the battleship Alexandra, flagship of the Mediterranean Fleet. Jellicoe was commissioned a sublieutenant in September 1880. Specializing in gunnery, he returned to the Agincourt in 1881. Jellicoe took part in the operations against Egypt in 1882, commanding a rifle company in the Naval Brigade at Ismalia. He graduated with distinction in gunnery from the Royal Naval College in 1883 and the following year served as a gunnery officer in the training ship Excellent. In 1886 he joined the battleship Colossus as a gunner lieutenant, and during 1886–1888 he was in charge of the experimental department aboard the Excellent.

Demonstrating extraordinary administrative and leadership skills, Jellicoe held various staff positions, primarily as a gunnery specialist. In 1888 he was appointed assistant to the director of Naval Ordnance, and in June 1891 he was promoted to commander. The next year he was ordered to the battleship Sans Pareil in the Mediterranean. He was named flag captain of the battleship Ramilies in 1893. Promoted to captain in January 1897, he was assigned to the Ordnance Committee at the Admiralty.

Jellicoe was chief of staff to Vice Admiral Sir E. H. Seymour during the international mission to relieve the foreign legations in Peking (Beijing), China, in June 1900 and in that operation was badly wounded. In 1902 Jellicoe became naval assistant to the third sea lord and then commanded the armored cruiser Drake on the China Station (1903–1905) and served as director of naval ordnance (1905–1907). Promoted to rear admiral in February 1907, Jellicoe was appointed second-in-command of the Atlantic Fleet, hoisting his flag in the battleship Albemarle. He then served as third sea lord (1908) and acting vice admiral commanding the Atlantic Fleet (1910), with his flag in the battleship Prince of Wales. Jellicoe was promoted to vice admiral in 1911. Following a tour as second sea lord, in 1913 he assumed the post of second-in-command of the Home Fleet.

Placed in command of the Grand Fleet on the outbreak of World War I on August 4, 1914, and promoted to admiral, Jellicoe worked to improve Britain’s qualitative advantage over the German High Seas Fleet in anticipation of a decisive battle at sea. Combat readiness and efficiency were his primary objectives. The great battle did not immediately occur. Minor engagements at Heligoland Bight (August 28, 1914) and the Dogger Bank (January 24, 1915) under subordinates constituted the main action. Fearing a catastrophic loss of Britain’s quantitative advantage, Jellicoe exercised caution and prudence in committing the battle line to action, which resulted in accusations that he was overly cautious and lacked initiative.

The great confrontation between the Grand Fleet and the German High Seas Fleet finally occurred in the Battle of Jutland, off the western coast of Denmark, on May 31–June 1, 1916. Jellicoe placed his ships at the right location in the correct formation and with every chance of a decisive victory. Problems plagued the Grand Fleet, however, including poor communications and a lack of night combat training, poor tactical intelligence, and ineffective navigation procedures. Fear of torpedo attack twice caused Jellicoe to turn away from the German battle line, and this, combined with deft handling of the German forces by High Seas Fleet commander Admiral Reinhard Scheer, allowed the enemy to escape. Jellicoe twice crossed the T of the Germans, however, and inflicted the most grievous damage of the battle.

Germany claimed victory in terms of ships and men lost, but many ships of the High Seas Fleet had been damaged, and the fleet remained largely in port for the rest of the war. This gave Britain total command of the surface at sea and the ability to concentrate against the growing German submarine threat.

Jellicoe was appointed first sea lord in November 1916, but Prime Minister David Lloyd George sacked him on December 24, 1917, believing that he was not up to the task of eliminating the U-boat threat. Jellicoe was elevated to the peerage as Viscount Jellicoe of Scapa (1919), promoted to admiral of the fleet (1919), and named earl of Scapa (1925). He later served in a number of imperial posts, including governor-general of New Zealand during 1920–1924.

Jellicoe published two books addressing criticisms of his actions at Jutland and chronicling his time as fleet commander and first sea lord. Although he is considered to have been an extraordinarily talented administrator and a reasonably astute tactician, he has been criticized as a poor strategist and as being overly cautious. Nonetheless, he accomplished the mission of maintaining British command of the sea. As Winston Churchill remarked, Jellicoe was “the only man who could have lost the war in an afternoon.” Jellicoe died at Kensington on November 20, 1935.

Stanley D. M. Carpenter
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Joffre, Joseph Jacques Césaire (1852–1931)

Marshal of France and commander in chief of the French Army during 1914–1916. Born in Rivesaltes, Pyrénées-Orientales Department, on January 12, 1852, Joseph Jacques Césaire Joffre interrupted his studies at the École Polytechnique to fight in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871. After the war he resumed his studies, graduated from the École Polytechnique, and was commissioned in the engineers. For several years he was assigned to the restoration of French fortresses.

In 1885 Joffre volunteered for service in East Asia, where as a captain he was assigned to the staff of Vice Admiral Amédée Courbet, commanding the French China Squadron. Courbet entrusted Joffre with organizing the defenses of Kelung (Chilung) in Taiwan (then known as Formosa), which France had just seized. In 1892 Joffre was sent to Africa to complete a railway in Sudan from Kayes to Bamako that would join the Senegal and Niger Rivers. In February 1894 he commanded a force that seized Timbuktu, an exploit that secured his promotion to lieutenant colonel. Governor of Madagascar General of Division Joseph Simon Gallieni then entrusted him with organizing the French base of Diego-Suarez. In less than three years Joffre completed the construction of barracks, shops, docks, and installations for 11 coastal defense batteries.
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Marshal Joseph Jacques Césaire Joffre commanded the French Army at the onset of World War I. Widely criticized for the heavy casualties that attended his offensive strategy on the Western Front and for having been caught by surprise by the German drive against Verdun, he was removed from his post in November 1916. (Photo by Universal History Archive/Getty Images)

Promoted to general of brigade in 1902, Joffre assumed the post of director of engineers at Paris in 1904. Promoted to general of division in 1905, he was assigned to the Ministry of War as the head of military engineers. He commanded II Corps in 1908 and was named vice president of the Conseil supérieur de la guerre (Supreme War Council) in 1910. Largely on the recommendation of Gallieni, in 1911 Joffre was appointed chief of the General Staff, which meant that in the event of war he would be commander in chief of the French Army. As chief of staff, Joffre carried out a major reorganization of the army, including the removal of many older leaders, the institution of three years’ service for conscripts, and detailed mobilization planning that would make use of the French railroad net.

War Plan XVII, the French military plan developed under Joffre’s direction, stressed the doctrine of the offensive and completely ignored the German war plan. Joffre assumed that there would be insufficient German troops available for a wide sweep through Belgium (he did not anticipate the Germans using reserves on the front line). He expected the German attack to issue from Lorraine, and his own plan called for five divisions to be situated facing east and northeast that would attack between Belfort and Mézières.

On the German declaration of war, the French completed their mobilization swiftly and efficiently, in sharp contrast to 1870. Joffre then initiated his offensive plan. But on August 20 the German left-wing armies rebuffed the two advancing French right-wing armies at Sarreborough and Morhange. Three days later the two French armies in the center were also forced to withdraw, followed by the remaining French army and the British Expeditionary Force on the left wing. Joffre refused to panic and ordered a steady, methodical withdrawal back to Paris. Perhaps his greatest service to France was in simply holding the army together in this perilous time.

The Germans then modified their strategic plan, allowing additional French forces formed in a new army, the Sixth Army, to issue from Paris and begin the First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12, 1914). Joffre issued an order calling on the French Army to stand and fight and for the men to die where they stood rather than retreat farther. Faulty German dispositions opened a break in their lines, enabling the French to win the most important battle of the war and save Paris. Although Gallieni, military governor of Paris, had played an instrumental role in developing the battle plan, Joffre received most of the popular credit for the “Miracle of the Marne.”

The Battle of the Marne was the high point of Joffre’s career. Following the so-called Race to the Sea in which both armies tried to outflank the other, fighting on the Western Front settled into the stalemate of trench warfare. Joffre persisted in launching a series of offensives to dislodge the Germans from their positions in France. All of his major offensives of 1915 and 1916, including Champagne, Artois, and the Somme, were costly failures, with higher casualties for the French than for the defending Germans. Joffre maintained that such “nibbling tactics” were draining German resources and that they convinced Italy to join the Entente in 1915, easing pressure on both the Russians on the Eastern Front and the French defenders at Verdun in 1916.

By 1916 Joffre was under heavy attack for the high casualties that accompanied his offensive strategy. In addition, he was caught by surprise by the German offensive at Verdun, despite warnings from a number of sources. He was also blamed for the Romanian debacle that same year. On December 13, 1916, Joffre was removed from his post and kicked upstairs as military adviser to the government, his disgrace mollified by elevation to marshal of France, the first to hold that rank during the Third Republic. His influence rapidly declined, however.

Joffre toured the United States in April and May 1917, just as the United States entered the war. Later he was made inspector general of U.S. forces in France to advise on their training and utilization. Joffre made official visits to Britain in 1918, Romania in 1920, and Japan in 1921. He led the French victory parade in Paris on July 14, 1919. Elected to the Académie française in 1920 and remaining a member of the Supreme War Council until his death, he spent the last years of his life drafting his memoirs, which were published posthumously. Joffre died in Paris on January 3, 1931, and was accorded a state funeral.

Philippe Haudrère and Spencer C. Tucker
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Jutland, Battle of (May 31–June 1, 1916)

Largest naval battle of World War I and one of the most important sea fights in history. Throughout the war, a series of naval confrontations occurred in the North Sea between portions of the opposing British and German fleets. There were missed opportunities on both sides. Only once during the war did the principal fleets of Britain and Germany actually meet, on May 31–June 1, 1916, off the Jutland Peninsula in one of the largest naval battles in history. The British Grand Fleet deployed 151 ships: 28 dreadnoughts, 9 battle cruisers, 34 cruisers, and 80 destroyers. The German High Seas Fleet numbered 101 ships: 16 dreadnoughts, 6 predreadnoughts, 5 battle cruisers, 11 cruisers, and 63 destroyers. The British hoped that the Battle of Jutland (the Germans call it the Battle of the Skagerrak) would be another Battle of Trafalgar. The Germans expected Der Tag (The Day), in which they would win world naval mastery. Both sides were to be disappointed.

The Battle of Jutland was the most important and most controversial naval engagement of World War I. Leading up to mid-1916 were several decades of naval arms competition, increasingly strained Anglo-German relationships, massive capital ship–construction programs, and several preliminary lesser battles. The Battle of Jutland was the culmination of the Fisher era for the British and the Tirpitz era for the Germans.

The battle occurred in the North Sea about 70 miles to the west of the Jutland Peninsula of Denmark and began in the late afternoon of May 31. Admiral John Jellicoe commanded the British Grand Fleet, and Admiral Reinhard Scheer commanded the German High Seas Fleet. Vice Admiral David Beatty commanded the British battle cruiser squadron; Vice Admiral Franz von Hipper led the German battle cruiser squadron.

Scheer had taken the entire High Seas Fleet to sea with the intention of decoying and destroying a portion of the British Grand Fleet. To accomplish this, he separated his battle cruisers from the main body, hoping to lure the British into a trap. Thanks to radio intercepts, the British Admiralty had a reasonably good picture of German intentions, and Jellicoe ordered the entire Grand Fleet to sea. The Germans were guilty of not understanding that the other side might also endeavor to spring a trap. Indeed, Jellicoe hoped to use his battle cruisers much as Scheer was employing his own. The Germans had deployed both submarines and zeppelins, but they played no role in the battle.

On May 31, the High Seas Fleet was on a northerly course after emerging from its bases in northern Germany. The Grand Fleet was rushing down from its main base at Scapa Flow north of Scotland. The advanced units of each fleet first encountered each other in midafternoon in hazy weather.

The ensuing battle of May 31–June 1 can be divided into four phases: first, on May 31 from about 2:30 to 5:00 p.m. the Run to the South, the battle cruiser action, including the British 5th Battle Squadron (Beatty vs. Hipper); second, from about 5:00 to 6:00 p.m., the Run to the North; third, from about 6:00 to 9:00 p.m., the main fleet action (Jellicoe vs. Scheer); and fourth, from about 9:00 p.m. May 31 to about noon on June 1, the night action. After the confusion of this last phase, the Germans escaped and returned to base.

As the German ships steamed north on May 31, a British scouting force about 70 miles from the main body of the Grand Fleet steamed to meet them. It consisted of 52 ships, including Vice Admiral Beatty’s 6 battle cruisers and Rear Admiral Hugh Evan-Thomas’s squadron of 4 new fast dreadnoughts.
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At about 2:30 p.m. some 100 miles off Jutland, the two opposing scouting forces made contact. Hipper then turned south to draw the British ships into Scheer’s trap. Beatty, an aggressive commander, performed as Hipper hoped, turning on a parallel course and signaling to Evan-Thomas to follow. At about 3:45 p.m. both sides opened fire at a range of about 9 miles. Evan-Thomas’s squadron of four of the latest, fastest, and most powerful British battleships—the Barham (flag), Malaya, Valiant, and Warspite—missed the signal from Beatty to turn and close with the German ships and fell behind 20 minutes. At the most critical time in the battle, this powerful force was out of range. Then when the squadron finally entered the fray, Evan-Thomas ordered a turn in which each ship executed its turn in the same water, giving the Germans a fixed target.

The missed signal was a disaster for Beatty’s battle cruisers, the inadequacies of which as ships of the line (at least insofar as turret armor and magazine protection were concerned) were soon apparent. The Indefatigable, hit by three German shells, blew up at 4:00 and immediately sank. All but 2 members of its 1,000-man crew were lost. At 4:02 Beatty’s flagship, the Lion, was badly damaged by a direct hit on one of its amidships turrets and was saved only by quick flooding of the amidships magazines. At 4:26 another British battle cruiser, the Queen Mary, also blew up. Beatty merely ordered his remaining ships to engage more closely. To this point the Germans had suffered no losses.

After sighting the remainder of the High Seas Fleet, Beatty endeavored to lure the Germans north into the bulk of the Grand Fleet, reversing course to join Jellicoe and drawing Scheer after him. This Run to the North continued for more than an hour, with the main two fleets of nearly 250 warships total closing at an aggregate speed of about 40 knots.

At about 6:32 p.m. a third British battle cruiser, the Invincible, was struck by a German shell and exploded, breaking in half. Only 6 men survived of its crew of more than 1,000. Observing the loss, Beatty is supposed to have remarked to his flag captain on the Lion, “Chatfield, there seems to be something wrong with our bloody ships today.”

At dusk, about 6:30 p.m., the Germans were proceeding north in line-ahead formation, confidently expecting to soon finish off the rest of Beatty’s ships. Then out of the smoke and mist the main body of the British Grand Fleet suddenly appeared in one long line on the horizon. British shells immediately splashed among the leading German ships, hitting three. Jellicoe had crossed the T of the German line, allowing all his ships’ guns to fire broadside, whereas only the forward guns on the German ships could return fire.

Although the Germans enjoyed certain advantages in long-range gunnery and fire control, their ships were clearly outclassed by the heavier guns of the more numerous British dreadnoughts. Sensing impending disaster and before Jellicoe could complete deployment of his forces, at 6:34 Scheer ordered a high-speed 180-degree turn. It is a tribute to the German crews that they carried out this difficult maneuver so effectively while under fire. The German ships then disappeared back into the mist. Jellicoe, instead of pursuing, continued southward in an effort to cut the Germans off from their base.

Twenty minutes later, Scheer executed another 180-degree turn in hopes of finding a better position, but British cruisers spotted his ships. Once again Jellicoe crossed the T of the German line. This time it appeared that the Germans might not escape, but Scheer reversed course yet again, ordering his destroyers to lay down a smoke screen and launch torpedoes.

There were two ways to deal with torpedo attacks at sea. One was to turn directly into the path of the torpedoes in order to present the smallest possible target. The other was to turn away, presenting a similarly small target but attempting to outrun them. Jellicoe decided on the latter. There was no surprise regarding this decision. In October 1914 and again in April 1915, he had submitted this policy to the Admiralty, stating that “If, for instance, the enemy battle fleet were to turn away from an advancing fleet, I should assume that the intention was to lead us over mines and submarines, and should decline to be so drawn.” This policy had been approved by the sea lords and by First Lord Winston Churchill. It could cost the British the opportunity for a decisive victory, but pressing the attack could also have brought disaster. As Churchill later put it, Jellicoe “was the only man on either side who could lose the war in an afternoon.”

Scheer used night to make good his retreat. Although there were numerous individual encounters, on June 1 the High Seas Fleet was back in its bases. The Germans trumpeted a victory. One German newspaper headline read “British Fleet Almost Annihilated.” By contrast, the British issued a brief, hesitant, and pessimistic communiqué, so counterproductive that First Lord of the Admiralty Arthur Balfour called in Churchill, the former first lord, to write a more optimistic, informative report.

The British did suffer higher losses than the Germans: 14 ships (3 battle cruisers, 3 cruisers, and 8 destroyers) to only 11 German ships (1 battle cruiser, 1 predreadnought battleship, 4 cruisers, and 5 destroyers). The disparity in tonnage losses was even greater: 111,980 for the British and 62,233 for the Germans. Casualties totaled 6,094 for the British and 3,058 for the Germans. Gunnery hits were as follows: Phase 1, British ships were hit 62 times, the Germans 36; Phase 3, British ships were hit 23 times, Germans 68. About 200 torpedoes were fired during the battle, mostly British, but these scored only about 8 or 9 hits.

There were bitter disappointment on both sides and inevitable finger-pointing. Indeed, controversies over the battle have persisted to the present. For the British, there were clear lapses in intelligence, communications, navigation, and tactics of night fighting. There were also design and operational deficiencies. Apparently, Room 40, the Admiralty intelligence center, was aware that Scheer had removed his radio call number ashore early on May 31, an indication that he had left port. Room 40 was asked if the radio call of Scheer was under way. The answer, correctly, was “no.” Thus, the assumption was that the High Seas Fleet was in port when in fact it was at sea, and Room 40 knew this. The wrong question had been asked.

As to navigational and dead-reckoning errors, upon correct and accurate reconstructed navigational plotting based on the known position of the sunken Invincible, correct positions of individual British warships were off by as much as 11 miles. It seems that the captains did not know where their ships actually were. Reports to commanders were wildly incorrect, adding to the overall confusion. In a series of major lapses, the Admiralty, Room 40, and commanders within the Grand Fleet failed to communicate sufficient and correct battle information to Jellicoe, who lacked vital information at the time of deployment of the main battle fleet. Thus, what actually happened was little short of miraculous under the circumstances.

Fire control also became a matter of contention. Journalist-engineer Arthur Hungerford Pollen had designed a complicated and effective gun fire-control system for capital ships. Although it was known to be superior, the Royal Navy had not adopted it.

During the subsequent months and years, there were numerous accusations of revision, suppression, and destruction of key investigations, studies, and reports. The official history was not published in final form until 1940. For the Germans, similar criticisms appeared.

The Battle of Jutland demonstrated the German superiority of optics and night-fighting tactics as well as gunnery. The most detailed study of the gunnery in the battle concludes that the Germans fired every 20 seconds and the British every 30 seconds. During the battle, more than 8,000 shells were fired: 4,500 British and 3,500 German. The percentage of hits was 2.75 for the British and 3.39 for the Germans.

Scheer’s claim of victory in the battle rang false, however. Within 24 hours, Jellicoe had 24 battleships available for action, whereas Scheer had only 10 (as opposed to 37 and 21, respectively, before the battle). The long-term effects also favored the British. Their blockade of Germany continued as before, and the Germans avoided again risking their capital ships in a showdown battle. Increasingly the German capital ships lay idle at anchor as their crews and junior officers were siphoned off for the U-boat war. For the German High Seas Fleet, the culmination of Jutland was naval mutiny and scuttling of the fleet.

Eugene L. Rasor and Spencer C. Tucker
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Karl I, Emperor (1887–1922)

Last emperor of Austria and king of Hungary, alternately known as Emperor Karl I of Austria and King Charles IV of Hungary. Born on August 17, 1887, in Persenbeug Castle, Austria, to Archduke Otto of Hapsburg and Josepha of Saxony, Karl Franz Joseph became heir to the Hapsburg throne upon the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand on June 28, 1914. Karl was the son of Franz Ferdinand’s younger brother and the grandnephew of Emperor Franz Joseph. Karl became heir, as Franz Ferdinand’s children were not eligible because of his morganatic marriage to Sophie Chotek, who died with him in Sarajevo.

Karl became emperor and king upon the death of Franz Joseph on November 21, 1916, and immediately sought to alleviate the pressure of war on his subjects and also to arrange peace. In the first few months of his reign, Karl installed in important positions men who were more interested in peace than continuing the war, most notably Count Ottokar Czernin as foreign minister and General of Infantry Artur Arz von Straussenburg to replace Field Marshal Conrad von Hötzendorf as chief of the Austrian General Staff.

Karl also let it be known to his brother-in-law, Prince Sixtus of Bourbon-Parma and an officer in the Belgian Army, that he was ready to discuss peace terms with France. The contacts began in late January 1917 and eventually included in one way or another Germany, France, Britain, and Italy. If Karl was ready for peace the other Great Powers were not, and the negotiations failed.

Besides his overtures through Prince Sixtus, Karl responded to pressures on the home front. In mid-April 1917 he called the Austrian parliament into session for the first time since the outbreak of the war. When the parliament met, the first Russian revolution had occurred, the United States had entered the war on the Entente side, and the efforts of the Hapsburg exiles abroad to gain Allied recognition for the breakup of the Dual Monarchy were growing apace. Still, no national group openly called for the dissolution of the monarchy, and all expressed loyalty to the emperor. There was, however, considerable call for reform, especially a new constitutional basis for the monarchy as a whole.

Such reforms did not occur, but Karl sought other ways to alleviate his people’s sacrifices. In the spring he commuted death sentences for political acts, ended military control of factories, and forbade certain military punishments. On July 2, 1917, he issued a general amnesty for those who had protested or criticized the war. Such efforts failed to persuade radical national elements to rally behind the monarchy, and they alienated German and Hungarian conservatives who believed that the emperor was caving in to “lesser peoples.”

From mid-1917 to mid-1918, a favorable outcome to the war appeared promising. In October 1917 Austrian and German forces drove the Italian Army to the Piave River, in March 1918 Russia concluded the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, and in that same month the Germans launched what they hoped would be the war-winning offensive on the Western Front. But none of these turned the tide. By late summer the British and French were putting increasing pressure on the Germans, and more ominous still, U.S. forces were arriving in huge numbers to take their place alongside the Allies.

The great blow to the Dual Monarchy fell with the surrender of Bulgaria to the Allied armies advancing from Salonika on September 25, 1918. The loss of Bulgaria exposed the entire southeastern flank of Austria-Hungary to Allied penetration, and neither the Dual Monarchy nor its German allies had the resources to create a defensive line along that perimeter. The reaction of the Austrian government was twofold: it informed the Germans that peace must be concluded as soon as possible and declared that immediate reform was essential if the monarchy was to survive.

On October 16, 1918, Karl published the so-called People’s Manifesto, which recognized the members of the Austrian (not Hungarian) parliament as representative of their respective nationalities and called upon them to reconstruct the monarchy as a federal state. The National Councils, as they were called, did not sit down to deliberate a new constitution for the monarchy. Rather, they declared that since the emperor himself had recognized them as spokesmen for their nations, they would return home to help create new states. One minister remarked that Austria committed suicide to avoid being killed.

On November 11, 1918, Karl renounced all rights to take part in affairs of state but did not formally abdicate. The new Austrian government exiled him to Switzerland in March 1919 and deposed him in April. In 1921 he participated in two failed efforts to return to the throne of Hungary. Karl died in exile on the island of Madeira on April 1, 1922. His wife, Zita of Bourbon-Parma, lived until 1989, and his eldest son and heir, Otto, served for many years in the European Parliament.
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Kerensky, Alexander Fyodorovich (1881–1970)

Russian socialist and political leader. Born in Simbirsk, Russia, on May 2, 1881, Alexander Fyodorovich Kerensky studied law at the University of St. Petersburg, earning his degree in 1904. He quickly established a radical reputation by representing defendants accused of political crimes. Kerensky was considered by some to be a moderate socialist, having joined the Russian Social Revolutionary Party, successor to the defunct revolutionary populist movement Narodnia Volia (People’s Will). In 1912 Kerensky was elected to the Russian Duma (national parliament). A highly effective orator, he developed a strong following among industrial workers.

When World War I began in 1914, Kerensky was among relatively few in the Duma who opposed Russia’s entry into the conflict. He quickly became a critic of the czarist government’s prosecution of the war and an opponent of the regime. In late 1915 serious illness forced him to reduce his political activity; however, on his return to Petrograd (as St. Petersburg was now called) in the summer of 1916, his vocal attacks directed at the czar increased in fervor. By then Kerensky was committed to the war as an opponent of German militarism, but he also believed that the czar’s personal command of the army had badly weakened the Russian effort.

Toward the end of 1916, Kerensky became a prominent voice calling for the abdication of the czar and the dissolution of autocracy. When conditions sparked strikes and food riots in Petrograd, inducing the czar’s abdication and the revolution of March 1917, Kerensky obtained two significant appointments. He became vice chairman of the influential Petrograd Soviet (council, patterned after the soviets of the revolution of 1905 and mirroring the national government) and was appointed minister of justice in the provisional government headed by Prince Georgy Lvov. Because of Kerensky’s position in both bodies he acted as liaison between the two, boosting public awareness of him.
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Alexander Kerensky was a charismatic speaker and ardent socialist who became the key figure in the Russian Provisional Government following the Russian Revolution of March 1917. However well intended, Kerensky’s subsequent decisions did much to bring on the Bolshevik Revolution that November. (Photo by FPG/Archive Photos/Getty Images)

Appointed minister of war in May 1917, Kerensky was determined that Russia should continue in the war to victory so that it could realize its war aims. He staked all on a great effort, the so-called Kerensky Offensive (July 1–19, 1917), and visited major army units to promote it. The offensive soon ground to a halt, however. It was in fact the final straw for the Russian Army, bringing about its collapse as well as that of the provisional government under Lvov in July. Kerensky, Lvov’s successor as prime minister that same month, adhered to policies that vacillated between the Left and the Right and led to his increased isolation.

Although Kerensky increased socialist representation in his cabinet in August 1917, the fall of Riga to the Germans brought unrest in the capital. Kerensky ordered Russian Army commander General Lavr Kornilov to Petrograd to restore order. Upon learning of Kornilov’s intent to seize control in a military coup, Kerensky issued a recall and dismissed him. When Kornilov continued to march on the capital, Kerensky sought the help of the Bolsheviks, issuing them arms. The Bolsheviks then organized a defense of Petrograd, retaining the weapons thereafter.

Kerensky openly declared Russia to be a socialist republic on September 14, 1917, and assigned a majority of seats to the socialists in his new cabinet, announced on October 8. Kerensky’s government collapsed, however, when he ordered the arrest of the leaders of the Bolshevik revolutionary committee on November 5, 1917. This action incited an uprising that forced him to flee Petrograd. Gathering a core of loyal troops, Kerensky attempted a march on Petrograd to reverse the Bolshevik Revolution, but he was forced to retreat when confronted by armed revolutionaries on November 12.

Fleeing Russia shortly thereafter, Kerensky went into exile and spent most of the remainder of his life in the United States, where he lectured, taught at the university level (chiefly at Stanford University), and wrote numerous articles and books. He died in New York City on June 11, 1970.

Arthur T. Frame

Further Reading

Abraham, Richard. Alexander Kerensky: The First Love of the Revolution. New York: Columbia University Press, 1987.

Katkov, George. The Kornilov Affair: Kerensky and the Break-up of the Russian Army. London: Longman, 1980.

Kerensky, Alexander F. The Catastrophe: Kerensky’s Own Story of the Russian Revolution. New York: Appleton, 1927.

Kerensky, Alexander F. Russia and History’s Turning Point. New York: Duell, Sloan and Pierce, 1965.

Lincoln, W. Bruce. Passage through Armageddon: The Russians in War and Revolution, 1914–1918. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1986.

Rabinowitch, Alexander. The Bolsheviks Come to Power: The Revolution of 1917 in Petrograd. New York: Norton, 1976.

Service, Robert. The Russian Revolution, 1900–1927. 4th ed. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009.

Swain, Geoffrey. The Origins of the Russian Civil War. London: Longman, 1996.

Kerensky Offensive (July 1–19, 1917)

Russian offensive on the Eastern Front during the summer of 1917 that led to the near total collapse of the Russian Army. In March 1917 revolution in Russia brought an end to the autocratic, czarist regime and its replacement with a Duma-appointed provisional government. Paralleling the change in government was growing insubordination in the Russian Army, accompanied by demands for peace and fraternization with enemy troops at the front. Meanwhile, the small Russian Bolshevik party demanded an immediate end to Russian participation in the war.

The new Russian government was determined that Russia remain in the war, however. Russian minister of war Alexander Kerensky, a brilliant orator, went to the front to speak to the troops and rally them to fight for the defense of the motherland. The soldiers enthusiastically cheered Kerensky’s pleas and promised fidelity, but in fact they continued to reject the war, abetted in this by Bolshevik “truth squads” that followed Kerensky and implored the soldiers not to fight.

Kerensky saw the war as a means for Russia to realize its historic territorial ambitions and, based on his tour of the front, believed that he had the support of the soldiers. At the same time, Russia’s Western allies were hard-pressed and requested that Russia undertake offensive action. Kerensky responded by planning a major offensive for the summer of 1917 in Galicia, where Russia faced weaker Austro-Hungarian forces.

Kerensky made a number of command changes. He replaced commander of the Russian armed forces General Mikhail Alekseyev with General Aleksey Brusilov, previously commander of the Southwestern Front. Only three weeks before the planned offensive, however, Kerensky also replaced the commanders of both the Southwestern and Western Fronts, which would make the main military effort. He also replaced several army commanders only five days prior to the planned attack. These changes produced considerable confusion in the immediate period prior to the attack.

The offensive began early on the morning of July 1, 1917. Brusilov sent the Eleventh and Seventh Armies, consisting of 31 divisions, to strike the mixed Südarmee (South Army) of 8 divisions (3 Austrian, 4 German, and 1 Ottoman), commanded by General of Infantry Count Felix von Bothmer, to push toward Lemberg (L’viv). Kerensky, following the progress of the offensive from Seventh Army headquarters, was confident of its success.

On July 5, the 13 divisions of the Russian Eighth Army attacked farther to the south along the Dniester River and the Carpathian foothills in the direction of Halicz and Dolina into the Austro-Hungarian Third Army, which was even weaker than the South Army. The Russian forces outnumbered the defending Central Powers forces in Galicia three to one, and thanks to arms shipments from the Allies and increased Russian domestic production, the Russians had adequate artillery and shells to support the attack. Russian artillery pieces were reported as being placed less than 30 yards apart along a 60-mile stretch of front. Russian heavy guns outnumbered those of the defenders by more than five to one.

Although the Austro-Hungarian and German forces had been forewarned by defectors of the broad outlines of the Russian plan and its timing, the assaulting Russians nonetheless opened a breach in the enemy lines some 20 miles deep, threatening the oil fields of Drohobycz. At the same time, Brusilov ordered supporting attacks on the Northern Front.

Russia’s commanders and ministers were elated by what appeared to be a major victory. Outside observers, however, detected disturbing signs in the Russian ranks that portended ill. Unit committees had held meetings to discuss the attack orders, and some refused to obey orders. Large numbers of soldiers deserted and only returned when they were hungry or thought the fighting had stopped. Other units moved to attack across three lines of trenches as if on parade and then withdrew to their own trenches.

Once the offensive had begun, the Germans shifted resources south, and when the Austrians and Germans counterattacked on July 19, Russian units voluntarily evacuated their positions without waiting for the enemy to approach. Some even killed officers who tried to persuade them to return to duty. Although some Russian units fought well, from the Baltic to Romania there was a near total collapse of the Russian Army. Supply problems, however, brought a temporary halt to the Central Powers counteroffensive just east of the prewar Russian frontier.

Meanwhile, in mid-July some units of the Petrograd garrison, fearing that they would be sent to the front, rose in revolt. The Bolsheviks took advantage of the rioting and attempted to seize power in the capital. Battles took place during July 16–18 between the rioters, joined by sailors from the nearby Kronstadt navy base, and units loyal to the government. Eventually government forces quelled the uprising but not before several hundred people were killed. The government ordered the arrest of Bolshevik leaders. A number went into hiding, and Vladimir Lenin escaped to Finland.

Recriminations followed the failed July offensive, creating even greater tension between the civilian government and military leadership. Brusilov was made the scapegoat and relieved of command. Now prime minister after Prince Georgy Lvov’s resignation following the Bolshevik uprising, Kerensky replaced Brusilov with General Lavr Kornilov, until then commander of the Southwestern Front.

Kornilov had become a national hero, having been wounded and captured by the Austrians in 1915 and then escaping in 1916. Kerensky believed that Kornilov could rally the soldiers. Direct confrontation between the two led to the final collapse of the provisional government, however, and the Bolshevik seizure of power in November 1917.

Arthur T. Frame
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Kitchener, Horatio Herbert, 1st Earl (1850–1916)

British Army field marshal and secretary of state for war. Born to British parents near Listowel in County Kerry, Ireland, on June 24, 1850, Horatio Herbert Kitchener was educated at the Royal Military Academy at Woolwich and commissioned in the engineers in 1871. Involved in survey work in Palestine, Anatolia, and Cyprus during 1874–1882, he was then appointed to Cairo as second-in-command of a cavalry regiment. He participated with distinction in the unsuccessful effort to relieve British general Charles Gordon at Khartoum during 1883–1884.

Kitchener then served in Zanzibar, the Sudan, and Egypt. In 1892 he was appointed commander of the Egyptian Army, which he organized into an effective fighting force. In 1896 he led an invasion of the Sudan, where he defeated Gordon’s killer, the Mahdi, at the Battle of Omdurman (September 2, 1898). Kitchener then proceeded farther up the Nile to Fashoda, where he skillfully conducted negotiations with a French force there while demanding its removal.

During 1898–1899 Kitchener was governor of the Sudan. In 1900 he went to South Africa as chief of staff to Field Marshal Sir Frederick Roberts in the South African (Second Boer) War of 1899–1902. Kitchener’s skillful planning was a key factor in the British advance to Johannesburg and Pretoria. In November 1900 he succeeded Roberts as commander. To deprive the guerrillas of civilian support, Kitchener set up a system of “concentration camps” as well as blockhouses. He also harried the Boer fighters in the field, leading them to end the war in 1902.

Kitchener returned to Britain a hero and was made a viscount. During 1902–1909 he commanded the Indian Army and fought an internecine political battle with the viceroy, Lord George Nathaniel Curzon, forcing the latter’s resignation. Promoted to field marshal in 1909, Kitchener became viceroy of Egypt and the Sudan (1911–1914).

On leave in Britain at the start of World War I in August 1914, Kitchener was probably Britain’s most famous soldier. Prime Minister Herbert Asquith, aware of the perceived Liberal weakness on military matters, offered him the post of secretary of state for war. Kitchener accepted and immediately announced, to a shocked cabinet and Britain, that the war would last years rather than months and would require a military of millions of men.

The cabinet raised no objection to Kitchener’s call to enlarge the army by 500,000 men, and the men of Britain eagerly signed up for these New Armies. By the end of August 1914, Kitchener had his 500,000 men and had issued a call for an additional 500,000. Kitchener struggled with the inadequate military recruiting and training system, which was unable to handle the flood of volunteer recruits, but the situation was made worse by his refusal to delegate authority and his disdain of teamwork. A shortage of munitions, the Shell Scandal of May 1915, became a major political issue in Britain under his watch.

By the end of 1915 Kitchener had been relieved of virtually all his posts, although he remained in the cabinet as a figurehead. He did not live to see the employment of the forces he had so painstakingly assembled. In June 1916 he was sent on a mission to Russia. Kitchener died en route on June 5, 1916, when his ship, the cruiser Hampshire, struck a mine in the North Sea near the Orkney Islands and sank.
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Lafayette Escadrille

U.S. volunteer unit in the French air service that operated from April 20, 1916, until February 18, 1918. Before the United States entered World War I in April 1917, a number of Americans served the Allied cause as volunteers. Dr. Edmund L. Gros, director of the American Ambulance Service, and Norman Prince, an American flying with the French air service, helped create the Escadrille Americaine (American Squadron, EA).

During April 20–28, 1916, seven Americans, including Prince and two French officers, were assigned to EA headquarters in Luxeuil. By December 1916, the French air service had changed the EA’s name to Lafayette Escadrille (Lafayette Squadron, LE), named for the Marquis de Lafayette who had fought in the American Revolutionary War. The formation of the unit had clear propagandist overtones. Indeed, many U.S. interventionists as well as French government officials hoped that the LE might help shift American public opinion from neutrality toward intervention in World War I.

A committee known as the Franco-American Flying Corps, later the Lafayette Flying Corps (LFC), had previously been formed to facilitate enlistment of Americans into the French air service. The LFC helped bring 200 Americans into the air service, but not all LFC members were part of the LE. The EA, officially designated unit N124, flew Nieuport 11 aircraft decorated with an Indian-head insignia.

By August 1916 eight additional pilots had joined, including Charles Nungesser, France’s third-leading ace of the war. The unit first went on patrol on May 13, 1916, in northeastern France. The first EA victory came on May 18, 1916, when Kiffin Rockwell downed a German plane. Later in May the unit moved near Verdun, but so many pilots were wounded that the French transferred it back to Luxeuil for additional training. On June 23 Victor Chapman became the first American aviator killed in the war. In all, the unit saw action for 113 days during the Battle of Verdun (February 21–December 15, 1916).

Other missions included the bombing of a Mauser rifle factory at Oberndorf-am-Necker and combat during the Somme Offensive (July 1–November 19, 1916) and the Nivelle Offensive (April 16–May 9, 1917), the latter two of which were undertaken in tandem with the French Group de Combat 13. During the Nivelle Offensive, American pilots undertook highly risky low-level aerial reconnaissance missions.

The feats of the early American pilots drew others to France. Nine LE and 56 LFC pilots were killed. Altogether the LE downed 57 German planes. By late 1916, 50 additional Americans had joined the LFC, and 4 more had joined the LE. The LE began flying Spad VII aircraft, and the unit was then redesignated S124. Over its 20 months of service, 11 LE pilots became aces. Many of the most famous were killed, including its three top aces: Raoul G. Lufbery (16 victories), David Putman (13 victories), and Frank Baylies (12 victories).

The LE was absorbed into the American Expeditionary Forces Air Service (AEFAS) on February 18, 1918, becoming the 103rd Pursuit Squadron. Most of its pilots served as instructors for the inexperienced AEFAS. In all, the LE flew more than 3,000 combat sorties and reported 39 confirmed victories; it is believed that the outfit was responsible for as many as 100 more, but they cannot be confirmed. Officially, 43 men were LE pilots, 9 of whom were killed in action. Their legacy was not only their service to France and the Allied cause but also helping to lay the foundation of U.S. airpower.
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Lawrence, Thomas Edward (1888–1935)

British Army officer, archaeologist, and writer who became widely known as “Lawrence of Arabia” for his exploits in the Middle East and his ability to write about them with great clarity and enthusiasm. Born on August 15, 1888, at Tremadoc, Caernarvonshire, in Wales, Thomas Edward Lawrence was the second of five illegitimate sons of Sir Thomas Chapman. Lawrence was about 10 years old when he learned of this, and some biographers believe that it left a permanent imprint on his personality.

After receiving a history degree at Jesus College, Oxford, in 1910, Lawrence traveled to the Middle East in the five years prior to World War I to prepare material for his graduate thesis on the architecture of Crusader castles. An expedition he accompanied to the Sinai in 1914, ostensibly to explore the area, was in reality designed to gain information for the War Office on military dispositions on the Ottoman frontier east of Suez.

On the outbreak of the Great War in 1914, Lawrence failed to meet the height requirement of 5 feet 5 inches for the army and was posted to the Geographical Section of the War Office. Sent to Cairo, he was attached to the military intelligence staff specializing in Arab affairs. In October 1916 he accompanied a mission to the Hejaz, where Hussein ibn Ali, sharif of Mecca, had proclaimed a revolt against the Ottoman Empire. The following month as a captain, Lawrence was ordered to become the political and liaison officer to Hus-sein’s son, Faisal, commanding an Arab force southwest of Medina.

Lawrence was instrumental in acquiring considerable material assistance from the British Army in Cairo for the Arab cause. Recognizing that the key to Ottoman control lay in the Damascus-Medina Railway, along which they could send reinforcements to crush the Arab Revolt, Lawrence accompanied Faisal and his army in a series of attacks on the railway, earning the name “Amir Dynamite” from the admiring Bedouins.
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British Army major T. E. Lawrence was a key figure in the Arab Revolt against the Ottoman Empire, his exploits earning him the sobriquet “Lawrence of Arabia.” (Photo by ullstein bild via Getty Images)

On July 6, 1917, Lawrence led a force of Huwaitat tribesman in the capture of the port of Aqaba, at the northernmost tip of the Red Sea. It became the base for Faisal’s army. From there, Lawrence attempted to coordinate Arab movements with the campaign of British lieutenant general Sir Edmund Allenby, who was advancing from Jerusalem in southern Palestine. This action led to Lawrence’s promotion to major.

In November 1917 Lawrence was captured at Deraa by the Ottomans while conducting a reconnaissance of the area in Arab dress. He underwent a short period of humiliating torture but escaped and was present at the Battle of Tafila (January 24–25, 1918). Lawrence, for all his flamboyant poses and his adoption of Arab dress, was never a leader of Arab forces; command always remained firmly in the hands of Emir Faisal. Lawrence was, however, an inspirational force behind the Arab Revolt, a superb tactician, and a highly influential theoretician of guerrilla warfare.

During the last two years of the war, Lawrence’s advice and influence effectively bound the Arab nations to the Allied cause, thereby tying down about 25,000 Ottoman troops who would otherwise have opposed the British Army. For his war service, Lawrence was awarded the Distinguished Service Order and was promoted to lieutenant colonel. Subsequently he was present at the capture of Damascus on October 1, 1918, returning to England the following month, where he was demobilized.

Unfortunately, despite all that he had done and endured, Lawrence witnessed the defeat of his aspirations for the Arabs when their seemingly incurable factionalism rendered them incapable of becoming a nation. Upon returning to England, Lawrence lobbied vainly against the detachment of Syria and Lebanon from the rest of the Arab countries as a French mandate. He also worked on his war memoir. In 1921 Lawrence was wooed back to the Middle East as adviser on Arab affairs to colonial minister Winston Churchill. After the Cairo political settlements regarding the Middle East, however, Lawrence rejected offers of further positions and left the government in protest.

In August 1922, Lawrence enlisted (under the name John Hume Ross) in the Royal Air Force but was discharged six months later when his identity was disclosed by a London newspaper. He then enlisted as T. E. Shaw in the Royal Tank Corps and transferred to the Royal Air Force in 1925, remaining with that service until he was discharged in February 1935. Lawrence died at Bovington Camp Hospital on May 19, 1935, following a motorcycle accident.

Lawrence became an almost mythic figure in his own lifetime. His reputation was to an extent self-generated through his own highly successful literary accounts, including his war memoir The Seven Pillars of Wisdom (1922) and lecture tours, assisted by his postwar research fellowship at Oxford University.

James H. Willbanks
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Lejeune, John Archer (1867–1942)

U.S. Marine Corps general. Born on January 10, 1867, at Old Hickory Plantation, Pointe Coupée Parish, Louisiana, John Archer Lejeune entered Louisiana State University in 1881 but was appointed to the U.S. Naval Academy in 1884, graduating as a midshipman in 1888. He was then assigned to the cruiser Vandalia, which sank in a typhoon at Apia, Samoa (March 16–17, 1889). Lejeune escaped injury, but 51 U.S. sailors died in the storm that wrecked three U.S. warships.

When Lejeune learned that he was to become a naval engineer because of his high grades (he graduated second in his class at the Naval Academy), he appealed to the secretary of the navy and won his case, being commissioned as a second lieutenant in the U.S. Marine Corps on July 25, 1890.

Lejeune then held a series of ship assignments and was promoted to first lieutenant in February 1892. He commanded the marine detachment on board the cruiser Cincinnati during the Spanish-American War (1898). Lejeune was promoted to captain in March 1899 and commanded the marine detachment aboard the Indiana-class battleship Massachusetts until 1900.

Following recruiting duty, during 1909–1903 Lejeune commanded the marine detachment at Pensacola. Promoted to major in March 1903, he then commanded the Floating Battalion of the Atlantic Fleet. Lejeune served in Panama, and from 1907 to 1909 he commanded the 1st Marine Brigade in the Philippines.

Promoted to lieutenant colonel in May 1909, the next year Lejeune became the first marine officer to graduate from the Army War College. After additional expeditionary duty, he commanded the Advanced Base Brigade during 1913–1914. Lejeune was promoted to colonel in February 1914 and took part in the 1914 occupation of Veracruz, Mexico, where he organized the brigade’s first motorized unit and also conducted the first U.S. Marine Corps air operations.

Appointed assistant to the commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps in 1915, on August 29, 1916, Lejeune was promoted to brigadier general. He lobbied both for increases in marine personnel and for deployment of marines to France following U.S. entry into the war in April 1917. That September, Lejeune assumed command of the marine barracks at Quantico, Virginia.

Lejeune deployed to France in June 1918. The senior marine in France, he asked American Expeditionary Forces (AEF) commander General John J. Pershing to establish a marine division. Pershing refused. Lejeune went on to prove himself an effective commander of a National Guard Brigade and then the 4th Marine Brigade in the 2nd Division in July. Only three days after Lejeune assumed the latter command, Pershing promoted the 2nd Division commander, Major General James C. Harbord, to command the AEF’s Services of Supply, and on July 29 Lejeune, who had been promoted to major general on July 1, took over from Harbord and became the first marine to command a U.S. Army division in combat.

Lejeune’s 2nd Division was considered one of the army’s best. The division distinguished itself in the Saint-Mihiel Offensive (September 12–16); in the Battle of Blanc Mont Ridge (October 3–10), where it breached the Siegfriedstellung (Siegfried Line, known to the Allies as the Hindenburg Line) and took more than 3,300 prisoners and 121 guns; and in the general Meuse-Argonne Offensive (September 26–November 11). Lejeune emerged from World War I as one of the most decorated U.S. officers. After the November 11, 1918, armistice, the 2nd Division moved into southern Belgium and then crossed into Germany, taking up occupation duties at Koblenz (Coblenz) until its return to the United States in July 1919.

Lejeune then resumed command of Quantico. In June 1920 he was appointed commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps. During three terms as commandant until March 1929, Lejeune emphasized education and modernization, established professional military schools for all ranks, adopted modern amphibious tactics, and strengthened the aviation sector of the U.S. Marine Corps. Many historians regard him as the architect of the modern U.S. Marine Corps.

Lejeune retired in November 1929 to become superintendent of the Virginia Military Institute in Lexington, Virginia. He held this post until 1937. In February 1942 he was promoted to lieutenant general on the retired list. Lejeune died in Baltimore, Maryland, on November 20, 1942. The U.S. Marine Corps installation of Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, is named in his honor.

Derek W. Frisby and Spencer C. Tucker
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Lenin, Vladimir (Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov) (1870–1924)

Russian revolutionary and political leader, author of the political doctrine known as Bolshevism, and founder of the Bolshevik faction of the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party (RSDLP) that wrested control of Russia via the November 1917 revolution. Born in Simbirsk, Russia, on April 22, 1870, Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov was the third of six children. The pseudonym “Nikolai Lenin” probably came from his paternal grandfather’s first name and the Lena River of Siberia, where he was later exiled for revolutionary activity. His paternal grandfather probably rose from the peasantry to lower-middle-class town dweller. His maternal grandfather, a physician of either German or Jewish descent, practiced medicine in St. Petersburg and became a serf-owning member of the landed nobility—a fact often suppressed in official Soviet histories. A year after Lenin’s birth, his father was appointed inspector of public schools for the Simbirsk district.

The Ulyanovs encouraged discipline, hard work, and diligence in school, and hence all their children were excellent students, including Lenin, who was an energetic and active youth. As a young man he had no interest in politics or economics, instead favoring Russian literature, Latin, Greek, history, and geography. Lenin started down the revolutionary path only after his older brother Alexander’s execution in 1877 for participating in a plot to assassinate Czar Alexander III as a member of the terrorist wing of the revolutionary populist movement Narodnia Volia (People’s Will).

Lenin idolized his older brother and, attempting to comprehend his motivations, abandoned the works of Ivan Turgenev for those of Nikolay Chernyshevsky, the leading radical Russian publicist of his time. Lenin also read Karl Marx’s Das Kapital for the first time in 1889. By then Lenin had been expelled from Kazan University, arrested, and exiled for participation in radical organizations and in a student demonstration. In 1891 he was permitted to take the law exams at St. Petersburg University as an external student; he passed the exam, earning his law degree with honors, and was admitted to the bar.
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Vladimir Lenin was the key figure behind the Bolshevik Revolution, which toppled the Russian Provisional Government in November 1917. Ruthlessly crushing all opposition, he withdrew Russia from World War I and imposed Marxist economic practices. (Photo by ullstein bild via Getty Images)

Steeped in the Jacobin traditions of the Narodnia Volia movement, in 1892 Lenin began to seriously contemplate Marxism and the feasibility of social democracy in Russia. Introduced to the writings of Georgi Plekhanov, considered the father of Russian Marxism, Lenin made his final separation from populism. He absorbed all he could from Plekhanov’s writings and applied to go abroad—telling the authorities that this was for health reasons—to study with the master, who was in exile, but his request was denied.

In 1893 Lenin moved to St. Petersburg and immersed himself in the debate between the two rival varieties of socialism—Marxism and populism—through involvement in workingmen’s literacy groups and Marxist study circles. He entered the debate on the correct path for Russia to enter socialist society by writing hand-printed pamphlets and leaflets, circulated among workers, and reviews of other Marxist writings. This intellectual activity helped him forge his own concept of socialism in Russia and gained him local attention as a gifted Marxist theoretician.

After a severe bout with pneumonia in 1895, Lenin received permission to travel abroad for his health. He spent four months during the spring and summer in Western Europe traveling to Germany, France, and Switzerland. He learned much about German social democracy and read a great deal of its literature. In Switzerland he met and conversed with exiled Russian Marxists, Plekhanov, and leaders of the Group for the Emancipation of Labor. Returning to Russia, Lenin visited Moscow, Vilna (Vilnius), and other towns, making contacts for the exiled group and establishing the organization Petersburg League of Struggle for the Emancipation of the Working Class. He even arranged to publish an underground newspaper, The Workers’ Cause.

Ready to go to press in December, the paper died at birth, seized by the police who arrested Lenin along with nearly all of his contacts in the newly founded Petersburg League. Lenin was sent to prison for a year and then into Siberian exile for three more years, where the state allowed his continued scholarly pursuits. He wrote and published a major theoretical work, The Development of Capitalism in Russia, during that time.

In exile, Lenin began developing his theory that the proletariat would not achieve revolutionary consciousness naturally, as Marx had believed. Lenin concluded that workers, particularly Russians, would not go beyond unionizing but would require a core of dedicated revolutionary intellectuals to guide them to socialism. For Lenin, the model social democratic party was the German social democrats of the 1890s, rigidly disciplined and centrally hierarchical. In 1900 Lenin began working to unify Russian social democracy under one banner, waging a war of words against those who sought to moderate the movement. In doing so, in 1902 he published his most famous political treatise, Shto Delat? (What Is to Be Done?), which served as a critique of evolutionary socialism but also provided the blueprint for the party organization that would provide the political structure of Soviet Russia.

When words failed to unite the party under his direction, in 1903 at the RSDLP’s Second Congress, Lenin split the party in two. Having managed to get his followers elected as the majority of the party central committee, he took the title “Bolshevik” (majority). In reality, the Menshevik (minority) had the majority of followers, but Lenin had controlled the voting.

Lenin spent the years between 1903 and 1917 as an émigré in Western Europe and patiently built up a Bolshevik following in Russia. Ever the pragmatist, he briefly returned to Russia after the 1905 revolution to find Bolsheviks unprepared, but even he failed to develop a coherent program to take advantage of the revolutionary ferment. It was the Menshevik faction that made the running, with Leon Trotsky as its most prominent representative. During the next 12 years Lenin focused on preventing the reunification of the RSDLP and preparing for a revolution that he never expected to see.

Living abroad in Switzerland, Lenin was again surprised in March 1917 when spontaneous strikes over food and rising inflation touched off revolution in Russia. Growing apprehensive over his ability to influence events, he gained German approval to transit Germany, Sweden, and Finland to Russia, arriving on April 16, 1917. In two speeches later known as the April Theses, he rejected cooperation with the provisional government, urged an end to the “predatory war,” and surprised his own followers by calling for “all power to the soviets”—which had been the Mensheviks’ rallying cry in 1905. At the same time, however, the Bolsheviks benefited from considerable sums of money secretly dispensed by the German government to foment revolution in Russia and bring an end to the war.

After a failed Bolshevik coup attempt in July 1917 (the July Days), Lenin went into hiding in Finland, from where he tried to direct Bolshevik affairs, urging the Central Committee to act. When the growing disintegration of the empire under the increasingly feeble provisional government reached a critical point, the Bolsheviks, practically prepared by Lenin’s surprising new collaborator Leon Trotsky, simply occupied the most strategic points in the capital and seized power on November 7, 1917. Lenin had only returned to Russia the night before. His role in the revolutionary takeover was to order it.

Once in power, Lenin promised peace to the war weary, land to the peasants, and control of production to workers. Initially the Bolsheviks refused to negotiate with Germany for an end to the war, following Trotsky’s slogan of “no peace, no war,” but Russia’s soldiers voted against the war by abandoning their positions when facing German advances. In March 1918 Commissar for Foreign Affairs Trotsky negotiated the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, which deprived the Bolsheviks of vast stretches of land and populations, including some of the most fertile regions of the former empire.

Lenin’s regime survived the tumult of revolution in the midst of war, war communism (pure communism), a civil war during 1918–1921, and foreign intervention through little more than his personal stature and reliance on the Bolshevik Party. As chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, he eclipsed all other Bolshevik leaders except perhaps Trotsky. And in fulfillment of Trotsky’s earlier prophecy, “the organization of the party [took] the place of the party itself; the central committee [took] the place of the party organization; and finally the dictator [took] the place of the central committee.”

Economic chaos forced Lenin to order a retreat from pure communism in his 1921 “New Economic Policy,” although he also initiated all the instruments of Bolshevik (Red) terror and had a hand in ordering the execution of former czar Nicholas II and his family. Lenin kept control of the new Soviet state until a series of debilitating strokes in 1922, and an incapacitating stroke in 1923 wrested it from his grasp. He died in Moscow on January 21, 1924.

Arthur T. Frame
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Lloyd George, David (1863–1945)

British Liberal Party leader and prime minister (1916–1922). Born on January 17, 1863, in Manchester, England, to Welsh parents, David Lloyd George grew up in Wales, where the family moved a year after his birth following the death of his father. Lloyd George began training and apprenticing as a lawyer with the Beese, Jones and Casson firm in Portmadoc and was admitted to the bar in 1884. Six years later he entered politics and was elected to the House of Commons as a member of the Liberal Party. Lloyd George became a member of the party’s radical wing, and he made his reputation as an articulate opponent of the Second Boer War (1899–1902) and as a strong advocate of progressive social reform.

A brilliant politician and gifted orator, Lloyd George rose quickly within the ranks of the Liberal Party. From 1905 to 1908, he served as president of the Board of Trade under the government of Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman. In 1908 Lloyd George was appointed chancellor of the exchequer, a position he held until 1915. In this post, Lloyd George promoted a progressive reform agenda. In 1909 he submitted the People’s Budget, whereby he sought to balance the budget, pay for extensive naval construction, and carry out radical social reform through sharp increases in taxes on land and a supertax on incomes above £3,000. The political struggle unleashed by the People’s Budget resulted in the Parliament Act (1911) that limited the power of the House of Lords, which had attempted to block its passage.

In the July Crisis of 1914 that followed the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria, Lloyd George hoped that Britain could stay out of a continental war, but he became an advocate of intervention following the German invasion of Belgium in August. From the beginning, Lloyd George realized that the war would demand a determined effort on Britain’s part. Prime Minister Herbert Asquith (1908–1916) initially took a business-as-usual approach toward the war effort, which Lloyd George strongly criticized.

To deal with the crisis occasioned by a shortage of munitions, in May 1915 Asquith appointed Lloyd George minister of munitions. In that post Lloyd George oversaw the reorganization of Britain’s war effort to meet the demands of total war. In June 1916 Lloyd George became minister of war. Increasingly dismayed by Britain’s conduct of the war, he helped to bring down the Asquith government in December 1916 and bring about his own appointment as prime minister.

As prime minister, Lloyd George sought to bring the same energy and dynamism to Britain’s larger war effort that he had brought to the country’s war economy. He created a five-member War Cabinet to oversee the effort. Central to Lloyd George’s efforts was Britain’s military strategy in the war. Appalled by the horrifying losses on the Western Front, he advocated a peripheral strategy directed against Germany’s allies, especially the Ottoman Empire. Such an indirect strategy, Lloyd George argued, would “knock out the props from under Germany.” This strategic preference brought him into conflict with Britain’s military leadership, including Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig, commander of the British Expeditionary Force in France, and General Sir William Robertson, chief of the Imperial General Staff.

[image: Tucker]

David Lloyd George became British prime minister in 1916. An energetic leader, he pushed for the creation of the Supreme War Council to better coordinate Allied resources, and he played a key role in the 1919 Paris Peace Conference. (Library of Congress)

No sooner had Lloyd George assumed the premiership than he was confronted with a series of major strategic developments: Germany’s resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare on February 1, 1917; revolution in Russia in March 1917; the entrance of the United States in the war on April 6, 1917; and widespread mutinies in the French Army in May and June 1917. In response to Germany’s resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare, Lloyd George, supported by U.S. authorities, forced a reluctant Admiralty leadership to adopt the convoy system, thereby helping to defeat the U-boat menace.

The overall strategic situation in early 1917, coupled with the desire not to repeat the bloodletting of 1916, led Lloyd George to prefer a defensive stance on the Western Front and to await the arrival of the American Expeditionary Forces before launching further offensives in France. He argued that any offensive action should come against Austria-Hungary or the Ottoman Empire rather than on the Western Front. Despite this preference, Haig and Robertson persuaded him to support another major offensive on the Western Front in 1917. The result was the Third Battle of Ypres, also known as the Passchendaele Campaign (July 31–November 10, 1917), that cost Britain 400,000 casualties, a result that horrified Lloyd George and further strained his relations with Haig in particular.

On November 7, 1917, Lloyd George won a victory over his generals with the creation of the Supreme War Council to coordinate Allied strategy. Further successes at the expense of his generals followed. In February 1918 General Sir Henry Wilson replaced Robertson, and in the crisis of the German offensives in the spring of 1918, French general of division Ferdinand Foch became supreme Allied commander on April 14. Lloyd George concurred with the reinforcement of the Western Front, even taking forces from the Middle East, in the desperate struggle in the spring. The Allies held, and in July they went on the offensive. On November 11, Germany signed the armistice.

Victory in the war was followed by victory in the general election of December 1918. The election, fought in the immediate aftermath of Britain’s triumph in the war and on a platform of “hanging the kaiser” and “making the Germans pay,” resulted in a decisive win for Lloyd George’s government, which now turned its attention to the postwar peace. Even before the 1919 Paris Peace Conference began, Great Britain had realized its major war aims: the defeat of Germany, surrender of the bulk of the German battle fleet, the removal of Germany as a major colonial rival, and the defeat of Germany’s bid for hegemony on the European continent.

At the peace conference, Lloyd George sought to consolidate Britain’s victory by steering a course between Wilson’s idealism and French premier Georges Clemenceau’s demand for a punitive peace. On most major issues of the conference, however, Lloyd George stood with Wilson, outvoting Clemenceau two to one. The remaining years of Lloyd George’s premiership were concerned with dealing with the legacy of World War I both at home and abroad. Among his most notable postwar achievements was the Government of Ireland Act of 1920, which ultimately paved the way for the creation of the Irish Free State in December 1921. Lloyd George resigned in October 1922.

Although he never again held public office, Lloyd George remained influential in the Liberal Party and in British politics. In 1940 he declined Prime Minister Winston Churchill’s offer of a cabinet post. On New Year’s Day 1945, Lloyd George was elevated to the peerage as Earl Lloyd George of Dwyfor, Viscount Gwynedd of Dyfor. He died in Ty Newydd, Wales, on March 26, 1945.
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Lost Battalion

U.S. military unit cut off during the Meuse-Argonne Offensive (September 26–November 11, 1918). Led by Major Charles Whittlesey, the battalion was a composite unit of Companies C and D of the 306th Machine-Gun Battalion, Company K of the 307th Infantry Regiment, and Companies A, B, C, E, G, and H of the 308th Infantry, all of the 77th Division. The ad hoc grouping was larger than a battalion in its entirety. During the Allied Meuse-Argonne Offensive, Whittlesey’s battalion was assigned the objective of the Charlevaux Road in the Argonne Forest.

On October 2, 1918, the unit slipped through an unmanned section of the German line, gaining its objective by the end of the day. During the night, however, the Germans shifted their lines, cutting the unit off from the rest of the Allied forces, and the next morning the Americans came under fierce German attack. Positioned on the side of Mort Homme (Dead Man’s) Hill next to the Charlevaux Road, for the next five days the unit was completely surrounded by the Germans and under constant attack by machine-gun fire, mortars, grenades, snipers, and ground assaults that included flamethrowers. The U.S. troops were low on ammunition and supplies and had no food or shelter readily available. Attempts by runners and carrier pigeons to reach the rear with messages initially failed, but the carrier pigeon Cher Ami, although seriously wounded, eventually delivered a message capsule providing the location.

An attempt at aerial resupply, one of the early such efforts in history, failed and resulted in the deaths of the airmen involved. U.S. Army pilot First Lieutenant Harold E. Goettler and his observer, Second Lieutenant Erwin R. Bleckley, both were subsequently awarded the Medal of Honor. These were the first Medals of Honor awarded for an air mission.

On the ground, Whittlesey’s unit still refused to surrender. On October 6, Whittlesey asked for volunteers to attempt to get through the German lines. Three men volunteered; two of them soon returned, but Private Abraham Krotoshinsky managed to reach friendly lines after crawling for more than seven hours through the German lines (at one point a German officer unknowingly stepped on his hand). Actually, relief efforts had been under way for several days, and another aircraft reported the unit’s correct position. The Germans were driven back at the end of October 7, and that night the Lost Battalion was rescued.

Only 194 men of the battalion emerged from the ordeal unscathed. The unit sustained 111 killed in action and 199 wounded, missing, or captured. Three members of the unit—Whittlesey and Captains George McMurtry and Nelson Holderman—received the Medal of Honor. Krotoshinsky received the Distinguished Service Cross, as did many others. Whittlesey committed suicide several years after the end of the war. The story of the battalion became popular after the war, inspiring the classic silent movie The Lost Battalion (1919) and a remake in 2001 as well as many books.
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Ludendorff, Erich Friedrich Wilhelm (1865–1937)

German Army general and first quartermaster general. Born in Kruszczewina, Prussia, on April 9, 1865, to a family of small businessmen, Erich Friedrich Wilhelm Ludendorff chose a military career, entering the cadet school at Lichterfelde in 1879. He was commissioned a lieutenant on April 15, 1882, assigned to the 57th Infantry Regiment at Wesel. In 1887 he was assigned to the Seebatallion (marines) at Wilhelmshaven and the next year to serve in the 8th Leib Grenadier Regiment at Frankfurt an der Oder. Ludendorff was promoted to first lieutenant in July 1890.

In 1893 Ludendorff attended the Kriegsakademie (War College), and the following year he was assigned to the Great General Staff in Berlin. In March 1895 he was promoted to captain, and in 1896 he assumed command of a company in the 61st Infantry Regiment at Thorn. In 1900 Ludendorff was assigned to the staff of the 9th Infantry Division at Glogau, and in July 1902 he was promoted to major and assigned to the V Army Corps at Posen (today Poznań, Poland) and then to the staff of the IV Army Corps at Magdeburg. In 1904 he was assigned to the General Staff in Berlin. Ludendorff worked in Department II, responsible for deployment and mobilization plans. In 1908 he became head of the department, the most prestigious position except that of chief of the General Staff.

The high-strung and strong-willed Ludendorff proved to be a difficult subordinate. Charged with refining and improving the Schlieffen Plan in the years before the war, he became convinced that Germany lacked sufficient trained manpower to defeat the French in a rapid campaign. Ludendorff insisted that the government raise additional forces, and when this suggestion met disapproval, he bypassed his superiors and initiated contact with politicians in an effort to influence the budget. That the German political system could not bear the cost of additional units was something he never considered. To Ludendorff, it was simply a matter of will. The response was a transfer to a regiment in Düsseldorf, safely away from Berlin. A year later he was given command of a brigade in Strassburg (Strasbourg) and promoted to major general, but his mobilization orders as quartermaster general (assistant chief of staff) of the Second Army indicated that he was still persona non grata in Berlin.
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Erich Ludendorff was first quartermaster general of the German Army during 1916–1918. He directed the great German offensives on the Western Front during March-July 1918 that are named for him. (Library of Congress)

When war came in August 1914, fortune smiled. While serving as the quartermaster general of Karl von Bülow’s Second Army, Ludendorff during the confusion of the German attack on Liège took command of the operation and received the surrender of the city. Germany had its first war hero, and Kaiser Wilhelm II personally decorated him with Prussia’s highest award, the Pour le Mérite, the second awarded in the war.

Meanwhile, the situation on the Eastern Front, where two Russian armies threatened to break through German defenses, appeared perilous, and the high command recalled from retirement General Paul von Hindenburg, a phlegmatic, no-nonsense, even cautious officer, to command the Eighth Army there. Ludendorff became Hindenburg’s chief of staff. The situation would demand all of Ludendorff’s brilliance and capability for superb staff work. The two generals met for the first time en route to East Prussia.

The situation that the two generals confronted on the Eastern Front was threatening and risky but by no means hopeless. Plans had already been worked out by the Eighth Army’s able operations officer, Colonel Max Hoffmann, and Ludendorff and Hindenburg put these into effect. The German Army then routed the Russians at the Battle of Tannenberg (August 26–31, 1914) and the First Battle of the Masurian Lakes (September 8–15). These impressive victories electrified Germany and cemented Ludendorff’s reputation as a military genius, bringing him promotion in November to lieutenant general.

Demoralized by the bloody stalemate on the Western Front, Germans came to lionize Hindenburg and Ludendorff as an invincible duo. For Ludendorff, who grew increasingly critical of the war on the Western Front, the lack of success there reflected a lack of will. He called for total war. Convinced of his judgment, his vocal criticism of the war effort mounted, and he campaigned endlessly against those who opposed him.

The apostle of total war got his chance when Kaiser Wilhelm, staggered by the losses at Verdun and Romania’s entry in the war, sacked chief of staff of the army General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn and appointed Hindenburg, already a field marshal, in his stead. Ludendorff became first quartermaster general of the German Army and was promoted to general of infantry. Shocked by the matériel superiority of the Allies and convinced that the civilian leadership lacked the will to prosecute the war to the fullest, Ludendorff initiated the Hindenburg Program. Largely a military takeover of the economy, including compulsory labor coupled with a ruthless exploitation of occupied territories, the unpopular program was a failure that sapped morale on the home front.

In the military arena, Ludendorff concluded that German defensive operations were too rigid and costly, and he introduced new tactics emphasizing an elastic defense in-depth. To free divisions in order to provide for a strategic reserve, he carried out a massive shortening of German lines. In early 1917 in Operation ALBERICH, Ludendorff evacuated German forces from the Noyon salient to previously prepared positions, known as the Siegfriedstellung (to the Allies, the Hindenburg Line). This gave the army a shorter defensive front and released 13 divisions for redeployment on the Eastern Front.

Ludendorff recognized that the strategy of the war had become one of attrition. With its inferior resources compounded by the strangling British naval blockade, Germany could not win the war on this basis. Believing that time was running out for Germany, Ludendorff convinced Hindenburg that Germany had to husband resources for a knockout blow on the Western Front. Shortening the lines to free up units, stepping up the Hindenburg Program, and wrapping up the war on the Eastern Front would free the resources needed for the decisive blow.

Convinced that only total effort could achieve victory, Ludendorff shrank from nothing. Accepting the German Navy’s contention that a return to unrestricted submarine warfare would drive Britain from the war within six months, Ludendorff urged its adoption, knowing full well that the United States would most likely then enter the war. Accepting this gamble, he severely underestimated both U.S. military potential and the speed with which U.S. resources could be brought to bear.

The United States indeed declared war in April 1917, and U.S. forces were soon arriving in France. Only the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia in November (October by the Russian calendar) 1917 and that country’s sudden departure from the war (to which Ludendorff had contributed by assisting Vladimir Lenin in his return to Russia and providing massive financial assistance) brightened an otherwise dismal picture. By now there were voices of opposition in Germany to Ludendorff’s escalating bullying and excessive authority. Hardly an area of German life remained outside his grasp by 1918. The kaiser loathed and feared Ludendorff but could not stand up to him.

Ludendorff contemptuously dismissed peace initiatives and war weariness as manifestations of a lack of will. He spared no one, including himself and his family. Two of his stepsons fell in combat, losses that, if anything, hardened his resolve. He relentlessly attacked those who opposed his measures, including Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg, whom Ludendorff forced from office by mid-1917.

Believing that a negotiated peace was impossible, a belief fed indirectly by his own draconian demands upon the hapless Russians, Ludendorff cobbled together the resources for one last great push, the Ludendorff (Spring) Offensives of 1918. By stripping units from the Eastern Front, he increased his strength on the Western Front by 30 percent. Unfortunately for his plans, he still left too many men on the Eastern Front. Nonetheless, entire divisions trained in new infiltration tactics used surprise and mobility to bypass Allied strongpoints to emerge behind their lines into the open. Germany had few tanks, however. Ludendorff belittled their importance and dismissed his soldiers’ fear of them as lack of will.

Ludendorff’s first 1918 offensive, code-named Operation MICHAEL, began on March 21. Its object was a single offensive breakthrough. The blows were to fall on the British portion of the front. His intention was to drive that nation from the war, forcing the French to sue for peace. Although badly shaken, the Allies held against a series of offensives. The German drives petered out, owing to a lack of reserves and supplies. Ludendorff could not make good his losses. From the Second Battle of the Marne, the tide of war definitively turned against Germany.

Ludendorff collapsed under the stress. He had lost his second son in the offensive, and on occasion his ravings against defeatists and incompetent civilians turned into uncontrollable tantrums. On September 28 he informed Hindenburg that Germany must seek an immediate armistice, and the German government accepted the inevitable. When Ludendorff later publicly reversed his position about Germany’s ability to continue the war, the kaiser forced his resignation.

Ludendorff’s postwar career tarnished his reputation. Fearing Allied revenge, he fled temporarily to Sweden. He wrote his memoirs, blaming Germany’s defeat on his foes and their lack of will. He railed at the new German Republic and his new enemies, the Jews, Jesuits, Freemasons, and communists, whom he blamed for “stabbing Germany in the back.” He became the darling of the extreme Right, marching with Adolf Hitler during the November 1923 Beer Hall Putsch. Ludendorff’s views and demons grew more extreme, and he fell to bickering with Hitler and even his former wartime comrades. Ludendorff publicly broke relations with each of them in turn. In 1935 he published The Total War, reversing Karl von Clausewitz’s dictum and arguing that politics must serve war. Ludendorff died on December 22, 1937, in Tutzing, Bavaria, shortly after declining Hitler’s offer of promotion to field marshal with the dismissive words “a field marshal is born, not made.”

Michael B. Barrett
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Ludendorff Offensives (March 21–July 18, 1918)

Germany’s last attempt to win World War I through military means. The five separate attacks that the Germans launched—at Saint-Quentin (March 21–April 5), Lys (April 9–29), Chemin des Dames (May 27–June 6), Noyon (June 9–15), and Second Marne (July 15–18)—did not achieve the desired results. Although three of the five achieved some of the most impressive tactical gains of World War I, the campaign as a whole was a failure on the operational level of war, and at the strategic level it left Germany in a far worse position.

By late 1917, German Army chief of staff Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and his first quartermaster general (de facto chief of staff), General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff, had come to the conclusion that the war would be lost or won on the Western Front. This was the very proposition of former chief of staff General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn, which they had argued against from 1914 through 1916. During the preparations for the defensive battles of 1917, however, the army high command, Oberste Heeresleitung (OHL), had come to understand that they had miscalculated Germany’s military situation.

Senior German military leaders on the Western Front were divided on the issue. The two principal army group commanders, General of Infantry Crown Prince Wilhelm of Prussia and Field Marshal Crown Prince Rupprecht of Bavaria, were convinced that Germany could no longer win a military victory. They wanted to make peace, even if it meant giving up Belgium. Ludendorff, however, was unwilling to make any concessions for a negotiated peace, especially if this meant giving up control of the Belgian coast. But the latter was a nonnegotiable strategic imperative for Britain.

After more than three long and brutal years of attrition warfare, the Germans still had a slight advantage over the Allies in manpower. The German victory at Riga during September 1–3, 1917, effectively took Russia from the war, which allowed the Germans to transfer forces to the Western Front. In the autumn of 1917 the German Army shifted 35 divisions with their organic artillery and more than 1,000 heavy guns. That put some 194 of Germany’s 251 divisions on the Western Front, giving it roughly an 18-division superiority over the Allies at the start of 1918.

The window of slight superiority was closing rapidly, however, and time was running out for the Germans. Through a series of political and strategic blunders, most notably the resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare in early 1917, the United States had joined the war on the Allied side.

With U.S. troops starting to pour into Europe, the Germans would be vastly outnumbered by mid-1918. Thus, Rupprecht’s chief of staff Lieutenant General Hermann von Kuhl, chief of staff of the Fourth Army colonel Fritz von Lossberg, and Ludendorff’s replacement as chief of staff on the Eastern Front Major General Max Hoffmann all saw no alternative but to attack. Lossberg wrote to Ludendorff at the time that “The war can be decided in our favor only through an offensive.”

While the OHL continued to debate whether or not to attack and if so where, none of Germany’s political leaders had any say in the decision. On September 19, 1917, Ludendorff told the army group and army chiefs of staff that a major attack on the Western Front was out of the question. But on October 23 the chief of the OHL Operations Section, Lieutenant Colonel Georg von Wetzell, issued a strategic estimate of the situation in which he argued that the only viable strategy was “to deliver an annihilating blow to the British before American aid can become effective.”

Wetzell estimated that the offensive would require 30 divisions, which could be freed up in two ways: first by shortening Army Group Crown Prince Wilhelm’s front by withdrawing to a rearward position called the Gudrun Line, which would release up 15 divisions, and second by withdrawing 15 more divisions from the Eastern Front. (The plan eventually expanded to 67 divisions.) Ludendorff approved the concept almost immediately.

On October 25 Rupprecht sent Ludendorff an estimate of the situation that argued against a major offensive and recommended only limited counterattacks, possibly in the Armentières area. Ludendorff, however, decided that the Germans had to attack in force, but he still had not decided where, how, or when. His key advisers were even more divided on those questions than on the primary question of whether or not to attack.

On November 11 Ludendorff met at Rupprecht’s headquarters in Mons with Wetzell, Kuhl, and Crown Prince Wilhelm’s chief of staff, Major General Friedrich von der Schulenberg, but they failed to reach a decision. Ludendorff then ordered the initial development of an entire set of courses of action and issued his basic planning guidance. The decision on where, how, and when would be made later.

Ludendorff held his second major planning conference with the army group chiefs of staff at Kreuznach on December 27, 1917. Again no final decision was made, but Ludendorff said that the balance of forces on the Western Front would be in Germany’s favor by the end of February, making it possible to attack in March. At the conclusion of the conference, the OHL issued a directive to the army groups to plan in detail and start preparing a complete array of operations spanning almost the entire Western Front. The completed plans would be due on March 10, 1918.

As the planning progressed, two basic sets of options emerged as the most viable. An attack in the north directly against the British main strength was designated Operation GEORG. An attack farther to the south, along the general line of the Somme River, was designated Operation MICHAEL. The objective of MICHAEL was to attack the southern wing of the British Army, separate the British and the French, and then pivot to the north and roll up the British from the flank.

Ludendorff announced his final decision at the Avesnes Conference on January 21, 1918. Setting the tone for the entire meeting, he made his famous comment that “We talk too much about operations and too little about tactics.” Summarizing the various options, Ludendorff ruled out Operation GEORG as too dependent on the weather because of conditions of the ground in Flanders. A late spring in the area might delay the start of the attack until May, which was far too late for Ludendorff. Operation MICHAEL, then, on both sides of Saint-Quentin was the decision. As the OHL minutes of the meeting summarized, “Here the attack would strike the enemy’s weakest point, the ground offered no difficulties, and it was feasible for all seasons.”

Ludendorff clearly intended to win the war with one decisive battle, what the Germans called the Vernichtungsschlacht, the battle of annihilation. During the planning leading to Operation MICHAEL, Ludendorff specifically rejected any notion of sequential operations and cumulative effects, which are the cornerstones of the operational level of warfare. Operation MICHAEL was launched on March 21, 1918, and achieved the most spectacular tactical gains in World War I to that point.

By the start of April, however, it was clear that Operation MICHAEL would not meet its operational, let alone strategic, objectives. Ludendorff then decided to shift to the north immediately and hit the British again. But much of the force required for Operation GEORG had been drawn off for Operation MICHAEL, meaning that if the Germans wanted to attack again immediately they would have to scale down the plan significantly.

The Germans launched the much-reduced Operation GEORGETTE on April 9, 1918. As with MICHAEL, it initially made impressive tactical gains, but GEORGETTE too ran out of steam before it accomplished anything operationally significant. By the end of April the Germans had little to show for their two great offensives other than two huge salients that actually required more manpower to defend. Moreover, the French had shifted a significant portion of their reserves north to support the British, making another major assault in the north all but impossible.

Having failed to achieve his objectives, Ludendorff nonetheless believed that he had no alternative but to retain the initiative by attacking the Allies again. The British remained the primary strategic target, but because an attack in the north was now out of the question, Ludendorff decided to launch a major attack in the French sector with the specific objective of appearing to threaten Paris. That, he hoped, would draw the Allied reserves down to the south. Once the northern sector was sufficiently weakened, the Germans would shift rapidly back to the north and deliver the final knockout blow to the British. That final offensive would be called Operation HAGEN.

On May 27, 1918, the Germans launched their third massive offensive along the Chemin des Dames. Again, the attack, Operation BLÜCHER, was a spectacular tactical success—indeed too successful. The attack’s original objective was the high ground south of the Vesle River. The Germans exceeded that objective on the first day of the attack. Rather than following the original plan, however, Ludendorff fell victim to his own success and ordered his forces to keep driving toward the Marne River, apparently threatening Paris. It was a fatal mistake.

By the time Operation BLÜCHER ended in early June, the Germans had yet another huge salient of ground to defend and hold. Furthermore, the anticipated number of Allied reserves had not been drawn off from the north, and the German forces were now hopelessly out of position to execute Operation HAGEN.

Ludendorff followed through with two more offensives in the sector of the huge salient created by Operation BLÜCHER. The objective of Operation GNEISENAU was to shorten the German line between Noyon and Montdidier. Hastily prepared and launched on June 7, GNEISENAU was a complete failure on even the tactical level. Ludendorff responded by ordering a huge two-pronged offensive to cut off the city of Reims, which was just on the east side of the salient created by Operation BLÜCHER. Ludendorff was sure that the threat to Reims would force the French to shift their reserves. A few days after cutting off Reims, the Germans would then rapidly shift back to the north and execute Operation HAGEN.

Launched on July 15, 1918, Operation MARNESCHUTZ-REIMS (the Second Battle of the Marne) was the last German offensive of the war. As with Operation GNEISENAU, it too was a tactical failure. Even worse, the Allies turned it into an operational reverse by launching a counteroffensive on July 18.

Caught by surprise, the Germans were slowly and methodically pushed back into the salient created by Operation BLÜCHER. By the end of the first week in August, they had been pushed back to their starting point north of the Chemin des Dames. More significantly, by the third day of the Allied counteroffensive the Germans had to face the fact that they would never be able to launch Operation HAGEN. From July 18 until the end of the war, the Germans were continually on the defensive.

Instead of the one great assault that Ludendorff envisioned, the Germans mounted five large offensives during the spring and early summer of 1918, and they were planning and preparing a sixth offensive. Rather than integrated elements of a comprehensive campaign, though, the five offensives were launched individually and repulsed individually. Three of the five battles were brilliant tactical successes, but the campaign as a whole was an operational failure, which led to strategic disaster for Germany. One of the greatest failings of the campaign was the inability of the German high command to sequence the offensives in such a way that their cumulative effects achieved the final objective.

Another major failing of the campaign was the fact that Ludendorff opted for force-on-force attacks, which pitted the Germans against the Allied strength. The Allies, especially the British, had a significant vulnerability that might have yielded better results if that vulnerability, rather than the main British forces, had been the objective. The British logistics system was extremely vulnerable and very fragile. Almost all British supplies entered the continent through six ports, three in the north of their sector and three in the south. Almost everything from the ports moved by rail, and the rail network in the British sector was shallow.

There were two key choke points in the British rail network: the rail center at Amiens in the south and the one at Hazebrouck in the north. Almost all British supplies had to travel through those two centers, and there were very few work-arounds. The British themselves were only too well aware of these vulnerabilities and had multiple contingency plans to withdraw from the continent in the event that either or both rail centers fell.

The Germans, for some reason, never seemed to grasp the significance of these two critical logistics nodes. During Operation MICHAEL, the Germans came within 10 miles of Amiens; during Operation GEORGETTE, they got within 6 miles of Hazebrouck.

On the tactical level of war, the Ludendorff Offensives are significant in military history because they saw the first major application by the Germans on the Western Front of what became known as storm troop tactics or, more correctly, infiltration tactics. The artillery tactics were new too, with the fire planning for all five attacks being done by Colonel Georg Bruchmüller, brought in from the Eastern Front for just that purpose.

David T. Zabecki

Further Reading

Essame, Hubert. The Battle for Europe, 1918. London: Batsford, 1972.

Holmes, Richard. The Western Front. New York: TV Books, 2000.

Middlebrook, Martin. The Kaiser’s Battle, 21 March 1918: The First Day of the German Spring Offensive. London: Penguin, 1978.

Paschall, Rod. The Defeat of Imperial Germany, 1917–1918. Chapel Hill, NC: Algonquin, 1989.

Passingham, Ian. The German Offensives of 1918: The Last Desperate Gamble. Barnsley, UK: Pen and Sword, 2008.

Pitt, Barrie. 1918: The Last Act. New York: Ballantine, 1963.

Wynne, Graeme. If Germany Attacks: The Battle in Depth in the West. London: Faber and Faber, 1940.

Zabecki, David T. The German 1918 Offensives: A Case Study in the Operational Level of War. London: Routledge, 2006.

Lusitania, Sinking of (May 7, 1915)

British passenger liner, the sinking of which by a German submarine off the southern coast of Ireland created a diplomatic crisis between the United States and Germany. Built by John Brown and Co. of Clydebank, Scotland, and launched in 1906, the Lusitania entered service on August 26, 1907, as one of a pair of large four-funnel Cunard Line vessels (the other being the Mauretania, which entered service several months later) designed for the prestigious North Atlantic run. The Lusitania was built with a government subsidy, which required that it be made available for Admiralty use in times of national need and that all its officers and at least half its crew be members of the Royal Naval Reserve or the Royal Naval Fleet Reserve. Both sister ships were constructed with reinforced decks to allow emplacement of up to a dozen 6-inch guns for service as armed merchant cruisers.

When built, the Lusitania was the largest ship in the world. Of 31,550 gross register tons, the ship displaced 44,060 tons. It was 787 feet in length and 87 feet in beam and was capable of a maximum speed of 26.7 knots. The first British four-stacker, the ship was also the world’s first quadruple-screw steamer and the first ship to exceed 30,000 tons. It also boasted the most luxurious interiors afloat. The Lusitania had a passenger capacity of 2,198 with a crew of 850.

Dubbed the “Greyhound of the Seas,” the Lusitania made its maiden voyage from Liverpool to New York on September 7, 1907. It quickly took the Blue Riband for the fastest Atlantic crossing and traded that honor with the Mauretania during the course of 100 round-trip voyages. When the war began, the Lusitania was determined to be too large for service as an armed merchant cruiser and remained in Cunard service.

Partially in response to the tightening British blockade of Germany, Germany declared a war zone around the British Isles on February 4, 1915, warning that any ship within this zone risked submarine attack. A growing number of merchant and naval vessels fell to German torpedoes in the months that followed.

On the morning of May 1, 1915, as the Lusitania prepared to sail for Liverpool on its 202nd crossing, the German embassy published a warning in New York newspapers that Atlantic passengers sailed into the declared war zone around Britain at their own risk. Despite the warning, the Lusitania carried more than 1,200 passengers (its highest total since the war began, although still 1,000 under its capacity) and a crew of about 700. Senior Cunard captain William Turner was in command.

German Navy lieutenant Walther Schwieger had navigated his submarine U-20 from Emden, Germany, a day earlier, bound for the busy approaches to Liverpool to enforce the declared war zone. During the next week, the U-20 traversed the North Sea around both Scotland and Ireland and entered the Irish Channel. On May 6, 1915, the U-20 sank two small British merchant steamers and, with only three torpedoes remaining, began to retrace its route back to Germany.

The Lusitania received several wireless warnings of submarine activity ahead as it approached Ireland. The ship operated under standard Admiralty rules to avoid the coast and steer a midchannel course, maintain speed (though to save coal not all its boilers were in service), mount extra lookouts (which were in place), preserve wireless silence (only partially accomplished), maintain a zigzag course (which it was not doing when struck), and arrive off Liverpool with the tide to allow quick entry into the busy port.

Schwieger sighted the Lusitania at 1:20 p.m. off the Old Head of Kinsale, Ireland, and fired one torpedo, which struck the liner almost directly under the bridge. The resulting explosion was followed shortly by another larger blast. The Lusitania sank by the bow in just 18 minutes. Few lifeboats were launched because of the steep angle of the sinking hull. Rescue vessels steamed from nearby Queenstown, but of the 1,959 people on board, only 764 survived. Nearly 100 children were lost, as were 128 of 197 Americans on board. The Lusitania wreck lies about 300 feet down near the Irish coast.

A British Board of Trade investigation in June determined that Cunard and the ship’s master made significant mistakes but that the vessel was lost because of Germany’s policy of torpedoing ships without warning. Turner continued to captain smaller Cunard vessels, although Schwieger was lost with the U-88 in September 1917.

The sinking created a propaganda blitz of attacks on Germany for killing defenseless civilians. A Lusitania medal that had been designed by German medalist and sculptor Karl Goetz as a limited-circulation German criticism of the Cunard Line for trying to continue business as usual during wartime was subsequently reissued in exact reproduction by the British government in the thousands as anti-German propaganda. Goetz put an incorrect date, May 5, on the medal for the sinking, and in the leaflet accompanying their medal, the British claimed this as proof of German premeditation.
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The British Cunard passenger liner Lusitania was torpedoed and sunk by a German U-boat on May 7, 1915, off the south coast of Ireland, while en route from New York to Liverpool. It resulted in the loss of 1,200 lives, 128 of them American, and almost brought the United States into the war in 1915. (Library of Congress)

Controversy abounds over the disaster. The second and larger explosion after the torpedo struck was almost definitely from loose coal dust igniting, not exploding cargo. Germany maintained that the Lusitania was armed (guns had not been mounted) and that it carried military cargo (small-arms ammunition were not on the cargo manifest, but the ship was indeed carrying munitions: at least 1,248 cases of 3-inch artillery rounds, 4.2 million rounds of rifle ammunition, and 18 cases of nonexplosive fuzes) or soldiers (none on board). The Lusitania was sailing under secret instructions ordering its captain to ram any submarines on sight and to this degree could indeed be considered an enemy warship. Accusations that the British Admiralty conspired to set up the Lusitania as a target to bring the United States into the war still circulate, although there is no proof to support such claims.

The sinking led to outrage in Britain and the United States and an immediate crisis in U.S.-German relations. The British government hoped that the Americans would declare war, and just five days after the sinking London released a report detailing German atrocities in Belgium. Some U.S. newspapers did urge that the United States declare war, but President Woodrow Wilson, although he was shocked by what had occurred, set himself firmly against such a course. During a speech in Philadelphia on May 10 he declared that “There is such a thing as a man being too proud to fight. There is such a thing as a nation being so right that it does not need to convince others by force that it is right.”

On May 13 the United States dispatched a note to Germany emphatically upholding the “indisputable” right of Americans to sail on the high seas and demanding that Berlin disavow the act and pay reparations. Berlin replied that the passengers had been warned and asserted that the ship had been carrying munitions and thus was not entitled to noncombatant status and that the destruction of the ship was an act of “self-defense.”

A second note from Wilson on June 9 was sufficiently strong that an alarmed Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan, who feared that it might lead to war, resigned from the cabinet. His departure at this juncture created the impression of a division in the cabinet and thus probably weakened Wilson’s hand. Bryan was indeed much criticized in the press for his decision. Robert Lansing succeeded Bryan as secretary of state.

Further diplomatic exchanges between Washington and Berlin ensued, including a third note on July 21, but not until February 1916 did Berlin agree to assume liability for the U.S. losses and pay an indemnity. Washington did not consider the matter closed, and it dragged on until the U.S. declaration of war against Germany in April 1917.
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Marne, First Battle of the (September 5–12, 1914)

Decisive series of engagements fought between Paris and Verdun along the Marne River during the German invasion of France at the beginning of World War I. By late August, the German advance still reflected the outline of the Schlieffen Plan, which assumed correctly that the French would react to war with an offensive aimed to recover Alsace and Lorraine. While the Germans held their left flank with two weak armies, the five larger armies of their right wing swept through Belgium and northern France. In front of them the shattered French armies and the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) retreated, generally in good order. By September 1 the Germans were within 30 miles of Paris, prompting government evacuation.

French Army commander General of Division Joseph J. C. Joffre had maintained good communications with his subordinate commanders, and he sought an opportunity for a counterattack. Around Paris he constituted a new Sixth Army to guard the capital while he regrouped his remaining armies along the Somme-Verdun line.

Fortunately for the Allied side, the strain of war in the form of extended logistics, inadequate command and control, and human exhaustion began to exert a significant effect on German operations. Although the original German plan had called for some 59 divisions in a right wing north of Metz and 9 divisions for a southern left wing, chief of the General Staff Colonel General Helmuth von Moltke had modified the ratio of forces by placing some 55 divisions on the right flank and 23 south of Metz. As the offensive progressed, forces from the right wing were detached to deal with fortresses at Antwerp and Maubeuge. Believing that Allied defeat was imminent, Moltke also ordered two corps (5 divisions) to the Eastern Front, where Russian mobilization had occurred faster than the Germans had anticipated. Thus, the remaining forces on the German right wing were weaker than Schlieffen had planned. The Germans were also exhausted after continuous marching and fighting over 300 miles, whereas the French could rely on their excellent railroad system and interior lines to shift forces and bring up reserves.

Perhaps more critical to German operations were inadequate communications systems that failed to provide Moltke with timely or accurate information from the front. Moltke remained at his headquarters in Luxembourg, more than 200 miles from the front, and lost touch with his commanders, leading to German failure to exploit operational opportunities at decisive points in the offensive.
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This disintegration began when aggressive German First Army commander Colonel General Alexander von Kluck ordered his army to swing east of Paris to roll up the flank of the retreating French Fifth Army. Kluck’s speed of advance moved him far ahead of the other German armies and exposed his right flank to the French Sixth Army and the Paris garrison. Unaware of the true situation, Moltke ordered Kluck to guard the flank of Colonel General Karl von Bülow’s Second Army, an action that caused the First Army to move south of the Marne River on September 4.

The Allies quickly identified the exposed German flank in aerial reconnaissance and radio intercepts. Joffre was concerned about attacking prematurely until the Fifth Army was out of danger and the BEF could be induced to rejoin the battle. He planned the attack for September 6, but General of Division Joseph Gallieni, military governor of Paris, ordered the Sixth Army of more than 150,000 men to attack Kluck’s exposed corps on September 5. As Kluck turned to deal with this threat, he moved the First Army northwest and away from Bülow, an action that opened a gap of almost 30 miles between the two German armies.

Meanwhile, the remaining French armies held the line to the east, attacking or defending where needed to contain any German breakthrough. The battle along the Marne was fought between seven German and eight Allied armies in an area little more than 100 miles wide. At one point, the French called upon the Paris garrison to rush 6,000 reserves to the front in hastily requisitioned taxicabs and buses.

Because he closely coordinated the actions of his forces, Joffre quickly identified an opportunity to exploit the gap between the German armies using the battered Fifth Army and the BEF. On September 9 the BEF crossed the Marne and moved unopposed into the gap, but cautious British commanders failed to exploit the opportunity to strike deep into the German rear.

Frustrated by inadequate communications, on September 8 Moltke sent a General Staff officer, Lieutenant Colonel Richard Hentsch, forward to coordinate the actions of his army commanders. Hentsch arrived at Bülow’s headquarters just as the German Second Army flank was being turned by the French Fifth Army and as the BEF threatened Kluck’s rear. Hentsch approved Bülow’s request to retreat and in Moltke’s name ordered the First Army to withdraw to the Aisne River to avoid envelopment. The battle had been lost for the Germans. During September 10–12 the Germans conducted a 40-mile fighting withdrawal to the Aisne River, where they halted and made defensive preparations.

Moltke, meanwhile, was at the end of his tether. Relieved on September 14, he was replaced by General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn, although the appointment was not announced for some weeks lest it appear to the German public that the Battle of the Marne had been a defeat. Soon both sides began extending their front over 200 miles from Switzerland to the sea.

The First Battle of the Marne was one of the most important battles of military history. Sometimes called the “Miracle of the Marne,” the battle was a strategic victory for the Allies and was the closest the Germans ever came to victory. Without this Allied victory, there would have been no second chance. Casualties in the battle amounted to more than 250,000 men on each side. The First Battle of the Marne ended hopes on both sides for a short war and opened the way to the longer struggle of stalemate.
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Marne, Second Battle of the (July 15–18, 1918)

With the failure of its Operation GNEISENAU (the Noyon Offensive) in June 1918, the German Army no longer had the slightest chance of winning a military victory in World War I. Each of General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff’s four great offensives since March had only left the German Army more weakened and more extended, with larger sections of front line to man and defend. Germany’s strategic situation was in fact desperate. By the middle of June the Americans had 20 divisions in France, and each of these was twice as large as a European division and could field three times the actual trench strength of the understrength German divisions. Ludendorff, however, still could not bring himself to abandon his grand scheme of driving the British Expeditionary Force off the continent, which he was convinced would cause a general Allied collapse. The plans for that attack, Operation HAGEN, remained on the books, and Ludendorff still believed that he could somehow muster the necessary forces to win the war.

Before the Germans could launch Operation HAGEN, however, they had to address two immediate problems. Although Operations BLÜCHER (the Chemin des Dames Offensive) and GNEISENAU had managed to draw some of their strong reserves south of the Somme River, the Allies were still too powerful in the north for HAGEN to succeed. More immediately, the German forces in the huge salient caused by the BLÜCHER attack were daily becoming weaker. With no major rail line under German control into the salient and with major road networks and waterways running in the wrong direction, the Germans could not supply those forces. Ludendorff thus had no alternative but to attack again in the same sector.

Almost as soon as Operation GNEISENAU ended, the German high command, Oberste Heeresleitung (OHL), sent Crown Prince Wilhelm’s army group the warning order to begin preparing another massive offensive. The overly ambitious plan called for a double envelopment of the French city of Reims, which was on the eastern base corner of the salient created by the BLÜCHER offensive. By threatening to cut off Reims, Ludendorff was convinced that the Allied supreme commander, General of Division Ferdinand Foch, would be forced to pull all of his remaining reserves from Flanders. Capturing Reims also would give the Germans control of the Reims-Soissons rail line that ran through the center of the BLÜCHER salient, thereby easing the severe logistics problem in that sector. Ludendorff planned, within days of cutting off Reims, to shift rapidly to the north and launch Operation HAGEN.

The attack around Reims would be the farthest south and east of all the great German 1918 drives. It was in a location where the overall frontline trace ran east and west, which meant that the Germans would be attacking from north to south. West of Reims a large section of the front line ran along the Marne River. Colonel General Max Hans von Boehm’s Seventh Army would have to start its attack with a deliberate river crossing. East of Reims in Champagne, the Marne was anywhere from 12 to 20 miles south of the line of departure. General of Infantry Bruno Julius Karl von Mudra’s First Army and Colonel General Karl von Einem’s Third Army would have to attack over relatively open ground and then conduct a hasty crossing of the Marne. The western wing of the First Army also had the mission of conducting a holding attack against the front of Reims itself.

The official name of Ludendorff’s fifth great drive was Operation MARNESCHUTZ-REIMS. The operation’s cover name, the one the German troops heard, was Friedensturm (Peace Offensive). It was an unfortunate code name, because it gave German troops in the trenches the impression that it would be the last attack and would end the war. On the French side, General of Division Paul Maistre commanded the Center Army Group occupying that sector of the front from Château-Thierry to the Argonne, commanding from left to right the Sixth, Fifth, and Fourth Armies. General of Division Jean-Marie-Joseph DeGoutte commanded the Sixth Army; General of Division Henri-Mathias Berthelot’s Fifth Army was at the tip of the BLÜCHER salient, while General of Division Henri Joseph Eugène Gouraud’s Fourth Army held the ground east of Reims. The overall correlation of forces gave the attackers an advantage, with 48 German divisions facing 36 French divisions.

As with Noyon, the Germans failed to achieve the same level of surprise they had for the attacks in March, April, and May. The Germans had sufficient time to prepare, but the conditions did not favor secrecy. Short, bright nights aided Allied observation, and the prevailing northeasterly winds carried the sounds from the German lines. Once again, the OHL put Colonel Georg Bruchmüller in charge of the artillery planning and preparations. Although he managed to mass 6,353 German guns to only 3,080 Allied guns, this did not match the tube superiority ratios of the earlier attacks.

As early as July 1, the French had anticipated the German attack. On the night of July 14, a French trench raid captured a German prisoner with a gas mask who seemed intent on keeping it. He ultimately divulged that the attack was scheduled to commence the following morning, with the artillery preparation starting at 1:10 a.m. The French immediately issued orders, and at midnight their artillery began an enhanced program of harassing and interdicting fire. At 1:20 a.m., 10 minutes after the beginning of German artillery preparation, the French artillery began a full-scale counterpreparation, the intensity of which caught the Germans by surprise. At 4:50 a.m. the German infantry started moving forward behind a double creeping barrage. East of Reims, the attack included 20 tanks: 14 German and 6 captured British. Although the direction of the wind favored the attackers, it was too strong and quickly dissipated the effects of the German gas.

West of Reims, the French counterpreparation almost immediately separated the Seventh Army’s infantry from their creeping barrage. The infantry attack stalled, but the barrage kept moving forward on schedule. French fire also disrupted the German bridging operation. As the engineers struggled to build the bridges under heavy fire, small groups of infantry crossed the Marne in boats. For the most part, they landed in the wrong locations and had little support because they could not get their artillery across. After the third try, the Germans got some bridges across the river. By nightfall on July 15, they had some six divisions on the south bank but hardly any artillery. The bridgehead was then about 12 miles wide and 3 miles deep. At that point the French artillery, working in conjunction with their air force, began concentrating on the bridges to cut off the German force on the south bank.

East of Reims, the German First and Third Armies encountered far heavier French artillery fire than anticipated but almost no resistance on the ground. Despite taking stiff casualties from the French fire, the German infantry advanced rapidly at first. At about 7:30 a.m. their creeping barrage reached its maximum range and lifted. The attackers then found themselves facing a fully manned zone defense that hardly had been touched by the preparation or the barrage. The Germans had walked into a trap.

Knowing the exact timing of the attack, troops of Gouraud’s Fourth Army had abandoned their frontline positions except for a light security force. They reestablished the main line of defense along their intermediate position, between their first and second sets of trench lines. The massive German artillery preparation had mostly struck empty ground.

Operation MARNESCHUTZ-REIMS was already a failure by nightfall of July 15. The fighting, however, dragged on through the next day. Ludendorff knew he was not going to accomplish another spectacular land grab, but he still believed that he could scare the Allies into shifting their theater reserves if the Germans took Reims. He ordered the Third Army on the east flank to halt its attack and the Seventh Army on the west flank to consolidate its gains. Early on July 17, the OHL began shifting much of the reinforcing artillery away from the Seventh Army to support the First Army’s attack on Reims.

Early on July 18, however, the French launched a surprise counterattack. Two French armies, General of Division Charles Mangin’s Tenth Army and DeGoutte’s Sixth Army, heavily augmented with U.S. divisions, hit the BLÜCHER salient on both sides of Château-Thierry. That was exactly the same area that the OHL had stripped of most of the reinforcing artillery the day before. This time the French had a 2.3 to 1 tube superiority. They also committed almost 750 tanks.

The French counterattack spelled the end of Operation MARNESCHUTZ-REIMS and also aborted Operation HAGEN. After July 18, 1918, the Germans never again regained the initiative in the Great War. By August 3, the Germans had been pushed back to their original May 27 starting line for Operation BLÜCHER. The slightly more than two weeks of fighting cost the Allies 160,000 casualties and the Germans 110,000 casualties and 600 irreplaceable guns.
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Masurian Lakes, First Battle of the (September 8–15, 1914)

One of the initial series of battles in East Prussia between Russian and German armies that initiated action on the Eastern Front in World War I. Conducted between September 8 and 15, 1914, the First Battle of the Masurian Lakes occurred shortly after the Russian defeat at Tannenberg (August 26–31).

Outnumbering the defending German Eighth Army waiting behind the north-south line of the Masurian Lakes by nearly two to one, Russian general Yakov Zhilinski’s Northwestern Front, consisting of General Pavel Rennenkampf’s First Army in the north and General Aleksandr Samsonov’s Second Army in the south, entered East Prussia on August 15, 1914. Between the two Russian armies lay a countryside strewn with natural obstacles: forests, rolling hills, marshes, and the Masurian Lakes that canalized the Russian advance and forced their deployment on relatively narrow fronts, slowing their march and diffusing their mass. Zhilinski failed to establish effective communications between the two armies to synchronize their actions, and, making coordination even worse, the two army commanders refused to communicate with each other, allegedly because of ill feelings between them dating from the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–1905.

These Russian command failings allowed German colonel general Paul von Hindenburg, who had replaced Colonel General Max von Prittwitz as Eighth Army commander following the latter’s panic after his defeat at the Battle of Gumbinnen (August 20), to throw his Eighth Army against Samsonov, routing the Second Army at Tannenberg, while Rennenkampf essentially dawdled after his victory at Gumbinnen. Hindenburg was then free to shift his entire forces southward and turn them against the Russian First Army.

Having failed to support the Second Army at Tannenberg, Rennenkampf had spent the end of August deploying his army in defensive positions stretching from the Baltic coast to the northern end of the Masurian Lakes. His troops were well rested and entrenched but were spread too thin, with 12 divisions covering a front of more than 80 miles and 4 reserve divisions concentrated to meet an expected German attack from the fortress of Königsberg. Reinforced from the west with two corps, Hindenburg and his chief of staff, Major General Erich Ludendorff, planned a two-pronged attack against the Russians. Four corps were to pin their main positions in the north, and two corps were to strike and break through the thin Russian lines near the lakes.

The Eighth Army opened its attack on September 8, 1914, with the Russian line holding against the attack in the south. By September 9, the holding attack in the north had also ground to a stop. However, on that day the German corps under General of Infantry Hermann von François, after marching 80 miles in four days, crashed through the southern end of the Russian line. Rennenkampf, fearing that his army would be cut off, ordered a general retreat. Leading the retreat in a near panic, Rennenkampf had sufficient presence of mind to order a sacrificial spoiling attack with two divisions directly at the German center. Driving the German XX Army Corps back in disarray and leaving the flanking units exposed, the Russians’ suicidal attack caused Ludendorff to hesitate and halt Eighth Army’s pursuit.

The remainder of the First Army was allowed to escape, clearing East Prussia of all Russian forces. The Germans suffered some 40,000 casualties, but Russian losses were much higher, on the order of 100,000 men (70,000 killed or wounded and another 30,000 taken prisoner), along with some 150 guns, huge quantities of supplies, and nearly half its transport. A Russian counterattack during September 25–28—the Battle of Nieman—retook much of the ground lost in the First Battle of the Masurian Lakes.

In his headlong retreat, Rennenkampf severed all communication with General Zhilinski, leaving the army group commander completely unaware as to the First Army’s whereabouts. Eventually, reports reached him that Rennenkampf had abandoned his army and fled to the Russian fortress of Kovno, farther to the rear than anyone expected. Within days of the retreat, Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, supreme commander of Russia’s armed forces, relieved Zhilinski of his command at the end of September; however, Rennenkampf’s friends at court were able to protect him from the grand duke’s wrath.

On the other hand, as a consequence of Tannenberg and the Masurian Lakes victory, Hindenburg and Ludendorff were lionized in Germany. In 1916, Hindenburg succeeded General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn as chief of the German General Staff, and Ludendorff became his first quartermaster general.
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Meuse-Argonne Offensive (September 26–November 11, 1918)

Having seized the initiative after the failure of the German Ludendorff Offensive (March 21–July 18, 1918), Allied commander in chief Marshal Ferdinand Foch planned one great pushing action along the entire front from Ypres to Verdun. His goal was to expel the Germans from France by winter with the plan to win the war the next spring. The offensive was scheduled to begin in the last week of September, with Foch determined to prevent the Germans from carrying out a phased withdrawal in which they could destroy communications and matériel. The German high command’s refusal to sacrifice the huge stores collected behind the front lines contributed to Allied success by delaying the withdrawal of its armies.

Foch’s plan called for a pincer movement with the objective of capturing Aulnoye and Mézières, the two key junctions in the lateral rail system behind the German front. The loss of either of these would seriously affect the German withdrawal. Foch assigned to the British Expeditionary Force the northern thrust against Aulnoye. The American Expeditionary Forces (AEF) received the task of driving on Mézières. At the same time, the Flanders Army Group of Belgian, French, and British forces would drive on Ghent, while the French armies in the Oise-Aisne region would push all along their front to support the main pincer attack.

AEF commander General John J. Pershing decided to make his major effort between the heights of the Meuse on the east and the western edge of the densely wooded Argonne Forest. The designated attack area of about 20 miles was across difficult terrain, broken by the central north-south ridge that dominates the Meuse and Aisne River Valleys. Montfaucon, Cunel, and Barricourt were heavily fortified, and the Germans, who were now masters of defensive warfare, had also created an elaborate defense in-depth of three separate strong belts, backed up by a fourth less well-constructed line. These took full advantage of the wooded, difficult terrain of the Argonne Forest region. Pershing hoped to be able to push through the German defensive lines, break into the open territory beyond these, strike at the German flanks, and, in a coordinated drive with the French Fourth Army to the American left, cut the vital Sedan-Mézières railroad line.

Pershing’s plan was greatly complicated by the fact that several hundred thousand French troops had to be moved out of the assembly areas and the AEF moved in. Thanks to the brilliant staff work of assistant chief of staff, G-3 (Operations), for the First Army Lieutenant Colonel George C. Marshall, more than 400,000 members of the AEF and 2,700 guns from the Saint-Mihiel Offensive of September 12–16, 1918, were repositioned across the rear of the attacking army and ready for the commencement of the offensive on September 26. Still, this meant that many untested U.S. divisions would be in the forefront of the attack.

The Meuse-Argonne Offensive was the largest operation for the United States in the war, ultimately involving some 1.2 million AEF personnel. The offensive included the U.S. First Army, initially commanded by Pershing, of three corps (10 divisions) attacking abreast, with General of Division Henri Joseph Eugène Gouraud’s French Fourth Army on its left. At first the defending German forces numbered only 5 divisions, but during the course of the offensive these increased to some 450,000 men of General of Cavalry Georg von der Marwitz’s Fifth Army of Army Group Gallwitz.

Pershing’s dispositions called for each of his three corps to have three divisions in line and one in corps reserve. On the left was I Corps (from left to right the 77th, 28th, and 35th Divisions, with the 92nd Division in reserve). It was to advance paralleling the French Fourth Army to its left. The center was held by V Corps (from left to right the 91st, 37th, and 79th Divisions, with the 32nd Division in reserve). Pershing planned that V Corps would strike the decisive blow. Holding the AEF right was III Corps (from left to right the 4th, 80th, and 33rd Divisions, with the 3rd Division in reserve). It was to advance up the west side of the Meuse River. Eastward across the Meuse, the American front extended in direct line some 60 miles; this part of the line was held by the French IV and II French Colonial Corps and the American IV Corps in the Saint-Mihiel sector.

Supporting the First Army were nearly 4,000 guns, two-thirds of which were manned by American artillerymen. Pershing had 190 light French Renault tanks, mostly with American personnel. He also had some 820 aircraft, 600 of them flown by Americans. The offensive would see the first significant employment of the Browning Automatic Rifle in battle by the Americans and the French.

The first phase of the offensive occurred from September 26 to October 3. The attack began on September 26 at 5:30 a.m., with the AEF advancing seven miles in the first two days. Circumstances forced the Americans to undertake frontal assaults against the well-entrenched Germans, who on September 29 were reinforced by six new divisions. Although the Americans sustained heavy casualties, they managed to penetrate the first two German lines. Supply shortages, lack of tank support, and inexperience all stopped the American forces before the third German line, however.

In the second phase of the offensive, October 4–31, the attack was renewed, this time against 20 German divisions. Again, there was no room for maneuver. The inexperienced American divisions that had led the first phase were replaced by veteran units, which slowly ground their way forward despite heavy American casualties, especially from German air attacks of the frontline troops. First Army air units retaliated with bombing raids against German assembly areas for counterattacks.

Despite insufficient numbers of troop replacements, American penetrations forced the Germans to bring up reserves from other parts of the Western Front, aiding Allied advances elsewhere. Two notable incidents during this phase of the campaign were the fight of the so-called Lost Battalion of the 77th Division (October 2–7) and the heroics of Corporal Alvin C. York. Meanwhile, French premier Georges Clemenceau, not understanding the difficulties facing the Americans and the necessity of costly and slow battering-ram tactics, tried without success to have Pershing relieved of command.

On October 16, the AEF’s Second Army commenced operations at Toul in the Saint-Mihiel sector. The Second Army was commanded by Lieutenant General Robert Lee Bullard. Pershing took command of the new army group of two armies, while Lieutenant General Hunter Liggett commanded the First Army. Following American breakthroughs of the Siegfriedstellung (Siegfried Line, known to the Allies as the Hindenburg Line), by the end of October the Argonne had been largely cleared of Germans. The American advance here facilitated that of the French Fourth Army on the American left to the Aisne River.

Before the third and final phase of the offensive during November 1–11, new American divisions replaced those that were worn out, new roads were constructed and existing ones were improved, and the supply system was also revamped. Most Allied units serving with the AEF were also withdrawn. Before resumption of the offensive, long-range 14-inch naval guns mounted on railway cars hurled 1,400-pound projectiles some 25 miles against the German positions. Also, 41 tons of gas shells drenched the Bois de Bourgogne and neutralized 9 of the 12 German artillery batteries there.

On November 1, First Army units began the assault of the now-strengthened fourth German defensive line. Penetration was both rapid and spectacular. In the center of the front on the first day, V Corps advanced some six miles and captured Buzancy, forcing German units west of the Meuse to make a hasty withdrawal. During the night of November 3 the 2nd Division advanced five miles, clearing the Bourgogne Forest and enabling the installation of long-range artillery capable of shelling the railroad stations at Longuyon and Montmédy, through which the Germans were attempting to withdraw men and equipment. A juncture also occurred of the AEF with Gouraud’s French Fourth Army on its left flank.

By the evening of November 6, elements of I Corps reached the Meuse opposite the southern part of the city of Sedan, 21 miles from their starting point a week earlier. This enabled the Allies to deny the Germans access to the Sedan-Mézières railroad, the chief goal of the campaign. Allied commander in chief Foch now shifted the First Army’s left boundary eastward so that the French Fourth Army might capture Sedan, erasing the stain to French honor that had occurred with the French surrender there in September 1870. American units were closing up along the Meuse and east of the river and were advancing toward Montmédy, Briny, and Metz when the armistice went into effect on November 11.

More than 1.2 million members of the AEF had taken part in the 47-day Meuse-Argonne Offensive, which was the largest battle in terms of numbers of men engaged in American history to that time. In his report on the offensive, Pershing noted that 22 American and 4 French divisions had engaged and defeated 47 German divisions, representing 25 percent of Germany’s divisional strength on the Western Front. Although the Germans had suffered some 100,000 casualties (including 26,000 taken prisoner) and lost 847 guns and some 3,000 machine guns, losses for the attackers had also been heavy. The First Army sustained some 117,000 casualties (18,000 dead); this figure is close to half of all U.S. battlefield losses in the war.
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Moltke, Helmuth Johannes Ludwig von, Count (1848–1916)

German Army general and chief of the German General Staff at the outbreak of World War I. Helmuth Johannes Ludwig von Moltke was born to a noble family on May 25, 1848, in Gersdorff, Mecklenburg. Often referred to as “Moltke the Younger,” he lived in the shadow of his famous uncle, Helmuth Karl Bernhard von Moltke (known as “Moltke the Elder”), architect of the military victories that led to the establishment of the German Empire.

Moltke the Younger entered the Prussian Army in the 86th Füsilier Regiment at Flensburg and the next year was assigned to the 7th Grenadier Regiment at Liegnitz. Commissioned lieutenant in September 1870, he saw service in the Franco-Prussian War (1870–1871). After service in the 1st Guards Regiment, he entered the Kriegsakademie (War College) in Berlin in 1875. Upon completion of his studies, in 1878 he returned to the 1st Guards Regiment. Two years later he was assigned to the Great General Staff in Berlin.

Moltke was promoted to captain in April 1882 and to major in October 1888. In 1889 he was assigned as adjutant to his uncle at the General Staff and in 1901 as aide-de-camp to Kaiser Wilhelm II, where Moltke’s knowledge of military science was deemed less important than his interest in the arts and occult religions. An “organization man” with the right name, Moltke was promoted to lieutenant colonel in January 1893 and to colonel in August 1895. During 1896–1899 he commanded the 1st Guards Grenadier Regiment in Berlin. Promoted to major general on March 25, 1899, he took command of the 1st Guards Infantry Brigade at Potsdam. Promoted to lieutenant general on January 27, 1902, he assumed command of the 1st Guards Infantry Division in Berlin. In 1902 he was adjutant to Wilhelm II and then in February 1904 became quartermaster general (assistant chief of staff) to German Army chief of staff Colonel General Alfred von Schlieffen.
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Colonel General Helmuth von Moltke was chief of the German General Staff at the onset of World War I. His strategic decisions before the war in modifying the Schlieffen Plan may have cost Germany the chance for a quick victory over France in 1914. (Library of Congress)

Upon Schlieffen’s retirement, the kaiser appointed Moltke as his successor on January 1, 1906. The appointment shocked Moltke, who fully admitted that his personal shortcomings and lack of self-confidence did not suit him for the demands of the position. He was promoted to general of cavalry on October 16, 1906, and to colonel general on January 27, 1914.

As chief of staff of the army, Moltke inherited the problem of how to defend Germany simultaneously against two major powers on different fronts. Schlieffen had planned to meet this challenge by concentrating the vast bulk of German resources against France, with only a weak force to hold a slow-moving Russia until France could be defeated. The invasion of France would be carried out through Belgium. Emphasis would be on the right wing, which would sweep up the English Channel ports and Paris and then smash the French armies against German Lorraine. Moltke’s challenge was to turn what many believed was an academic concept into a viable operational plan that included logistical and political considerations largely ignored by his predecessor.

Moltke’s efforts from 1906 to 1914 reflected the changing strategic situation and caused him to modify (or dilute, according to his critics) the original concept. As new units came on line, he changed the ratio of forces between the left and right wings by strengthening the left wing to rebuff an anticipated French thrust into Alsace and Lorraine. Whereas Schlieffen planned for 59 divisions north of Metz, Moltke deployed 55; to the south, where Schlieffen had called for only 9 divisions, Moltke placed 23.

Moltke also decided to respect Dutch neutrality, thereby forcing the two largest flank armies into a constricted area of maneuver that necessitated the capture of Liège to clear their path. Austria-Hungary, moreover, demanded additional troops to face Russia, which had recovered faster than expected from its defeat in the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905). Considering these new conditions, one might argue that Moltke should have scrapped the whole concept rather than implement a compromised version.

As early as 1912, however, Moltke had urged a preventive war. He saw a general European war as inevitable and believed that it was better to fight before Russia had completed its military expansion and new strategic railway network that would render the Schlieffen Plan meaningless. Recent historians, including Annika Mombauer and David Fromkin, have argued that during the July Crisis of 1914 preceding the outbreak of World War I, Moltke took the lead in pushing for war.

Certainly, just before the outbreak of the Great War when Kaiser Wilhelm II contemplated fighting only Russia, Moltke did act decisively. He confronted the kaiser and insisted that failure to implement the complex war plan would mean that Germany would be defeated before a shot was fired; it simply could not be done. The kaiser replied, “Your uncle would have given me a different answer.”

Moltke’s performance during the war clearly validated his own reservations over his abilities in high command. In the early fighting from his headquarters in Luxembourg, he failed to exercise effective control over the seven German field armies on the Western Front and one army on the Eastern Front. Then on August 25 with the western offensive well under way, Moltke detached five divisions from the critical right wing and sent them to East Prussia, where the Russians had moved faster than anticipated. These divisions, which could have been used to advantage in the key First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12, 1914), were in transit when the Battle of Tannenberg (August 26–31) occurred.

Moltke then abandoned his usual noninterventionist leadership style and instructed his commanders to push the Allies away from Paris to the southwest, resulting in the pivotal First Battle of the Marne, although Moltke issued no orders whatsoever to his commanders during September 5–9.

Moltke, his nerves shattered and profoundly depressed, sent a General Staff officer, Lieutenant Colonel Richard Hentsch, on a liaison mission, probably entrusting him with full authority to make operational decisions. By September 9, Hentsch had directed a German withdrawal from the Marne. This ended all hopes of a rapid German victory in the war.

On September 14, 1914, the kaiser removed Moltke from his post, replacing him with General Erich von Falkenhayn, although news of the replacement was delayed. Falkenhayn officially acted as Moltke’s deputy until the appointment was divulged to the press on November 3 in order to avoid the impression that the Battle of the Marne had been a German defeat. Moltke died of a heart attack in Berlin on June 18, 1916.
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Naval Blockade of Germany

The British naval blockade was a primary factor in the defeat of Germany in World War I. The implementation of blockades, whereby naval vessels prevent an enemy nation from receiving overseas supplies in an attempt to damage its war effort, had been a common practice for Great Britain in time of war since the 18th century. The potential of such a blockade, however, was not apparent to British planners in the prewar years when they drafted strategic plans for a possible conflict with Germany. This planning resulted from diplomatic and military factors that surfaced in the years between the mid-19th century and World War I.

The great expansion of international law that protected neutral rights at sea proved to be a hindrance to the employment of blockades. The 1856 Declaration of Paris, which was the product of the Congress of Paris that ended the 1854–1856 Crimean War, placed restrictions on belligerents that instituted blockades. Great Britain supported this arrangement largely from the desire to placate the war’s most powerful neutral, the United States, which championed the rights of neutrals through its call for freedom of the seas. Critics at the time rightly maintained that in case of a future war with a continental European power, the agreement allowed neutral merchantmen to transport supplies having a military purpose, known as contraband, to a neutral European port. Once there, the goods could be transported to the belligerent power and thus subvert any blockade.

The ability of Great Britain to institute a blockade in wartime was further eroded by the 1909 Declaration of London. This agreement specified lists of items that were either absolute contraband, meaning munitions of war that were always open to seizure; conditional contraband, including all goods that might be used for a military purpose; or commodities that could never be seized in time of war. The agreement greatly limited the use of naval blockades in the age of total war, when all goods contributed to a country’s war effort. It also further hindered Britain’s future ability to implement a blockade through the abolition of the doctrine of continuous voyage when applied to conditional contraband. The doctrine of continuous voyage held that goods destined for an enemy but consigned to a neutral port were open to seizure.

Despite the fact that the British Parliament did not ratify this agreement, the British government felt compelled to uphold it, since it had initiated the conference in an effort to enhance the security for British trade in times of war when Britain was a neutral power. The Declaration of London therefore magnified the problem posed by the Declaration of Paris through the abolition of the doctrine of continuous voyage.

These laws undermined any future British blockade of Germany. Although Britain could seize all merchant ships sailing through the North Sea for Germany, naval strategists noted that neutral commerce, even in contraband items, would continue unabated to those countries contiguous to Germany, and the onus of proof of destination rested with Britain rather than with the neutral. Germany would simply import contraband supplies from these countries.

The second factor stemming from the growth of neutral rights in time of war that hindered the use of blockades was that of its definition. The Declaration of Paris set forth the principle that a blockade, in order to be a legitimately recognized instrument in terms of international law, had to consist of a force strong enough to prevent access to the ports or coast of an enemy. In essence, a blockading power had to position a large number of ships within proximity of the coast in order to accomplish this condition.

Naval officials viewed this stipulation as problematic. They had little faith in the traditional close blockade of an enemy’s shores because of technological innovations such as the torpedo. A blockaded nation could break up a close blockade consisting of larger, more powerful vessels through the use of small ships armed with these weapons. Mines, submarines, and more accurate coastal artillery could also permit a country to fend off blockaders.

The British had not resolved these problems at the outbreak of World War I in 1914, but they nevertheless implemented a blockade because their war plans still attached some importance to it. The blockade was conducted in two theaters: the Mediterranean Sea and the North Sea. In the Mediterranean, a British squadron stationed at Gibraltar policed traffic with the aid of the French Navy. These activities, however, paled in comparison to those in the North Sea, which was the principal theater for the blockade.

Upon the outbreak of war in August 1914, the British immediately instituted a blockade of the North Sea. By early November, the British had declared it to be a war zone; all ships entering the North Sea would do so at their risk.

The blockade of the North Sea consisted of two separate forces. One was the Dover Patrol that sealed off the Dover Straits through the use of minefields, cruisers, and destroyers. The other more significant force was the 10th Cruiser Squadron under the command of Rear Admiral Dudley De Chair.

The 10th Cruiser Squadron’s mission was to intercept all ships trying to pass through the northern entrance to the North Sea and to send any vessels suspected of carrying contraband for Germany into a port for examination. De Chair’s force initially consisted of eight of the oldest cruisers of the Grand Fleet, which were poorly suited to the task of chasing down more modern ships attempting to run the blockade. Indeed, in many cases neutral vessels managed to outdistance their pursuers. This problem was exacerbated by the confusion of the prewar years in terms of how to implement a blockade under the Declaration of Paris in an age when naval weapons made such an effort either extremely costly or impossible.

Indecision in the British Admiralty meant that there was no clear definition at the outbreak of the war of where this force should conduct its patrols. To prevent the heavy losses that would ensue from a close blockade of Germany’s shores, the British chose to violate the Declaration of Paris and operate the patrol between an area north of Aberdeen, Scotland, to the coast of Norway in the vicinity of Jutland. This position exposed the squadron to German submarine attack and resulted in the sinking of a cruiser on October 15, 1914. The force was consequently withdrawn farther north to a patrol line that extended from the Shetland Islands to the coast of Norway, where it remained for the rest of the war.

Upon the resolution of where to conduct the blockade came the replacement of the old cruisers by 23 armed merchant cruisers in December 1914. These warships were civilian-owned vessels that were taken over by the government and equipped with light guns. Armed merchant cruisers were much faster than the obsolete cruisers they replaced, enabling the force to run down any vessel that tried to flee from the blockaders.

Despite this improvement, the efforts of the squadron in 1914 did not produce the desired results. Although German commerce in its own merchant ships virtually ceased, it was clear that the European neutral powers were shipping contraband goods to Germany by utilizing their own ships calling at their own ports. Substantial quantities of these goods flowed from the United States, which at that time was a neutral power.

This lackluster British performance continued in 1915. Germany’s war effort, although experiencing some hardship on the home front from increasing British restrictions, was largely unaffected, as goods continued to pass through via neutral countries. The reason for the ineffectiveness of the blockade was Whitehall’s reluctance to openly contravene the Declaration of London. Prime Minister Herbert Asquith’s government, and particularly Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey, had championed this agreement and the power of international law in general and therefore hesitated to compromise its principles or anger the United States, which supplied not only Germany but also Great Britain. Meanwhile, the blockading force was endangered by mines, rough weather in the patrol area, and submarine attack. Each of these threats claimed one merchant cruiser of the squadron during 1915.

These losses and the continuing poor results from the squadron created great diplomatic pressure on the Asquith government to reform the administration of the blockade. Calls for change came not only from political opponents of the Asquith administration in Parliament but also from the Royal Navy. Admiral John Jellicoe, commander of the Grand Fleet, called for stricter measures, viewing the loss of armed merchant cruisers as senseless waste caused by the blockade’s ineffectiveness.

The first significant step toward a tighter blockade came in early 1916 when the Asquith government yielded and created the Ministry of Blockade, which immediately produced stricter blockade procedures that were tightened further after December 7, 1916, when David Lloyd George succeeded Asquith as prime minister. Unlike Asquith, Lloyd George favored any measure that would prosecute the war more vigorously. The powers of the Ministry of Blockade were strengthened enormously in April 1917 when the United States entered the war on the side of the Entente.

These developments produced a far more effective blockade, even though many of the policies of the Ministry of Blockade, such as imposing restrictions on the tonnage of goods shipped to the European neutral states, contravened international law. Even so, by 1917 wartime necessity overrode considerations of international law, as Germany still remained relatively unaffected and the war was exacting an increasingly grievous toll in manpower and equipment. These measures bore fruit by the end of 1917, as the German civilian sector reached the point of collapse and the army was undersupplied because far fewer supplies were penetrating the blockade.

This feat came at great cost to the 10th Cruiser Squadron. In 1916 the force, now under the command of Rear Admiral Reginald Tupper, lost another ship in a battle with the German raider Greif, while 3 more ships were lost in 1917 to submarine attack. On December 8, 1917, the 10th Cruiser Squadron was disbanded and its remaining ships assigned to convoy duty. The squadron had intercepted and boarded 12,979 vessels at sea and failed to prevent 642 ships from running the blockade, at a cost of 9 ships sunk and the loss of 1,165 officers and men. In March 1918 a giant minefield, the Northern Barrage, replaced the squadron. By this point, however, the blockade was a diplomatic rather than military endeavor.

The United States was the greatest supplier of all the European neutrals. Its entry into the war meant that neutral powers could be forced not to trade with Germany on pain of having their own supplies decreased or cut off altogether. New administrative machinery to institute punitive measures made this threat much more viable. In December 1917, the Allied Blockade Council was created in an attempt to organize a unified policy among the Entente Powers and the United States toward blockade matters. This body proved to be quite effective in closing some of the few remaining loopholes that allowed some goods into Germany.

The blockade contributed to economic ruin and widespread unrest within Germany that ultimately led to the final collapse. The blockade was not lifted entirely until July 12, 1919, when the German government ratified the Treaty of Versailles.
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Nicholas II, Czar of Russia (1868–1918)

Emperor of imperial Russia and last of the Romanov dynasty that ruled Russia for more than 300 years. Born on May 16, 1868 (the feast day of Job the Sufferer), Nicholas Alexandraevich Romanov was the eldest son of Czar Alexander III and Czarina Marie Fyodorovna, daughter of the king of Denmark. Nicholas became czar of all the Russians on October 20, 1894, when his father died unexpectedly at age 49.

Temperamentally unfit to carry the burden of ruling Russia in a period of upheaval and great change as it struggled to industrialize and modernize, the new czar was shy and reserved in relations outside his family and his intimate circle. He had enjoyed only limited exposure to Russian political affairs and social conditions. Nicholas was unsure in his decision making and lacked the singleness of purpose that had marked his father’s rule.

Less than a month after his ascension, Nicholas married Princess Alix (Alice) from the small German duchy of Hesse-Darmstadt, who had been brought up in Kensington Palace by her grandmother, Queen Victoria. Taking the Russian name of Alexandra Fyodorovna, Alix wholeheartedly embraced Russian Orthodoxy and, like her husband, exercised unshakeable faith in the mystical union of the Russian autocracy and the people, blessed by the Orthodox Church.

Nicholas adored his wife and was quite dominated by her. He preferred sports, recording weather data, gathering mushrooms in the forests around St. Petersburg and Tsarskoye Selo, and being with family rather than the official functions required of the czar. However, he was czar. He could be unshakable in holding to a position once he had taken it, and he was resolute in his belief in the traditional as well as the czar’s divine right to autocratic rule. Nicholas also harbored a disdain for Jews, intellectuals, and liberal democratic ideologies and institutions.

Early in Nicholas’s reign, revolutionary activity gained momentum, spurred on by Russia’s defeat in the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905) and the resulting revolution of 1905 that caused the czar to agree to the establishment of an elected parliament, the Duma. The era was marked by increased personal freedom and economic progress but also by heightened revolutionary activity and government reaction.

Nicholas II and Alexandra were extremely devout, profoundly believing in miracles, faith healing, and guidance and comfort provided by men of God. Into this atmosphere of mysticism came the reputed faith healer Grigory Rasputin. Czarevich Aleksey Nikolaevich, heir to the throne, was a hemophiliac. Called to the boy’s bedside on occasions of distress, Rasputin was apparently able to stop the czarevich’s hemorrhaging. Rasputin’s success in controlling Aleksey’s bleeding endeared him to the czarina and gave him an intimacy with and access to the royal family enjoyed by few. His unfettered advice soon interfered in state business and influenced the czar’s decisions in relation to ministerial and military matters, particularly after the outbreak of World War I in 1914.
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Nicholas II was czar of Russia from 1894 to 1917. In essence an absolute monarch, he was nonetheless indecisive and easily influenced by those around him, especially his wife Alexandra. Certainly, Nicholas proved to be an inept war leader. (Library of Congress)

Initially, Nicholas sought to avoid war and suggested that the crisis between Austria-Hungary and Serbia be submitted to the Hague International Court, despite pressure from militarists. Nicholas vacillated on the issue, but in late July he finally authorized mobilization of the Russian Army, which brought a German declaration of war against Russia. Nicholas then appointed his popular uncle, Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, as commander in chief of the armed forces. Envious of the grand duke’s popularity and fearing that it threatened the throne, Alexandra pressed her husband to assume his rightful position as commander in chief in an effort to reverse Russia’s early military defeats.

When the czar took personal command of the war effort on September 5, 1915, the czarina gained increased control in handling domestic affairs and fell completely under the sway of Rasputin. With the war effort going badly and conditions at home deteriorating, resentment of Alexandra’s relationship with Rasputin fed building revolutionary fervor. Yet the fall of the monarchy in March 1917 came not from a revolutionary coup d’état but instead from civil disturbances brought on by food shortages in the capital that incited general strikes and work stoppages.

Forced to abdicate when his council of ministers collapsed on March 12, 1917, and his generals urged political concessions to restore order, Nicholas renounced his throne to his brother Grand Duke Mikhail on March 15. When Mikhail declined the throne, he brought an end to the Romanov dynasty. Nicholas and his family went into virtual house arrest in Tsarskoye Selo when a promise of asylum in En-gland was withdrawn by Nicholas’s cousin, King George V.

As conditions in the nearby capital worsened, the provisional government moved the former czar and his family to a governor’s mansion in Tobolsk in western Siberia. When the Bolsheviks seized control in November 1917, the family was moved yet again, to Yekaterinburg in the Urals. It was there during the civil war that Bolshevik leader Vladimir Lenin ordered local officials to “liquidate” Nicholas and his family to prevent them from becoming a rallying point for White opposition. Around midnight on July 16–17, 1918, Nicholas, Alexandra, and their son and four daughters, along with their doctor and three servants, were executed by their guards. Their bodies were thrown into a nearby abandoned mine shaft.
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Nikolai Nikolaevich, Grand Duke of Russia (1856–1929)

Russian Army general and commander of the Russian Army during the early stages of World War I. Born in St. Petersburg on November 18, 1856, Nikolai Nikolaevich (“the Younger”) was a member of the Russian imperial family and received the customary Russian military education. He completed the Nikolaevsky Engineering School in 1873 and graduated from the General Staff Academy in 1886.

During the 1877–1878 Russo-Turkish War, Nikolai Nikolaevich served first as an aide to the Russian field commander, his father Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich (“the Elder”), and then in the Guards Cavalry. A major general by 1885, during 1895–1905 Nikolai the Younger served as the army’s inspector general of cavalry.

In 1901 during the reign of his nephew Czar Nicholas II, Grand Duke Nikolai was promoted to general of cavalry. Four years later during the October Revolution of 1905, he enhanced his reputation as a political liberal by refusing to suppress unrest and pushing the czar toward constitutional reform.

The grand duke gained a reputation as a military reformer during the period after the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905). He headed the Council of State Defense during 1905–1908, coordinating the operational tasks of the army and navy. In response to unjust criticism from the Duma, he resigned from the Council on State Defense in 1908 and became inspector general of cavalry and commander of the St. Petersburg Military District.

On August 2, 1914, during the Russian mobilization for war, Czar Nicholas II appointed his uncle commander in chief of the army. This came as a surprise in military circles because of the grand duke’s lack of combat experience and of the operational and administrative skills required in this post. Grand Duke Nikolai ordered a series of offensives that proved to be his primary contribution to the 1914 campaign, but he did not control daily operations. Continued military reversals, although hardly the fault of the grand duke, led Czar Nicholas to remove his uncle and take command of the army himself on September 5, 1915. The grand duke then became head of the Caucasus Military Region.

During the Russian Revolution of March 1917, Grand Duke Nikolai urged Nicholas to abdicate. Nikolai retired and moved to the Crimea. In March 1919 he went abroad, living out his final years in Italy and France. Nikolai died in Antibes, France, on January 5, 1929.
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Nivelle, Robert Georges (1856–1924)

French Army general and commander in chief. Born in Tulle, in the Department of Corrèze in the Limousin region of central France, on October 15, 1856, Robert Georges Nivelle was the son of a Protestant French Army officer and an English mother. A good student as well as bilingual, Nivelle enrolled in the École Polytechnique in 1876 and graduated two years later. Commissioned in the artillery, he served in China as a part of the French Expeditionary Corps sent there during the 1900 Boxer Rebellion (Uprising). He also served in Algeria. In August 1914 when the Great War began, Nivelle was a colonel commanding the 5th Artillery Regiment.

Nivelle embodied the school of the offensive. During the Battle of the Frontiers in 1914, he earned acclaim during the Battle of the Ourcq River (September 5–9) by charging a battery of 75mm field guns through a retreating group of French infantry and toward the advancing Germans, halting them with rapid short-range artillery fire. Receiving rapid promotion thereafter, Neville assumed command of an infantry brigade in September and was promoted to general of brigade in October. The next month he took command of a division. At the end of November he assumed command of III Corps between the Avre and the Somme. He was advanced to general of division the next year.
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General of Division Robert Georges Nivelle commanded French forces in the disastrous Spring 1917 offensive that produced mutinies in the French army and led to his replacement. (Photo by Paul Thompson/FPG/Getty Images)

Nivelle won further renown during the Battle of Verdun (February 21–December 15, 1916) when, as commander of the Second Army, his use of counterbattery fire, the creeping barrage, and aggressive small-unit tactics led to the French recapture of Forts Vaux and Douaumont. With these successes to his credit, he appeared to be the brightest star in the French Army. Nivelle’s Protestantism further enhanced his popularity with anticlerical center-left politicians.

Premier Aristide Briand selected Nivelle to replace General of Division Joseph Jacques Césaire Joffre as French commander in chief over such established generals as the older Ferdinand Foch and the more cautious Henri Philippe Pétain. Nivelle assumed his duties on December 12, 1916. Hoping to convert his local tactical methods into a grand operational success, he promised that he could win the war with a single great breakthrough if he was given sufficiently large reserves. Briand’s cabinet, which was deeply concerned by the ever-worsening strain of the war on France’s manpower and international finances, found this argument compelling. Many French officers were afraid that France would be eclipsed by Britain and accordingly wished it to play the starring role in 1917. The English-speaking Nivelle also appealed to British prime minister David Lloyd George, who deeply distrusted his own commander on the Western Front, Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig. Nivelle was thus able to persuade the British government to make him the overall commander on the front and to extend the lines of the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) in order to release sufficient French troops for his offensive.

Both Haig and his ally, chief of the Imperial General Staff General Sir William Robertson, opposed placing the BEF under Nivelle. Only after a bitter civil-military crisis did they agree to subordinate the BEF to Nivelle, but only for the duration of his attack. Shortly after this compromise, the Briand government lost a vote of confidence and was replaced by the Ribot government. The new minister of war, Paul Painlevé, had little confidence in Nivelle and opposed his plan, especially after the Germans withdrew the bulk of their forces in the threatened Aisne region to the heavily fortified Siegfriedstellung (known to the Allies as the Hindenburg Line). In spite of the changed strategic landscape, Nivelle silenced his doubters by threatening to resign if he was not allowed his way.

On April 9, 1917, Nivelle set the Allied armies in motion. After a preliminary attack by the BEF in the Arras sector captured Vimy Ridge but failed to draw off substantial German reserves, Nivelle launched his main assault with the French Sixth and Tenth Armies on the night of April 15–16. Although the French captured 20,000 German prisoners by May 9, they only advanced four miles and suffered almost 130,000 dead or wounded. Coming in the wake of three years of terrible casualties, this proved to be the last straw for many French soldiers. More than half of all French divisions mutinied in the spring and summer of 1917, with their men refusing to undertake offensive action. For France, this setback represented the nadir of the war.

Nivelle was relieved of command on May 15, 1917. It was left to his successor, General of Division Henri Philippe Pétain, to rebuild morale and to implement more cautious and thorough offensive tactics.

In spite of the disaster brought on by Nivelle, a determined attempt was made to rehabilitate his reputation. He and his supporters attributed his failure to the effects of defeatist propaganda in the rear and to interference from civilians, which he claimed halted his attack just as he was on the verge of success. An official military inquiry, consisting of Generals Foch, Henri Gouraud, and Henri Joseph Brugère, actually commended Nivelle for his boldness and thorough preparation. In 1918 Premier Georges Clemenceau appointed Nivelle to command the XIX Infantry Corps in Algeria, but Nivelle never again commanded above the corps level. He returned to metropolitan France in 1920. After service on the Conseil supérieur de la guerre (Supreme War Council), Nivelle retired in October 1921. He died in Paris on March 23, 1924.
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Nivelle Offensive (April 16–May 9, 1917)

Major Western Front French offensive. Few other Allied operations of the war inspired such confidence for so little gain. Touted by its commander, General of Division Robert Nivelle, as a way to end the war in an Allied victory, the Nivelle Offensive ended without significant Allied gains and led directly to mutinies that involved half the French divisions on the Western Front.

On December 16, 1916, French Army commander General of Division Joseph Joffre was removed from his post. The French Parliament had grown frustrated with his obstinacy and failure to recognize civilian oversight, and he was blamed for the high casualties of his offensives and his failure to anticipate the German attack and ensuing French losses in the Battle of Verdun (February 21–December 15, 1916).

Nivelle succeeded Joffre. A glib and charismatic officer who had begun the war as a colonel, Nivelle had risen in just two and a half years to army commander and had become well known for his innovative tactics in the Battle of Verdun. He had employed artillery in a creeping barrage in advance of infantry, and under his command French forces had retaken the operationally and symbolically important forts of Douaumont and Vaux. Despite this success, Nivelle lacked experience in the conduct of strategic operations.

By early 1917, although the French and British Armies had been badly weakened, Nivelle sought to resume the offensive. The Italian government warned the British and French governments that if Germany was permitted to focus its 1917 efforts on the Isonzo front, it was likely that Italy would be driven from the war. Despite formidable gains achieved during the Brusilov Offensive (June 4–September 1, 1916), the Russian front also seemed in danger of collapse due to heavy casualties and discipline problems within the Russian forces. At the end of January, moreover, Germany decided to resume unrestricted submarine warfare, placing tremendous pressure on Great Britain and its fragile supply lines. All of these factors worked to promote a major French offensive on the Western Front.

Nivelle promised that the same tactics he had used at Verdun would bring victory. He argued that the Germans had been just as affected by the bloodletting of 1916 as had the Allies. Nivelle exuded confidence and promised new tactics that, he assured, would gain more land for fewer lives. He contended that the time was propitious for an attack. For politicians accustomed to the dour pronouncements of Joffre and British Expeditionary Force (BEF) commander General Sir Douglas Haig, Nivelle’s confidence and assurance were intoxicating. British politicians were especially susceptible to his charms because Nivelle, who had an English mother, spoke fluent English and understood British society and politics. He was thus immune to the suspicions of Anglophobia that had plagued Joffre. Nivelle seemed to be the exact opposite of his predecessor. Nivelle even disbanded Joffre’s political and insular headquarters at Chantilly, establishing his own headquarters at Beauvais with new personnel and a more open atmosphere.

British prime minister David Lloyd George had such confidence in the French commander that he agreed to place Haig and the BEF under Nivelle’s orders for the duration of the offensive. Almost everyone seemed carried away by Nivelle’s charisma. The British generals demurred, but Lloyd George saw their opposition as resentment over having being subordinated to the French. There were also some French critics, notably French minister of war and general of division Louis Lyautey, who soon resigned.

The focus of the offensive was the German salient that bulged into Allied lines between Bapaume and Laon. Nivelle’s plan called for the British to make diversionary attacks in the northern part of the salient between Arras and Compiègne to draw German reserves to that sector. The main weight of the attack would be mounted by a new army group, consisting of the French Fifth, Sixth, and Tenth Armies, under the command of General of Division Joseph Micheler. It would strike the southern half of the salient between Soissons and Reims. Nivelle proposed minimizing French casualties by employing massive artillery barrages before the attack and precisely timed creeping barrages during it. He also promised to open a 70-mile gap in German lines through which Allied reserves would then pour and win the war.

Nivelle’s preparations inspired further confidence. Eventually, he assembled 1.2 million men and more than 700 heavy guns for the operation. He trained the troops to attack in relays, with one unit advancing as another rested. Nivelle replaced cautious commanders, such as General of Division Émile Fayolle, with more aggressive ones, such as General of Division Charles Mangin; organized massive artillery support; and, to ensure coordination and boost morale, arranged wide dissemination of orders down to the battalion level. French troops were told that they would win the war and be home for Christmas, and their morale soared.

From February on, though, events conspired against Nivelle. His wide dissemination of orders proved fatal when a German trench raid that month seized a complete copy of orders for the operation. Having previously realized their vulnerability here and seeking to save manpower in holding a smaller front, the Germans, in Operation ALBERICH (March 16–April 5, 1917), retired a large element of their forces to a prepared set of defenses on commanding terrain known as the Siegfriedstellung (Siegfried Line, known to the Allies as the Hindenburg Line). By evacuating the salient voluntarily, the Germans had eliminated the operational justification for the offensive. Nivelle nevertheless announced that his offensive would go ahead as scheduled, even if Allied forces would now have to attack much stronger positions.

New French war minister Paul Painlevé met with Nivelle and expressed strong doubts as to the wisdom of the offensive. Painlevé also informed Nivelle that important details of the plan, including its starting date, were well known in Paris military circles. Nothing fazed Nivelle, however. He assured Painlevé that his plan would succeed.

Continuing to harbor doubts, Painlevé met with Nivelle’s three top subordinates, Generals of Division Louis Franchet d’Esperey, Alfred Micheler, and Henri Philippe Pétain. All three expressed considerable pessimism about the chances of success. Former Army Group commander Ferdinand Foch and former war minister Adolphe Messimy also opposed the plan. Painlevé thus scheduled a conference on April 4, 1917, to discuss the offensive. The timing was critical, as the preparatory artillery bombardment had already begun, and the British diversionary attacks were scheduled for April 9, with the main French attack to commence one week later.

Nivelle remained supremely confident, despite the discouraging news that on April 4 another German trench raid had captured up-to-date copies of the Allied plan. Painlevé expressed his reservations, whereupon Nivelle threatened to resign if the offensive was canceled. Painlevé, fearful of the political fallout if Nivelle resigned before even conducting an offensive, yielded. Painlevé did force a promise from Nivelle to stop the offensive if the projected breakthrough did not occur within 48 hours.

The Germans were well prepared for the French attack. They had built concrete emplacements for machine guns with interlocking fields of fire. They also built underground bunkers to protect the troops from French artillery fire. Whereas in February the Germans had just 9 divisions in the sector to meet 44 French divisions, by April they had 43 divisions in place. Many of these were specially trained to conduct counteroffensive operations.

The Nivelle Offensive was over before it even began on April 16. First, rain and sleet the night before turned the battlefield into a morass. The wet, sloppy terrain forced advancing French troops to move more slowly than anticipated, meaning that their rolling barrage moved too far ahead to offer the men any protection. By midafternoon, clouds and snow grounded all Allied aircraft, depriving the French of aerial observation.

The first day went so badly for the French that rather than achieving a breakthrough, by late afternoon they were fending off German counterattacks. The French medical corps, told to prepare for 15,000 wounded, had to deal with 90,000. Nivelle soon turned on his subordinates, especially Mangin, for failure to push hard enough. Nivelle’s headquarters was soon the scene of intense infighting.

Nivelle reneged on his promise to stop the offensive after 48 hours, continuing the attack for five days and sustaining 120,000 casualties for scant territorial gain. By the time he finally halted the offensive on April 20, French Army morale was in ruins. By April 29 widespread mutinies had begun, and on May 15 Nivelle was relieved of command. Pétain replaced him as commander of the French Army. Pétain quelled the mutinies and restored order, promising improved conditions for the men and also pledging that he would wait for U.S. troops and tanks before resuming offensive operations.

Michael S. Neiberg

Further Reading

Clayton, Anthony. “Robert Nivelle and the French Spring Offensive, 1917.” In Fallen Stars: Eleven Studies of Twentieth Century Military Disasters, edited by Brian Bond, 52–64. London: Brassey’s, 1991.

Doughty, Robert A. Pyrrhic Victory: French Strategy and Operations in the Great War. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2005.

Smith, Leonard. Between Mutiny and Obedience: The Case of the French Fifth Infantry Division during World War I. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1994.

Sumner, Ian. They Shall Not Pass: The French Army on the Western Front, 1914–1918. Barnsley, UK: Pen and Sword, 2012.

Watt, Richard. Dare Call It Treason: The True Story of the French Army Mutinies of 1917. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1969.


O

Orlando, Vittorio Emanuele (1860–1952)

Italian Liberal Party political leader and premier (1917–1919). Born on May 19, 1860, at Palermo, Sicily, Vittorio Emanuele Orlando taught law at the University of Palermo and won recognition as an eminent jurist. In 1897 he became a member of the Chamber of Deputies as a member of the Liberal Party. Despite its name, at the time the party was actually a right-of-center group.

Orlando served as minister of public instruction from 1903 to 1905 and minister of justice from 1907 to 1909 and again from 1914 to June 1916. In May 1915, a year before Orlando became minister of the interior under Premier Paolo Boselli, Italy entered World War I on the Allied side. Domestic antiwar sentiment was increasing, and Orlando, seeking to maintain parliamentary support for the government, initially chose to respond with conciliatory, persuasive tactics rather than repression.

Skilled at maneuvering through political land mines, Orlando became premier after Italy’s disastrous defeat in the Battle of Caporetto (October 24–November 12, 1917). He successfully organized a patriotic national united front government, the Unione Sacra (Sacred Union), dedicated to full-scale domestic mobilization for war. A stirring orator, Orlando quickly revitalized national morale. Antiwar socialists now encountered domestic repression, however. Orlando also sought and secured military assistance from Britain and France, reorganized the army, replaced General Luigi Cadorna as chief of staff with the younger General Armando Diaz, and in October 1918 forced Diaz to launch the successful Vittorio Veneto engagement (October 24–November 4, 1918) in which Italy defeated Austria.

At the 1919 Paris Peace Conference, Orlando was one of the Council of Four, the leaders of the Big Four Allied and Associated Powers—the United States, Great Britain, France, and Italy—who effectively decided on the most important issues and dictated the postwar peace. The fact that Orlando spoke French but no English handicapped him, especially in his dealings with U.S. president Woodrow Wilson and British prime minister David Lloyd George.

Although Orlando genuinely hoped for a lasting peace settlement, the Treaty of London of 1915 had promised to Italy the territory of Dalmatia on the Adriatic coast, and this commitment clashed with Wilson’s newly expressed ideals of national self-determination. In addition, although this was not covered by the treaty, Orlando coveted the Italian-speaking port of Fiume. Domestic unrest caused by Italy’s large war debt and the country’s 500,000 casualties made any compromise on these demands extremely problematic.

Orlando hoped to win Fiume in exchange for Italian support for Wilson’s chief objective of the League of Nations, a bargain that Wilson refused even though Lloyd George and French premier Georges Clemenceau initially favored awarding Italy the city. Orlando emotionally demanded both Dalmatia, under the Treaty of London’s provisions, and Fiume, as a matter of self-determination, even though it was surrounded by Slavic areas and Yugoslavia therefore also claimed the port. Lloyd George and Clemenceau considered Orlando’s pleas both inconsistent and unreasonable, although Orlando contended that without Fiume, Italy would experience political upheaval.

When Wilson addressed a manifesto directly to the Italian populace, urging them to reject what he considered Orlando’s unjust and excessive territorial demands, Orlando left the conference in late April 1919, expecting an apology from Wilson that never came. Orlando only returned in late May, just in time to sign the final treaty.

Overall the Italian public apparently supported Orlando’s position, but this did not affect the conference’s settlement on Fiume, which was declared a free port but was annexed by Italian forces in November 1920. Although Italy obtained Trent, Trieste, Istria, and the Brenner Pass, Orlando fell from power in June 1919 under fierce attacks for not having secured more for his country.

Initially Orlando tacitly endorsed the rise of Benito Mussolini and the fascist movement but left politics in 1925 following the fascist assassination of the liberal Giacomo Matteotti, when it became clear that Italian democracy had become a mere facade. After World War II, Orlando resumed his political career as president of the postwar constituent assembly. He died in Rome on December 1, 1952.

Priscilla Roberts
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Paris Peace Conference of 1919

Conference convened by the victorious Allies to decide peace terms with the defeated Central Powers after the end of World War I. The main sessions of the Paris Peace Conference debated the terms of peace with Germany between January 19 and June 28, 1919. The conference climaxed in an elaborate signing ceremony of the treaty with Germany, held in the great Hall of Mirrors at Versailles on June 28, 1919. Lower-level diplomats continued the conference, leading to subsequent treaties with Austria (Treaty of Saint-Germain, September 10, 1919), Bulgaria (Treaty of Neuilly, November 27, 1919), Hungary (Treaty of Trianon, June 4, 1920), and the Ottoman Empire (Treaty of Sèvres, August 10, 1920, later superseded by the Treaty of Lausanne, July 24, 1923).

Although the Paris Peace Conference opened with much high-minded idealism, it ended with many dashed hopes and great disillusionment. The conference was filled with drama, from the spectacular reception accorded U.S. president Woodrow Wilson to an attempted assassination against French premier Georges Clemenceau and the eventual appearance of the German delegation at Versailles.

The conference brought together official and unofficial representatives from around the world. Thirty-two countries were officially represented. Germany and the other defeated Central Powers were not represented, however. Russia, then in the midst of civil war, was the most notable absentee. Efforts to cobble together a Russian delegation came to naught.

Initially, the key players were the Big Ten: the chiefs of delegation and the foreign ministers from France, Britain, the United States, Italy, and Japan. The Japanese, however, took little interest in the conference once they had lost their campaign to secure a clause for racial equality and had secured control of both the German islands north of the equator and former German concessions in China (the latter causing a problem with the Chinese delegation).

Conference deliberations then were dominated by the Big Eight, which devolved into the delegation heads alone, or the Big Four of French premier Georges Clemenceau, British prime minister David Lloyd George, U.S. president Woodrow Wilson, and Italian premier Vittorio Orlando. Orlando’s position was by far the weakest, and on April 24 he and the Italian delegation left the negotiations in protest after it became obvious that Italy would not receive the city of Fiume. The Big Four thus became the Big Three.

In many ways Wilson was the key figure of the conference, although his knowledge of Europe was scant. This was the first time that a sitting U.S. president had journeyed to Europe. As the conference got under way, Wilson had tremendous popular support in Europe, but both Lloyd George and Clemenceau viewed him as meddling, naive, and inexperienced in European affairs. Still, Wilson was crucial to the settlement because of the vital contribution of American manpower and U.S. finances to the Allied victory and because of the leading role that U.S. support would undoubtedly play in the postwar world.

All three of the key leaders largely ignored their own staffs and professional diplomats and made most of the critical decisions themselves, turning the deliberations into a clash of personalities and wills. This concentration of decision making rendered almost impossible the resolution of the immensely complicated conference issues. Complicating matters further, the three leaders mistrusted the advice provided by their military advisers and kept them as far from the deliberations as possible.

The Big Three believed that in matters of politics, soldiers were too politically immature to render sound judgments. “War is too important a business to be left to generals,” Clemenceau famously remarked. He and Marshal Ferdinand Foch, the Big Three’s senior military adviser, had a series of vocal public disagreements over the future of the Rhineland. At times Foch’s intransigence crossed the line into insubordination, and several politicians believed (incorrectly) that he might be plotting a coup. Even so, the marshal’s popularity made it impossible to remove him. Yet the absence of a military voice at the conference both deprived the politicians of critical advice on security matters and undermined the legitimacy of the process, especially among veterans and conservatives.

Rather than confining themselves to the question of Germany, the conferees attempted to remake the entire global security system. For this task they were immensely unqualified. Lurking in the shadows were many non-German issues, such as the secret French and British accord (the Sykes-Picot Agreement) to divide the former Middle Eastern territories of the Ottoman Empire and the conflict between China and Japan over the latter’s claim to the Shandong Peninsula. Issues such as these widened the scope of the conference significantly.

The conferees and their staffs had to resolve more than the dislocations of the war. The issues that had caused the conflict long predated the 1914 assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand. The bases for any lasting peace would likewise have to confront three specters of modern European history. The first was unfulfilled nationalism, represented by the Concert of Europe system that had dominated European diplomacy from 1815 to 1870.

This haunted Wilson most of all. He believed that the Concert of Europe system had prevented the peoples of Europe from realizing their nationalist sentiments and had led directly to the outbreak of World War I. Wilson argued that the postwar settlement must therefore address the question of unfulfilled national ambitions.

Yet Wilson’s goal of national self-determination, even restricted as it was to Europe, faced insurmountable problems. National lines and ethnic realities on the ground were simply too blurred to permit the establishment of clear-cut borders. Drawing a tidy border between Russia and the new state of Poland, for example, proved impossible. The settlement was therefore bound to disappoint millions, no matter what the conferees decided.

The second specter, that of the failed revolutions of 1848, haunted all of the Big Three but especially Lloyd George. Made tangible by the triumph of Bolshevism in Russia, political and social unrest elsewhere threatened the postwar stability and economic growth of the Western powers. The new leaders of Russia preached international revolution, threatening to engulf Europe in war again. Communist rebellions in Germany and Hungary in the immediate aftermath of the war made this all the more terrifying. The disappearance of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the weakening of Germany left no obvious bulwark against future Bolshevik expansion. The containment of Bolshevism consequently came to occupy a larger role at the conference than had originally been foreseen.

The final specter, unfulfilled Prussian militarism, particularly haunted Clemenceau. He and Foch believed that the war, which for the Germans had come tantalizingly close to victory, had only increased German acquisitiveness and antipathy toward France. Germany and Austria, they argued, might have been defeated, but they still had 75 million inhabitants compared to 45 million people in France and Belgium. The war had been largely fought outside German borders, so Germany’s industrial infrastructure remained largely intact.

Thanks to the Bolshevik Revolution, moreover, Russia no longer served France as an Eastern ally and a counterweight to Germany. Thus, French leaders backed a strong Poland. Although Clemenceau and Foch disagreed on how best to contain Germany, both men were intent on using the conference to ensure that Germany could not pose a future threat to France.

The contradictions in the Allied aims created an untenable situation. Every solution posed a new problem: reducing Germany’s army would lessen the menace of Prussian militarism but enhance the possibility of a Bolshevik revolution in Germany; separating the Rhineland from Germany would give France and Belgium security but ran the risk of creating an Alsace-Lorraine in reverse; giving Fiume to the Italians would reward them for their wartime sacrifices but would also weaken the newly created state of Yugoslavia, whose Serbian leadership had also been a member of the alliance; and the creation of independent Arab states would fulfill British promises made during the war to Arab leaders but would undermine Lloyd George’s own desire for a greater British presence in the Middle East and promises made to Zionists in the 1917 Balfour Declaration.

President Wilson’s January 1918 pronouncement of the Fourteen Points further complicated matters by creating a pathway to peace that was at once unworkable and immensely popular. Several influential participants (and many Germans) quickly recognized the dilemma that the Fourteen Points created for the conference. If the conferees accepted them at face value as the basis for negotiations, this would heighten the sharp points of disagreement among the victorious powers and enact measures antithetical to the interests of Britain and France. Such a peace would probably be more lenient than most French and British citizens found acceptable. If, on the other hand, the peace conference did not follow the spirit of the Fourteen Points, Germany could claim (as did leaders of the Weimar Republic) that it had been unfairly treated.

Despite their tremendous popular appeal, the Fourteen Points (and Wilsonianism more generally) did not guide the conference as the U.S. president had anticipated. Wilson found himself repeatedly sacrificing various parts of his vision to secure agreement on issues that he believed to be of greater importance, particularly the establishment of the League of Nations. Although the people of Europe may have initially welcomed Wilson and his vision of the postwar world, desires to achieve postwar security and punish Germany soon overrode appeals to idealism.

The November 1918 British elections, the first in eight years, returned a majority dedicated to a punitive treatment of Germany. In the words of Britain’s first lord of the admiralty Sir Eric Geddes, Germany should be squeezed like a lemon “until the pips [seeds] squeak.”

A similar situation existed in France, where bitter anger over Germany’s invasion, wartime atrocities, and scorched-earth policies prevailed. All French parties except the socialists, who were divided on the issue, supported either outright annexation of the Rhineland or its separation from Germany. Clemenceau had little sympathy for Wilsonian idealism. Upon reading the Fourteen Points, Clemenceau famously declared, “Even God Almighty had only ten!” He favored a harsh peace with Germany that would include new Rhenish republics; Germany would be restricted to territory east of the Rhine and forced to pay war reparations that would restore the areas of northeastern France and Belgium devastated by the fighting.

Although many Europeans continued to cling to the idealism that the Fourteen Points represented, resentment toward Germany dominated. Germany’s imposition of extraordinarily harsh terms on Russia at Brest-Litovsk just two months after the announcement of the Fourteen Points seemed to demonstrate, even to Wilson, that Germany had no right to demand or expect leniency. The scuttling by the Germans of their ships at Scapa Flow highlighted for many Europeans their belief in continuing German bad faith.

Unlike their counterparts at the Congress of Vienna a century earlier, the negotiators at Paris were all responsible to electorates. The conferees therefore worked largely behind closed doors but under tremendous scrutiny from the media and their own constituencies. The backroom bargaining that characterized so much of the conference violated Wilson’s first point that “diplomacy shall always proceed frankly and in the public view.” The Big Three failed to appreciate fully that a people’s war could not be followed by a clandestine cabinet peace.

Lloyd George and Clemenceau found themselves in the awkward position of speaking favorably about the Fourteen Points in public while undermining many of Wilson’s principles behind closed doors. This contradiction helped to discredit the final settlement in the eyes of those European voters who had expected a peace based on the Fourteen Points.

Aware that the conference could not please all parties, the conferees agreed on the necessity of implementing Wilson’s idea for the League of Nations. Wilson hoped that it would resolve future problems emerging from the dissatisfactions, contradictions, and unanticipated problems of any treaty that the conference produced. Clemenceau viewed the proposed league as a threat to the security of France, fearing that his people would mistakenly place their confidence in it rather than in military strength to contain Germany.

Because of these myriad contradictions, the most important product of the Paris Peace Conference, the Treaty of Versailles with Germany, embodied a series of uncomfortable and untenable compromises that gave all victorious parties only part of what they wanted and so inevitably also left all parties frustrated as well.

Worse, the Treaty of Versailles did not significantly diminish German power, permitting a German nationalist resurgence a generation later. The treaty insisted on high war reparations that hamstrung the German economy and fostered great German bitterness. Article 231 of the treaty was particularly galling to the Germans. That provision had assigned all the blame for World War I to the Central Powers. The other treaties were also inadequate. The settlements were weak compromises, their continued survival having been heavily dependent on wise, careful, and far-sighted postwar diplomacy, which was not forthcoming.

All parties were frustrated by the peace conference’s many compromises. Foch, who thought that the settlement was too soft on Germany, and British diplomat Harold Nicolson, who thought that it was too harsh, both refused to attend the signing. Liberals and the Left found the conference’s outcome particularly dis-illusioning, and in their disappointment many turned on Wilson as a failed Messiah. The contradictions and complexities of the Paris peace settlement must be borne in mind when explaining the subsequent Allied failure to enforce many of its provisions.

Compounding these issues was the fact that the United States, ironically, never joined the League of Nations. This failure was created largely by Wilson himself, who took no prominent Republicans to the peace conference and failed to consult the U.S. Senate prior to submitting the treaty for ratification. Senate Republicans balked at the League of Nations Covenant, especially the collective security mechanism, which they believed ceded U.S. authority to wage war to an international body. Wilson in turn steadfastly refused to entertain any compromises to the League of Nations Covenant, and it was twice defeated in the Senate. The American failure to join the League of Nations essentially undermined the linchpin of Wilson’s postwar vision and resulted in a weak international body that proved powerless to stop the conflicts that ultimately led to World War II.

Michael S. Neiberg
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Peace Overtures during the War

Initiatives aimed at achieving a compromise outcome for World War I reflected the interplay of events on the battlefield, military strategies, diplomacy, and domestic politics in the warring powers. At the beginning of the war both sides were hopeful of victory, and neither was willing to compromise. Negotiations became more difficult as the butcher’s bill of war mounted.

Both sides had invested so much blood and treasure that neither seemed willing to do what was necessary to achieve a lasting peace settlement. When one side in the war seemed in a position of strength and ascendancy militarily, it offered to negotiate but on its own terms. The strategic stalemate by 1916 on the major fighting fronts and the continually mounting cost of the war, however, intensified attempts by the belligerents as well as by neutral states to seek an end to the war through a negotiated settlement.

The United States, which had declared its neutrality in 1914, took a leading role in this process. President Woodrow Wilson feared that if the United States did not bring about a peaceful resolution, his nation might be drawn into the war. In January 1915 he sent his trusted personal adviser, the pro-Entente Colonel Edward House, to Europe, but House received little positive response from British, French, and German leaders, all of whom seemed to believe that the best way to achieve a meaningful peace was to defeat their enemies.

Early in 1916 House again traveled to Europe on behalf of Wilson. This time House received a favorable reception from British foreign secretary Sir Edward Grey. Grey and House agreed that Wilson, on receiving a positive response from France and Britain, would issue a call for a general peace conference. House’s conversations with Grey resulted in a memorandum whereby House virtually committed the United States to joining the Allied coalition if Germany rejected a compromise peace.

House had clearly exceeded his instructions, however. Wilson had asked him to propose peace negotiations and to state only that if Germany refused such, the United States would throw its “moral force” against the Central Powers. With Wilson reluctant to give a firm pledge of U.S. participation in the war should Germany reject a comprehensive peace settlement, the plan for a peace conference collapsed. The British government, however, took some comfort from the House-Grey Memorandum, which seemed to reveal that the United States morally favored the Allied cause, and thus London believed that it did not have to take too seriously U.S. protests against British blockade practices.

Meanwhile, in November 1916 Wilson won reelection to the presidency. The key campaign issue was the war. Wilson had campaigned under the slogan “He Kept Us Out of War.”

Shortly after his reelection, Wilson prepared another appeal to both sides in the war, drafting a call to both sets of belligerents to present their precise war aims. Before Wilson could issue his appeal, however, Germany acted. This move came in the wake of German successes on the Eastern Front, especially victory over Romania, but it also reflected an increasingly desperate German military situation. Austria-Hungary, Germany’s chief ally, was reeling; Germany itself had suffered rebuff in the Battle of Verdun (February 21–December 15, 1916); and the winter of 1916–1917 (the so-called Turnip Winter) was extraordinarily hard on the German population.

Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg had rather cynically insisted that Germany undertake peace soundings before it turned to the ultimate solution of trying to win the war through unrestricted submarine warfare. If peace ensued, Germany would not need to resort to unrestricted submarine warfare. If there was no peace conference, then the diplomatic initiative would at least help to justify the resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare. The chancellor also hoped that such an effort would provide a psychological boost for the government at home, convincing many Germans that their leaders were actively seeking a reasonable peace.

On December 12, 1916, Bethmann-Hollweg proposed peace negotiations between the Central Powers and the Entente. This did not mean that Germany had any intention of yielding its territorial gains to that point, including its occupation of Belgium and northeastern France.

Wilson was now caught in the position of seeming to support the Germans, but he went ahead and on December 18, 1916, issued his own invitation to both sides to formally state their war aims. The Allied leaders were particularly upset over Wilson’s apparent effort to force them to reveal the secret arrangements they had made regarding the partition of territories belonging to the Central Powers.

On December 26 the German government responded to Wilson, rejecting any role by the U.S. government in peace negotiations and ignoring the central demand in Wilson’s proposal, the communication of peace terms. Implicit in this response was the German intention of retaining the bulk of the territory it had conquered by force of arms. The leaders of the Entente, who correctly perceived the German proposal as an attempt to capitalize on military successes, responded on December 30, 1916, by rejecting the German “peace offer” and demanding the withdrawal of German troops from all occupied territories and the liberation of the minorities of Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman Empire.

On January 22, 1917, Wilson expressed his reaction to the Allied response to his appeal in a memorable address to the U.S. Senate. In it he warned the combatants that the only lasting settlement would be “peace without victory.” Although the speech did not have its desired effect of bringing the combatants to the peace table, it further established Wilson’s position as the world’s moral arbiter.

Already, however, German leaders had decided on a desperate gamble. On January 31 Berlin announced that Germany would resume unrestricted submarine warfare the next day. German military leaders had imposed their will on policy. They believed that while such an action would undoubtedly bring the United States into the war on the Allied side, a total submarine blockade of the British Isles would force Britain from the war within six months and achieve military victory before U.S. resources could be brought to bear. This German decision not only killed any Wilson peace initiative but also led to a U.S. declaration of war against Germany on April 6, 1917.

Meanwhile, Austria-Hungary, exhausted by the war, was ready to accept a negotiated settlement. Prodded by Pope Benedict XV and worried about probable U.S. entry into the war, in March 1917 Emperor Karl I summoned his brother-in-law, Prince Sixtus of Bourbon-Parma, and Sixtus’s brother Xavier to a secret meeting. The two men were then serving with the Belgian medical services. The Sixtus brothers agreed to act as emissaries for Karl with West European leaders. Karl expressed his desires to see Belgium restored to full sovereignty, Germany evacuate northwestern France, and Alsace-Lorraine returned to France. He was also prepared to make minor territorial concessions to Italy.

The Sixtus mission failed, in part because the Allies were buoyed by U.S. entry into the war and in part because Italian leaders, who hoped to annex significant portions of Austrian territory, strongly denounced the plan as an effort to split the Allied camp. The Serbian government in exile opposed the plan for the same reason. Later, French premier Georges Clemenceau’s publication of the “Sixte Letters” in April 1918 led Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany to force Karl into signing the Spa Agreements, which definitively subordinated Austro-Hungarian foreign policy to that of Germany.

The German government, believing victory to be within its grasp, did not contemplate any concessions. Indeed, it sought to extend the Central Powers’ influence in Poland, strengthen German domination of the Baltic provinces, and secure Austro-Hungarian hegemony in the Balkans. Moreover, Berlin would make no concessions on Alsace-Lorraine or even Belgium.

Despite intransigence on the part of Germany’s leaders, in July 1917 the Reichstag passed a “peace resolution,” calling on the government to renounce territorial demands to stimulate the search for a solution. The resolution met strong resistance from the kaiser and the German military but nevertheless proved that a broad segment of the German public favored a compromise peace.

On August 1, 1917, Pope Benedict XV sent a note to the belligerents proposing a compromise peace without annexations and reparations. The pope proposed Germany’s withdrawal from Belgium and northeastern France; the withdrawal of Allied troops from Germany’s colonies; the withdrawal of Germany and other Central Powers forces from Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania; and the creation of an independent Poland. This proposal led to separate bilateral negotiations between the Holy See and both the Entente and the Central Powers.

In these negotiations, the Central Powers, led by Germany, demonstrated their reluctance to withdraw unconditionally from all territories they had occupied, particularly Belgium. On their part, the Allies were not prepared to give up their long-term goals, such as regaining Alsace-Lorraine (for France) and securing the ethnic Italian Trentino (for Italy). There were also some German attempts to negotiate with Britain through Spain, but growing disagreements within the German leadership blocked these moves.

While the politicians were ready to surrender Belgium and other occupied countries for peace, the German generals, who were actually running Germany, insisted on the retention of some territories for strategic and economic reasons. The generals won. When the German government announced in October 1917 that it would never surrender, all hopes for a negotiated settlement vanished.

The military collapse of Russia in the autumn of 1917 allowed the Central Powers to realize their long-sought goal of fighting on just one major front. Immediately upon seizing power in Russia in early November 1917, the Bolsheviks called for a “just” peace without annexations and reparations. They sought peace in order to consolidate their own precarious position in Russia.

The Germans and Russians concluded an armistice and opened peace negotiations at Brest-Litovsk. When the Bolshevik leadership learned of the enormity of the German demands, it rejected them and announced a policy of “neither war nor peace.” The Germans then renewed hostilities against Russia. Having destroyed the army in their rise to power and with the Germans making great gains, the Russian leadership reluctantly agreed to the German terms.

Peace was concluded on the Eastern Front in the punitive Treaty of Brest-Litovsk with Russia in March 1918 and the Treaty of Bucharest with Romania in May. The severity of the terms of these treaties was unprecedented in modern times. Germany could now shift considerable manpower and other resources to the west and hope to win the war. The Germans came close but lacked sufficient manpower to achieve a breakthrough against the western Entente Powers, now bolstered by significant numbers of U.S. troops.

The peace overtures of 1916–1918 failed, because from the beginning all protagonists assumed that the war would end with a military victory, and they were determined to achieve it. There was also a basic asymmetry in the strategic positions of the belligerents. The Central Powers persistently tried at least to preserve the status quo achieved by their armies by 1916, while for the Allies the ideal compromise solution was the restoration of prewar boundaries. This contradiction could be resolved only with a military victory by one side. Neither side was ever ready to negotiate seriously toward a compromise, which in the end would have left both unsatisfied.

Domestic political factors were also important. The dominance of the military over the civilian leadership in Germany by 1916 severely limited Germany’s ability to deliver compromise peace proposals. The all too obvious weakening position of both Austria-Hungary and Russia in their respective coalitions worked against a peaceful solution, as it enhanced the desire of the leadership of states on the opposite side to press the war forward to a military conclusion. Despite various peace overtures, the war continued until the armistice with Germany on November 11, 1918.

Peter Rainow and Spencer C. Tucker
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Pershing, John Joseph (1860–1948)

General of the Armies of the United States and commander of the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF). Born in Laclede, Missouri, on September 13, 1860, John Joseph Pershing worked odd jobs and taught school to help support his family until receiving an appointment to the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, in 1882. Commissioned a second lieutenant upon graduation in 1886, he joined the 6th Cavalry Regiment in New Mexico, where he saw limited action in the final subjugation of the Apache Indians. In 1891 Pershing participated in the campaign to quiet the Sioux following the tragic confrontation at Wounded Knee.

Later in 1891 Pershing became professor of military science at the University of Nebraska, where he studied law in his off-duty hours. He completed a law degree in 1893 and, frustrated by the lack of military advancement (his promotion to first lieutenant did not come until 1892), considered a legal career. In 1895 he returned to the field with the 10th Cavalry, one of four regiments in the service that consisted of African American soldiers. The following year Pershing joined the staff of commanding general Nelson A. Miles in Washington and in 1897 became an instructor of tactics at West Point. Here, cadets unhappy with Pershing’s dark demeanor and rigid style labeled him “Black Jack,” a derogatory reference to his 10th Cavalry posting.
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General of the Armies John J. Pershing commanded the U.S. Army Expeditionary Forces (AEF) in France during 1917–1918. Pershing was a highly effective leader who emphasized thorough training and offensive action and who demanded much from his subordinates. (Library of Congress)

In 1898 with war declared on Spain, Pershing rejoined the 10th Cavalry for the Cuba campaign. Although overshadowed by Theodore Roosevelt and his Rough Riders, the African American soldiers performed admirably during the fight for the San Juan Heights, and Pershing drew praise for his coolness and bravery under fire. Returning to the United States, he entered the Volunteer Army with the rank of major, charged with overseeing the War Department’s new Bureau of Insular Affairs. Pershing’s diverse experience and legal training prepared him well for the changing role of the U.S. military establishment and the challenges of colonial administration, which he first encountered in 1899 in the Philippines. In 1901 after finally being promoted to captain in the regular army, he campaigned successfully against the Moros, attracting further praise and recognition.

Pershing returned to the United States in 1903 for General Staff service and to attend the Army War College. In 1905 as a military attaché to Japan, he became an official military observer of the Russo-Japanese War (1904–1905). Having earned the respect of former secretary of war Elihu Root and President Roosevelt for his handling of Philippine affairs and reports on the Russo-Japanese War, Pershing in September 1906 experienced a great rarity in U.S. military history when Roosevelt nominated the captain for direct promotion to brigadier general, vaulting him ahead of hundreds of senior officers. Pershing spent most of the next eight years in the Philippines, where he continued to display enlightened leadership.

Returning to the United States, Pershing commanded briefly at the Presidio, San Francisco, before moving in 1914 to Fort Bliss near El Paso, Texas, to confront problems associated with the Mexican Revolution. In 1915 his wife Frances Warren and their three daughters, who remained at the Presidio, died in a house fire, but the crisis on the border left Pershing little time to grieve.

In March 1916, Mexican revolutionary leader Francisco “Pancho” Villa led a raid on the small border town of Columbus, New Mexico, prompting a massive response by the United States. Pershing took charge of the Punitive Expedition into Mexico, with orders to capture or kill Villa and his followers while avoiding conflict with Mexico. The expedition of more than 10,000 men unfolded in a politically charged and naturally hostile environment. It lasted almost a year, cut deep into northern Mexico, and threatened all-out war between the United States and its increasingly unhappy neighbor. Although Villa escaped, Pershing used the expedition to test some of the new technologies of war, including machine guns, aircraft, motorized transport, and radio.

Again Pershing’s military skill, administrative ability, and sensitivity to political realities met approval from his civilian superiors. In May 1917 following the U.S. declaration of war on the Central Powers, President Woodrow Wilson named Pershing, only recently promoted to major general, to command the AEF, which was to fight in Europe as a distinctive U.S. army. Once more Pershing faced an incredibly delicate situation, as he was forced to maintain U.S. military autonomy amid persistent pressure from his European allies for U.S. divisions to fill holes in their deteriorating ranks, a task made even more difficult by the desperate conditions he witnessed upon arriving in France.

Pershing, promoted to full general in October 1917, stubbornly refused to have his forces fed piecemeal into the trenches and labored to avoid subjecting his men to the failed practices that made this war so sanguinary. During the crisis occasioned by Germany’s March 21–July 18, 1918, Ludendorff (Spring) Offensives, however, Pershing offered individual U.S. divisions to the Allied command, and the U.S. troops quickly proved their worth in the heavy fighting at Cantigny (May 28–31) and Belleau Wood (June 6–26) and during the Second Battle of the Marne (July 15–18).

Pershing continued to ready his fighting force—the U.S. First Army—for the long-desired independent action, which supreme Allied commander Marshal Ferdinand Foch now reluctantly authorized. In the largest U.S. military operation since the American Civil War, American and French forces reduced the German-held Saint-Mihiel salient (September 12–16, 1918). Pershing hoped to follow up this victory with a drive on Metz and beyond, but Foch refused; Pershing instead redirected U.S. efforts to participate in the massive Meuse-Argonne Offensive that began on September 26 and lasted until the armistice on November 11.

Pershing’s attention to logistics and his emphasis on maneuver and mobility complemented his soldiers’ tenacity in battle and allowed the United States to play the decisive role in the final months of the war. Pershing opposed the armistice, preferring to fight until Germany surrendered, but his views were ignored. After overseeing the demobilization of U.S. forces, in 1919 Pershing returned to the United States a hero.

In September 1919 Congress confirmed Pershing as general of the armies (which did not include a fifth star as would the later general of the army designation of the World War II era). He became army chief of staff in 1921 and entered a busy retirement in 1924. Active in public life, he also excelled as an author, receiving the Pulitzer Prize for his book My Experiences in the World War (1931).

Something of a mentor to such future leaders as George Marshall, Dwight D. Eisenhower, and Douglas MacArthur, Pershing, although confined to bed for many of his final years, lived to see the men he influenced triumph in World War II. As a soldier, he served in an army that evolved from a frontier constabulary to an international police force and finally to world power, and he played a large role in fostering that evolution. Pershing died in Washington, D.C., on July 15, 1948. He remains among the most significant leaders in U.S. military history.
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Pétain, Henri Philippe Benomi Omer Joseph (1856–1951)

French Army marshal. Born on April 24, 1856, at Cauchy-à-la Tour, Pas de Calais Department, to a farming family, Henri Philippe Benomi Omer Joseph Pétain attended a Jesuit boarding school in Saint-Omer and then the Dominican school at Arcueil. Entering the French Military Academy at Saint-Cyr in 1876, he graduated two years later and was assigned to the 24th Battalion of Light Infantry in Villefranche. In 1883 he joined the 3rd Light Infantry Battalion at Besançon, where he remained for five years before attending the École Supérieure de la Guerre (War College) during 1888–1890. He was promoted to captain in 1890.

Pétain’s early assignments included instructor at the marksmanship school at Châlons-sur-Marne (1900–1901). Here he got into trouble with his superiors when he stressed aimed individual fire by infantrymen as opposed to the prevailing notion of high-volume group firing. Assigned command of a battalion in the 5th Infantry Regiment, Pétain was then professor of applied infantry tactics at the École Supérieure de la Guerre (1901–1907 and 1908–1910). There he took issue with the prevailing cult of the offensive in the French Army by stressing defensive tactics: le feu tue (firepower kills).

Pétain was only slowly promoted, probably because the French government considered him to be insufficiently republican. After study at the Centre des Hautes Études Militaires, he taught tactics at the Cavalry School at Saumur in 1911 and, having finally made colonel, in April 1913 took command of the 33rd Infantry Regiment at Arras. Undistinguished retirement appeared imminent.

World War I rescued Colonel Pétain from obscurity. With the excessive casualties of 1914–1915 caused by the offensive doctrine, Pétain’s cautious, methodical approach led to rapid promotion. On mobilization of the French Army, Pétain assumed command of the 4th Infantry Brigade. He was promoted to general of brigade in late August 1914 and took command of the 6th Infantry Division in early September. His division played a prominent role in the First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12), and he was promoted to general of division. He received command of XXXIII Corps in Alsace on October 15 and of the Second Army in Champagne in June 1915. Pétain’s army failed in its effort to crack the German defenses in-depth in the Second Champagne Offensive (September 15–October 6).

On February 25, 1916, Pétain took over command of the defense of Verdun, where he earned a public reputation for resolution and a private one for pessimism. His policy of rapidly rotating divisions in and out of the battle zone (roulement) ensured that French troops were always more rested than the German divisions opposing them. The rotation policy quickly consumed the French Army’s strategic reserve, however, reducing from 40 to 16 the number of divisions available for the Somme Offensive. As a result, staff officers at French Army headquarters somewhat unfairly criticized Pétain for having disrupted the strategy of French Army commander General of Division Joseph Jacques Césaire Joffre.

In April 1916, Pétain was named commander of Army Group Center. When Premier Aristide Briand replaced Joffre in December 1916, Pétain was bypassed in favor of the more charismatic, offensive-minded General of Division Robert Nivelle, who promised an end to the war in a great offensive. When this spring 1917 offensive ended in disaster, prompting much of the French Army to mutiny, in May 1917 Pétain was named to replace Nivelle. Working in conjunction with Minister of War Paul Painlevé, Pétain dealt with this crisis through personal visits to the troops, selective punishments, and widespread reforms to improve the lot of the men. Even his detractors admit that Pétain’s rehabilitation of the army’s morale was a great achievement.
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Henri Philippe Pétain commanded French forces in the Battle of Verdun in 1916 and assumed command of the French Army in 1917. He proved a cautious commander who stressed the advantages of the defensive, and carefully planned small offensives. (Library of Congress)

Responding to these new circumstances, Pétain adopted a stratégie des gages, or limited war strategy. With the United States having entered the war in April 1917, with Russia having collapsed into a condition of anarchy and revolution, and with the French Army in disarray, Pétain planned to sit on the defensive until more tanks, aircraft, and artillery became available and U.S. troops had arrived in force.

In the meantime, he would conduct only limited, carefully prepared offensives designed to restore French prestige and military morale and to capture tactically advantageous ground. Once conditions were ripe, he hoped to seize limited portions of Alsace and Lorraine to increase France’s bargaining position in the event of a compromise peace. This strategy, while suited to prevailing political and strategic conditions, earned him the contempt of many offensive-minded officers.

Pétain implemented the first stage of his strategy with carefully prepared small offensives. French armies won limited tactical victories at Chemin des Dames, Malmaison, and Passchendaele. Yet with the Bolsehviks having seized power in Russia that November, the German victory on the Eastern Front, the Italian collapse at Caporetto, and the slow arrival of the American Expeditionary Forces, it became clear that the Allies must prepare for a major German offensive on the Western Front. Tactically, Pétain sought to meet this challenge by imposing defense in-depth tactics on his senior generals. Strategically, he fought to gain effective control of the Allied reserves on the Western Front.

Working in conjunction with his chief of staff General of Division François Anthoine and British Expeditionary Force (BEF) commander Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig, Pétain opposed an attempt by General of Division Ferdinand Foch to place Allied reserves under the Supreme War Council. After winning over French premier Georges Clemenceau, Pétain and Haig defeated Foch on this question at an Allied conference in London in mid-March 1918.

In spite of this political victory, the first of the German Ludendorff (Spring) Offensives on March 21, 1918, caught Pétain and Haig ill-prepared. Taking advantage of superior numbers, a whirlwind barrage, and new infiltration tactics, the Germans pushed the British Third Army back and overwhelmed the British Fifth Army under General Sir Hubert Gough, threatening to split the British and French armies. Haig had deployed his reserves too far north, and Pétain had deployed his too far south.

The two commanders reacted to the crisis at first slowly and then with alarm. Each made provisions for separate retreats and considered the possibility of suing for peace. As a result, they lost the confidence of their governments. After a hurried series of meetings between Clemenceau and British special envoy Lord Alfred Milner at the Doullens Conference on March 26, 1918, Foch became coordinator of the Allied armies. After the German offensive was halted, in April 1918 Foch became the Allied generalissimo.

For some time there was considerable doubt about the extent to which Pétain was Foch’s subordinate, but when Pétain complained after the French setback at the Chemin des Dames in May 1918 that Foch had endangered Paris by deploying French reserves too far north in support of the BEF, Clemenceau made it clear that he was to follow Foch’s orders. Pétain’s prestige was further weakened when Clemenceau removed his chief of staff, General of Division François Anthoine, an old rival of Foch.

Clemenceau then rejected Pétain’s offer to step down to command an army corps. For his services as commander in chief, Pétain was made a marshal of France in November 1918. In 1929 he took Foch’s place in the Académie Française.

Pétain played a prominent role in the Third Republic during the interwar period. He sat on the Conseil supérieur de la guerre (Supreme War Council), successfully commanded the French forces in the Rif War, served as minister of war in 1934, and was ambassador to Spain during 1939–1940. As the French Army’s elder statesman, Pétain played a major role in encouraging the army to adopt a defensive tactical and strategic posture. With the German invasion of France in May 1940, Premier Paul Reynaud recalled Pétain from Spain and brought him into the cabinet as deputy premier to strengthen French resistance against the Germans, but Pétain ended up taking the country in another direction.

Following the military defeat, Pétain received full political power. Convinced that the Third Republic had collapsed from internal moral rot, he implemented the controversial Vichy regime, which governed France under principles of collaboration with Nazi Germany until the liberation in 1944. Pétain’s right-wing national revolution wished to replace the Republican principles of “liberty, equality, and fraternity” with the conservative values of “work, family, and nation.”

Pétain was tried for treason after World War II. In contrast to his Vichy prime minister, Pierre Laval, who was executed, Pétain was spared the death sentence because of his prestige from World War I and his extreme age. He died in prison on the Ile-de-Yeu on June 23, 1951, where he remains buried. Several attempts by right-wingers to remove his remains to rebury them at Verdun have been unsuccessful.

Robert K. Hanks
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Reichstag Peace Resolution (July 19, 1917)

Important German peace initiative. When Germany’s policy of unrestricted submarine warfare, begun on February 1, 1917, failed to bring Britain to its knees in six months as the German Navy leadership had promised, Matthias Erzberger, leader of the Catholic Center Party, unexpectedly exposed the navy’s miscalculations during a speech to the Reichstag’s Budget Committee on July 6, 1917. Convinced that a German victory was no longer possible, Erzberger demanded that the Reichstag go on record as favoring “a peace of understanding” without territorial annexations. Such a resolution, he believed, would find widespread support abroad.

Erzberger’s proposal, which caused a panic among Reichstag deputies, was enhanced by the presumption that he was acting for Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg, which was not the case. In this situation, the Center Party agreed to form an informal coalition with the leftist Progressive Party and the majority Social Democratic Party. Leaders of all three parties joined with the right-of-center National Liberals in establishing a joint committee to facilitate regular discussions. These parties dominated the Reichstag, and their coalition suggested the emergence of a common front for domestic political reform. Following hectic debate about the contents of the resolution, on July 12, 1917, the Socialist Democratic Party, the Progressive Party, and the Center Party agreed on a text that called for a “peace of understanding.”

Both the chancellor and the army high command, Oberste Heeresleitung (OHL), immediately opposed the resolution. Bethmann-Hollweg, however, earned the enmity of both sides. The generals accused him of letting the domestic situation get out of hand, and the Reichstag parties that had previously supported him now expressed their lack of confidence in him or remained indifferent. OHL pressure forced Kaiser Wilhelm II to dismiss the chancellor on July 13. Having triumphed over Bethmann-Hollweg, the OHL gave up its opposition to the resolution, which the Reichstag passed overwhelmingly on July 19, 1917, by a vote of 212 to 126 (17 abstentions). The Reichstag called for “a peace of understanding” with no “forced territorial acquisitions” and no economic penalties. It also called for freedom of the seas and the rule of international law.

The wording of the resolution was vague, and new chancellor Georg Michaelis, who took office on July 14, accepted it only with the qualification of “as I understand it.” Michaelis’s chief objection was not the statement eschewing territorial acquisitions but rather what he perceived as the belief of deputies that they had a say in foreign policy.

Rejecting territorial annexations or economic exactions still made it possible to come to “agreements.” Thus, the same Reichstag overwhelmingly approved the annexationist Treaty of Brest-Litovsk with Russia the next March.

The Reichstag Peace Resolution had little effect abroad but was immensely important within Germany. Only seven weeks later rightists formed the Fatherland Party, an obvious attempt by annexationist leaders to counter the resolution. In spite of criticism leveled against it, the Reichstag Peace Resolution of 1917 was a spectacular act of defiance by the Reichstag and signaled a major rift in the domestic consensus in Germany behind the war.
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Russian Revolution of March 1917

The first of two internal Russian uprisings in 1917. The Russian Revolution of March 1917 is often referred to as the February Revolution because when it occurred Russia followed the Julian calendar, which was 13 days behind the Gregorian calendar used in the West.

After a dozen years of experimenting with so-called representative government, the Russian people believed that little had changed, and they came more under the influence of radical intellectuals. Adding to their burden was the enormous cost of two and a half years of war, replete with military disasters, incompetent leadership, inefficient bureaucracy, arms and ammunition shortages, rampant inflation, and tremendous sacrifices in casualties. By 1917, the Russian masses had suffered enough.

Czar Nicholas II, out of touch with his people and government and strongly influenced by his wife Alexandra, focused more on preserving the autocracy than on saving Russia. Attempts to pressure him to do otherwise only stiffened his stubborn resolve. In December 1916, conservative members of the nobility and the Duma assassinated Grigory Rasputin, who held considerable influence over the royal couple. The czar, who had been nominally commanding the army at the front, secluded himself with his family at Tsarskoye Selo, 15 miles from Petrograd, isolating himself from people and events and leaving no one at army headquarters with authority to act. Nicholas did not return to army headquarters in Mogilev until March 5, 1917.

Throughout January and February, conditions deteriorated nationwide but especially in Petrograd. Worker dissatisfaction led to periodic strikes in war industries. Inflation and food shortages because of mismanagement and an inadequate transportation network brought food riots. On January 22, 1917, some 150,000 workers in Petrograd took to the streets to commemorate the 12th anniversary of Bloody Sunday in 1905. Across Russia, other workers did likewise. This marked only the beginning of the wave of strikes across Russia in the following weeks. As conditions continued to deteriorate, the masses, especially in the capital, became more embittered.

On March 5, workers—primarily women frustrated by long hours and inadequate wages that bought little food for their families while their husbands were at the front—poured into the streets of Petrograd with demands of “Bread!” As more workers joined the strikers, soon totaling 90,000, those cries were joined with shouts of “Down with the war!” and then “Down with the czar!” By nightfall the police had restored apparent calm, but strike fever simmered through the night in the workers’ quarters. The next morning, 40,000 people filled the streets. They were met initially by 500 mounted Cossacks ordered to restore calm. Facing demonstrators led by women, the Cossacks hesitated and then gave way as the strikers marched into the city center. Others joined, and by nightfall a reputed 160,000 workers had gathered in the city’s center. Not since the 1905 revolution had so many strikers converged in central Petrograd.

The police were unable to control the situation, and after three days the government ordered in regular army units to augment them. By March 10 the city had become an armed camp, with periodic gunfire erupting as police and strikers clashed. On the evening of March 11 upon returning to their barracks, soldiers of a Russian Guards regiment mutinied and vowed not to fire on crowds again. The next morning they refused to obey their officers’ orders and joined the demonstrators in the street. Soon the entire Petrograd garrison joined the revolution.

On the afternoon of March 12 members of the Duma, which the czar had that day ordered dissolved, elected a temporary committee to restore public order. That day in the same building the Petrograd Soviet, consisting of delegates from factories, workshops, rebelling military units, and representatives from socialist parties, established itself to take hold of the revolution and restore order. Technically neither body possessed governmental authority, although the central administration had ceased to function since the czar was back at army headquarters, where he still controlled most of the army.

Removed from the scene, the czar and his advisers misread the situation in the capital and underestimated its seriousness. Nicholas II first ignored pleas from his advisers to appoint a government that the people could trust and instead directed military commanders to suppress the rebellion. That task force simply melted away when the soldiers came in contact with revolutionaries. On March 13 the czar left Mogilev by train for Petrograd to take personal control, but his train was diverted to Pskov, where the army leadership, including his uncle Grand Duke Nikolai Nikolaevich, convinced him that his only option was abdication.

On March 15 the Duma Temporary Committee dissolved itself and established the provisional government under Prince Georgy Lvov, a non–party-affiliated liberal, as prime minister. Pavel Milyukov, a Duma deputy and leader of the Kadet (Constitutional Democrat) Party, became foreign minister, and Aleksandr Guchkov, an Octobrist Party leader, was made minister of war. Alexander Kerensky, a Socialist Revolutionary Party member of the Duma, became minister of justice. Kerensky was simultaneously vice chairman of the Petrograd Soviet and, given his role in both, acted as liaison between the two.

The provisional government’s position was weak from the start because it inherited all of the problems of its predecessor, while its authority came from the Duma from which Russian workers and peasants had been disenfranchised. It was weakened further by sharing power with the Petrograd Soviet, which had the support of the vast majority of the capital’s populace and persistently second-guessed and undercut the provisional government’s decisions.

Ominously, the leaders of the provisional government, responding to Allied pressure in the form of war loans, decided to continue Russia’s involvement in the war, a course taken despite war weariness and the disintegration of discipline in the army. The latter was intensified by Order Number One issued by the Petrograd Soviet, a decree that destroyed the authority of military officers over their troops. Kerensky’s dream of a great successful military offensive that would win the people’s support for the government ended in military defeat, the collapse of the Russian Army, and another revolution, actually a coup d’état, carried out by the Bolsheviks.
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Russian Revolution of November 1917

The second of two internal uprisings in Russia in 1917. Led by the Bolshevik Party, the Russian Revolution of November 1917 (really a coup d’état) resulted in Russia’s withdrawal from World War I and the transformation of the Russian government and society. It is often referred to as the October Revolution because at the time Russia followed the Julian calendar, 13 days behind the Gregorian calendar of the West.

Spontaneous uprisings in March 1917 led to the collapse of the imperial government and the abdication of Czar Nicholas II. Two self-appointed governing bodies—the provisional government and the Petrograd Soviet—sought to fill the vacuum. The provisional government lacked the allegiance of the masses of the people, however, especially in the capital, because its authority theoretically derived from the Duma (legislative council), which the czar had tried to dissolve. On the other hand, the Soviet had limited popular support because it was elected by workers and soldiers in the capital only. The Soviet hesitated to lead, fearful of being tainted by the “bourgeois” nature of the revolution. Instead, its leaders second-guessed and undercut decisions taken by the provisional government. Thus, from March to November 1917, Russia had two governing bodies, one claiming formal authority without power and the other with power but no authority.

An example of the cross-purposes at which the two worked was the Soviet’s Order Number One. It removed control and discipline in the armed forces by abolishing the death penalty, establishing political commissars at every level, and directing command by committee whereby privates and officers had equal votes. Spurred on by the Bolshevik Party, Russia’s frontline soldiers began to fraternize with the enemy, and officer attempts to enforce discipline encountered hostile resistance.

The revolution in March 1917 led to the return of thousands of veteran revolutionaries from internal and external exile. From Switzerland via Germany and Sweden came 38 exiles, including Vladimir Lenin, leader of the Bolsheviks. Lenin arrived in Petrograd on April 16, 1917, and presented speeches over the next two days that were later printed as the April Theses. He claimed that the revolution marked the beginning of the international revolution of the proletariat, and he rejected cooperation with the provisional government, called for all power to the soviets (the councils that had sprung up across Russia mirroring those of the revolution of 1905), and demanded an end to what he called the “predatory” war.

One compromise between the provisional government and the Soviet was continuation of the war. The Western Allied governments insisted on this as a condition of financial loans. When the provisional government proclaimed support for Russia’s original war aims and planned a major offensive, though, the compromise fell apart.

This Kerensky Offensive (July 1–19, 1917), named for Minister of War Alexander Kerensky, collapsed in part due to war weariness and the indiscipline prompted by Order Number One. Some units of the Petrograd garrison, fearing that they would be sent to the front, revolted and were joined by idle workers and radical sailors from the nearby Kronstadt naval base. Eventually the uprising was quelled, though with some loss of life. Because Bolsheviks had joined the uprising, believing that they would be blamed for it in any case, the provisional government ordered Bolshevik leaders arrested, but Lenin escaped to Finland.

On August 7, a prolonged government crisis developed following the resignation of Prince Georgy Lvov over anticipated labor and agrarian policies. Kerensky succeeded him as prime minister. Kerensky’s cabinet was moderately left-oriented, with 12 of the 16 ministers divided between members of the Socialist Revolutionary Party (the largest political party in Russia) and members of the Mensheviks (an evolutionary socialist party). Kerensky tried to placate both the Left and the Right but, fearing the Bolsheviks, ordered recently appointed commander of the armed forces General Lavr Kornilov to prepare to march on Petrograd if the Bolsheviks stirred insurrection.

In early September when the German Army occupied Riga and the road to Petrograd lay open, Kornilov sent a cavalry corps toward the capital, ostensibly to protect it. His action was seen as a right-wing attempt to reverse the revolution, however. Sensing the approaching danger, the Soviet organized to protect the revolution. The Petrograd garrison and Kronstadt sailors, joined by idle workers, all strongly influenced by Bolshevik calls for peace, land, and bread, were now mobilized to barricade and protect the capital. Kerensky appealed to the Bolsheviks to assist in defending against counterrevolution, released imprisoned leaders such as Leon Trotsky, and armed the Bolshevik’s Red Guard. Meanwhile, Bolshevik-influenced railroad workers stopped Kornilov’s troops short of the capital, convincing even the most trusting soldiers that they were helping to restore the hated monarchy.

The Bolsheviks, able to claim that they had saved the revolution, now gained 50 percent of the seats in the Petrograd Soviet. In October, backed by leftist socialist revolutionaries, Trotsky was elected chairman of the Petrograd Soviet. He immediately withdrew that body’s support from the provisional government. When in October the rumor circulated that the government might move the capital to Moscow to protect it from the German Army, the Soviet claimed full control of troop deployments in and around Petrograd. On October 26 the Petrograd Soviet appointed a Military Revolutionary Committee. Ostensibly it was to defend the capital; however, its members became the General Staff of the Bolshevik Revolution.

Lenin had slipped back into Petrograd, and although many leading Bolsheviks balked at his suggestion that the time was ripe for an armed uprising, on October 29 in a secret meeting the Central Committee of the party voted narrowly in favor of an attempt to seize power. The provisional government remained passive, although it was vaguely aware of Bolshevik preparations. The non-Bolshevik Executive Committee of the All-Russian Congress of Soviets postponed its meeting until November 7 and ordered a halt to all demonstrations and the issuance of arms without the committee’s approval.

On November 5, the Bolsheviks sent regiments under their control to occupy strategic sites around the capital. On the evening of November 6, the provisional government announced a state of emergency and declared the Soviet’s Military Revolutionary Committee, controlled by Trotsky, to be illegal and ordered his arrest along with other Bolshevik leaders, including Lenin. Too late, the provisional government, barricaded in the Winter Palace, called for loyal troops to deal with the Bolsheviks.

On the morning of November 7, revolutionary sailors on the cruiser Aurora, which was anchored in the Neva River, fired blank rounds from its guns, the signal for the uprising to begin. Bolshevik forces seized, almost without bloodshed, key buildings and facilities in the capital and on November 8 stormed the Winter Palace, arresting 13 members of the provisional government. Kerensky managed to escape and fled into exile.

Lenin declared victory and announced the formation of the Soviet of People’s Commissars, with himself as chairman. The Soviet era had begun. Lenin immediately announced an end to Russian participation in the war. When the Germans insisted on punitive peace terms, the government balked and attempted to follow a strategy of “neither war nor peace.” This proved impossible when the German Army initiated a major offensive, forcing the Bolsheviks to conclude the punitive Treaty of Brest-Litovsk on German terms in March 1918. Lenin concluded that even yielding vast amounts of territory was preferable to renewal of the war and the possibility of the Bolsheviks in turn being driven from power. The new leadership also set aside the results of national elections, planned before their seizure of power, that had gone strongly against them.

Meanwhile, civil war had erupted between the Bolsheviks and their supporters (the Reds) and conservative counterrevolutionary forces (the Whites). This ended with the Reds victorious in 1922. At great human cost, the Bolsheviks also gradually reshaped the socioeconomic structure of the country. The ensuing Union of Soviet Specialist Republics endured until December 1991.
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Saint-Mihiel Offensive (September 12–16, 1918)

The first major battle of the war planned and carried out by the American Expeditionary Forces (AEF). Following the Aisne-Marne Campaign (July 18–August 6, 1918) and end of the German threat to Paris, Allied commander on the Western Front French marshal Ferdinand Foch gave AEF commander General John J. Pershing permission for an independent U.S. Army action. For more than a year, Pershing had hoped for an attack to pinch out the Saint-Mihiel salient (named for the town at its tip) that intruded into Allied lines south of Verdun and threatened the Paris-Nancy railroad line. The salient was also the entrance to the important Briey Basin that supplied Germany with much of its iron ore. After sometimes acrimonious debate, Foch finally agreed to Pershing’s proposed offensive.

Pershing had wanted the offensive to be the beginning of a drive all the way to Metz, but with the British Amiens Offensive (August 8–15) having gone well, Foch ordered Pershing to limit his assault to reaching the base of the salient and then shift his forces west in order to attack north of the Marne in the Meuse-Argonne sector. Pershing was bitterly disappointed with this decision, and rejecting this plan was probably a mistake on the part of Foch. The Americans believed, with some justification, that Pershing’s plan would have yielded greater gains than British Expeditionary Force commander Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig’s attack toward Cambrai, which was the basis of Foch’s subsequent operations.

Fourteen American and four French divisions were assigned to the AEF First Army for the Saint-Mihiel operation. While the AEF had ample small arms, the priority given by the United States at British and French insistence to the shipment of infantrymen rather than supporting arms (such as artillery, engineers, and aviation units and their equipment) meant that the First Army was lacking in these and other support units. The French made up this shortfall by loaning the Americans more than half the artillery and nearly half the tanks and aircraft required for the offensive.

The First Army would have more than 3,000 guns, 400 tanks, and 1,500 aircraft. The British and French provided the bulk of the artillery support. Lieutenant Colonel George S. Patton commanded the 304th Tank Brigade of 267 French light Renault tanks in what would be the first combat for U.S. tanks. U.S. Army colonel William Mitchell directed a heterogeneous air force of American, French, British, Italian, and Portuguese units in what would turn out to be the largest single air operation of the war. The American squadrons flew 609 of the airplanes, which were of French or British manufacture.
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The offensive commenced before dawn on September 12 with a four-hour artillery bombardment and a threefold assault on the salient. The main attack was largely a pushing action mounted against the south face of the salient by two American corps. On the left, Major General Joseph T. Dickman’s IV Corps (from left to right the 1st, 42nd, and 89th Divisions in line, with the 3rd Division in reserve) would operate on a front from Limey westward to Marvoisin. On the right, Major General Hunter Liggett’s I Corps (from left to right in the line the 2nd, 5th, 90th, and 82nd Divisions, with the 78th Division in reserve) would operate along the line from Pont-à-Mousson on the Moselle westward to Limey.

Major General George H. Cameron’s V Corps (from left to right the 8th Brigade of the 4th Division, the French 15th Colonial Division, and the 26th Division, with the remainder of the 4th Division in reserve) would experience its first combat action. It was to mount a secondary thrust against the west face of the salient along the heights of the Meuse from Mouilly north to Haudimont. First Army’s reserve consisted of three American divisions: the 35th, 80th, and 91st.

To fix the Germans in the salient, the French mounted an attack against the apex of the salient. It was carried out by the II Colonial Corps (from left to right the 2nd Cavalry Division, the 26th Infantry Division, and the 39th Colonial Division). Altogether, Allied forces involved in the offensive totaled more than 650,000 men: some 550,000 American and 100,000 Allied (mostly French) troops.

German Army general of artillery Max von Gallwitz’s Fifth Army had responsibility for this sector of the front. Gallwitz had at his disposal eight divisions and a brigade in the line and about two division equivalents in reserve. The Germans, then desperately short of manpower, recognized the threat and the need for a shorter line that could be held by fewer troops, and Gallwitz had begun withdrawing troops from the salient the day before the Allied offensive began.

The attack went much better than anticipated especially in the southern part of the salient, where the Germans had already thinned out their forces. Although many of the tanks became bogged down in mud, they were hardly needed. Aware that the Germans were withdrawing, Pershing ordered the offensive speeded up and also ordered a nighttime pursuit. By the morning of September 13 the 1st Division, advancing from the east, had linked up at Vigneulles with the 26th Division from the west, and before evening all objectives in the salient had been captured. At this point Pershing halted any further advances so that American units could be withdrawn for the coming offensive in the Meuse-Argonne sector. By September 16, the salient was entirely cleared.

This first major operation of an independent American army resulted in the capture of some 16,000 Germans and 257 guns at a cost of 7,000 American casualties. The operation also eliminated the threat of an attack on the rear of Allied fortifications at Nancy and Verdun, greatly improved Allied lateral rail communications, and opened the way for a possible future offensive to seize Metz and the Briey Basin in the unlikely event that Foch should change his mind.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Scheer, Reinhard (1863–1928)

German Navy admiral. Born on September 30, 1863, in Obernkirchen, Lower Saxony, Reinhard Scheer joined the Imperial German Navy as a cadet in April 1879. He first came to the attention of his superiors when as a young lieutenant in December 1884, he led the first landing party from his ship to quell a native revolt in the newly established German colony of Cameroon. Beginning in 1903, Scheer served in the Imperial Naval Office under Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz. Promoted to captain in March 1905, Scheer returned to fleet duties as captain of the battleship Elsass in 1907. In 1909 he became chief of staff of the High Seas Fleet, and in January 1910 he was promoted to rear admiral. In 1911 he assumed charge in Berlin of the General Department of the Navy Office. In December 1913, promoted to vice admiral, Scheer took command of the 2nd Battle Squadron, consisting of predreadnought battleships. He held this position when the Great War began in August 1914.

In December 1914 Scheer received command of the new 3rd Battle Squadron, composed of the latest dreadnoughts. In January 1916 when commander in chief of the High Seas Fleet Admiral Hugo von Pohl fell ill with terminal cancer, Scheer was appointed as his interim replacement. On January 24 that appointment was made permanent.

Scheer chose to pursue a more aggressive policy than his predecessors. In the first half of 1916 he sent the High Seas Fleet out on several sorties, hoping to lure out a portion of the Royal Navy’s Grand Fleet and defeat it before it could be reinforced. Scheer also intended to use combined operations, giving roles in his plans to both reconnaissance zeppelins and U-boats.

In May 1916 Scheer proposed a raid on Sunderland, supported by U-boats lying in wait off the British bases at Scapa Flow, Cromarty, and Rosyth. Accordingly, the submarines were dispatched; however, delays caused by weather and repairs forced Scheer to postpone the attack repeatedly. Instead, he proposed sending the fleet to the Norwegian coast, again hoping to lure the Grand Fleet into a trap.

Radio intercepts allowed the British to learn that the Germans were planning a sortie, so the Grand Fleet actually left its harbors a few hours before the High Seas Fleet set sail on the night of May 30–31. Bad weather kept the zeppelins from flying, and the delays in launching the attack had forced most U-boats off their stations and back to port. Nevertheless, the High Seas Fleet set out.

The ensuing Battle of Jutland (May 31–June 1, 1916) was not Scheer’s finest hour. The Grand Fleet under Admiral Sir John Jellicoe twice crossed in front of Scheer’s dreadnoughts, exposing the Germans to devastating broadsides from the British ships. On both occasions, Scheer’s solution was to perform a Gefechtskehrtwendung (battle about-turn), extricating the High Seas Fleet from a dire predicament.

Promoted to admiral on June 6, 1916, Scheer was forced after the Battle of Jutland to reevaluate German naval prospects. While he still believed that the surface fleet could play a role in the war, he came to the conclusion that Germany’s best hope lay in the resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare, a policy he advocated until its adoption at the end of January 1917. Scheer drew the wrath of Kaiser Wilhelm II by dispatching a squadron of dreadnoughts to escort a single stranded U-boat in November 1916, thereby illustrating the value of the U-boats and the morale of their crews.

Despite his belief that only an unrestricted submarine warfare campaign could drive Britain from the war, Scheer continued to plan surface actions. The High Seas Fleet sortied on August 18–19, 1916, in an effort to defeat the British battle cruiser squadron. British radio intercepts revealed the sortie, and the Grand Fleet set out, but this time Scheer’s own reconnaissance worked, and his ships returned to port without contact.

Scheer was responsible for deciding the fate of a group of mutinous sailors after an uprising in Wilhelmshaven aboard the dreadnought Prinzregent Luitpold in the summer of 1917. Scheer’s long-standing reputation as a strict disciplinarian was confirmed when he upheld the sentence of execution for two of the mutiny’s ringleaders to restore discipline among the increasingly dissatisfied crews.
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Admiral Reinhard Scheer commanded the German High Seas Fleet in the Battle of Jutland during May 31–June 1, 1916. Scheer assumed command of the navy in the last months of the war, but his desperate plan for a naval sortie at the end of the war was thwarted by the outbreak of mutinies in the High Seas Fleet. (Photo by ullstein bild/Getty Images)

In late 1917, Scheer employed light fleet elements to raid British convoys in the North Sea. The British then sent Grand Fleet battleships to escort the convoys, allowing Scheer an opportunity to destroy some of them. On April 23, 1918, he sent the entire High Seas Fleet to intercept one of the convoys, but German naval intelligence had miscalculated the date of the convoy sailing, and no contact was made.

By the summer of 1918, it was clear to Scheer that the command structure of the navy required streamlining. In August he and fellow admirals Adolf von Trotha and Magnus von Levetzow forced the kaiser to create a new naval high command, with Scheer as its head. His subordinate, Admiral Franz von Hipper, succeeded him in command of the High Seas Fleet. Scheer set about implementing the Scheer Program, a last-minute effort at mass-producing U-boats with the intention of building some 333 in 1919, but the program came too late.

As the German war effort began to collapse in the autumn of 1918, the senior officers of the navy planned a desperate sortie in the hopes of one last grand battle against the Royal Navy. In October, Scheer and Hipper planned this final gesture in the belief that the honor of the navy was paramount. The plan was thwarted by the outbreak of mutinies in early November.

Scheer retired from the navy in December when the Allies forced the German government to reduce its personnel. He then wrote his memoirs. Scheer died in Marktredwitz, Bavaria, on November 26, 1928.

David H. Olivier
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Schlieffen Plan

German military strategy. In 1891 General of Cavalry Count Alfred von Schlieffen became the chief of the German General Staff and heir to the great strategic problem facing Germany. Schlieffen had to decide what to do in the likely event that Germany had to fight a two-front war against both France and Russia. This dilemma had its roots in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, which saw Germans hand the French a bitter defeat. Since then, German chancellor Otto von Bismarck had deftly manipulated Germany’s alliances to keep France and Russia from joining forces against Germany. The Reinsurance Treaty of 1887 was at the heart of Bismarck’s plan.

Chief of the German General Staff Field Marshal Helmuth von Moltke (the Elder) and his successor, Field Marshal Count Alfred von Waldersee, sought to deal with the situation by developing a plan to defeat both France and Russia in the event that a diplomatic failure allowed these two potential adversaries to come together in an effort to defeat Germany. Both Moltke and Waldersee advocated positioning a defensive force in the west to hold the French and a powerful offensive force in the east to subdue the advanced Russian forces. Bismarck left office in 1890, and Kaiser Wilhelm II allowed the Reinsurance Treaty with Russia to lapse that same year. Russia therefore reoriented its foreign policy, encouraged by French loans. By 1894, France and Russia had established a military alliance.

After Schlieffen took up his post, he studied the strategic setting and decided that he needed to reverse the defensive and offensive emphases. In addition to the lapse of the Reinsurance Treaty, Schlieffen saw other reasons for change. Russia was simply too large and its fortifications too strong for a quick, decisive, and victorious campaign. Russia would swallow German invading forces, much as it had swallowed Napoleon’s forces a century earlier. Furthermore, Schlieffen doubted that weakly held fortifications along the Rhine River would hold back invading French Army forces. He concluded that the French positions along the German border could be bypassed by routing his forces through Belgium. Later he decided that it would be necessary to violate the territories of Luxembourg and southern Holland as well. In the process Schlieffen virtually disregarded all political factors by ignoring the consequences of incursions upon these neutral countries, especially Belgium, the borders of which had been guaranteed by all the major European powers (including Germany) since 1839.

Schlieffen ultimately crafted a plan for a gigantic sweep that would be anchored close to Strasbourg (Strassburg) in Alsace and reach its arm all the way to the English Channel, pass north of Paris, come down west and then south of that great city, and push eastward, crushing all French forces in the area up against fortified positions along the Franco-German border. If German defenses at the anchor point near Strasbourg failed, that too might prove beneficial, because any French reinforcements sent there to exploit the collapse would actually weaken their resistance in the north and allow attacking German forces there to move even faster. Schlieffen believed that he could hold the east against slowly mobilizing Russian forces with a much smaller force than originally planned.

As soon as France had been defeated, German forces could then be moved by rail along internal lines of communication to the east and halt the Russians. Schlieffen allowed five or six weeks to win the war in the west. He intended to make the sweep, the “great wheel,” with seven-eighths of his total force in the west: about 1.75 million of 2 million men. This would be the ultimate envelopment, one inspired by Hannibal’s great victory over the Romans at Cannae in 216 BCE. It would be the application of a tested tactical principle to a strategic setting. To accomplish this, Schlieffen would have had no reserves; indeed, reserve units would be employed on the front line.

Schlieffen took 14 years to develop his plan fully. He stepped down as chief of the German General Staff at the end of 1905 and turned the problem of the two-front war over to his successor, Lieutenant General (later colonel general) Helmuth von Moltke (the Younger), nephew of the earlier Moltke.

Moltke sought to stay on good terms with the Dutch in order to have a “windpipe” to the world and was thus reluctant to violate Dutch neutrality. He therefore reduced the sweep of the right wing. He was also loath to yield any German territory, however briefly, in the event of a collapse of defenses in Alsace-Lorraine or a Russian breakthrough in the east. To ensure against such losses of territory, as new forces came on line he shifted the weight slightly from the right wing to the anchor point in the west and even more from the right wing to the east. Changes in the German conscription laws in 1911–1913 provided for additional soldiers. After all these modifications, the right wing had gone from seven-eighths of resources in the west to three-fourths (the former about 1.5 million men and the anchor 500,000). Troops in East Prussia numbered 200,000 men, while another 200,000 were positioned along the remainder of Germany’s eastern border.

Such was the alignment of German forces at the beginning of the Great War. The plan that was intended to defeat the French in a matter of weeks failed completely. It had many faults. Schlieffen had overlooked the full impact on modern war of the machine gun, rapid-firing artillery, and barbed wire. Furthermore, he had underestimated the fatigue factor for German soldiers embarked on a 150-mile march. Nor did he recognize either the advantages that the French would have of internal lines of communication, including the railroads, or the impact of British forces on the campaign. He did not allow for delays imposed by transportation bottlenecks or Belgian resistance to the passage of German forces or for friction or confusion arising from the fog of war.

The Schlieffen Plan dictated where the war would start and helped fix the locus of the war. But perhaps its most important flaw was that it caused German planners to discount political solutions. The Schlieffen Plan brought Britain into the war, and the Russians moved faster than the Germans had anticipated.

When the campaign was in progress, Moltke modified the plan further by detaching five divisions from the critical right wing and sending them to East Prussia. As it turned out, they were not required for the great German victory at Tannenberg. In the west the war degenerated into a four-year stalemate that cost the lives of millions of soldiers.

Dewey A. Browder
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Siegfriedstellung (Hindenburg Line)

German heavy fortified defensive position on the Western Front. Called by the Germans the Siegfriedstelling, the Allies knew it as the Hindenburg Line. After the Battle of Verdun (February 21–December 15, 1916), German Army chief of staff Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and German Army first quartermaster General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff decided to stand temporarily on the defensive on the Western Front. To shorten their lines, increase defensive strength, and conserve men, Germany established a network of five linked, fortified zones named after Wagnerian gods and heroes. Siegfried, the oldest and most complex zone, stretched from Arras to Soissons. Wotan covered the coast to Arras. Al-berich linked to Siegfried and stretched to Laon, Brünnhilde guarded the area of Champagne, and Kriemhilde (only partially finished) covered the area behind the Argonne Forest to the Metz. The Allies conflated these five zones under the term “Hindenburg Line.”

German colonel Fritz von Lossberg of the Second Army was the key figure in the development of German defensive tactics, an important principle of which was elastic defense. A thinly held outpost zone, about 600 yards deep, was designed to minimize casualties for defenders during an enemy’s preparatory barrage while serving to break up attacking infantry. Attackers then confronted the main battle zone, about 1,500 yards deep, defined by two well-garrisoned lines of trenches reinforced by mutually supporting pillboxes. Often constructed of steel and concrete, these pillboxes were virtually impervious to all but direct hits by large-caliber artillery. After April 1917, third and fourth zones extended the depth of the position to 6,000–8,000 yards.

Carefully sited, the main battle zone exploited high ground as well as natural and man-made obstacles. Lossberg often positioned main trench lines on the reverse slope of hills, the crests being held only by light outpost forces to provide warning of enemy attack. Opposing artillery could thus not observe the defenders, while German artillery and machine guns could fire on attackers silhouetted on the crests. Besides ferro-cement dugouts and pillboxes, a major feature was concentrations of concertina wire up to 8 feet high. In seeking to avoid the wire, attackers would be funneled into areas already registered by German artillery and raked by machine-gun fire. German reserves waited just behind the battle zone, ready to stem breaches or to counterattack as enemy assaults lost impetus.

The Germans began withdrawing from the 90-mile Arras-Noyon-Soissons sector to the Siegfriedstellung in February 1917. By the time the Allies divined German plans, it was too late to disrupt or exploit them. The withdrawal, known as Operation ALBERICH, shortened the Germany lines on the Western Front by 25 miles, eliminated a dangerous salient, and freed up 13 divisions as a mobile reserve. A scorched-earth policy forced the Allies to advance cautiously across miles of shell-blasted, depopulated, and booby-trapped land.

Interpreting Germany’s withdrawal as a sign of weakness, optimists in the Allied camp concluded that the previous year’s attritional battles had left the German Army at the end of its tether. A concerted attack, concluded French Army commander General of Division Robert Nivelle, might snap it. Instead, the Nivelle Offensive of April 16–May 9, 1917, led to severe Allied losses and mutiny within French ranks. The defense in-depth system proved equally debilitating to the British during the Third Battle of Ypres (Passchendaele, July 31–November 10, 1917).

Following their victory over the Russians on the Eastern Front at the end of 1917, in the spring of 1918 the Germans shifted to the operational offensive on the Western Front. The territory gained came at the price of nearly 1 million casualties and was less defensible. Lacking strong and meticulously prepared positions, the now-exhausted German units proved vulnerable to renewed Allied assaults reinforced by fresh U.S. troops. As a consequence of the Allied Amiens Offensive (August 8–15, 1918), Germany surrendered the initiative for good. Forced to withdraw back to the Hindenburg Line in September, the Germans lacked sufficient reserves to garrison it.

The Allies proceeded to show that they had learned from experience. Preceded by intense hurricane bombardments using high-explosive artillery and poison gas, infantry attacks now came with little warning, employed infiltration tactics, and were supported by tanks, aircraft, and effective creeping barrages. Combined arms tactics and continuous and sustained Allied pressure led to the exhaustion of German reserves. The French First Army, aided by the British Third and Fourth Armies, pierced the Hindenburg Line in a daring assault at the Canal de Saint-Quentin on September 29, 1918. A Belgian offensive also proved successful, and U.S. assaults in the Meuse-Argonne Offensive (September 26–November 11) broke through the Kriemhilde section of the line. Disruption of the Hindenburg Line in several areas by October spelled the end of Germany’s ability to sustain an effective defense.

The Siegfried Line ultimately failed, yet what the Allies remembered of it was the combat power of networked systems of mutually supporting pillboxes, the ability to conserve soldiers, and flexibility in providing rallying points for aggressive counterattacks. Flattering the Germans by imitation, the French developed their own version, the subsequently much-maligned Maginot Line, in the interwar period.

William J. Astore
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Somme, Battle of the (July 1–November 19, 1916)

British Western Front offensive in the summer and autumn of 1916. By the end of 1915, the Western Front had become a stalemate characterized chiefly by trench warfare. The Germans still held the part of France they had taken the year before, and the French and British efforts to evict them had proven to be costly failures. French Army commander General of Division Joseph Joffre was devoted to the doctrine of the offensive and in any case could hardly allow the Germans to continue to hold large areas of France and go unchallenged. He was thus determined to drive the Germans from France in 1916.

Joffre hoped to accomplish this with much more help from the British. Within the French military it was widely believed that the British had not given their all and would have preferred to depend on their navy, leaving the land battles to the French. Britain was preparing for a prominent role on land, however. By the end of 1915 the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) had grown to 38 divisions, and the formation of the so-called Kitchener Divisions—volunteers responding to the secretary of state for war’s call to arms—meant significant additional growth that year.

During December 6–8, 1915, an inter-Allied planning conference met at Chantilly in Paris, with the conferees agreeing to a coordinated assault on all fronts in the following year. The Russians and Italians would launch offensives of their own to ensure that German forces on these fronts could not be shifted to the Western Front. BEF commander Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig wanted to carry out his part of the offensive in the Ypres area, with the intention of breaking through and rolling up the German front from the north.

Joffre did not trust the British to make a total effort if left on their own, however, and he insisted on a joint attack along the Somme River at the point where the British and French forces joined. There was no significant strategic advantage to the Somme site, and the Germans had sufficient time to fortify their positions, a relatively easy job in the chalky soil of the region. Haig, under orders from London to cooperate with the French, agreed to Joffre’s plan. Haig did insist on a delay in the offensive, as the BEF’s new divisions would not be ready until late summer.

German Army chief of staff General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn did not plan to stand on the defensive and await an attack by the Allies, however. Concerned about the growth of British strength, Falkenhayn decided on a strategy of attrition to drive the French from the war before the British could significantly reinforce in France. His objective was the French fortress of Verdun. Falkenhayn believed that France would throw everything it had into the defense of Verdun and that France thus could be bled to death. Falkenhayn planned to inflict maximum casualties through a shallow advance and then defensive firepower against French counterattacks. The enthusiasm of his subordinates, however, led to a full-scale effort at cracking the French defense.

The German attack at Verdun began on February 21 and continued into July, without taking Verdun. Falkenhayn pushed so hard that he undermined his own goal of attrition. Although casualty figures on the battle are disputed, their losses were sufficiently high that the Germans could hardly claim a victory.

The German offensive at Verdun affected the conduct of the Somme attack in two major ways, however. First, with the battle’s outcome in doubt and enormous French losses, Joffre urged Haig to advance the starting date in hopes of drawing off German forces from Verdun. Although British forces would not be totally ready by then, Haig agreed to a late June attack date. Poor weather led to a postponement to July 1, however. Second, the original plan called for a majority of the divisions involved in the Somme offensive to be French, but the Battle of Verdun caused this to be reversed.

Haig planned to make the attack on a 20-mile section of front north of the Somme River. He allocated 18 divisions of General Sir Henry Rawlinson’s Fourth Army for the initial assault, 11 of these from Kitchener’s new half-trained forces. Haig hoped for a breakthrough, and he positioned his cavalry so as to be able to send them through the anticipated gap in the German lines. Rawlinson preferred a less ambitious bite-and-hold strategy of progressive steps that could be defended against inevitable German counterattacks and would inflict maximum casualties on the Germans. Haig’s views prevailed, however, and his full-bore, large-scale assault became the official plan.

German general of infantry Fritz von Below’s Second Army held this sector of the front. Below had six divisions on the line, with five additional divisions in close reserve. Although Falkenhayn expected some sort of attack to relieve pressure on Verdun, he believed that it would occur in Alsace. General Below was convinced that the attack would come in his sector, and he set his men to work building a formidable defensive complex that included bunkers deep underground. The German defensive line was five miles deep.

To compensate for the limited training of the attackers—more than half the divisions had come from the recently raised Kitchener Army—the British planned a massive artillery bombardment. The planners claimed that it would destroy all the German defenses, eliminate the barbed-wire entanglements, and kill or incapacitate most of the defenders. Beginning on June 24, 1,537 British guns began the preliminary bombardment. By the time it had ended, the British had fired more than 1.5 million shells. Unfortunately, these included a large number of duds and too high a proportion of shrapnel rather than high explosive. Neither the deep, well-built German bunkers nor the wire was eliminated. British headquarters refused to believe reports from the front line that much of the wire was intact or had bunched up, which would only canalize the attackers and make it easier for the German defenders.
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At 7:20 a.m. on July 1, the British exploded the first of three large and seven smaller mines they had placed under the German positions. The explosion was a clear indication of an immediate British attack, and the Germans then opened a murderous fire on the British assembly points and front trenches. At 7:28 the British blew the remaining mines, and two minutes later the infantry received the order to attack.

At 7:30 a.m. the British infantrymen left their trenches. As the artillery concentrated on the second German line of defense, German machine gunners left their deep bunkers and opened a savage fire on the lines of advancing Tommies. Most of the British soldiers were heavily laden with 60- to 70-pound packs, extra ammunition, rolls of barbed wire, buckets of grenades, and other supplies. As it was assumed that there would be no opposition and because many of the attackers were not well trained, the men were instructed to line up and advance in waves, as if on parade, across no-man’s-land, often for as much as 800 yards. They were perfect targets for the German machine gunners.

Despite appalling numbers of casualties, the courageous Tommies continued to press forward, and their commanders renewed the attacks in the afternoon. There was little success. On the right, where a heavier and more effective French artillery barrage had helped prepared the way, the objectives were taken. The 36th (Ulster) Division pushed into Thiepval, its objective, but was left isolated there; the remnants had to creep back after dark. Otherwise, the first day was an unmitigated failure that cost 57,470 casualties, of whom 19,240 were dead. This amounted to almost exactly half of the first day’s assault force. The casualty rate for officers was a phenomenal 75 percent. The total figure was greater than the casualties suffered by the British in the Crimean War (1854–1856), the Boer War (1898–1902), and the Korean War (1950–1953) combined. Many of the wounded lay suffering but unreachable in no-man’s-land for days.

Despite the disastrous first day, Haig continued the attacks into November. Beginning on July 14, a British night attack took much of Bazentine Ridge with relatively little loss. Previously it had been argued that the limited training of the New Army Tommies made the likelihood of confusion in night operations too great to risk. In a much larger operation on July 20, a combined Anglo-French force of some 17 divisions took a German position at Maurepas. A few days later in bitter, bloody fighting, Australian troops took Pozières.

Meanwhile, the Germans continued to reinforce. This was the typical situation on the Western Front before 1918—any success was countered by reinforcement and counterattack before it could be exploited by the attacker. Defensive weaponry and logistics were superior to offensive mobility.

The Somme attacks were renewed on September 15. Once again limited success was effectively countered, but there was a historic development: tanks were used for the first time. Haig, under political pressure at home to show success and from the French to continue to keep the pressure off them in the aftermath of Verdun, was eager, even desperate, for some advantage. In complete contrast to his reputation for conservative, traditionalist attitudes, he had insisted on the new weapon being used at once. In this he ignored the pleas of tank pioneers such as Colonel Ernest Swinton, who insisted that the tanks should be employed en masse after proper training with the infantry. Instead, Haig ordered the 59 tanks available sent to the Somme.

Of the 49 tanks that actually reached the battlefield on September 15, only 9 escaped mechanical failure, defensive fire, or terrain problems and were able to lead the attack. These few had quite an effect on the German forces, however, and a British flier reported seeing a tank driving down the main street of Flers followed by unmolested Tommies. Haig promptly ordered 1,000 additional tanks.

The Somme Offensive continued into the autumn, although there were no more tanks available. Despite bloody fighting, gains were minimal, for the autumn rains turned the battlefield into a quagmire. On November 13 the British took Beaumont Hamel after an advance of perhaps three-quarters of a mile. A week later, a blizzard convinced Haig that the campaign had to end.

Overall, the offensive had cost the British about 420,000 casualties and the French close to 200,000. German losses have been put at 650,000, although this figure has been questioned. Clearly, the Germans could less afford the losses than the Allies, and German morale seems to have suffered more. The attack on Verdun also ended, but there is evidence that the Germans were at the point of drawing back regardless of outside events. In the months to come, the Germans would prepare more easily defended positions on a shorter front and pull back to what became known as the Siegfriedstellung (Siegfried Line, known to the Allies as the Hindenburg Line).

At the price exacted, this was little gain for the Allies. Some historians have argued that the Somme was part of a larger picture and that over time the Allies wore down the Germans and, of course, ultimately won the war.

Fred R. van Hartesveldt
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Submarine Warfare, Central Powers

When World War I began in August 1914, both Germany and Austria-Hungary possessed small flotillas of relatively modern submarines. Germany had 31 operational U-boats, while Austria-Hungary had only 5. As with all the world’s navies at the time, the Central Powers had no clear doctrines for the employment of their submarine forces, nor did they have any real appreciation of the directions that wartime operations would take. Neither fleet’s prewar plans long survived the reality of war, since the Royal Navy adopted a strategy of distant blockade rather than the close blockade that the German Navy had anticipated, and Italy declined to join its allies in the Triple Alliance and chose to remain neutral, upsetting Austrian expectations of the situation in the Adriatic.

Germany adopted a strategy of Kleinkrieg (little war, or small engagements), seeking to draw out elements of the Grand Fleet into disadvantageous positions, both geographically and numerically, and whittle away at British naval strength with mines and submarines. During 1914 German U-boats, demonstrating considerably greater operational capabilities than prewar exercises had suggested, scored some considerable successes, most spectacularly on September 22 when Captain Lieutenant Otto Weddigen’s U-9 torpedoed and sank the three British armored cruisers Aboukir, Cressy, and Hogue off the Dutch coast within little more than an hour. The Royal Navy quickly came to regard the menace of German submarines as a grave threat to its naval superiority.

Despite the early German successes, it was clear by early 1915 that the strategy of Kleinkrieg was not working. The British distant blockade was proving all too effective in cutting off Germany’s access to most foreign trade, while the Grand Fleet, far from allowing isolated elements to fall into German traps, was succeeding in cutting off detachments of the High Seas Fleet and inflicting serious damage upon them. The German Navy was under increased threat from an intensified British mining campaign and expansion of the terms of the naval blockade.

German submarines had not conducted any coordinated campaign against Allied merchant shipping—the transport of the British Expeditionary Force to France and its subsequent continued supply had been conducted virtually without any interference from the German fleet—but had demonstrated that U-boats could be effective in this role even under the limitations of the Prize Regulations of the Declaration of London in 1909. A growing number of officers within the German Navy as well as influential politicians and businessmen began to see a counterblockade of Britain as the solution to Germany’s dilemma—in other words, to employ submarines to attack and sink without warning all British shipping and neutral vessels trading with the United Kingdom. Berlin was well aware of the potential for serious negative reaction to such policies from neutral trading nations, especially the United States, but the German leadership decided that the gains were worth the risk and on February 4, 1915, declared the waters around Great Britain and Ireland, including the whole of the English Channel and the western portion of the North Sea, to be a war zone within which any merchant ship, British or neutral, would be destroyed without it necessarily being possible to ensure the safety of its crew or passengers.

The German Navy began this first unrestricted submarine campaign against merchant shipping with limited resources. It usually had no more than about 25 operational U-boats available, of which only about one-third were deployed on station at any one time, the remainder being either in transit or refitting. The campaign began on February 28 and, despite the small number of active U-boats, achieved considerable success. A total of 29 vessels aggregating some 89,500 gross tons were sunk in March, 33 vessels totaling only 38,600 tons were sunk in April, 53 vessels totaling 126,900 tons were sunk in May, 114 vessels totaling 115,291 tons were sunk in June, 86 vessels totaling 98,005 tons were sunk in July, 107 vessels totaling 182,772 tons were sunk in August, and 58 vessels totaling 136,048 tons were sunk in September. British antisubmarine measures in this same period accounted for 15 U-boats, but the German Navy commissioned 25 new boats.

The German announcement on February 4 had almost immediate diplomatic repercussions, especially the U.S. government note warning Germany that it would be held strictly accountable for any loss of U.S. ships or lives. Consequently, the German government compromised on its initial declaration, placing some restrictions on attacks against vessels flying neutral flags, much to the chagrin of German Navy officers, who envisaged that one major effect of the unrestricted campaign would be to so terrorize neutral shippers that they would cease to trade with Great Britain. A number of attacks on Dutch, Greek, Norwegian, and Swedish vessels, including some inside areas declared safe, provoked outraged diplomatic responses from these neutral governments and led the German government to offer compensation in several instances and prohibit attacks against neutral vessels.

The major blow to the unrestricted campaign was the sinking by Captain Lieutenant Walter Schwieger’s U-20 of the large Cunard transatlantic liner Lusitania without warning off the western coast of Ireland on May 7, 1915. A total of 128 U.S. citizens were among the 1,201 passengers and crew who lost their lives, and the sinking caused a major diplomatic furor between the United States and Germany that was heightened by the torpedoing of the U.S. ship Nebraskan without warning on May 25. German chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg, despite strong opposition from the navy, forbade attacks on large passenger liners regardless of what flag they flew, and his efforts succeeded in mollifying President Woodrow Wilson’s government sufficiently, although Germany still suffered from a sharp drop in the American public’s estimation.

As the sinking record shows, these greater restrictions did not substantially affect the success of the campaign against merchant shipping. Nevertheless, there remained the threat of further incidents that might force Germany to terminate the campaign. Schwieger, who had sunk the Lusitania, succeeded in provoking two such incidents by sinking the British liner Arabic without warning on August 19 and the U.S. liner Hesperian on September 4. These two events provoked a further crisis between the United States and Germany and exacerbated the concerns of the German Army General Staff about increased complications with neutral nations in light of an impending shortage of troops.

Despite the protests of its senior naval officers, the German government forced through a prohibition of attacks against any liners and a withdrawal of all U-boats from operations in the western approaches to the English Channel. Admiral Henning von Holtzendorff became head of the Naval Staff, and on September 18, after deciding that the submarine campaign had failed, he terminated most U-boat operations against shipping and bound all continued action to conform with the Prize Regulations, thus ending the unrestricted campaign.

The British merchant marine lost close to 1.3 million tons of shipping from all causes through the end of September 1915. New construction totaled about 1.2 million tons, and captured enemy shipping added a further 682,000 tons. Nevertheless, losses were outstripping replacements, while the sinkings in August and September were a serious concern and an omen for the future potential of a submarine campaign.

Holtzendorff continued the restricted campaign against merchant shipping. From October 1915 to February 1916, U-boats sank 209 ships totaling 506,026 gross tons, with about 75 percent of these sinkings in the Mediterranean. The campaign sharpened after attacks without warning were permitted against armed merchant vessels, beginning on February 29. During the next two months, the U-boats sank 143 ships totaling 347,843 tons, but again an incident involving U.S. citizens precipitated a diplomatic crisis. On March 24, Senior Lieutenant Herbert Pustkuchen’s UB-29 torpedoed the French cross-channel steamer Sussex without warning off Dieppe, resulting in the loss of some 50 passengers and crew, including 25 Americans. President Wilson reacted by warning Germany that any further incident would lead to the United States severing diplomatic relations. On April 24, Holtzendorff therefore reinstated his order requiring submarines to operate within the Prize Regulations, causing commander of the High Seas Fleet Admiral Reinhard Scheer to order all submarines to cease operation. British losses fell immediately, to 64,000 tons in May and only 37,000 tons in June. Nevertheless, British shipping losses for the first half of 1916 approached 500,000 tons, well over twice the rate of new construction.

During the next few months the High Seas Fleet boats operated primarily in support of fleet operations on the North Sea, leaving attacks on merchant shipping to the Flanders boats and U-boats in the Mediterranean. The pace of the restricted campaign accelerated in September when 172 ships totaling 231,573 tons were sunk. Between October 1916 and January 1917, a further 757 ships totaling more than 1.3 million tons were sent to the bottom in all theaters. This increase reflected the larger number of operational U-boats, which reached 103 submarines in January 1917.

Despite this advance, German Navy leaders were convinced that the restricted campaign was doomed to failure as a means to bring Britain to terms. When combined with the Allied rejection of German peace proposals and successes on the Eastern Front that released additional troops, however, a consensus emerged in the high command and the German government for renewal of the unrestricted sub-marine warfare campaign.

Now converted to Grand Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz’s policy of unrestricted submarine warfare, Holtzendorff produced a memorandum of December 22, 1916, based on statistics and projections from a group of economic experts (Department B1). The report, which predicted the demise of Britain by unrestricted submarine warfare, held that wheat imports were the Achilles’ heel of the British economy and estimated that in December 1916 Britain had but 15 weeks of wheat remaining. Holtzendorff held that if during the first two months of unrestricted submarine warfare the Germans could sink 600,000 tons of shipping a month and about 500,000 tons in each of the next four months, the tonnage available for food imports would decline by an “irreplaceable” 40 percent. Britain would be starved into surrender.

Holtzendorff and Tirpitz recognized that a policy of unrestricted submarine warfare would likely bring the United States into the war, but they were also convinced that they could knock Britain out of the war before U.S. military assets could be made to count. They also denigrated U.S. military capability. German U-boats would prevent the Americans from sending troops to Europe. Holtzendorff reportedly told the kaiser that “I give your Majesty my word as an officer, that not one American will land on the continent.” Warnings from German envoys in neutral countries that an unrestricted submarine warfare campaign would cause these countries to curtail food shipments to Germany were dismissed as “defeatist rubbish.”

German Army chief of staff Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and first quartermaster general of the army General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff supported Holtzendorff’s view, overcoming the arguments against it advanced by Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg and Foreign Minister Gottlieb von Jagow, both of whom hoped for a negotiated peace. On January 9, 1917, the government decided that an unrestricted campaign would begin on February 1. This decision was announced on January 31.

The predicted diplomatic consequences of launching the new unrestricted campaign were not long in coming. On February 3, 1917, President Wilson severed diplomatic relations with Germany. The Zimmermann Telegram—containing a proposal for a German-Mexican and even a German-Japanese alliance against the United States—also surfaced, exacerbating tensions between the two nations. A series of almost inevitable sinkings of U.S. vessels carrying American citizens as passengers hastened matters, and on April 6, 1917, the United States declared war on Germany.

The renewal of the German unrestricted submarine warfare campaign commenced on schedule, with some 120 U-boats deployed. Shipping losses rose dramatically to 520,412 tons in February, 564,497 tons in March, and 860,334 tons in April, at the cost of only 9 U-boats. From this peak, shipping losses fell to 616,316 tons in May and 696,725 tons in June. As the British gradually expanded the scope of convoy from mid-May, losses declined still further to 555,514 tons in July, 472,372 tons in August, 353,602 tons in September, 466,542 tons in October, 302,599 tons in November, and 411,766 tons in December. Forty-three U-boats were sunk in the same six-month period, more than three times the number lost in the first six months of the year.

During the first six months of 1918, U-boats sank more than 1.8 million tons of shipping and a further 889,442 tons up to the armistice on November 11. German losses were high, with more than 120 U-boats sunk. Furthermore, as the U-boats sought out weak links—areas in which ships sailed without the benefit of convoy—the Allies extended the scope of the system until the vast majority of shipping was covered. The German unrestricted submarine campaign against shipping had not only failed but had also, by forcing the United States into the war, cost Germany victory. The U-boats were not able to interrupt the flow of American troops to Europe, despite Holtzendorff’s pledge to the kaiser. All damage inflicted by U-boats to the transport fleet was done in European waters. Six transports were sunk, 4 of them on the home voyage, but the total loss was fewer than 300 lives. U.S. forces were thus able to intervene in sufficient numbers in time to affect the outcome.

The small number of Austrian submarines in operational service at the beginning of the war and their limited range effectively confined their use to the Adriatic. After France declared war on Austria-Hungary on August 13, 1914, elements of its Mediterranean fleet commenced operations in the Adriatic, conducting sweeps with heavy ships and undertaking minor landings, all in the hope of influencing Italy to join the Allies. Austrian submarines always were a threat that became a reality on December 21, when the Austrian U-12 torpedoed the French flagship dreadnought Jean Bart without, however, sinking it. This incident convinced the French to give up offensive operations in the Adriatic and focus on a distant blockade of the Strait of Otranto.

In the period leading to the entry of Italy into the war on the Allied side, the French moved their blockading squadron farther north into the Adriatic. Ship-of-the-Line Lieutenant Georg Ritter von Trapp, commanding the U-5, succeeded on the night of April 26, 1915, in torpedoing and sinking the French armored cruiser Léon Gambetta with heavy loss of life, demonstrating once again the vulnerability of surface vessels in these confined waters. After Italy entered the war in May, the situation remained much the same. In the face of the threat posed by submarines, heavy ships could not operate effectively in the Adriatic, and operations became largely a quasi-guerrilla war in which the Austrian submarines, reinforced by small German U-boats transferred overland, played a major role.

Germany began transferring submarines to the Mediterranean theater in May 1915 when it became clear that the limited Austrian submarine force could do little to affect operations in the area, despite their effectiveness in the Adriatic. These U-boats had considerable success on arrival. Captain Lieutenant Otto Hersing’s U-21 torpedoed and sank the British predreadnought battleship Triumph at the Dardanelles on May 25 and sent to the bottom another British battleship, the Majestic, two days later. Two smaller submarines, however, proved much less effective, and subsequent German submarine operations during the Dardanelles Campaign were largely inconsequential.

The German Navy continued to send U-boats to the Mediterranean, dispatching the smaller boats overland by rail for assembly at Pola and passing the larger boats through the Strait of Gibraltar. One early arrival, Lieutenant Heino von Heimburg’s UB-15, sank the Italian submarine Medusa in the Adriatic on June 1, 1915. On July 7 Heimburg, now commanding the UB-14, sank the Italian armored cruiser Amalfi before sailing into the Mediterranean.

The Mediterranean theater was attractive because there were clearly defined choke points through which much traffic had to pass. The Mediterranean was also obviously crucial for French and Italian ship traffic, and much British shipping also sailed through the sea before or after transiting the Suez Canal. The weather also permitted operations during the autumn and winter when it could hamper Atlantic operations, and operations there were also far less likely to acerbate tensions with the United States, since fewer U.S. ships or American passengers sailed in that sea.

The German submarine campaign in the Mediterranean began in earnest in October 1915. The submarines used Austrian bases at Pola and Cattaro for their operations. During this month five large U-boats sank 63,848 tons of shipping, more than three-quarters of all merchant vessel sinkings in all theaters combined. More large and small boats reinforced the Mediterranean flotilla, with merchant shipping losses reaching 152,882 tons in November and 76,693 tons in December.

During 1916 the Central Powers’ U-boat campaign in the Mediterranean continued to enjoy success. The first quarter of the year saw Allied shipping losses decline as the U-boats underwent refits, contended with winter weather conditions, and were subject to the restrictions on attacking passenger liners. Nevertheless, losses were high enough to lead the Allies to strengthen their patrol systems and divert as much shipping as possible from sailing through the Mediterranean, even though this extended voyages and tied up vessel capacity. New U-boats arriving from Germany and existing boats returning to service pushed merchant shipping losses for the second quarter of 1916 in the Mediterranean to 192,225 tons, about half of all losses in all theaters. These successes continued into the summer and autumn as German U-boats sank 321,542 tons of shipping between July and September. Nor was there any real relief in the autumn and early winter, since a further 427,999 tons of shipping went down by the end of the year. In aggregate, German U-boats sank well over 1 million tons of shipping in the Mediterranean during 1916 while losing only two submarines, one of which sank after running into one of its own mines.

The year 1917 brought the illusion of calm, for most of the German U-boats were refitting. Losses fell to 78,541 tons in January before rising again to 105,670 tons in February and then dropping to 61,917 tons in March. The Germans reinforced their Mediterranean flotilla, and new Austrian boats, based on the German UB-II class, joined the German submarines in operations in the central Mediterranean. Together they sank 277,948 tons of shipping in April. The Allies were then forced to reappraise their system of trade protection and began introducing the convoying of merchant shipping in late May, whereupon losses fell to 180,896 tons in May and 170,473 tons in June. Even though the Germans increased their U-boat force by more than 25 percent, losses continued to decline in July and August to 107,303 tons and 118,372 tons, respectively. An unprofitable diversion of U-boats in the autumn to support operations in Syria against the Allied offensive netted a few small warships but relieved the pressure on merchant shipping. Success returned when the U-boats resumed their effort against merchant shipping in December, with losses rising to 148,331 tons. Once again, Germany’s total U-boat loss for the year was two boats, while the German and Austrian submarines sank well over 1.25 million tons of shipping.

The year 1918 saw Allied efforts to protect trade bear fruit. During the first six months of the year German and Austrian submarines sank about 600,000 tons of shipping, but their losses rose to 10 boats, twice the total in the three previous years of operations. Submarine successes fell dramatically in the months before the armistice; they sank fewer than 250,000 tons of shipping and lost a further 4 boats in the process. Moreover, these diminished accomplishments came about despite the fact that almost twice as many submarines were operational as in 1917.

Between 1915 and 1917, the German Navy also operated a small number of submarines in the Black Sea. The first boats arrived in May 1915 as part of Germany’s support for Turkey during the Dardanelles Campaign. Most of the boats deployed were small UB- or UC-type coastal submarines, and success was limited, although their operations did cause the Russians to deploy their own hunting squadrons of destroyers. The few larger submarines dispatched to the Black Sea had no greater success. In all, Germany sent three large and about a dozen small submarines to the Black Sea and lost almost half of them, chiefly to mines.

Overall, the most important campaign in which the submarines of the Central Powers were engaged—their operations against merchant shipping—came close to total success in April 1917, only to fail completely in overcoming the effectiveness of the convoy system. In the process, however, the Central Powers permanently redefined the place of the submarine in warfare.

Paul E. Fontenoy
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Sykes-Picot Agreement (May 16, 1916)

Agreement reached among the British, French, and Russian governments regarding claims of territory belonging to the Ottoman Empire. In the spring of 1915, British high commissioner in Egypt Sir Henry McMahon promised Sharif Hussein of Mecca British support for an Arab state under Hussein in return for Arab military support against the Ottoman Empire. Confident in British support, in June 1915 Hussein proclaimed the Arab Revolt.

The French government was alarmed by this, however, and on October 24 McMahon informed Hussein of limitations on a postwar Arab state. Britain was to have direct control of the Baghdad-Basra region so that the area west of Hama, Homa, Aleppo, and Damascus could not be under Arab control. Any Arab state east of the Hama-Damascus area would have to seek British advice. McMahon also warned Hussein that Britain could make no promises that would injure French interests.

Aware of the British agreement with Hussein, Paris pressed London for recognition of its own claims on the Ottoman Empire. Englishman Sir Mark Sykes and Frenchman François Georges Picot were appointed by their respective governments to conduct the negotiations, and because discussions of the future of Asiatic Ottoman territory necessarily affected the Russians, the two proceeded to Petrograd in the early spring of 1916 and there presented their draft agreement. They secured Russian support in the formal Sazonov-Paléologue Agreement of April 26, 1916, named for Russian foreign minister Sergey D. Sazonov and French ambassador to Russia Georges Maurice Paléologue. It is most often known as the Sykes-Picot Agreement, however. The agreement was officially concluded on May 16, 1916.

The Sykes-Picot Agreement provided extensive territorial concessions to all three powers at the expense of the Ottoman Empire. Russia was to receive the provinces of Erzurum, Trebizond, Van, and Bitlis (known as Turkish Armenia) as well as northern Kurdistan from Mush, Sairt, Ibn Omar, and Amadiya to the border with Persia (Iran). France would secure the coastal strip of Syria, the vilayet of Adana, and territory extending in the south from Aintab and Mardin to the future Russian border to a northern line drawn from Ala Dagh through Kaisariya Ak-Dagh, Jidiz-Dagh, and Zara to Egin-Kharput (the area known as Cilcia). Britain would secure southern Mesopotamia with Baghdad as well as the ports of Haifa and Acre in Palestine.

The zone between the British and French territories would be formed into one or more Arab states, but this was to be divided into British and French spheres of influence. The French sphere would include the Syrian hinterland and the Mosul province of Mesopotamia, while the British would have influence over the territory from Palestine to the Persian border. The agreement also provided that Alexandretta would become a free port, while Palestine would be internationalized.

The parties involved agreed to maintain strict secrecy regarding the agreement. Despite this, the Italian government learned of its existence by early 1917 and forced the French and British governments to agree in the Saint-Jean-de-Maurienne Agreement of April 17, 1917, that Italy would receive a large tract of purely Turkish land in southern Anatolia and a sphere of influence north of Smyrna (Izmir). This was the final agreement among the Allies regarding the future partition of the Ottoman Empire. The agreement was contingent upon the approval of the Russian government, which was not forthcoming because of revolutionary upheaval there. Hussein did not learn of the Sykes-Picot Agreement until December 1917, when the information was published by the Bolshevik government of Russia and relayed to Hussein by the Ottomans, who vainly hoped thereby to reverse his pro-British stance.

The Sykes-Picot Agreement proved to be a source of bitter conflict between France and England at the 1919 Paris Peace Conference. French premier Georges Clemenceau expected to receive British support for French claims to Lebanon, Cilicia, and Syria. He based this belief on a December 2, 1918, meeting in London with British prime minister David Lloyd George where, in a verbal understanding without witnesses, Clemenceau agreed to modify the Sykes-Picot Agreement. Recognizing the British role in victory in the Middle East, Clemenceau agreed that the oil-producing area of Mosul, assigned to France in the Sykes-Picot Agreement, would be transferred to the British sphere. Palestine, which had been slated for some form of international status, would also be assigned to the British. Clemenceau believed that in return, Lloyd George had promised British support for French claims to Syria and Cilicia.

At the Paris Peace Conference, however, Lloyd George jettisoned the Sykes-Picot Agreement. Appealing to U.S. president Woodrow Wilson’s principles of national self-determination, Lloyd George argued that the Arab Revolt entitled the peoples of Lebanon and Syria to self-rule. He wanted Hussein’s son Emir Faisal, who was under British control, to rule Lebanon and Syria. But Lloyd George also insisted that Britain retain control of Iraq and Palestine. Clemenceau protested.

The standoff was resolved on April 24, 1920, at the San Remo Conference, whereby the British and French governments reached agreement on mandates in the Middle East. Britain would receive Palestine and Iraq, while France secured Lebanon and Syria. Self-determination was thus rejected.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Tannenberg, Battle of (August 26–31, 1914)

First major World War I battle between the German Army and the Russian Army. Fought during August 26–31, 1914, the Battle of Tannenberg was a major tactical victory for the Germans but arguably had greater mythic significance than military importance.

Taking into account the virtual certainty of a two-front war against France and Russia, German war plans by 1914 called for a holding operation against Russia by minimum forces, concentrated in the vulnerable province of East Prussia, until victory over France would allow the transfer of large forces to the eastern theater. Russia for its part grew increasingly committed to the principle of an immediate strategic offensive against the Central Powers. In part this was an instrumental decision—to make sure France was not forced from the war. That concern in turn legitimated taking risks at the operational level. The long-standing question of whether the offensive should concentrate against Germany or Austria-Hungary was by 1914 resolved by asserting that the Russian Empire had sufficient strength to pursue both options simultaneously.

Russia’s war plan against Germany involved sending two armies against the East Prussian salient. The first would advance west across the Niemen River, and the second would move northwest from Russian Poland. The objective was to cut off and destroy German forces in the province. Although a higher headquarters—the Northwestern Front—existed, coordination between the two armies was poor. Problems arose, less because of the often-mentioned and essentially imaginary hostility between their commanding generals, Pavel Rennenkampf and Aleksandr Samsonov, than from inadequate communications, poor staff work, and the geographic barrier of the Masurian Lakes. Nevertheless, the Russian plan of using their significantly superior numbers to envelop the German Eighth Army had good prospects of success. German Army chief of staff Colonel General Helmuth von Moltke (the Younger) had insisted on the importance of preserving German soil from “Asian barbarity,” while at the same time he specified “no defense under any circumstances, but offensive, offensive, offensive.”

The Russian First Army had 9 divisions, and the Second Army had 10 divisions; all were first-line formations. The Germans had altogether 9 divisions, and 3 of them were of reservists. Even if the Eighth Army managed to concentrate its full strength against one of its opponents, even odds were a poor predictor of victory in any attack. Colonel General Max von Prittwitz und Gaffron, commander of the Eighth Army, was cautious by temperament and experience. Maneuvered by an aggressive subordinate into striking Rennenkampf at Gumbinnen on August 20, Prittwitz interpreted a hard-fought drawn battle as a defeat and not only abandoned the field but also informed Moltke by telephone that he proposed to withdraw the entire Eighth Army toward the Vistula.

Apart from the political consequences of abandoning an entire province, especially one of historic significance, Moltke considered it vital to maintain a presence east of the Vistula as a springboard for the eventual full-scale counterattack against Russia. He responded first by ordering two corps withdrawn from his offensive sweep into Belgium and sending them eastward as reinforcements. Moltke then relieved Prittwitz and his chief of staff, replacing them respectively with Colonel General Paul von Hindenburg, who had returned to active service from retirement and who had a reputation for imperturbability, and Major General Erich Ludendorff, a brilliant but abrasive and high-strung General Staff officer.

On the train ride east, the new command team evaluated the situation and decided that above all the Eighth Army must be kept east of the Vistula. To that end, its main units would be sent not west but south and concentrated against the Russian Second Army. The Eighth Army’s staff, headed by Colonel Max Hoffmann, acting independently, had reached a similar conclusion a few hours earlier. In fact, the initial orders for the move had been issued by the time Hindenburg and Ludendorff reached army headquarters on August 23.

The development of essentially the same response to the Eighth Army’s operational problem by two sets of planners was less remarkable than it first seems. The defense of East Prussia had for years been the subject of staff rides and maneuvers. In almost every hypothetical situation when the Russians eschewed a single thrust in favor of an advance on both sides of the Masurian Lakes, striking one of their armies before they could unite was a favored solution.

The Russians also proved to be an obliging enemy. Specifically, a disorganized First Army lost touch with the Germans retreating from Gumbinnen, while the Second Army’s advance bogged down on poor roads along a front that so steadily increased in width that Samsonov’s corps found it first difficult and then impossible to maintain contact.

The Germans took advantage of the well-developed East Prussian rail network and of the march discipline of their infantry to concentrate virtually undisturbed against the Russian Second Army. On August 26 after several days of hard marching in summer heat, the XVII Army Corps and the I Reserve Corps surprised the Russian VI Corps on Samsonov’s right wing, so thoroughly defeating it that its commander failed for eight hours to inform his superior of what had happened. The next day the I Army Corps, commanded by General of Infantry Hermann von François, crushed its Russian counterpart on the Second Army’s left and pressed forward into Samsonov’s rear. The two corps of Samsonov’s center were now threatened with a double envelopment.

Instead of retreating, however, Samsonov continued to advance in the hope of disrupting the German movements. The heaviest fighting of the campaign took place in the center sector on August 28, and the Russians gave their opponents more than a few difficult quarters of an hour before their attack stalled in the face of heavy German artillery fire.

With his center blocked and his flanks unraveling, Samsonov finally ordered a retreat. This movement rapidly became a rout as exhausted Russians found German patrols and German machine guns every place where they expected clear roads home. Following a futile attempt to take personal command, Samsonov committed suicide.

Hindenburg and Ludendorff had the far more pleasant task of reporting their victory. Ludendorff originally dated it from the village of Froegenau. One of his staff officers suggested that he use instead the name of another nearby village: Tannenberg. Five centuries earlier a Polish/Lithuanian army had smashed the forces of the Teutonic Knights there in a battle symbolizing the end of Germany’s eastward expansion. Now, an ancient defeat would be eradicated by a modern victory.

By any name, Tannenberg seemed victory enough: 50,000 Russians dead or wounded, another 90,000 prisoners, and the equipment of an entire army, including 500 guns, captured. German losses were fewer than 15,000. If Moltke’s reinforcements arrived too late to share the glory, they played a critical role in the subsequent battle at the Masurian Lakes, which sent Rennenkampf reeling back over the border by September 14.

Tannenberg became an instant myth in a Germany hungry for victories and set Hindenburg and Ludendorff on a road to supreme power in the Second Empire. But it did not drive Russia from the war. Instead, Tannenberg established a model of victory that discouraged realistic assessments of what was possible by military means under the tactical conditions of 1914–1918.

Dennis Showalter
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Trenches and Trench Warfare

The development of trench warfare on the Western Front in World War I came as a surprise to the leaders of the major powers. War plans had called for fluid, offensive operations. The successful Japanese offensive against Port Arthur during the Russo-Japanese War of 1904–1905 had seemed to show that a Great Power with sufficient will to take heavy casualties could overcome fortified positions with an infantry attack. Previous lessons learned from trench warfare experiences of the final months of the American Civil War around Petersburg in 1865, from the Russo-Turkish War at the siege of Plevna in 1877, and from the Balkan Wars of 1912–1913 were discounted.

Many military theorists now held that even preparing for defensive operations could undermine the spirit of the offensive based on the heroic infantryman and the bayonet. The initial weeks of World War I on the Western Front were marked by a war of maneuver, with little anticipation of trench warfare coming into play. But Allied and German offensive plans quickly bogged down because of the machine gun, rapid-firing artillery, massed rifle fire, and barbed wire.

Trench warfare set in during September 1914 around the Chemin des Dames Ridge northwest of Reims when the German VII Reserve Corps halted an advance by the British I Corps. The stalemate along the front then spread until mid-October 1914 in the so-called Race to the Sea as each side desperately attempted to outflank the other. The end result of this race was the development of 475 miles of trench lines stretching from the North Sea to the Swiss border.

The static trench phase along the Western Front lasted for most of the war, until the great German offensives of the spring of 1918 and the final Allied offensives thereafter. Trench warfare of this magnitude never took place on the Eastern Front because of the vast distances involved and a lack of sufficient manpower to fill that space. On the Eastern Front, defenses centered instead on key points and improvised field fortifications.

Trench systems on the Western Front developed in stages. Given the differences in terrain from swamps and mud plains to flatlands, forests, low hills, and even industrial slag heaps, accommodation needed to be made to the local environment. In combat conditions, troops initially dug individual fighting holes that were linked together into primitive fire trench lines. Groups of shell holes could also be linked in this manner.

The initial fire trench consisted of a ditch some six feet deep, with a fire step toward the enemy about four feet deep upon which the riflemen stood to fire at enemy lines. In the front of the trench some sort of parapet was hastily created, formed of dirt, logs, or rocks. As soon as conditions permitted, the hasty parapet was replaced with a thick line of sandbags. Sandbags, boards, or sticks were also used to line the sides of the trenches to halt erosion and prevent cave-ins.

The back of the trench was called the parados. It was lower than the frontal parapet and was eventually built up with sandbags. A fire step at the front of the trench, higher than the rest of the trench floor, was created for sentry duty, sniper use, and unit defense of the trench line. To prevent earth falls during shelling, rain, or simply over the passage of time, fascines of wood strips and then planks were used to shore up the trench sides. Later on corrugated iron made an appearance, but its use was not widespread. In the front line, dugouts were then cut into the parapet and protected with sheet metal, behind which observers and snipers carried out their tasks. Dugouts were also created below the floor of the trench, with tunnels leading underground and into the trench walls. These were intended to provide safety from artillery barrages but also provided quarters for sleeping and space for storage, medical treatment, and command posts.

The longer a trench was left undisturbed by enemy action or staff plans, the more elaborate became the internal layout. Men created sleeping niches in the trench walls, and noncommissioned and commissioned officers disappeared well belowground into dugouts.

Trenches of World War I reflected the attitudes then prevalent regarding the firepower of the infantry such that the maximum number of rifles was to be brought to bear on the enemy when he appeared over the parapet of his trench system. The line system of infantry, on which firepower was then based, meant that the trenches too would be dug in lines, although zigzagging was important to prevent the enemy from being able to fire down the complete length of a trench system. As the armies dug in, the possibility of maneuver warfare became increasingly remote, and the new tactic of trench warfare appeared.

Trenches were dug so that there was depth enough to conceal movement, and they were kept as narrow as possible to prevent artillery fire from being too effective. Changes of direction and earthen barriers were created to reduce the effect of rifle and machine-gun fire. In no time at all, the armies on the Western Front (and elsewhere as the war spread) simply disappeared belowground. To enable movement from front to rear, communication trenches were dug, and soon extra defense lines were also dug, although the Germans were more adept at defense in-depth than the British and French.

Outposts for listening sentries and snipers were created in front of the main lines of defense, and engineering units began to build replica tree stumps for observers, since church towers were soon destroyed. These replica stumps would replace a real tree overnight, with a soldier standing inside the mock trunk to observe the enemy.

As the war progressed, more digging was done once the initial protective works had been completed. Cavities were cut into trench walls for storage and even to serve as sleeping places for the men, and dugouts also appeared; these latter held bunks, tables, gramophones, and other artifacts of civilization to make life a little more tolerable. Some of the more permanent German trenches were relatively luxurious, occasionally even containing a dining area and a piano.

Drainage and hygiene requirements were planned, but these frequently failed. In some trenches the winter was a time of mud and rats and in the summer just rats. The omnipresent rats were attracted by the human waste of war—not simply sewage waste but also the bodies of men long forgotten who had been buried in the trenches and often reappeared after heavy rain or shelling. Rats caused disease but could be controlled to a certain extent by shooting them or by hitting them with a spade or a trench club. Rat hunts were frequent.

The nearly constant presence of water in the trenches frequently led to trench foot (foot rot). Water drainage systems were often ineffective, especially in the Allied trenches on the Western Front, and the resulting trench foot was debilitating and quite disgusting. Men were supervised and made to dry their feet and change their socks daily, but even so trench foot caused many casualties, some of whom never returned to the front. Conditions in frontline trenches were typically miserable for both sides. The constant problems of cold temperatures, damp, and lack of personal hygiene easily led to foot ailments, lice infestations, body sores, respiratory problems, and other illnesses.

All contemporary letters from the trenches emphasize the danger, the mud, the rats, and the problems of obtaining hot food, dry clothing, and some peace and quiet. Mud, classified as muddy water, watery mud, and mud according to depth and consistency, affected everything—clothing, equipment, and weapons. Cleaning weapons was a constant chore, but a muddy weapon could cause its owner’s death.

Lice added to all the other distasteful aspects of living six feet below the land surface. Whatever the weather, lice were prevalent, and every effort to eradicate them failed. Delousing had a short-term effect, for as soon as men returned to their trenches they were reinfested. Until the war of maneuver restarted in mid-1918, the armies on the Western Front resembled troglodytes engaged in a bitter siege, not the polished and disciplined ranks that had marched forth to battle in 1914.

The basic fire trench line was not straight but instead was broken with zigzags or 90-degree angles. These were to limit the casualties caused by an exploding artillery shell or grenade in the trench line and also to protect the entire trench line from being compromised if captured. An enemy force capturing part of the line would be unable to lay down fire along the entire length of the line; instead, they would be forced to assault around numerous blind corners that generally gave the defender an advantage. The entire trench line was protected by wire obstacles, using both barbed and straight wire, laid down using a number of techniques and patterns.

Support and reserve trench lines were built behind the fire trench line and were linked to it by zigzag communication trenches. Along the communication trenches moved rations, messages, mail, replacements, and reinforcements, out of sight of the ever-present enemy observers. Trench maps of the period reveal just how complex the whole system was, and the German defensive system often included three or more defensive trench lines, eventually linked by strongpoints of concrete that were armed with machine guns.

By 1917, some of the British communication trenches were as much as three miles long. Additionally, various types of specialized trenches and dugouts were created as the trench network grew. These included observation and listening posts, dedicated sniper positions, latrines, and even temporary morgues. If resources existed, cement and corrugated iron roofs were used to create pillboxes and underground rooms. Farther back in some defending trench lines, deep dugouts, reaching down 30–40 feet, might have painted walls and furniture and might be linked by underground steel railway systems.

Generally, the Germans, who planned to stay in their positions for some time, developed much more sophisticated trench systems than did the Allies, who, determined to expel the Germans from their territory, fully expected their stay in the trenches to be temporary. In 2012, French workers were excavating earth in connection with highway construction near Carspach in Alsace when they discovered a perfectly preserved World War I tunnel that contained the skeletal remains of 21 men and a goat, presumably there to provide fresh milk. The men were part of a group of 34 members of the 6th Company, 94th Reserve Infantry Regiment, who had been buried alive 94 years previously when a large Allied shell exploded above the shelter on March 18, 1918, and caused it to cave in. The Germans had retrieved 13 bodies, but the remainder had to be left under a mountain of mud, as it was too dangerous to retrieve them.

The tunnel, 300 feet in length, was 18 feet beneath the surface and had wooden sides, floors, and stairways. It had 16 different exits and was equipped with heating, telephone connections, electricity, beds, and a pipe to evacuate water.

Trench systems included machine-gun emplacements and also positions for trench mortars. The battlefield began to resemble a dual-siege situation. Both sides regularly fired artillery barrages at the other’s trench line simply to disrupt life and kill men. Raids were made up to and into the opposite trench line, and grand attacks emerged regularly from trench lines, in the majority of cases returning from where they came severely depleted.

By 1917, the Germans were organizing their positions into three zones. The forward-most outpost zone (Vorfeldzone) was 1,640 to 3,280 feet (500 to 1,000 meters) in depth and consisted of widely dispersed early-warning positions. The main battle zone (Kampffeld) was up to 6,561 feet (2,000) meters deep. The rear zone (Hinterzone) was where the reserves and counterattack units were held, often in deep underground reinforced bunkers (Stollen). The leading edge of the battle zone was the main line of resistance (Hauptwiderstandslinie), with three or more successive trench lines.

Between the battle zone and the rear zone came another line of multiple trenches that served as the security line for the artillery units. While the French were putting two-thirds of their combat strength into their first two sets of lines, the Germans put only 20 percent into those positions. The Germans even came to regard their forward-most trenches as useful only in quiet periods. During an artillery bombardment prior to an Allied attack, the forces in the rear would move into their deep protected bunkers to ride out the fire, while the troops in the thinly held outpost zone would slip out of their fighting positions and take cover in nearby shell holes, with the Allied artillery hitting the empty trenches.

Trench line activity could either be passive or active depending on the time of year, the operational plans of the opposing forces, and the condition of the units manning that sector of the trenches. An active trench sector could see continual bombardments, daylight infantry assaults, sniping, and nightly raiding parties. Less active sectors witnessed either almost no activity or any combination of occasional sniping, trench mortar or artillery exchanges, and nighttime raids.

The stretch of no-man’s-land between opposing trench lines varied and could be tens to hundreds of yards wide. In active sectors, this area was littered with corpses, torn-up trees, shell holes, wire entanglements, and the discarded matériel of war. During quiet periods, those on both sides could hear the moans and pleas for help of wounded and dying soldiers trapped in no-man’s-land.

Because the area comprising no-man’s-land was subjected to artillery, machine-gun, and rifle fire and the terrain was difficult to navigate due to shell holes, pools of mud, and wire entanglements, the defender had a decisive advantage until effective tactical countermeasures to trench warfare eventually emerged. This meant that for much of the war offensive operations were difficult, if not totally suicidal, for an attacking infantry force.

An attack would typically begin with a protracted artillery barrage that gave the defender time to strengthen the opposing trench line. Then a signal, such as the blowing of a whistle, would be given for lines of infantry to go over the top of their trenches and assault toward the opposing trench line. It was at this point that the attacking forces faced the killing ground of no-man’s-land. Numerous reports exist of machine-gun fire methodically killing entire battalions of assaulting infantry and depositing their corpses in neat little rows as the men fell in place.

If part of an infantry unit was able to make it through the horrors of no-man’s-land, it was then faced with assaulting a section of the opposing fire trench line. Assault weapons such as hand grenades, rifles, and trench knives were utilized as desperate hand-to-hand combat took place. If that section of trench line was taken, defending infantry forces behind the right-angle corners of the same line still had to be dealt with along with potential counterattacks from the enemy support line.

Logistics also became an issue for the attacking force. Ammunition, grenades, water, and food had to be brought up through no-man’s-land or scavenged from enemy dead and prisoners. Reinforcing troops also had to make this journey through the killing grounds. As a result, trench seizure was a slow, tedious, and extremely dangerous affair, with progress often measured in feet or yards.

Even the use of chemical weapons and underground mining did little to alleviate the situation. Neither provided any form of long-lasting tactical advantage for the offensive force, and as a result they were not viable countermeasures to trench warfare. Chemical warfare, in fact, made trench warfare conditions even worse. Bulky respirators, goggles, and suits were required for troops and even their animals. Mustard gas was corrosive to equipment, making it more likely to malfunction, and chlorine gas was heavier than air and therefore found its way into the low points of trenches and dugouts.

The major battles of the Western Front, those focused on breaking the trench stalemate, were based on the supreme test of wills being waged among the Great Powers. The lessons derived from the so-called Japanese method of the war of 1904–1905 against Russia suggested that taking casualties in pursuit of an objective at any cost would lead to victory. The French in 1915 attempted numerous direct assaults against the German lines and suffered their worst year of casualties, with 310,000 killed.

Such bloodletting for little gain continued for much of the rest of the war. Millions of soldiers unquestioningly did their duty for their country and during trench warfare went “over the top” in the face of certain death. Staggering losses in the trenches led to the French Army mutiny of 1917 and the antiwar movements of the 1920s and early 1930s.

In reaction to the horror of the trenches, effective tactical countermeasures to trench warfare developed in the mid to late stages of the war. These were based on technological and conceptual adaptation. Allied technological adaptation focused on the creation of the tank. The tank promised the ability to safely cross no-man’s-land and breach the wire obstacles and trenches of the German defenders. Tanks were first employed during the Somme Offensive (July 1–November 19, 1916) and were more effectively employed during the First Battle of Cambrai (November 20–December 7, 1917). By the war’s end, the Allies could send hundreds of tanks into battle. Massed numbers of tanks during the Amiens Offensive (August 8–15, 1918), as a prime example, helped shatter German morale even though the tank forces themselves were typically decimated in the process.

The German response to trench warfare had been more conceptual. By the latter half of 1917, the Germans started distinguishing between two types of divisions with different tactical functions. The defensive positions in the line were manned by trench divisions (Stellungsdivisionen). Farther back in the operational rear, the Germans positioned their attack divisions (Angriffsdivisionen) to conduct the larger-scale deliberate counterattacks.

These divisions were organized, equipped, and trained differently. The trench divisions had limited mobility and heavier weapons and were organized to hold ground. The attack divisions were relatively mobile, armed with light but rapid-firing weapons, and were organized to move forward deep into the enemy’s positions. Essentially, the attack divisions were entire divisions trained as storm troopers. When the Germans went over to the offensive in 1918 this distinction played a key role, with an entire attacking corps moving up into a sector of the line that had been held by a single trench division.

Conceptual adaptation also emerged in German infantry infiltration tactics. These tactics were based on short but intense artillery bombardment followed by teams of specially trained shock troops who advanced forward and bypassed Allied strongpoints. Positions armed with light machine guns were then established within and behind the defender’s trench lines, turning the defenses in upon themselves.

First used on the Western Front in March 1918 against the British line with stunning success, these tactics were not sustainable because of heavy German casualties and their inability to operationally exploit the tactical breakthroughs they created. These adaptations, along with maturing technologies such as the dive-bomber and the radio, developed into the new operational art based on armored warfare of World War II.

Robert J. Bunker and David Westwood
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Trotsky, Leon (1879–1940)

Russian revolutionary and political leader. Born on October 26, 1879, at Ivanovka, Ukraine, of well-to-do Jewish parents, Lev Davidovich Bronshtein (Bronstein) took the name Leon Trotsky only after he became a revolutionary. At age 17 Trotsky completed his formal education and began his revolutionary activities by helping found the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party. An advocate of an end to the monarchy and emancipation of the people, Trotsky was arrested in 1898 and spent three years in Siberian exile.

In 1902 Trotsky escaped and made his way to London, where he met Vladimir Lenin. Trotsky established his own independent reputation as a revolutionary, rejecting Lenin’s rigid model. Trotsky, and not Lenin, returned to St. Petersburg in 1905 to take an active part in the establishment of a soviet there. After the collapse of the revolution, Trotsky was again arrested. Again sent to Siberia, he escaped two years later to France. He spent the next decade as a writer, war correspondent, and revolutionary advocate not only in Russia but all over Europe.

At the beginning of World War I, Trotsky’s calls for working-class people throughout Europe not to fight in a rich man’s war led both France and later Spain to expel him. He traveled to New York and there taught school until he heard of the March (February) Revolution of 1917 in Russia. Trotsky returned to Petrograd (as St. Petersburg was then called) in May. He and Lenin were now in full agreement that the provisional government must be overthrown. They both assumed that a successful Marxist revolution in Russia would soon spread to the other major European industrialized nations.
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Russian revolutionary Leon Trotsky, shown here in 1920, was one of the key figures in the Bolshevik Revolution of November 1918 and then foreign minister of the new regime. Subsequently commissar of war, he directed the effort against the White forces in the Russian Civil War of 1918–1922. (Photo by Underwood Archives/Getty Images)

Trotsky now joined with Lenin, and Trotsky, rather than Lenin, played the instrumental role in organizing and leading the Bolshevik Revolution of November 1917 (October by the Russian calendar). Trotsky became the new government’s foreign minister (people’s commissar for foreign affairs) and led the Russian delegation that negotiated with the Germans at Brest-Litovsk. Trotsky opposed Lenin’s policy of capitulation to the Germans in order to protect the revolution, proclaiming a policy of “no war, no peace.” When the Germans resumed their military advance, Trotsky favored waging “revolutionary war,” but Lenin’s view prevailed.

With the outbreak of the Russian Civil War (1918–1922), Trotsky became commissar for war. His energy, ruthlessness, and brilliance as an organizer and a war leader helped decide the issue in favor of the Red Army. During the conflict, he traveled from trouble spot to trouble spot in a heavily armed armored train.

When Lenin was stricken by a stroke in late 1922 and died in January 1924, most observers believed that Trotsky would assume the mantle of power. However, he lost out to Joseph Stalin. By 1929 Stalin had absolute control and expelled Trotsky from the party. In 1928 Trotsky was exiled to Kazakhstan, and a year later he was deported to Turkey. After wandering across Europe, he and his wife eventually found asylum in 1936 at Coyoacan near Mexico City.

From there Trotsky worked to create an anti-Stalinist movement, which he called the Fourth International. In 1940 Stalin sent agents to kill him. Trotsky escaped one assassination attempt in May, but on August 20, 1940, a young Spanish communist named Ramón Mercader, supposedly a family friend but actually an NKVD (People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs) agent carrying a false Canadian passport, gained entry into Trotsky’s heavily guarded house, pulled a mountain-climbing ax from his coat as Trotsky read his paper, and struck him in the head. Trotsky died the following day after being taken to a local hospital.
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Turnip Winter (1916–1917)

Term used to describe the brutal winter of 1916–1917 in Germany during which serious food shortages led to the widespread consumption of turnips, which were among the few foodstuffs available in any quantity. Like most of the major belligerents in World War I, the Germans had expected a short conflict, and the government had done little to gird the nation’s industries and agricultural producers for war during 1914.

At the time, Germany was also dependent upon foreign sources of certain foodstuffs and numerous raw materials. When the British instituted a blockade of Germany in the North Sea, shortages of many products—including basic foodstuffs such as wheat—grew progressively worse. While the government did finally institute a rationing system for many food products, the shortages became almost impossible to alleviate in the short term.

In the autumn of 1916, as much as half of Germany’s potato crop failed, which led to even more shortages. By then, acute labor shortages on Germany’s farms had significantly reduced agricultural output. To make matters worse, the winter of 1916–1917 was particularly cold, leading to a shortage of coal. This in turn held up food shipments, especially to German cities, where much of the population was already subsisting on near-starvation rations. Some food shipments were delayed so long that the products rotted or spoiled before they could reach consumers. In an effort to keep its population from starving, the German government pushed for the widespread distribution of turnips. Although Germans typically use turnips only for livestock fodder, by that stage of the war there were few alternatives. Germans ate and prepared them in myriad ways, and that winter soon came to be termed “Turnip Winter.”

By the summer of 1917 the food situation had improved, as early crops had already been planted and harvested. An improved food rationing and distribution system had also begun to alleviate the worst of the food shortages. Nevertheless, perhaps several hundred thousand German civilians died because of malnutrition, which had weakened their bodies against disease and infection. Indeed, the Spanish flu pandemic, which began in 1918, proved so deadly in Germany because so many of its victims had suffered from malnutrition.

The Turnip Winter also had another serious repercussion in that it increased social unrest especially among the working class, which would help fuel the postwar revolution in Germany. When the government reduced bread rations in 1917, the results were mass protests and strikes. This unrest accelerated during 1918–1919.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.

Further Reading

Chickering, Roger. Imperial Germany and the Great War, 1914–1918. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998.

Kocka, Jürgen. Facing Total War: German Society, 1914–1918. Leamington Spa, Warwickshire, UK: Berg, 1984.


V

Verdun, Battle of (February 21–December 15, 1916)

One of the greatest battles of attrition ever fought and, with the Battle of the Somme, one of the two largest battles of World War I. Chief of the German General Staff General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn masterminded the German plan, which called for an attack on the ancient fortress city of Verdun in an effort to bleed the French Army white rather than break through the line.

Falkenhayn, a so-called westerner, believed that victory in the war would have to occur on the Western Front, not on the Eastern Front, where he believed that the Russians were on the brink of revolution. Falkenhayn persuaded Kaiser Wilhelm II that Britain was Germany’s most dangerous enemy. The way to defeat Britain, Falkenhayn argued, was to force France from the war. Without its continental ally, Britain would have to end its war against Germany.

Falkenhayn’s plan, dubbed Operation GERICHT (JUDGMENT), was to inflict so much damage on the French Army that it could not continue as a viable fighting force. His western emphasis earned Falkenhayn the enmity of so-called easterners Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and his chief of staff Lieutenant General Erich Ludendorff, who believed that the war would be won on the Eastern Front.

Falkenhayn’s plan produced a prolonged battle that was remarkably sanguinary even in a war noted for excessive carnage. The abattoir of Verdun proved to be the defining experience for many soldiers in both the French Army and the German Army. At one time or another, three-quarters of the French Army fought at Verdun, and the “hell of Verdun” was seared into their memories forever.

The Romans first established Verdun as an important fortress guarding the Meuse River Valley. Modern France traces its origins to the August 843 Treaty of Verdun among the three surviving sons of Louis the Pious, the son and successor of Charlemagne, that divided the Carolingian Empire into three kingdoms. In the 17th century, Verdun became a key link in the system of fortifications guarding France’s eastern border. In 1870 during the Franco-Prussian War, Verdun held out against the Germans. After the cession of Alsace and Lorraine to Germany in 1871, Verdun was again a key outpost guarding the French border.

Before World War I, Verdun’s fortresses had ranked among the most modern in the world, but in 1915 following the easy German reduction of the Belgian forts in August 1914 and when it became apparent that the German Army was not going to use the Meuse Valley as its route to Paris, French Army commander General of Division Joseph Jacques Césaire Joffre ordered all of the artillery not permanently mounted in the fortresses as well as most of the manpower stripped from Verdun for employment elsewhere.

By the end of 1915, Verdun was in a salient protruding into the German lines; the southern face of the salient was framed by the countersalient of Saint-Mihiel. The Verdun salient was open to converging attack from three sides. Its narrowness would make it difficult for the French to maneuver and meant that it could be raked by concentrated German artillery fire. Its woods and hills allowed the Germans to screen their preparations and movement by troops and artillery, which were easily brought up by nearby railways and from Metz. Falkenhayn believed that the French would find it difficult to resupply their positions at Verdun, since only one road and one railroad line connected it, via Sainte-Menehould, with the rest of France.

To Falkenhayn, the Verdun salient was a perfect killing ground. He believed that French national honor would not allow a withdrawal. The French would be fixed to their positions by sentiment and blasted to pieces there by artillery. Reduction of the salient would also enable the Germans to threaten the right wing of the French defensive line and the rich Briey coal basin. French lines here were less than 12 miles from the chief German railway communications south, and an Allied offensive here might render the whole German front in the west untenable. Victory at Verdun would also boost German morale.

The French high command was not anticipating a major German attack in this sector. The French front lines there consisted of a single trench line some three miles beyond the outer forts on the Meuse Heights and only one reserve trench line. Only in the last week of January did Joffre begin to improve the Verdun defenses, and this was largely the result of warnings by Lieutenant Colonel Émile Driant, a National Assembly deputy serving at Verdun as a reserve officer. Driant bypassed the chain of command and reported the situation directly to his fellow deputies. They in turn informed French minister of war General Joseph Gallieni, who pressured Joffre.

The Battle of Verdun began on February 21, 1916, nine days later than planned. The delay, the result of bad weather, was significant because it allowed the French additional time to reinforce the garrison. The nine-hour-long German preliminary bombardment by 1,400 guns, 850 of which were of heavy and superheavy calibers, including the 305mm and 420mm guns that had devastated the fortresses at Liège and Namur in August 1914, was the most furious artillery fire in the war to date.

The German artillery fire methodically obliterated many of the French frontline trenches. German gunners also used poison and tear gas to silence known French artillery batteries. At 5:00 p.m. the Germans launched probing attacks designed to determine the location of French strongpoints that were to be worked over further by German artillery. German infantry and artillery were aided in this effort by 168 aircraft, which overwhelmed their French counterparts and provided quick and accurate reconnaissance for the infantry and spotting for the artillery.
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The main German assault came on February 22. The Germans introduced a new and horrific weapon to the battlefield when they included 96 flamethrowers in the assault to help clear French strongholds. French artillery resorted to the use of phosgene gas in an effort to silence German artillery and slow the assault.

The German attack caught the French by surprise and succeeded in carrying the outlying mobile French defense zone between the Bois des Caures and Herbebois. The seven attacking German divisions met only two French divisions, very much reduced in strength by the German artillery bombardment. To reach the main French forts, the Germans first had to capture the small wooded area of the Bois des Caures, held by only 1,300 men: Driant’s two battalions of infantry. Although this force was annihilated and Driant himself was killed on February 22, the French managed to hold for two critical days.

Fighting on February 23 was even more intense. A French counterattack failed at the Bois des Caures. By February 24 the defenders had lost half of their total strength of 20,000 men, and the Germans had taken the French reserve trench.

The fighting at Verdun took place on a front about 15 miles long, encompassing both banks of the Meuse River. The heaviest fighting, however, was considerably more compressed. For the first five weeks, the Germans confined their assault to the right of the river, and it was not until the seventh week that they assaulted French positions on both sides of the river simultaneously, as Crown Prince Wilhelm of Prussia, commander of the German Fifth Army, had originally envisioned.

By February 24 the Germans had pushed into the French lines to a depth of about 3.5 miles, and some French units broke in panic. That day General Ferdinand de Langle de Cary, commander of French forces at Verdun, abandoned the Woëvre Plain on the right of his front. It had not come under attack, but the move shortened his front and freed a reserve to augment his meager and hard-pressed forces. The front lines were now within 5 miles of Verdun.

A bleak day for the French at Verdun came on February 25. Under German pressure, the left of the French front began to break, and only stubborn resistance by a small number of French soldiers stabilized the front and prevented a German breakthrough. Much worse for the prospect of French arms at Verdun, however, was the fall of Fort Douaumont. One of the outlying bastions to the east of the city and the linchpin of the Verdun system, it had been most severely stripped of both firepower and manpower.

Begun in 1885, Douaumont was reputedly impregnable. Constructed of steel and concrete and a quarter of a mile across, it was designed to withstand even the Germans’ 420mm “Big Bertha” heavy howitzer. Its heaviest guns were one 155mm and two 75s in retractable steel turrets. Vaults could house an entire battalion of infantry, but on February 25 it was manned by only 57 men, a fact unknown to both the Germans and the French sector commander.

That day German lieutenant Eugen Radtkeaken and a company of men captured the fort without loss. French units were available and could have moved into the fortress but had not received orders to do so. The German capture of Douaumont compromised the integrity of the entire French defensive system. Its fall forced the French to give serious consideration to withdrawing from the Verdun salient. Douaumont’s capture also impacted German strategy, as Falkenhayn began to give serious consideration to abandoning his plan of using Verdun as a killing arena in favor of capturing the city itself.

That same night of February 25, French general of division Noël de Castelnau arrived at Verdun. Sent by Joffre to assess the situation, Castelnau made the fateful decision to maintain the defense on the right bank of the Meuse with no withdrawal to the river. This condemned the French Army to a costly holding action. Castelnau also recommended that General of Division Henri Philippe Pétain be given command of the Verdun front. Pétain was officially appointed to command on the night of February 25–26.

Pétain was regarded as the defensive expert in the French Army. He immediately began to restore order to the front and confidence to his ragged troops. He was determined to inflict as much damage as possible on the German Army, and this attitude began to bolster morale in the French Army.

Pétain’s biggest worry was his line of supply, which was confined to a single secondary road that connected Verdun with Bar le Duc to the south. This road, which Pétain immediately began to widen and improve, became the lifeline of Verdun and was dubbed the Voie Sacrée (Sacred Way). At the height of the battle, traffic moved on the road at the rate of one truck every 14 seconds, or about 50,000 tons of matériel and 90,000 soldiers a week. Pétain also began a system of rotating troops in and out of the battle to keep them fresh. Ultimately, 259 of the 330 infantry regiments in the French Army would fight at Verdun.

Pétain’s newly reinforced infantry stiffened its resistance in the trenches, and additional guns allowed French artillery fire to become more effective. By February 28 the German advance, which until then had been solely on the right bank of the Meuse, slowed to a halt because of accurate flanking fire from French artillery on the left bank. This new threat, combined with the shift in German priorities toward capturing Verdun, allowed Crown Prince Wilhelm to secure from Falkenhayn the pledge of large-scale reinforcements. This added manpower would allow the crown prince to pursue his original plan of attacking on both sides of the river.

On March 6, the Germans launched a barrage as intense as that of February 21 against a ridge line prophetically named “le Mort Homme” (the Dead Man) on the left bank of the Meuse. The infantry assault that followed the barrage pushed into the second line of the French defenses on a four-mile front. The Germans were able to take the northern slopes of le Mort Homme, but the French clung tenaciously to the southern slopes, greatly aided by bad weather. The Germans’ inability to exploit their air superiority blinded their artillery at a crucial juncture.

By April, Pétain had amassed a force that was roughly equal to that of the Germans in terms of manpower. He threw his troops into violent counterattacks on the left bank of the river, but these actions could only slow the German advance, not reverse it. French flanking fire from the left bank of the Meuse, however, continued to arrest any German advance on the right bank. The fighting around Verdun then degenerated into the trench warfare that was already such a familiar feature of the Western Front. Pétain showed exceptional ability in defensive warfare but still could not stop the German advance entirely.

Le Mort Homme fell to the Germans on May 29, and on June 7 Fort Vaux fell. Vaux was the smallest of Verdun’s forts and the northeast bastion of the defensive line. Under attack since early March, it had held out heroically. By early June, however, the fort was a shambles, and electricity had been cut off. The final fighting took place at point-blank range in pitch-black subterranean passageways. Finally, with no drinking water remaining, communications with their lines severed, and little hope of relief, Major Sylvain-Eugène Raynal surrendered the fort and its 600 defenders. In their attack, the Germans had sustained 2,742 casualties; the French had suffered only about 100 casualties, of whom only a score were dead. Fort Vaux had succumbed to thirst. Raynal was honored by both sides for his gallant defense.

By late April, Crown Prince Wilhelm had concluded that the battle could not be won, but his chief of staff General of Infantry Konstantin Schmidt von Knobelsdorf, who was actually running the battle on the German side, was determined to persist. With the offensive on the left bank of the Meuse blocked, he sought a decision on the right, attempting to capture Forts Souville and Tavannes in the inner ring of French fortifications protecting Verdun.

On June 21 the Germans introduced green-cross gas, a deadlier form of phosgene, in an attempt to break through this barrier. They were unable to accomplish this, but they did capture the town of Fleury and Fort Thiaumont. They also got within striking distance of Fort Souville.

As the tide of battle seemed once more to be swinging in favor of the Germans, Pétain suggested withdrawal from the salient. Joffre approved of a study of the idea but on June 26 informed Pétain that the government would never allow it and that he would have to hold. The preparatory barrage for the British offensive on the Somme had begun, and the right bank of the Meuse must be held for the Somme Offensive to be successful.

The beginning of the British Somme Offensive on July 1, however, forced Falkenhayn to relieve the pressure on Verdun and reinforce his line farther north. In early July he transferred 60 heavy guns and two infantry divisions to the Somme front. Nonetheless, a final German push on July 10 managed to break into the outer trenches defending Fort Souville. From there the German attackers could see the spires of the Verdun cathedral, barely two miles distant, but they would come no closer. The next day the French counterattacked and drove the Germans back.

Falkenhayn’s failure to capture Verdun and his inability to anticipate Romanian entry into the war led to his dismissal as chief of the General Staff. He soon took command of the Ninth Army against Romania. Hindenburg, Falkenhayn’s replacement, refused to pour more German manpower into a battle that he had always considered pointless.

By October, the French were strong enough to stage a limited offensive against the German positions around Verdun. General of Division Charles Mangin, attacking with three and a half infantry divisions and excellent artillery support, recaptured Fort Douaumont on October 24 and Fort Vaux on November 2. On December 15 Mangin again attacked successfully, but the weather and planning for the Allied offensives of 1917 brought the Battle of Verdun to an end. In August 1917 the French finally retook their front positions of February 1916, and in September 1918 U.S. forces pushed the Germans completely from Verdun.

French figures for the 10 months of 1916 list 378,777 casualties in the fighting for Verdun: 61,189 killed, 216,337 wounded, and 101,151 missing (many of whom were dead). German losses were about 337,000, with contemporary German estimates placing the number of dead and missing at more than 100,000. These total more than 700,000 casualties. Among World War I Western Front battles, only the Battle of the Somme surpassed this figure. Including the fighting at Verdun both before and after the 1916 battle, the total number of casualties there reached 420,000 dead and 800,000 gassed or wounded. Neither army was quite the same afterward.

John Lavalle
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Versailles, Treaty of (June 28, 1919)

Peace treaty between the victorious Allied Powers and Germany, concluded on June 28, 1919. Arranged by the Paris Peace Conference and signed in the Hall of Mirrors at the Château of Versailles, the treaty contained 438 articles, one-fourth of them dealing with Germany’s future borders.

One of the major issues to be resolved at the peace conference was that of French and Belgian security. This was a central issue for any German peace treaty. France had twice been invaded by Germany from the east since 1870, and Premier Georges Clemenceau of France demanded a military frontier along the Rhine River. Clemenceau and his aides wanted all German territory west of the Rhine (the Rhineland) taken from Germany and made into one or more independent states. They also demanded that these states maintain forever a joint Allied military force to guarantee the peace settlement. British prime minister David Lloyd George and U.S. president Woodrow Wilson opposed detaching German territory, however, and wanted an immediate withdrawal of military forces once a peace treaty had been signed.

Certain aspects of the Rhineland settlement were easily resolved. The treaty provided for the return to France of Alsace and Lorraine, which Germany had taken in 1871 at the conclusion of the Franco-Prussian War. France was also awarded the coal production of the Saar Basin for a 15-year period to compensate it for the deliberate German damage and destruction of many of France’s coal mines. The Saar itself would be under administration of the League of Nations, and in 1935 the inhabitants would vote to determine their future. If, as expected, the Saarlanders voted to rejoin their fatherland, Germany was to repurchase the mines at a price to be determined by outside experts.

To enhance its security, Belgium received the two small border enclaves of Eupen and Malmédy. Luxembourg was placed outside the German customs union and secured control of its railroads.

Regarding the Rhineland—probably the most contentious issue at the peace conference—the treaty provided that it would remain German territory but be permanently demilitarized. In addition, the right (east) bank of the Rhine would be demilitarized to a depth of about 30 miles (50 kilometers).

The Allies agreed on a staggered withdrawal from the Rhineland. British forces would occupy for five years a northern zone around the Rhine bridgehead at Köln (Cologne), U.S. forces would occupy a center zone at Koblenz (Coblenz) for 10 years, and French forces would occupy a southern zone, with its Rhine crossing at Mainz, for 15 years.

In the east a new Polish state came into being, the result of Wilson’s call in his Fourteen Points for “a free and independent Poland with access to the sea.” Germany ceded Poznań, parts of East Prussia, and Upper Silesia, while the Baltic port of Danzig became a “free city” inside the so-called Polish Corridor. The corridor provided Poland access to the Baltic but also separated East Prussia, with its 1.5 million Germans, from the rest of Germany. Although the Germans were given free transit across it, in 1939 Adolf Hitler used the Polish Corridor as a pretext to begin World War II.

Poland also received Upper Silesia. After German protests a plebiscite was held in March 1920, and the districts of Marienwerder and Allenstein were awarded to Germany. Poland retained the rich coal districts, however. Germany also had to give up the port of Memel (now Klaipėda) to newly independent Lithuania and give up the Hultschin District to newly independent Czechoslovakia. Another plebiscite that same year awarded northern Schleswig to Denmark. In all, Germany lost some 27,000 square miles of territory and some 6.5 million inhabitants.

Germany also had to give up its Pacific islands north of the equator and its Shandong (Shantung) Peninsula concession to Japan. Australia received as mandates the former German islands south of the equator. Germany also had to relinquish its African empire as mandates: German East Africa to Great Britain, German South-West Africa to South Africa, and Kamerun (Cameroon) to France.

The Treaty of Versailles also required Germany to pay war reparations. The Allies had told the Germans that they would be liable for war damages, the precedent for assessing reparations having been set by the Germans themselves in the Treaty of Frankfurt in 1871 when they had imposed an indemnity of 5 billion francs on France (twice the cost of the war and a sum that the French paid) and in the more recent punitive Treaty of Brest-Litovsk of March 1918, which they had imposed on Russia. Article 231 of the Treaty of Versailles justified the collection of reparations by placing blame for the war on Germany and its allies, which both dismayed and outraged most Germans.

British election politics meanwhile drove up the amount of reparations by adding pensions and widows’ benefits to the total. The exact amount was to be determined later. Following a series of conferences in 1920, reparations were finally set at $33 billion, a sum that resulted in great economic instability for Germany and in the long run hamstrung much of Europe’s postwar economic recovery.

Another controversial provision dictated the precise size and nature of the German military. Britain and the United States wanted Germany to have a small professional army modeled after their own military establishments. The French disagreed, however, fearing that this would simply be a cadre army, rapidly expandable later. But the new German Army, or Reichswehr, following Anglo-Saxon suggestions, was restricted to a 100,000 all-volunteer force, with its men serving 12-year enlistments. The officer corps was strictly limited to just 4,000 active-duty officers. Germany was denied any military aircraft, tanks, and heavy artillery. The German Navy, meanwhile, was limited to 6 predreadnought battleships, 6 light cruisers, 12 destroyers, and no submarines.

The treaty also demanded the indictment of the former kaiser, Wilhelm II, for having perpetrated “supreme offense against international morality and the sanctity of treaties.” His trial was to be conducted by a five-judge panel of jurists selected by the Allied Powers. The Americans were not supportive of this, as Wilson believed that such a move would make the kaiser a martyr among most Germans. The stipulation was rendered moot, however, because the Kingdom of the Netherlands—to which Wilhelm had fled and where he sought asylum—refused to extradite him.

The Treaty of Versailles also demanded that Germany turn over some 900 people—mostly German officers—for trial as war criminals. Only 12, however, were actually tried. Six of them were acquitted, while the remaining 6 were given short prison terms.

No other modern treaty has evoked as much controversy as the Treaty of Versailles. Rarely in the 1920s or 1930s did it fail to enter into discussions of European security. The treaty, while harsh, certainly did not seriously affect German power, as Hitler’s regime demonstrated. Debate regarding whether the treaty was too hard on Germany abounds. Certainly it handicapped the leaders of the new democratic Weimar Republic. It was they, rather than the kaiser or the leaders of the German Army, who were forced to sign the treaty and bear its shame in the eyes of the German people.

The important point to remember about the Treaty of Versailles is that it was never fully enforced. The U.S. Senate never approved it (or the Anglo-American Treaty of Guarantee, for which France had bartered away the Rhineland), and Britain soon retreated into isolation, leaving France alone to enforce its provisions. The German government announced in 1923 that it was ending war reparations, and the French government, then headed by Premier Raymond Poincaré, sent troops into the Ruhr. Although this action brought a sharp change in policy on the part of Berlin, it also incurred the wrath of London and Washington. Never again did a French government attempt to go it alone against Germany.

Ultimately the Germans paid only about $9 billion in reparations, and in the 1930s as Hitler steadily whittled away the other treaty provisions, Britain, France, and the United States made no move against Germany. Nevertheless, while it is difficult to argue with any certainty that the Treaty of Versailles was either too harsh or too lenient, many Germans perceived it as being unduly punitive. This fact helps explain in part the rise of ultranationalism, militarism, and rightist radicalism in Germany during the 1930s, which led to the ascendance of National Socialism under Hitler. The incontrovertible result of that was World War II.

Charles M. Dobbs and Spencer C. Tucker
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Wilhelm II, German Kaiser (1859–1941)

German emperor and king of Prussia. Born in Berlin on January 27, 1859, Friedrich Wilhelm Viktor Albert von Hohenzollern was the son of Crown Prince, briefly emperor (1888), Friedrich Wilhelm and Crown Princess Victoria, eldest daughter of Queen Victoria of Britain. Many historians have focused on Wilhelm II’s birth and childhood and particularly his family relations as factors shaping his character.

Wilhelm’s birth was complicated, leaving attending doctors fearful that he and his mother would die. Some have even speculated that Wilhelm was oxygen-deprived at birth, suffering brain damage. He was born with a withered left arm, the result of neurological defects that also left him with neck problems. These disabilities posed serious obstacles in a society fixated on physical and mental strength. However, the young Wilhelm overcame them and excelled in sports. Well educated and widely read, he also developed a forceful personality and was determined to have things his own way.

Wilhelm was fascinated by everything military, including uniforms. As kaiser, he possessed a uniform for every German regiment as well as naval and foreign uniforms. The success of the Prussian Army in wars against Denmark (1864), Austria (1866), and France (1870–1871) led to the unification of the German states but also reinforced in Wilhelm the belief that the military was the centerpiece of the state and would be the means whereby Germany would take its rightful place in the world.

Yet it should not be said that Wilhelm was inevitably destined for war. He was also affected to a degree by his parents’ insistence on a liberal, progressive education from his civilian tutors out of which grew a genuine sense of social responsibility. In the end, however, the martial tendencies prevailed.

Wilhelm’s larger family also had significant bearing on his character. His cousins included Czar Nicholas II of Russia and King George V of England. Even before he became emperor, Wilhelm was exposed to this family and its diplomacy, heading important missions to Russia in 1884 and 1886 at the request of his grand-father, Emperor William I of Germany, with whom he developed a close relationship. This connection aggravated Wilhelm’s parents to the point that by the mid-1880s they barely spoke with their son. In effect, Wilhelm and his father became rivals within the German court.

When Wilhelm I died in 1888, Wilhelm’s father assumed the throne as Friedrich III. Friedrich and his wife Victoria had hoped to take Germany in a liberal direction, but he ruled for just 99 days before dying of cancer of the throat on June 15. Friedrich and his wife had hoped to make Germany more in the image of Britain, so his death was a great tragedy for those favoring more liberal institutions.
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Kaiser Wilhelm II played a major role in the coming of the First World War. His erratic personality, often inconsistent foreign policy, and determination to build a strong German navy capable of challenging that of Britain, all created a climate of uncertainty and left Germany in 1914 without major allies save for Austria-Hungary, the leaders of which were bent on going to war with Serbia. (Library of Congress)

Wilhelm now assumed the throne at age 29 as Wilhelm II, emperor of Germany and king of Prussia. Initially he was dependent on Imperial Chancellor Otto von Bismarck, who had encouraged his absolutist tendencies in order to annoy Friedrich. It was not long before Wilhelm and the “Iron Chancellor” clashed over Wilhelm’s initial liberal attitude toward socialism and Bismarck’s reactionary opinion on the subject, but the dissension was primarily due to their age difference and forceful personalities. In 1890 Wilhelm forced Bismarck’s resignation and in effect began his personal reign. Perhaps ironically, Wilhelm modeled himself after Bismarck, later admitting that the chancellor was the most important influence on his life.

Wilhelm was, however, no Bismarck. Wilhelm’s erratic pursuit of sometimes inconsistent policies alienated would-be allies and left Germany isolated except for Austria-Hungary. Bismarck had crafted an intricate system of alliances predicated on keeping France in check through secret treaties with Russia and Austria-Hungary. He had also focused on maintaining good ties with Britain, which necessitated that German militarism, especially naval construction, and colonial ambitions be restrained.

Wilhelm disregarded both principles and pursued aggressive foreign policies. He was determined, through his Weltpolitik (world policy), to make Germany the preeminent world power. In 1890 he allowed the Reinsurance Treaty between Germany and Russia to lapse, casting Russia adrift and into the arms of France.

Wilhelm’s attempts to draw Britain into an alliance also failed, largely because of the kaiser’s pursuit of colonies in Africa, the Pacific, and China—where he thought Germany would win its place in the sun—but, even more significantly, because of his decision to expand the German Navy. The kaiser and his able minister of marine, Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz, sought nothing less than to make Germany the world’s preeminent naval power. As the German Army had raised the nation to first place in Europe, so too would the Imperial German Navy make it the number one world power.

Far from forcing the British into alliance with Germany as Tirpitz claimed it would, however, this policy drove Britain to side with France. For Britain, an island nation dependent on imports of food and raw materials, maintaining the world’s most powerful navy was a necessity. In domestic affairs, Wilhelm’s early liberalism gave way to conservatism by 1894.

Because Wilhelm’s policies had left Germany with only one ally, Austria-Hungary, they made Germany in effect a prisoner of the Dual Monarchy’s policies. This meant that Germany was increasingly dragged into supporting Austria-Hungary in the Balkans, an area that in Bismarck’s view was not worth the “bones of a single Pomeranian grenadier.” When the Austro-Hungarian leadership decided to embark on a preventive war against Serbia following the June 28, 1914, assassination of Austrian archduke Franz Ferdinand, the kaiser supported it, endorsing the German government’s so-called blank check. Later as this third war in the Balkans threatened to become a world war, Wilhelm joined with Britain in trying to moderate the Dual Monarchy’s policies, but his efforts were too little and too late.

During the war, the kaiser receded into the background. Under German Army chief of staff Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and first quartermaster general (de facto chief of staff) General of Infantry Erich Ludendorff, Germany in effect passed under a military dictatorship in which the two men forced adherence to their own policies by repeatedly threatening to resign. By 1918, Wilhelm was largely a figurehead.

With Germany clearly defeated militarily and with civil unrest threatening revolution within Germany itself, the kaiser’s political advisers urged him to abdicate. He refused to do so and even suggested that the army continue the war. Ultimately this decision was made for him when, on November 9, the political leaders in Berlin announced the formation of the German Republic and the abdication of the kaiser. Wilhelm was given permission from the Dutch government to go into permanent exile in the Netherlands.

Despite subsequent Allied attempts to extradite Wilhelm as a war criminal, he remained in the Netherlands for the next 23 years, long enough to watch Nazi leader Adolf Hitler rebuild the German military and lead the nation into another world war.

Controversial to the end, Wilhelm once commented that Hitler represented a “succession of miracles,” although on other occasions he vehemently denounced Hitler as a dictator and warmonger. Wilhelm never accepted blame for his policies that brought about World War I, insisting that he was just one player in a large and complicated game. He died in Doorn, Holland, on June 3, 1941.

Arne Kislenko
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Wilson, Thomas Woodrow (1856–1924)

U.S. political leader and president of the United States during World War I. Born on December 28, 1856, in Staunton, Virginia, Thomas Woodrow Wilson grew up in Augusta, Georgia, and South Carolina.

The son of an austere Presbyterian minister and seminary professor, Wilson was raised in a strict religious and academic environment. He studied history and politics at Princeton University, graduating in 1879. Wilson then studied law at the University of Virginia for a year and passed the Georgia bar examination in 1882.

Wilson practiced law for a short time in Atlanta, but he abandoned it to earn a doctorate in constitutional and political history at Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore in 1886. By then he had joined the faculty at Bryn Mawr College. In 1890 Wilson returned to Princeton, first as professor of jurisprudence and political economy and then as president of the university in 1902. He won national acclaim for his academic reforms.

Turning to state Democratic politics, in November 1910 Wilson won election as governor of New Jersey. His success in championing Progressive Era legislation in the state led him to become the Democratic Party standard-bearer in the 1912 presidential election. The Republican Party split that year, driven by former president Theodore Roosevelt’s third-party bid, and Wilson won the election in November, defeating incumbent Republican William Howard Taft as well as Roosevelt and socialist Eugene V. Debs. Although Wilson garnered just 41.8 percent of the popular vote, he bested his nearest opponent by nearly 15 percent.

As president, Wilson was preoccupied with domestic policy and his “New Freedom,” the belief that government should encourage free competitive markets by breaking up business trusts and combinations and by bolstering free trade. He pushed through the Underwood Tariff that reduced import duties by about a fourth and increased the number of duty-free items.
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Woodrow Wilson was president of the United States during 1913–1921. He sought to pursue a foreign policy based on morality and hoped to avoid U.S. involvement in World War I. The structure of the ensuing League of Nations was primarily his work, although isolationist sentiment kept the United States from becoming a member. (Library of Congress)

To compensate for the loss of revenue, Wilson introduced the federal income tax. On his initiative, Congress also passed the Federal Reserve Act of 1913, which created 12 regional Federal Reserve banks supervised by a central Federal Reserve Board. Its primary duty was to regulate the volume of money in circulation in order to ensure a healthy economy and adequate credit. Wilson also secured passage in 1914 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, which brought about a new regulatory agency, the Federal Trade Commission, to ensure free and fair competition. That same year he signed into law the Clayton Anti-Trust Act, which prevented interlocking directorates and declared illegal certain monopolistic business practices. This act also provided that labor unions were not necessarily subject to injunction.

Wilson was not as successful in his foreign policy, where he sought to implement diplomacy based primarily on morality and the rule of law. He pledged that the United States would forgo territorial conquests, and he and his first secretary of state, William Jennings Bryan, worked to establish a new relationship between the United States and Latin America whereby Western Hemisphere states would guarantee each other’s territorial integrity and political independence.

Despite Wilson’s best intentions to avoid conflict with U.S. neighbors, his distaste for political upheaval and instability in Mexico led him to send forces to occupy Veracruz in April 1914. Incidents along the border caused him two years later to mobilize the National Guard and dispatch a regular army force into northern Mexico under Brigadier General John J. Pershing in a vain attempt to capture Mexican revolutionary Pancho Villa. Although the operation was unsuccessful in its stated intent, it did provide useful training for the army.

Wilson promptly proclaimed U.S. neutrality when World War I began in August 1914, calling on Americans to be neutral in thought as well as action. Germany’s submarine warfare brought the nation to the brink of war, however. The sinking of the passenger liner Lusitania on May 7, 1915, which killed 128 American passengers, led Wilson to issue a series of threatening notes that compelled Germany to halt unrestricted submarine warfare.

Although Wilson won reelection in 1916 primarily on the platform of having kept the United States out of the war, he had secured passage by Congress that year of the National Defense Act, which greatly enlarged the peacetime army and the National Guard and provided for the establishment of reserve formations and the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps. German acts of sabotage against the United States and publication of the Zimmermann Telegram, in which the German government proposed an alliance with Mexico, alienated American opinion. But the great blow to Wilson’s efforts to keep the United States neutral came on February 1, 1917, when Germany resumed unrestricted submarine warfare. The sinking of U.S. merchant ships and the loss of American lives led Wilson to address Congress on April 2, 1917, and request a declaration of war, which Congress approved on April 6.

The old tradition of avoiding foreign entanglements was so strong that the United States never formally joined the Allies. Wilson made it clear that the country was merely an “associated power” fighting the same enemy. He also did not want to bind the United States to an annexationist peace settlement. With no military experience of his own, Wilson deferred to his military advisers. His directive to American Expeditionary Forces (AEF) commander Pershing was simply that he was “vested with all necessary authority to carry on the war vigorously.” Wilson instructed Pershing to cooperate with the forces of other countries fighting Germany, “but in doing so the underlying idea must be kept in view that the forces of the United States are a separate and distinct component of the combined forces, the identity of which must be preserved.”

Wilson supported Pershing in his refusal to have the Allies employ AEF units piecemeal or be embedded among European troops, but when General Ferdinand Foch became supreme Allied commander in the crisis of the spring of 1918, Wilson made it clear that Pershing was subordinate to him. Wilson’s platform was to “make the world safe for democracy.” He also unwisely referred to the conflict as “the war to end all wars.”

But Wilson was determined to keep the United States free of advanced territorial commitments, and in January 1918 he announced his Fourteen Points as a basis of peace. These included “Open covenants openly arrived at,” freedom of the seas, international disarmament, return of territory captured by the Central Powers as well as the return to France of Alsace-Lorraine, an independent Poland with access to the sea, and a league of nations. “Self-determination of peoples,” which Wilson believed would bring lasting peace to Europe, was not one of the Fourteen Points. Meanwhile, the United States tipped the balance of the scales in favor of the Allies, and Wilson played this to full advantage.

Following the armistice of November 11, 1918, Wilson unwisely decided to head the U.S. delegation to the Paris Peace Conference. He traveled widely before the conference began and was lionized by the peoples of Europe. Wilson knew little of European affairs, however, and the public adulation went to his head and convinced him that the peoples of Europe wanted him to be the arbiter of the peace and that they favored a settlement based on “right” rather than on narrow national self-interest. Although Secretary of State Robert Lansing accompanied Wilson to Paris, the president largely ignored him and other advisers and diplomats. Wilson also failed to include in the delegation key Republicans.

At the Paris Peace Conference, Wilson developed a close working relationship with British prime minister David Lloyd George. The two men stood together on most key issues against French premier Georges Clemenceau. The League of Nations was based on an Anglo-American draft, and Wilson defeated French efforts to detach the Rhineland from Germany. The resulting Treaty of Versailles with Germany and general peace settlement were essentially Wilson’s work, although he had been forced to make a number of concessions that betrayed his Progressive supporters.

Meanwhile at home, government efforts supported by Wilson and designed to control the home front with legislation such as the Espionage Act, the Sabotage Act, and the Sedition Act resulted in wholesale civil liberty violations and helped precipitate the postwar Red Scare. Indeed, these repressive measures, combined with postwar isolationism and disillusionment, marked the effective end of the Progressive Era.

By the time Wilson returned to the United States in July 1919, popular sentiment had moved toward isolationism. The Republicans, led by Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, insisted upon restricting the power of the League of Nations. Specifically, most Republicans feared the mutual defense clause, which they believed would commit the United States to another war in advance and without congressional oversight. Even some Democrats wanted amendments.

Wilson embarked on an exhausting cross-country speaking tour in an effort to sway public opinion, but he suffered a serious stroke on October 2, 1919, that left him virtually incapacitated for the remainder of his administration. When he insisted that Democrats in the U.S. Senate reject any compromises in the agreements, the Senate refused twice to ratify the Treaty of Versailles and to enter the League of Nations. The United States thus never joined the League. Wilson died in Washington, D.C., on February 3, 1924.

Sugita Yoneyuki and Spencer C. Tucker
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Women in the War

Women played an active role during the war on both the home front and battlefields. They volunteered to assist in social services, worked in factories, and acted as military auxiliaries. Women drove ambulances and attended to soldiers in hospitals. Some women acted as spies or were resistance fighters. A few women served as war correspondents, and others wrote about the war in memoirs and fiction.

World War I offered women unprecedented employment and educational opportunities unavailable in peacetime in the early 20th century. The war also opened up political rights for women and saw them taking active roles in government. In the United States, for example, women’s expanding roles in society helped to secure for them the right to vote in national elections.

Most women’s organizations focused on war work. Initial activities included rolling bandages, knitting garments, establishing soup kitchens, and gathering food and supplies for civilian war victims and wounded soldiers. Women also visited hospitals, entertained soldiers and civilians, and provided leadership in air-raid shelters.

In Britain, 23,000 women nurses and 15,000 orderlies worked in military hospitals, some overseas. Women also volunteered as ambulance drivers, and in 1914 the Women’s Hospital Corps staffed a surgical unit in Paris. British women also joined a number of organizations to support the war effort. The Women’s Emergency League trained army cadets in signaling, and the Women’s Auxiliary Force, formed in 1915, trained part-time workers in first aid, cooking, and sewing and provided canteens and entertainment, air-raid shelter stewards, and hospital visitations. British women also joined the First Aid Nursing Yeomanry, which trained nurses to render battlefield aid.

Women volunteered for the Voluntary Aid Detachments and wrote letters for soldiers, did laundry, and performed other similar duties. Some associations formed medical support services for which female physicians and nurses volunteered their services. Dr. Elsie Inglis, a Scottish Women’s Suffrage Federation leader, established the Scottish Women’s Hospitals Committee, which set up field hospitals and provided staff near battle zones.

As manpower needs grew, women donned uniforms. The Royal Navy established the Women’s Royal Naval Service in 1916, and recruits helped with telegraphy and sending and interpreting code. They also helped make mine nets and worked on torpedoes. In 1917 the British government created the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps (WAAC). Women in the WAAC served as cooks, telephone operators, drivers, and typists. They also instructed people on how to wear gas masks. WAACs were distributed in four categories: officials, forewomen, assistant forewomen, and workers.

Considered enrollees rather than enlistees, WAACs were not accorded full military status but nonetheless faced risks such as enemy shelling and bombing, which killed several WAACs. The women could be tried by civil authorities for disciplinary and incompetency charges while performing army work. By 1918, the Royal Air Force recruited women to work as drivers and plane spotters as well as in other routine tasks in the Women’s Royal Air Force, with women serving as drivers and fitters.

But many more British women went to work in nontraditional trades. In Britain in 1911, one-third of women were in the workforce, primarily as domestics or in the textile industry. In industry alone, the number of women and girls over the age of 10 increased from close to 2.2 million in 1914 to almost 3 million in 1918. The war presented new opportunities in high-paying skilled manufacturing jobs, government service, and education, especially after the introduction of compulsory military service for men beginning in January 1916.

A sizable number of these jobs had been unavailable to women prior to the war. Increases were greatest in transport. Between 1914 and 1918, the number of women in public transport rose fourteenfold; it doubled in commerce and increased by a third in industry.

In Britain by 1917, 260,000 women had joined the Women’s Land Army as agricultural laborers to help farmers. Recruiting posters declared “God speed the plough and the woman who drives it.” Women learned to weld and to perform other traditionally male activities, such as constructing shipyards and driving heavy equipment.

Women came to hold many positions in the munitions industries. So-called Munitionettes worked at the Woolwich Arsenal and other war factories. Such work was extremely hazardous. In 1914 the Woolwich Arsenal employed only men, but two years later half of its 100,000 workers were women. In July 1917, 819,000 women worked in the munitions industry; a year later that figure was up by more than 100,000. The Munitionettes performed 12-hour shifts but were only paid half of what male workers earned.

[image: Tucker]

Women played an important role in World War I, working in factories and on the farm. Here they grind barrels of .45-caliber automatic pistols in the Colt Paten Fire Arms plant in Hartford, Connecticut. (Library of Congress)

In contrast to the situation in France, however, few women in Britain moved into jobs that could have translated into postwar industries. In France, the largest increase in female employment occurred in chemical, wood, and transport manufacturing industries directly tied to the war. In 1914, women made up only 5 percent of this workforce; by 1918 they were 25 percent of the workforce.

In Germany, only a relatively small number of women entered the labor force for the first time during the war. This was in part because of the increasing difficulty that the war imposed on families in Germany and the traditional custom of doing piecework at home. But many women worked at home producing goods for the German military. Other women did move into war-related industries. For example, a 1916 trade union survey revealed an increase from 63,000 to 266,000 women in metalworking.

In Italy during the war, there was a dramatic shift in the employment of women; by 1918, about 196,000 members of the industrial workforce (22 percent) were women.

Before the United States became a combatant in 1917, American women provided aid through the Red Cross and helping relief agencies, such as those providing food aid for Belgium. Expatriate women established groups overseas to support war relief programs. Following U.S. entry into the war, some 30,000 American women participated in organized World War I military service. The U.S. Army and Navy Nurse Corps recruited women to provide medical care for soldiers. American women nurses were deployed to Britain, Belgium, and Italy. Others served on ships and trains transporting soldiers. Female physical and occupational therapists, known as reconstruction aides, also enlisted in the military and worked in hospitals on the home front or abroad. Some were killed in combat-related attacks, and others died from injuries or disease.

Three nurses were awarded the U.S. Army’s second-highest honor, the Distinguished Service Cross. Other military nurses were awarded the highest noncombat honor, the Distinguished Service Medal. France gave the Croix de Guerre to many American nurses. Women also served in the Naval Coastal Defense Reserve and transferred to active duty.

Almost 13,000 American women enlisted in the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Marine Corps. Historically, these were the first American women allowed to have military standing. They were permitted to hold ranks, and their official uniform included a blouse with military insignia. Similar privileges were also granted to the U.S. Coast Guard yeomanettes.

Although groups supported the formation of a women’s corps similar to Britain’s WAAC, the U.S. War Department refused to let the army enlist women to fill clerical positions. Women did serve with the U.S. Army Signal Corps, and American Expeditionary Forces commander General John J. Pershing requested 300 bilingual long-distance operators to translate and relay messages. The 223 women who were sworn into service received the rank of lieutenant and were expected to conform to military regulations. Sixty years after the war, the U.S. Congress recognized these women’s military service.

Well-known American journalist Elizabeth Jane Cochran (nom de plume of Nellie Bly) became the first female correspondent covering World War I, sending home dispatches from the Serbian front. Women occasionally gathered intelligence related to the war. Marguerite Baker Harrison, an American journalist, went to Europe to investigate propaganda reports of German atrocities against civilians. The U.S. government secured her service as an intelligence officer.

Female military formations existed only in Russia, where a few volunteers were accepted for military service in 1914. The most prominent of these individuals was Maria Bochkareva, called by British feminist Emmeline Pankhurst “the greatest woman of the century.” In June 1917 the government then headed by Alexander Kerensky authorized Bochkareva to form the Russian Women’s Battalion of Death. Other women’s battalions were also formed, one of which defended the provisional government in the Winter Palace against the Bolshevik assault in November 1917. In the Russian Civil War, women volunteers fought on both sides.

Mention should also be made of Ecaterina Teodoroiu of Romania. When her nation entered the war, Teodoroiu became a nurse, but she enlisted as a soldier in October 1916 following the death of her brother Nicolae, a Romanian Army sergeant. Taken prisoner, she managed to escape by killing several German soldiers. Returning to duty, she was wounded in November. On her recovery, Teodoroiu was commissioned a second lieutenant and given command of a platoon of several dozen men. Killed on September 3, 1917, by German machine-gun fire, Teodoroiu is today regarded as a Romanian heroine.

For women workers, the war was a mixed experience. Laboring conditions were hard, and many women lived in barracks and worked 12-hour shifts for wages far less than those paid to men. Women were also the first to be laid off at the end of the war, and many simply returned to their prewar status. Although some progress was temporary in that it was for the war only, World War I accelerated trends in the professions and politics then already under way. Women’s rights achieved greater gains in the four years of the war than during the entire preceding generation of female activism.

In at least one area, most European women gained lasting progress: virtually all governments, though not that of France, granted them the right to vote after the war. In 1919 Lady Astor was elected to the British House of Commons, the first woman to serve in a European parliament.

Elizabeth D. Schafer and Spencer C. Tucker
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York, Alvin Cullum (1887–1964)

U.S. Army soldier and Medal of Honor recipient. Born in the remote mountains of Fentress County, Tennessee, on December 13, 1887, Alvin Cullum York became an expert shot as a young man. In 1917 after the United States entered World War I, the intensely religious York sought but was denied deferment as a conscientious objector. Once assigned to the 328th Infantry of the 82nd Division, he became convinced by his battalion commander of the justice of the American cause.

Private York saw his first combat in June 1918 at Saint-Mihiel and was promoted to corporal, but it was on October 8 during the Meuse-Argonne Offensive (September 26–November 11) that he won international acclaim. As part of a force intended to rescue the so-called Lost Battalion, Corporal York led a squad in an attack on elements of three German regiments of mediocre quality.

Caught in fog and under fire from German machine guns, York’s unit took losses, but he advanced with about 15 men into the German positions. York, firing rapidly and accurately, dispatched the crew of a German machine-gun emplacement and, at closer range, an attacking force of 6 German soldiers. Demoralized by the effectiveness of the U.S. fire, the German officer commanding the unit offered to surrender his men to York. With only 7 unwounded U.S. soldiers in support, York put his prisoners into column and marched them back to U.S. lines, where a count revealed the haul at 4 officers and 128 enlisted men. The U.S. Army estimated that in addition to taking the prisoners, York had killed 25 German soldiers with his rifle and pistol.

York’s action earned him promotion to sergeant and the Distinguished Service Cross, a decoration soon upgraded to the Medal of Honor. At first his feat attracted relatively little attention in the United States, but an article in the Saturday Evening Post assured him a hero’s welcome when he eventually returned to New York City.

Clearly the most celebrated U.S. enlisted man of the war, York refused numerous opportunities to profit from his fame. Instead, he devoted his postwar career to improving opportunities for Appalachian Tennesseans, especially by seeking the construction of better roads and schools. During World War II he attempted to reenlist but was rejected for reasons of health. York died in Nashville, Tennessee, on September 2, 1964.

Malcolm Muir Jr.
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Ypres, First Battle of (October 19–November 22, 1914)

Important Western Front battle in Flanders early in World War I. The battle marked the end of the war of movement and its replacement by a war of position. Strategically located astride roads leading to the English Channel ports in Flanders, Ypres had been the scene of numerous battles since the 16th century. With the German failure early in the First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12, 1914) and the subsequent Allied counterattacks of the First Battle of the Aisne (September 12–28), both sides tried to outflank the other in what became known as the Race to the Sea.

This area of Flanders, described by one historian as the dreariest landscape in Western Europe, contained the last area through which either side might launch a decisive thrust. Although the Allies secured Nieuport on the North Sea, the Germans captured Antwerp and forced its Belgian defenders to withdraw west to Nieuport. Meanwhile, French Army commander General of Division Joseph J. C. Joffre and British Expeditionary Force (BEF) commander Field Marshal Sir John French had worked out an arrangement whereby the BEF was redeployed to Flanders in the northern part of the front, a logical move given its resupply through the English Channel ports. This movement began on October 2.

The Allied position around Ypres took the shape of a small salient because it could best be defended from the low ridge of higher ground to the east, but it was vulnerable to superior German artillery. The BEF held a line 35 miles long in the center of the bulge, while French forces commanded by General of Division Ferdinand Foch (appointed by Joffre to coordinate French Army units in the vicinity with those of Belgium and Britain) held the area south of the city.

Before the battle began, both French and Foch hoped to launch an offensive of their own. They believed that a coordinated attack would enable the Allies to retake the important industrial center of Lille, Belgium, and, following that, the Belgian capital of Bruxelles (Brussels). New German Army chief of staff General of Infantry Erich von Falkenhayn forestalled these plans, however, with an offensive of his own.

Beginning on October 18, Belgian, British, and French troops held off attempts by Colonel General Crown Prince Rupprecht of Bavaria’s Sixth Army to break through to the north along the Yser River with the aim of cutting off the BEF and securing the English Channel ports of Dunkerque (Dunkirk), Calais, and Boulogne. The attack fell on the Yser between Dixmunde and Nieuport. The already weakened Belgian Army fought valiantly, but the Germans crossed the Yser on October 24, leading King Albert to order the sluice gates at Nieuport opened at high tide on October 27. By October 30, rising waters had forced the Germans to retire back behind the Yser to avoid being trapped by flooding behind their position. This in effect forced Falkenhayn to shift his efforts from the coast to the south around Ypres.

The second phase of Falkenhayn’s Flanders Offensive was a series of assaults against Ypres. To aid in seizing the city, Falkenhayn had available heavy artillery from the fall of Antwerp. He had the Sixth Army and the newly assembled Fourth Army of Colonel General Albrecht, Duke of Württemberg. These forces gave the Germans a two-to-one manpower advantage over the Allies at the point of attack, but the Fourth Army consisted of a cavalry corps and eight divisions containing a large proportion of untrained soldiers who were 17 to 20 years old.

The Belgian Army held the extreme north of the Allied line. South of it was the French Eighth Army. The BEF held the area east of Ypres to La Bassée, while to its south was the French Tenth Army. The BEF numbered seven infantry divisions (one of which was in reserve) and three cavalry divisions. Although they were heavily outnumbered, the BEF units were highly trained regulars, many of whom had seen extensive colonial combat. For replacements, Field Marshal French could only count on several divisions of Indian troops already en route. The German attack came as a surprise to both French and Joffre.

Dates between October 19 and 22 are given for the start of the Battle of Ypres, but on October 19 the advance of the two German armies began. On October 20 General Sir Douglas Haig’s I Corps, which had arrived from the Aisne and had been ordered to the north of Ypres, ran into the German XXIII Army and XXVI Reserve Corps driving from the northeast. By the evening of October 24 the Germans had broken off their attacks here, hoping to have success to the south between Messines and Gheluvelt. They struck on October 29. The situation was in doubt for several days, and at Gheluvelt on October 31 five miles east of Ypres, the Germans actually broke through the British lines.

Haig assembled men regardless of units and managed to repel the attackers. Superior aimed British rifle fire, so accurate and rapid that the Germans mistakenly believed they were facing machine guns, exacted a heavy toll on the attackers. Indeed, the Germans knew the battle as the Kindermord bei Ypern (Massacre of Innocents at Ypres) for all the young draftees killed by the British defenders.

Both sides brought up reinforcements, including Indian troops and French forces to assist the British. On November 1 in a night attack, the Germans drove the defending British cavalry corps from Messines Ridge at the southern end of the salient. An Allied counterattack the next day failed to dislodge the Germans. The third German drive came on November 11, with the city of Ypres itself being the chief German objective. Two German divisions attempted to break through British lines just north of the Menin Road in the Nuns’ Woods only four miles from the city. Initially successful, the Germans were slow in exploiting their gains, and this enabled the British to assemble a collection of men, including cooks, orderlies, clerks, and engineers, who managed to stem the German advance and ultimately drive the attackers back to their own lines. Fighting around Ypres continued until November 22, when the onset of winter weather forced a break in hostilities.

Ypres became a symbol of Allied resistance, but it came at a high cost. This First Battle of Ypres completed the ruin of the BEF. The BEF suffered 55,535 casualties, including many junior officers and veteran noncommissioned officers. In the battle the French sustained 50,000–85,000 casualties, and the Belgians suffered 21,562. The Germans paid an even heavier price. The month of savage fighting at Ypres claimed 134,315 German casualties. Ypres marked the end of the war of movement on the Western Front and the arrival of trench warfare.

William P. McEvoy and Spencer C. Tucker
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Zimmermann Telegram (January 16–17, 1917)

On March 1, 1917, newspapers across the United States published the contents of a purported secret telegram sent from German foreign minister Arthur Zimmermann to the German ambassadors to the United States and Mexico. News of this telegram inflamed anti-German sentiment in the aftermath of the German decision announced on January 31, 1917, to resume unrestricted submarine warfare. The so-called Zimmermann Telegram helped speed U.S. entry into World War I in early April, although the telegram is not considered the sole causative factor.

Zimmermann called on Heinrich J. F. von Eckhardt, the German ambassador to Mexico, to propose to the Mexican government an alliance. If Germany and the United States were to go to war and Mexico joined the German side, then Germany would supply that country with generous financial support and, on a German victory, restore the territory lost to the United States after the Mexican-American War (1846–1848). Zimmermann also implied that Japan might be induced to join the anti-U.S. alliance. He implied that there was little risk for Mexico, as “the ruthless employment of our submarines now offers the prospect of compelling England in a few months to make peace.”

In retrospect the Zimmermann Telegram appears hard to believe, but it must be viewed in the context of the severely strained relations between the United States and Mexico. U.S. forces had occupied Veracruz in 1914, and Mexican revolutionaries under Pancho Villa had murdered American mining engineers in northern Mexico and then raided Columbus, New Mexico. In retaliation, President Woodrow Wilson had sent U.S. troops under Brigadier General John Pershing into northern Mexico in a vain effort to track down Villa.

Both the U.S. State Department and British intelligence intercepted the cable. British decoders needed several weeks to break the two-part message, one part on the resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare and the other part on Germany’s offer to Mexico. The message was passed on to President Wilson on February 24 and then was made public on March 1. On that date the New York Times headline read “Germany Seeks Alliance against U.S.; Asks Japan and Mexico to Join Her.”

Mexico and Japan denied their complicity, but on March 3 Zimmermann foolishly admitted that he had sent the telegram. With a mounting toll of U.S. merchant ships sunk by German submarines, on April 6, 1917, President Wilson requested and the U.S. Congress approved a declaration of war against Germany. On April 14, despite repeated German efforts to convince it to join the war, the Mexican government announced that it would remain neutral.

The Zimmermann Telegram played a role in the U.S. decision to declare war but chiefly as justification for the action, which was taken largely because of the German decision to resume unrestricted submarine warfare.

Charles M. Dobbs and Spencer C. Tucker
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Primary Documents

1. Emperor Franz Joseph of Austria-Hungary to Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany, July 2, 1914

On July 5, 1914, the Austro-Hungarian ambassador in Berlin, Count Lazlo de Szögyeny-Marich, handed the kaiser a lengthy handwritten letter from Emperor Franz Joseph II. Attached to it was an even longer memorandum (not included here) that the Austrian Foreign Office had drafted shortly before the death of Archduke Franz Ferdinand. Franz Joseph requested German support in dealing with Serbia and in eliminating from the Balkans Russian influence and replacing it with that of Germany and Austria.

I honestly regretted that you were compelled to give up your intention of coming to Vienna to the funeral ceremonies. I should have been glad to express to you personally my heartfelt gratitude for your comforting sympathy in my deep sorrow.

You have proved to me again by your warm and sympathetic condolence that I possess in you a faithful and reliable friend, and that I can count on you on every possible occasion.

It would have been very agreeable to me to discuss the political situation with you; but as this was not possible at the present time, I am taking the liberty of sending you the accompanying memorandum prepared by my Minister of Foreign Affairs, which had already been drawn up before the frightful catastrophe at Sarajevo, and which seems especially pertinent since that tragic event.

The perpetration of the assassination of my poor nephew is the direct result of the agitations carried on by the Russian and Serbian Panslavists, the sole object of which is the weakening of the Triple Alliance and the destruction of my realm.

According to all the evidence so far brought to light, the Sarajevo affair was not merely the bloody deed of a single individual, but the result of a well-organized conspiracy, the threads of which can be traced to Belgrade; and even though it will probably prove impossible to get evidence of the complicity of the Serbian Government, there can be no doubt that its policy, directed toward the unification of all the southern Slav countries under the Serbian flag, is responsible for such crimes, and that the continuation of such a state of affairs constitutes an enduring peril for my house and my possessions.

This peril is increased by the fact that Roumania has contracted a close friendship with Serbia, notwithstanding her existing alliance with us, and permits within her own confines an agitation against us just as hateful as is that tolerated by Serbia. . . .

The efforts of my government must in the future be directed toward the isolation and diminution of Serbia. The first stage of this journey should be accomplished by the strengthening of the present position of the Bulgarian Government, in order that Bulgaria, whose real interests coincide with our own, may be preserved from a collapse into Russophilism.

When it is recognized in Bucharest that the Triple Alliance is determined not to forego a union with Bulgaria, but would, nevertheless, be willing to persuade Bulgaria to go into partnership with Roumania and guarantee the latter’s integrity, perhaps they will retrace there the perilous step to which they have been driven through friendship to Serbia and by the rapprochement to Russia.

If this effort should prove successful we might further attempt to reconcile Greece to Bulgaria and to Turkey; thus there would develop under the patronage of the Triple Alliance a new Balkan alliance whose aim would be to put an end to the advance of the Panslavic flood and to assure peace to our countries.

This can, however, only be possible when Serbia, which at present constitutes the pivot of the Panslavic policy, is eliminated as a factor of political power in the Balkans.

You, too, must be convinced, after the recent frightful occurrence in Bosnia, that a reconciliation of the antagonism that now divides Serbia and ourselves is no more to be thought of, and that the continuance of the peace policy of the European monarchs is threatened as long as this hearth of criminal agitation at Belgrade is left unquenched.

Source: Max Montgelas and Walther Schücking, eds., Outbreak of the World War: German Documents Collected by Karl Kautsky (New York: Oxford University Press, 1924), 68–77. Copyright 1924 by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

2. “The Blank Check”: German Imperial Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg to the German Ambassador at Vienna, Heinrich von Tschirschky, Sent from Berlin, July 6, 1914

Immediately upon receiving Emperor Franz Joseph’s letter requesting German support in any measures it might take against Serbia, Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg replied on behalf of Germany. Although Bethmann Hollweg modified the last sentence in the draft originally prepared for him by Foreign Minister Arthur Zimmermann, this message effectively committed Germany to support Austria in whatever policies it took. German officials clearly perceived the crisis as a test of their own country’s international credibility. The dispatch of this message was later perceived as a key turning point in the escalation of the crisis.

Confidential—For Your Excellency’s personal information and guidance

The Austro-Hungarian Ambassador yesterday delivered to the Emperor a confidential personal letter from the Emperor Francis Joseph, which depicts the present situation from the Austro-Hungarian point of view, and describes the measures which Vienna has in view. A copy is now being forwarded to Your Excellency.

I replied to Count Szögyeny today on behalf of His Majesty that His Majesty sends his thanks to the Emperor Francis Joseph for his letter and would soon answer it personally. In the meantime His Majesty desires to say that he is not blind to the danger which threatens Austria-Hungary and thus the Triple Alliance as a result of the Russian and Serbian Pan-Slavic agitation. Even though His Majesty is known to feel no unqualified confidence in Bulgaria and her ruler, and naturally inclines more toward our old ally Rumania and her Hohenzollern prince, yet he quite understands that the Emperor Francis Joseph, in view of the attitude of Rumania and of the danger of a new Balkan alliance aimed directly at the Danube Monarchy, is anxious to bring about an understanding between Bulgaria and the Triple Alliance. His Majesty will, therefore, direct his minister at Sofia to lend the Austro-Hungarian representative such support as he may desire in any action taken to this end. His Majesty will, furthermore, make an effort at Bucharest, according to the wishes of the Emperor Francis Joseph, to influence King Carol to the fulfilment of the duties of his alliance, to the renunciation of Serbia, and to the suppression of the Rumanian agitations directed against Austria-Hungary.

Finally, as far as concerns Serbia, His Majesty, of course, cannot interfere in the dispute now going on between Austria-Hungary and that country, as it is a matter not within his competence. The Emperor Francis Joseph may, however, rest assured that His Majesty will [“under all circumstances” deleted by Bethmann Hollweg from original draft] faithfully stand by Austria-Hungary, as is required by the obligations of his alliance and of his ancient friendship.

Bethmann Hollweg

Source: Max Montgelas and Walther Schücking, eds., Outbreak of the World War: German Documents Collected by Karl Kautsky (New York: Oxford University Press, 1924), 78–79. Copyright 1924 by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

3. Helmuth von Moltke, Chief of the German General Staff, to Imperial Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg, July 29, 1914

As European war became more likely, Helmuth von Moltke sent the imperial chancellor an analysis of the situation. Moltke was a supporter of the strategy of the plan developed by his predecessor, General Alfred von Schlieffen. The Schlieffen Plan envisaged that in the event of a general European war, Germany would quickly launch an overwhelming flank attack on France through Belgium and Holland while employing smaller forces to keep Russia at bay. By the end of July, Moltke clearly thought that war was inevitable and was eager to bring this strategy into play.

Summary of the Political Situation

It goes without saying that no nation of Europe would regard the conflict between Austria and Serbia with any interest except that of humanity, if there did not lie within it the danger of general political complications that today already threaten to unchain a world war. For more than five years Serbia has been the cause of a European tension which has been pressing with simply intolerable weight on the political and economic existence of nations. With a patience approaching weakness, Austria has up to the present borne the continuous provocations and the political machinations aimed at the disruption of her own national stability by a people which proceeded from regicide at home to the murder of princes in a neighboring land. It was only after the last despicable crime that she took to extreme measures, in order to burn out with a glowing iron a cancer that has constantly threatened to poison the body of Europe. One would think that all Europe would be grateful to her. All Europe would have drawn a breath of relief if this mischief-maker could have been properly chastised, and peace and order thereby have been restored to the Balkans; but Russia placed herself at the side of this criminal nation. It was only then that the Austro-Serbian affair became the thunder-cloud which may at any moment break over Europe.

Austria has declared to the European cabinets that she intends neither to make any territorial acquisitions at Serbia’s expense nor to infringe upon her status as a nation; that she only wants to force her unruly neighbor to accept the conditions that she considers necessary if they are to continue to exist side by side, and which Serbia, as experience has proved, would never live up to, despite solemn assurances, unless compelled by force. The Austro-Serbian affair is a purely private quarrel in which, as has been said, nobody in Europe would have a profound interest and which would in no way threaten the peace of Europe but, on the contrary, would establish it more firmly, if Russia had not injected herself into it. That was what first gave the matter its menacing aspect.

Austria has only mobilized a portion of her armed forces, eight army corps, against Serbia—just enough with which to be able to put through her punitive expedition. As against this, Russia has made all preparations to enable her to mobilize the army corps of the military districts of Kiev, Odessa and Moscow, twelve army corps in all, within the briefest period, and is providing for similar preparatory measures in the north also, along the German border and the Baltic Sea.

She announces that she intends to mobilize when Austria advances into Serbia, as she cannot permit the destruction of Serbia by Austria, though Austria has explained that she intends nothing of the sort.

What must and will the further consequences be? If Austria advances into Serbia she will have to face not only the Serbian army but also the vastly superior strength of Russia; thus she can not enter upon a war with Serbia without securing herself against an attack by Russia. That means that she will be forced to mobilize the other half of her Army, for she cannot possibly surrender at discretion to a Russia all prepared for war. At the moment, however, in which Austria mobilizes her whole Army, the collision between herself and Russia will become inevitable. But that, for Germany, is the casus foederis. If Germany is not to be false to her word and permit her ally to suffer annihilation at the hands of Russian superiority, she, too, must mobilize. And that would bring about the mobilization of the rest of Russia’s military districts as a result. But then Russia will be able to say: I am being attacked by Germany. She will then assure herself of the support of France, which, according to the compact of alliance, is obliged to take part in the war, should her ally, Russia, be attacked. Thus the Franco-Russian alliance, so often held up to praise as a purely defensive compact, created only in order to meet the aggressive plans of Germany, will become active, and the mutual butchery of the civilized nations of Europe will begin.

It cannot be denied that the affair has been cunningly contrived by Russia. While giving continuous assurances that she was not yet “mobilizing,” but only making preparations “for an eventuality,” that “up to the present” she had called no reserves to the colors, she has been getting herself so ready for war that when she actually issues her mobilization orders, she will be prepared to move her armies forward in a very few days. Thus she puts Austria in a desperate position and shifts the responsibility to her, inasmuch as she is forcing Austria to secure herself against a surprise by Russia. She will say: You, Austria, are mobilizing against us, so you want war with us. Russia assures Germany that she wishes to undertake nothing against her; but she knows perfectly well that Germany could not remain inactive in the event of a belligerent collision between her ally and Russia. So Germany, too, will be forced to mobilize, and again Russia will be enabled to say to the world: I did not want war, but Germany brought it about. After this fashion things must and will develop, unless, one might say, a miracle happens to prevent at the last moment a war which will annihilate for decades the civilization of almost all Europe.

Germany does not want to bring about this frightful war. But the German Government knows that it would be violating in ominous fashion the deep-rooted feelings of fidelity which are among the most beautiful traits of the nation, if it did not come to the assistance of its ally at a moment which was to be decisive of the nation’s existence.

According to the information at hand, France, also, appears to be taking measures preparatory to an eventual mobilization. It is apparent that Russia and France are moving hand in hand as far as regards their preparations.

Thus, when the collision between Austria and Russia becomes inevitable, Germany, also, will mobilize, and will be prepared to take up the fight on two fronts.

With relation to the military preparations we have in view, should the case arise, it is of the greatest importance to ascertain as soon as possible whether Russia and France intend to let it come to a war with Germany. The further the preparations of our neighbors are carried, the quicker they will be able to complete their mobilization. Thus the military situation is becoming from day to day more unfavorable for us, and can, if our prospective opponents prepare themselves further, unmolested, lead to fateful consequences.

Source: Max Montgelas and Walther Schücking, eds., Outbreak of the World War: German Documents Collected by Karl Kautsky (New York: Oxford University Press, 1924), 306–308. Copyright 1924 by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.

4. British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey to Sir Francis Bertie, British Ambassador to France, July 31, 1914

On the last day of July, Sir Edward Grey had an interview with the French ambassador to Britain, Paul Cambon. Under the terms of its alliance with Russia, France was bound to go to war with Germany should the latter state declare war on its ally. No such obligations, however, bound Britain. Despite urgent pleas from Cambon that he specify whether or not Britain would intervene in the widening war, Grey remained noncommittal. Even at this juncture, a divided British cabinet had not yet decided what course to take.

Sir, M. Cambon referred today to a telegram that had been shown to Sir Arthur Nicolson this morning from the French Ambassador in Berlin saying that it was the uncertainty with regard to whether we would intervene which was the encouraging element in Berlin, and that, if we would only declare definitely on the side of Russia and France, it would decide the German attitude in favor of peace.

I said that it was quite wrong to suppose that we had left Germany under the impression that we would not intervene. I had refused overtures to promise that we should remain neutral. I had not only definitely declined to say that we would remain neutral; I had even gone so far this morning as to say to the German Ambassador that, if France and Germany became involved in war, we should be drawn into it. That, of course, was not the same thing as taking an engagement to France, and I told M. Cambon of it only to show that we had not left Germany under the impression that we would stand aside.

M. Cambon then asked for my reply to what he had said yesterday.

I said that we had come to the conclusion, in the Cabinet today, that we could not give any pledge at the present time. The commercial and financial situation was exceedingly serious; there was danger of a complete collapse that would involve us and everyone else in ruin; and it was possible that our standing aside might be the only means of preventing a complete collapse of European credit, in which we should be involved. This might be a paramount consideration in deciding our attitude.

I went on to say to M. Cambon that though we should have to put our policy before Parliament, we could not pledge Parliament in advance. Up to the present moment, we did not feel, and public opinion did not feel, that any treaties or obligations of this country were involved. Further developments might alter this situation and cause the Government and Parliament to take the view that intervention was justified. The preservation of the neutrality of Belgium might be, I would not say a decisive, but an important factor, in determining our attitude. Whether we proposed to Parliament to intervene or not to intervene in a war, Parliament would wish to know how we stood with regard to the neutrality of Belgium, and it might be that I should ask both France and Germany whether each was prepared to undertake an engagement that she would not be the first to violate the neutrality of Belgium. M. Cambon expressed great disappointment at my reply. He repeated his question of whether we would help France if Germany made an attack on her.

I said that I could only adhere to the answer that, so far as things had gone at present, we could not take any engagement The latest news was that Russia had ordered a complete mobilisation of her fleet and army. This, it seemed to me, would precipitate a crisis, and would make it appear that German mobilisation was being forced by Russia.

M. Cambon urged that Germany had from the beginning rejected proposals that might have made for peace. It could not be to England’s interest that France should be crushed by Germany. We should then be in a very diminished position with regard to Germany. In 1870, we had made a great mistake in allowing an enormous increase in German strength; and we should now be repeating the mistake. He asked me whether I could not submit his question to the Cabinet again.

I said that the Cabinet would certainly be summoned as soon as there was some new development, but at the present moment the only answer I could give was that we could not undertake any definite engagement.

Source: Official Documents Bearing upon the European War, No. 83 (New York: American Association for International Conciliation, October 1914), 76–77.

5. Germany’s Ultimatum: The German Request for Free Passage through Belgium, August 2, 1914

On July 28, 1914, Austria-Hungary declared war on Serbia, impelling Russia to come to its defense, whereupon on August 1, 1914, Germany declared war on Russia. Calculating that this would inevitably in turn bring France, Russia’s ally, into the war, Germany demanded that Belgium—whose neutrality Germany, together with other major European powers, had guaranteed under the 1870 Treaty of London—allow its troops free passage through Belgian territory so they could invade France. Belgium refused this the following day, whereupon on August 4 Germany declared war on Belgium. On August 2 after lengthy discussion, the British cabinet decided that should Germany attack France, as occurred one day later, Britain would declare war on Germany. The latter country’s disregard of Belgian neutrality gave Britain additional justification for its August 4 declaration of war on Germany. On August 2 the German ambassador at Brussels, Herr von Below Saleske, handed M. Davignon, Belgium’s minister for foreign affairs, the following note, setting in motion the events described above.

Very Confidential

Reliable information has been received by the German Government to the effect that French forces intend to march on the line of the Meuse by Givet and Namur. This information leaves no doubt as to the intention of France to march through Belgian territory against Germany.

The German Government cannot but fear that Belgium, in spite of the utmost goodwill, will be unable, without assistance, to repel so considerable a French invasion with sufficient prospect of success to afford an adequate guarantee against danger to Germany. It is essential for the self-defence of Germany that she should anticipate any such hostile attack. The German Government would, however, feel the deepest regret if Belgium regarded as an act of hostility against herself the fact that the measures of Germany’s opponents force Germany, for her own protection, to enter Belgian territory.

In order to exclude any possibility of misunderstanding, the German Government make the following declaration:

1.Germany has in view no act of hostility against Belgium. In the event of Belgium being prepared in the coming war to maintain an attitude of friendly neutrality towards Germany, the German Government bind them selves, at the conclusion of peace, to guarantee the possessions and independence of the Belgian Kingdom in full.

2.Germany undertakes, under the above-mentioned condition, to evacuate Belgian territory on the conclusion of peace.

3.If Belgium adopts a friendly attitude, Germany is prepared, in cooperation with the Belgian authorities, to purchase all necessaries for her troops against a cash payment, and to pay an indemnity for any damage that may have been caused by German troops.

4.Should Belgium oppose the German troops, and in particular should she throw difficulties in the way of their march by a resistance of the fortresses on the Meuse, or by destroying railways, roads, tunnels, or other similar works, Germany will, to her regret, be compelled to consider Belgium as an enemy.

In this event, Germany can undertake no obligations towards Belgium, but the eventual adjustment of the relations between the two States must be left to the decision of arms.

The German Government, however, entertain the distinct hope that this eventuality will not occur, and that the Belgian Government will know how to take the necessary measures to prevent the occurrence of incidents such as those mentioned. In this case the friendly ties which bind the two neighboring States will grow stronger and more enduring.

Source: Official Documents Bearing upon the European War, No. 83 (New York: American Association for International Conciliation, October 1914), 157–158.

6. The “Scrap of Paper”: Sir Edward Goschen, British Ambassador in Berlin, to British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey, August 4, 1914

German imperial chancellor Count Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg and Foreign Minister Gottlieb von Jagow were both apparently shocked at the British declaration of war. Both had gambled that Britain would refuse to honor the guarantees given to Belgium many decades earlier. In final interviews with the British ambassador in Berlin, both expressed shock and disillusionment over the British decision. In words that represented a major propaganda disaster for Germany, Bethmann Hollweg dismissively referred to Britain’s treaty obligations to Belgium as a mere “scrap of paper.”

In accordance with the instructions contained in your telegram of the 4th instant, I called upon the Secretary of State that afternoon and inquired, in the name of His Majesty’s Government, whether the Imperial Government would refrain from violating Belgian neutrality. Herr von Jagow at once replied that he was sorry to say that his answer must be “No,” as in consequence of the German troops having crossed the frontier that morning, Belgian neutrality had been already violated. Herr von Jagow again went into the reasons why the Imperial Government had been obliged to take this step, namely, that they had to advance into France by the quickest and easiest way, so as to be able to get well ahead with their operations and endeavour to strike some decisive blow as early as possible. It was a matter of life and death for them, as if they had gone by the more southern route they could not have hoped, in view of the paucity of roads and the strength of the fortresses, to have got through without formidable opposition entailing great loss of time. This loss of time would have meant time gained by the Russians for bringing up their troops to the German frontier. Rapidity of action was the great German asset, while that of Russia was an inexhaustible supply of troops. I pointed out to Herr von Jagow that this fait accompli of the violation of the Belgian frontier rendered, as he would readily understand, the situation exceedingly grave, and I asked him whether there was not still time to draw back and avoid possible consequences, which both he and I would deplore. He replied that, for the reasons he had given me, it was now impossible for them to draw back. . . .

This interview took place at about 7 o’clock. In a short conversation which ensued Herr von Jagow expressed his poignant regret at the crumbling of his entire policy and that of the Chancellor, which had been to make friends with Great Britain, and then, through Great Britain, to get closer to France. I said that this sudden end to my work in Berlin was to me also a matter of deep regret and disappointment, but that he must understand that under the circumstances and in view of our engagements, His Majesty’s Government could not possibly have acted otherwise than they had done.

I then said that I should like to go and see the Chancellor [Bethmann Hollweg], as it might be, perhaps, the last time I should have an opportunity of seeing him. He begged me to do so. I found the Chancellor very agitated. His Excellency at once began a harangue, which lasted for about twenty minutes. He said that the steps taken by His Majesty’s Government were terrible to a degree; just for a word—”neutrality,” a word which in war time had so often been disregarded—just for a scrap of paper Great Britain was going to make war on a kindred nation who desired nothing better than to be friends with her. All his efforts in that direction had been rendered useless by this last terrible step, and the policy to which, as I knew, he had devoted himself since his accession to office had tumbled down like a house of cards. What we had done was unthinkable; it was like striking a man from behind while he was fighting for his life against two assailants. He held Great Britain responsible for all the terrible events that might happen. I protested strongly against that statement, and said that, in the same way as he and Herr von Jagow wished me to understand that for strategical reasons it was a matter of life and death to Germany to advance through Belgium and violate the latter’s neutrality, so I would wish him to understand that it was, so to speak, a matter of “life and death” for the honor of Great Britain that she should keep her solemn engagement to do her utmost to defend Belgium’s neutrality if attacked. That solemn compact simply had to be kept, or what confidence could any one have in engagements given by Great Britain in the future? The Chancellor said, “But at what price will that compact have been kept? Has the British Government thought of that?” I hinted to his Excellency as plainly as I could that fear of consequences could hardly be regarded as an excuse for breaking solemn engagements, but his Excellency was so excited, so evidently overcome by the news of our action, and so little disposed to hear reason that I refrained from adding fuel to the flame by further argument.

Source: Official Diplomatic Documents Relating to the Outbreak of the European War (New York: Macmillan, 1916), 485–487.

7. Sir Henry McMahon, British High Commissioner in Cairo, to Hussein ibn Ali, Sharif of Mecca, October 24, 1915

As the Turkish sultanate lost its hold upon the territories of the Ottoman Empire and exacerbated Muslim sensibilities by allying itself with Christian Germany in the war, Hussein ibn Ali, the high priest or sharif of the Islamic territory of the Hejaz, which contains the holy cities of Medina and Mecca, moved more aggressively toward independence. He was encouraged by British officials, including Sir Henry McMahon, British high commissioner in Egypt, who promised him recognition and financial and military assistance.

I have received your letter of the 29th Shawal, 1333, with much pleasure and your expression of friendliness and sincerity have given me the greatest satisfaction.

I regret that you should have received from my last letter the impression that I regarded the question of limits and boundaries with coldness and hesitation; such was not the case, but it appeared to me that the time had not yet come when that question could be discussed in a conclusive manner.

I have realised, however, from your last letter that you regard this question as one of vital and urgent importance. I have, therefore, lost no time in informing the Government of Great Britain of the contents of your letter, and it is with great pleasure that I communicate to you on their behalf the following statement, which I am confident you will receive with satisfaction.—

The two districts of Mersina and Alexandretta and portions of Syria lying to the west of the districts of Damascus, Homs, Hama, and Aleppo cannot be said to be purely Arab, and should be excluded from the limits demanded.

With the above modification, and without prejudice to our existing treaties with Arab chiefs, we accept those limits.

As for those regions lying within those frontiers wherein Great Britain is free to act without detriment to the interests of her ally, France, I am empowered in the name of the Government of Great Britain to give the following assurances and make the following reply to your letter:

(1)Subject to the above modifications, Great Britain is prepared to recognise and support the independence of the Arabs in all the regions within the limits demanded by the Sherif of Mecca.

(2)Great Britain will guarantee the Holy Places against all external aggression and will recognise their inviolability.

(3)When the situation admits, Great Britain will give to the Arabs her advice and will assist them to establish what may appear to be the most suitable forms of government for those various territories.

(4)On the other hand, it is understood that the Arabs have decided to seek the advice and guidance of Great Britain only, and that such European advisers and officials as may be required for the formation of a sound form of administration will be British.

(5)With regard to the vilayets of Bagdad and Basra, the Arabs will recognise that the established position and interests of Great Britain necessitate special administrative arrangements in order to secure these territories from foreign aggression to promote the welfare of the local populations and to safeguard our mutual economic interests.

I am convinced that this declaration will assure you beyond all possible doubt of the sympathy of Great Britain towards the aspirations of her friends the Arabs and will result in a firm and lasting alliance, the immediate results of which will be the expulsion of the Turks from the Arab countries and the freeing of the Arab peoples from the Turkish yoke, which for so many years has pressed heavily upon them.

I have confined myself in this letter to the more vital and important questions, and if there are any other matters dealt with in your letters which I have omitted to mention, we may discuss them at some convenient date in the future.

It was with very great relief and satisfaction that I heard of the safe arrival of the Holy Carpet and the accompanying offerings which, thanks to the clearness of your directions and the excellence of your arrangements, were landed without trouble or mishap in spite of the dangers and difficulties occasioned by the present sad war. May God soon bring a lasting peace and freedom of all peoples.

I am sending this letter by the hand of your trusted and excellent messenger, Sheikh Mohammed ibn Arif ibn Uraifan, and he will inform you of the various matters of interest, but of less vital importance, which I have not mentioned in this letter.

(Compliments).

(Signed): A. HENRY MCMAHON.

Source: Great Britain, Parliamentary Papers, 1939, Misc. No. 3, Cmd. 5957.

8. John MacRae, “In Flanders Fields,” December 1915

John MacRae, a Canadian Army surgeon, served on the Western Front, where his dressing station was virtually on the battlefield. Not far away was the cemetery where his regiment buried their dead, marking the grave sites with crosses. This poem was apparently inspired by the second Battle of Ypres (April 22–May 8, 1915), when half of the Canadian brigade to which MacRae was attached were either killed or seriously wounded, an experience that apparently left him profoundly weary and depressed. Published in Punch the following December, the poem quickly became part of the iconography of World War I. MacRae himself died of meningitis in January 1918.

In Flanders fields the poppies blow

Between the crosses, row on row

That mark our place; and in the sky

The larks, still bravely singing, fly

Scarce heard amid the guns below.

We are the Dead. Short days ago

We lived, felt dawn, saw sunset glow,

Loved and were loved, and now we lie

In Flanders fields.

Take up our quarrel with the foe:

To you from failing hands we throw

The torch; be yours to hold it high.

If ye break faith with us who die

We shall not sleep, though poppies grow

In Flanders fields.

Source: “In Flanders Fields,” Punch, December 8, 1915.

9. The Sykes-Picot Agreement: Sir Edward Grey to Paul Cambon, May 15–16, 1916

As Turkish power crumbled in the Middle East, British and French officials reached a tentative agreement as to how to divide influence within that region between their two nations. On May 9, 1916, French foreign minister Paul Cambon wrote to British foreign secretary Sir Edward Grey and formally proposed a disposition of the Middle East between France and Britain, along lines already agreed to by junior French and British diplomats in the area. Grey replied, first briefly and then at greater length.

Sir Edward Grey to Paul Cambon, May 15, 1916

I shall have the honour to reply fully in a further note to your Excellency’s note of the 9th instant, relative to the creation of an Arab State, but I should meanwhile be grateful if your Excellency could assure me that in those regions which, under the conditions recorded in that communication, become entirely French, or in which French interests are recognised as predominant, any existing British concessions, rights of navigation or development, and the rights and privileges of any British religious, scholastic, or medical institutions will be maintained.

His Majesty’s Government are, of course, ready to give a reciprocal assurance in regard to the British area.

Sir Edward Grey to Paul Cambon, May 16, 1916

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Excellency’s note of the 9th instant, stating that the French Government accept the limits of a future Arab State, or Confederation of States, and of those parts of Syria where French interests predominate, together with certain conditions attached thereto, such as they result from recent discussions in London and Petrograd on the subject.

I have the honour to inform your Excellency in reply that the acceptance of the whole project, as it now stands, will involve the abdication of considerable British interests, but, since His Majesty’s Government recognise the advantage to the general cause of the Allies entailed in producing a more favourable internal political situation in Turkey, they are ready to accept the arrangement now arrived at, provided that the co-operation of the Arabs is secured, and that the Arabs fulfil the conditions and obtain the towns of Homs, Hama, Damascus, and Aleppo.

It is accordingly understood between the French and British Governments—

1.That France and Great Britain are prepared to recognize and protect an independent Arab State or a Confederation of Arab States in the areas (A) and (B) marked on the annexed map, under the suzerainty of an Arab chief. That in area (A) France, and in area (B) Great Britain, shall have priority of right of enterprise and local loans. That in area (A) France, and in area (B) Great Britain, shall alone supply advisers or foreign functionaries at the request of the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States.

2.That in the blue area France, and in the red area Great Britain, shall be allowed to establish such direct or indirect administration or control as they desire and as they may think fit to arrange with the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States.

3.That in the brown area there shall be established an international administration, the form of which is to be decided upon after consultation with Russia, and subsequently in consultation with the other Allies, and the representatives of the Shereef of Mecca.

4.That Great Britain be accorded (1) the ports of Haifa and Acre, (2) guarantee of a given supply of water from the Tigris and Euphrates in area (A) for area (B). His Majesty’s Government, on their part, undertake that they will at no time enter into negotiations for the cession of Cyprus to any third Power without the previous consent of the French Government.

5.That Alexandretta shall be a free port as regards the trade of the British Empire, and that there shall be no discrimination in port charges or facilities as regards British shipping and British goods; that there shall be freedom of transit for British goods through Alexandretta and by railway through the blue area, whether those goods are intended for or originate in the red area, or (B) area, or area (A); and there shall be no discrimination, direct or indirect against British goods on any railway or against British goods or ships at any port serving the areas mentioned.

That Haifa shall be a free port as regards the trade of France, her dominions and protectorates, and there shall be no discrimination in port charges or facilities as regards French shipping and French goods. There shall be freedom of transit for French goods through Haifa and by the British railway through the brown area, whether those goods are intended for or originate in the blue area, area (A), or area (B), and there shall be no discrimination, direct or indirect, against French goods on any railway, or against French goods or ships at any port serving the areas mentioned.

6.That in area (A) the Baghdad Railway shall not be extended southwards beyond Mosul, and in area (B) northwards beyond Samarra, until a railway connecting Baghdad with Aleppo via the Euphrates Valley has been completed, and then only with the concurrence of the two Governments.

7.That Great Britain has the right to build, administer, and be sole owner of a railway connecting Haifa with area (B), and shall have a perpetual right to transport troops along such a line at all times.

It is to be understood by both Governments that this railway is to facilitate the connexion of Baghdad with Haifa by rail, and it is further understood that, if the engineering difficulties and expense entailed by keeping this connecting line in the brown area only make the project unfeasible, that the French Government shall be prepared to consider that the line in question may also traverse the polygon Banias–Keis Marib–Salkhab Tell Otsda–Mesmie before reaching area (B).

8.For a period of twenty years the existing Turkish customs tariff shall remain in force throughout the whole of the blue and red areas, as well as in areas (A) and (B), and no increase in the rates of duty or conversion from ad valorem to specific rates shall be made except by agreement between the two Powers.

There shall be no interior customs barriers between any of the above-mentioned areas. The customs duties leviable on goods destined for the interior shall be collected at the port of entry and handed over to the administration of the area of destination.

9.It shall be agreed that the French Government will at no time enter into any negotiations for the cession of their rights and will not cede such rights in the blue area to any third Power, except the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States without the previous agreement of His Majesty’s Government, who, on their part, will give a similar undertaking to the French Government regarding the red area.

10.The British and French Governments, as the protectors of the Arab State, shall agree that they will not themselves acquire and will not consent to a third Power acquiring territorial possessions in the Arabian peninsula, nor consent to a third Power installing a naval base either on the east coast, or on the islands, of the Red Sea. This, however, shall not prevent such adjustment of the Aden frontier as may be necessary in consequence of recent Turkish aggression.

11.The negotiations with the Arabs as to the boundaries of the Arab State or Confederation of Arab States shall be continued through the same channel as heretofore on behalf of the two Powers.

12.It is agreed that measures to control the importation of arms into the Arab territories will be considered by the two Governments.

I have further the honour to state that, in order to make the agreement complete, His Majesty’s Government are proposing to the Russian Government to exchange notes analogous to those exchanged by the latter and your Excellency’s Government on the 26th April last. Copies of these notes will be communicated to your Excellency as soon as exchanged.

I would also venture to remind your Excellency that the conclusion of the present agreement raises, for practical consideration, the question of the claims of Italy to a share in any partition or rearrangement of Turkey in Asia, as formulated in article 9 of the agreement of the 26th April, 1915, between Italy and the Allies.

His Majesty’s Government further consider that the Japanese Government should be informed of the arrangement now concluded.

Source: British Documents on Foreign Affairs: Reports and Papers from the Foreign Office Confidential Print; Series H: The First World War, 1914–1918, Vol. 2 (Bethesda, MD: University Publications of America, 1989), 326–327.

10. King Hussein, Sharif of the Hejaz, Proclamation Published in Mecca, June 27, 1916

In June 1916 the long-contemplated Arab Revolt finally broke out under the leadership of Sharif Hussein ibn Ali of Mecca and his three sons. The sharif published a lengthy proclamation accusing the Ottoman overlords of having jettisoned Islamic principles by installing a secular government in Constantinople. This document was widely circulated around the Arab world.

In the name of God, the Merciful, the Compassionate.

This is our general proclamation to all our Moslem brothers. O God, judge between us and our people in truth: Thou art the Judge.

The world knoweth that the first of all Moslem princes and rulers to acknowledge the Turkish Government were the Emirs of Mecca the Blessed. This they did to bind together and make strong the congregation of Islam, as they saw the Sultans of the House of Osman (may the dust of their tombs be blessed, and may they dwell in Paradise), how they were upright, and how they fulfilled all the commandments and ordinances of the faith and of the Prophet (prayers be upon him) perfectly. Therefore they were obedient to them at all times.

For a token of this, remember how in 1327 I, with my Arabs, helped them against the Arabs, to save Ebhah from those who were besieging it, and to preserve the name of the Government in honour; and remember how again in the next year I helped them with my armies, which I entrusted to one of my sons; for indeed we were one with the Government until the Committee of Union and Progress rose up and strengthened itself and laid its hands on power. Consider how since then ruin has overtaken the State, and its possessions have been torn from it, and its place in the world has been lost, until now it has been drawn into this last and most fatal war.

All this they have done, being led away by shameful appetites, which are not for me to set forth, but which are open and a great cause for sorrow to the Moslems of the whole world, who have seen this greatest and most noble Moslem Power broken in pieces and led down to ruin and utter destruction. Our lament is also for so many of its subjects, Moslems and other alike, whose lives have been sacrificed without fault on their part. Some have been treacherously put to death, others cruelly driven from their homes, as though the calamities of war were not enough. Of these calamities the heaviest share has fallen upon the Holy Land. The poor, and even the families of substance, have been made to sell their doors and windows, yea, even the wooden frames of their houses, for bread, after they had lost their furniture and all their goods.

Not even so was the lust of the Union and Progress fulfilled. They laid bare all the measure of their wicked design and broke the only bond that endured between them and the true followers of Islam. They departed from their obedience to the precepts of the Book.

With the countenance of the Grand Vizier of the Ottoman Empire, the Sheikh-ul-Islam, the Ulema, the Ministers and the notables, one of their papers called the “Ijtihad” published in Constantinople unworthy things about the Prophet (the Prayer and Peace of God be upon him) and spoke evil of him (God forbid). Then the Union and Progress rejected God’s word “A man shall have twice a woman’s share” and made them equal. They went further, and removed one of the five corner stones of the faith, even the fast in Ramadan, by causing the soldiers in garrison in Mecca, Medina and Damascus to break their fast for new and foolish reasons, taking no account of the ordinance of God saying: “Those of you who are sick or on a journey. . . .” Yea, they went further. They made weak the person of the Sultan, and robbed from him his honour, forbidding him to choose for himself the chief of his personal cabinet. Other like things they did to sap the foundation of the Khalifate.

For this it had been clearly our part and our necessary duty to separate ourselves from them and renounce them and their obedience. Yet we would not believe their wickedness, and tried to think that they were the imaginings of evildoers to make a division between us and the Government. We bore with them until it was open to all men that the rulers in Turkey were Enver Pasha, Jemal Pasha and Talaat Bey, who were doing whatever they pleased. They made their guilt manifest when they wrote to the Judge of the Sacred Court in Mecca, traducing the verses in the Cow, and laying upon him to reject the evidence of believers outside the court, and to consider only the deeds and contracts engrossed within the court. They made manifest their guilt when they hanged in one day twenty-one of the most honourable and enlightened Moslems, among them Emir Omar El Jezairi, Emir Arif El Shehabi, Shefik Bey Moayad, Shukri Bey El Asli, Abdel Wahab, Tewfik El Bassat, Abdel Hamid El Zahrawi, Abdel Gahni El Areisi and their learned companions.

To destroy so many, even of cattle, at one time would be hard for men void of all natural affection or mercy. And, if we suppose they had some excuse for this evil deed, by what right did they carry away to strange countries the innocent and most miserable families of these ill-fated men? Children, old men and delicate women, bereaved of their natural protectors, were subjected in exile to all foul usage, and even to tortures, as though the woes they had already suffered were not chastisement enough. Did not God say: “No punishment should be inflicted on any one for the sins of another”? Let us suppose they found for themselves some reason for ill-treating the harmless families of their victims. But why did they rob them of their properties and possessions that alone remained to keep them from death by famine? And, if we suppose for this evil deed also an excuse or reason, how shall we find pardon for their shattering the tomb of our most righteous and upright Lord and Brother, El Sayed El Sherif Abd El Kader El Jazairi El Hassani, whose bones they have polluted and whose dust they have scattered abroad?

We leave the judgment of these misdeeds, which we have touched on so briefly, to the world in general and to Moslems in particular. What stronger proof can we desire of the faithlessness of their hearts to the religion and their feelings towards the Arabs than their bombardment of that ancient House, which God had chosen for His House, saying: “Keep My House pure for all who come to it”—a House so venerated by all Moslems? From their fort of Jyad when the revolt began they shelled it. The first shot struck a yard and a half above the Black Stone. The second fell three yards short of it, so that the flame leapt up and took hold upon the Kiswa, which, when they saw, the thousands and thousands of Moslems first raised a lamentable cry, running to and fro, and then shouted in fierce anger, and rushed to save it. They had to burst open the door and mount upon the roof before they could quench the flames. Yet a third shell fell upon the tomb of Abraham, and other shells fell in and about the precincts, which they made a target for their guns, killing every day three or four who were at prayer within the mosque till they prevented the people coming near to worship. This will show how they despised His House and denied it the honour given it by believers.

We leave all this to the Moslem world for judgment.

Yes, we can leave the judgment to the Moslem world, but we may not leave our religion and our existence as a people to be the plaything of the Unionists. God (blessed be He) has made open for us the attainment of freedom and independence, and has shown us a way of victory, to cut off the hand of the oppressors, and to cast out their garrison from our midst. We have attained independence—an independence of the rest of the Ottoman Empire, which is still groaning under the tyranny of our enemy. Our independence is complete, absolute, not to be laid hands on by any foreign influence or aggression, and our aim is the preservation of Islam, and the uplifting of its standard in the world. We fortify ourselves on the noble religion, which is our only guide and advocate in the principles of administration and of justice. We are ready to accept all things in harness with the faith, and all that leads to the Mountain of Islam, and in particular to uplift the mind and spirit of all classes of the people in so far as we have the strength and ability.

This is what we have done in accordance with the dictates of our religion, and on our part we trust that our brethren in all parts of the world will each do his duty also, as is incumbent upon him, that the bonds of brotherhood in Islam may be confirmed.

We beseech the Lord of Lords for the sake of the Prophet of Him who giveth all things, to grant us prosperity, and to direct us in the right way for the welfare of the faith and of the faithful.

We depend upon God the all-powerful, whose defence is sufficient for us.

Sherif and Emir of Mecca, HUSSEIN.

Shaaban 25, 1334.

Source: British Documents on Foreign Affairs: Reports and Papers from the Foreign Office Confidential Print; Series H: The First World War, 1914–1918, Vol. 2 (Bethesda, MD: University Publications of America, 1989), 410–412.

11. The Zimmermann Telegram: German Foreign Minister Arthur Zimmermann to the German Minister to Mexico, January 19, 1917

In January 1917 relations between the United States and Germany deteriorated, as it seemed increasingly that the latter country would resume its policy of unrestricted submarine warfare. Since 1913, U.S. troops had intervened repeatedly in that country, which had been in some turmoil ever since experiencing a revolution in 1910. At this sensitive juncture, German foreign minister Arthur Zimmermann suggested that should the United States declare war on Germany, Mexico might wish to declare war on its neighbor and take this opportunity to regain territory it had lost in the 1840s during the Mexican-American War. British intelligence intercepted the document, whose release on February 24 further inflamed American sentiment against Germany.

On the first of February we intend to begin unrestricted submarine warfare. In spite of this, it is our intention to endeavor to keep neutral the United States of America.

If this attempt is not successful, we propose an alliance on the following basis with Mexico: That we shall make war together and together make peace. We shall give general financial support, and it is understood that Mexico is to reconquer the lost territory in New Mexico, Texas, and Arizona. The details are left to you for settlement. . . .

You are instructed to inform the President of Mexico of the above in the greatest confidence as soon as it is certain that there will be an outbreak of war with the United States and suggest that the President of Mexico, on his own initiative, should communicate with Japan suggesting adherence at once to this plan; at the same time, offer to mediate between Germany and Japan.

Please call to the attention of the President of Mexico that the employment of ruthless submarine warfare now promises to compel England to make peace in a few months.

Source: Charles F. Horne, ed., Source Records of the Great War, Vol. 5 (New York: National Alumni, 1923), 42.

12. The July Crisis: The Reichstag Peace Resolution, July 19, 1917

By mid-1917, popular and political support for the war in Germany was decreasing as the resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare failed to bring a quick victory and as food shortages and manpower demands hit home. Leading politicians demanded moves toward greater democracy, including the swift implementation of the kaiser’s Easter Decree. The crisis forced the resignation of Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg, whom the kaiser—without consulting the Reichstag—replaced with Georg Michaelis, whose tenure of office only lasted three months. At this juncture a majority of the German Reichstag, including the Center Party, the Social Democratic Party, the Progressive People’s Party, representatives from Alsace-Lorraine, and various others, by a vote of 212–126 passed a resolution demanding a liberal peace settlement, without annexations or indemnities. The centrist Deputy Konstantin Fehrenbach presented this resolution in the Reichstag.

Gentlemen, on behalf of the “Fraktion” [political grouping] of the Center, the Social-Democrats, and the Progressive People’s Party, I have the honor to present to the distinguished House the following resolution with the request that it be adopted:

The Reichstag declares: As on August 4, 1914, so on the threshold of the fourth year of war, the word of the Speech from the Rhone holds good for the German people. “We are not impelled by lust of conquest.” Germany resorted to arms in order to defend her people and independence and the integrity of her territorial possessions.

The Reichstag strives for a peace of understanding and the permanent reconciliation of the peoples. Forced territorial acquisitions and political, economic, or financial oppressions are irreconcilable with such a peace. The Reichstag also rejects all plans which aim at the economic isolation and hostility among nations after the war. The freedom of the seas must be made secure. Only an economic peace will prepare the ground for a friendly intercourse between the nations.

The Reichstag will strongly promote the creation of international judicial organizations.

However, as long as the enemy governments will not enter upon such a peace, as long as they threaten Germany and her allies with conquests and coercion the German nation will stand together as a man and steadfastly hold out and fight until its own and its allies’ right to life and development is secured. The German nation is invincible in its unity. The Reichstag knows that it is in harmony with the men who in heroic struggle are defending the Fatherland. The imperishable gratitude of the whole people is assured them.

Permit me to add the following remarks in the name of the “Fraktion” of the Center:

The day on which the German Reichstag announces its peace intentions is a memorable one. It has maintained great reserve with regard to foreign affairs since the Empire was established. Now, on the threshold of the fourth year of the war, it comes forward and announces to the world the readiness of the German people for a peace, honorable for all sides, for friends and foes alike. It does not interfere in that which is the business of the Government; it makes no peace offer to the enemy Governments; it is the business of the Government to decide as to the time and the precise circumstances for that. What it undertakes today is only a peace demonstration. It affirms the readiness of its own people for peace, and solemnly invites enemy nations to let themselves be animated by the same willingness for peace. Its intention is, in perfect agreement with the words we have just heard from the Imperial Chancellor [Michaelis], a peace through understanding; its object is the lasting reconciliation of the nations, not conquests, not oppression, not growing enmity between the nations, but a return to peace occupations, to the blessings of culture and civilization.

The question has been raised and it has been deemed necessary to answer it in the negative: Will our enemies be convinced of the honesty of our purpose? I know not, but this I do know: hatred and passion are evil counselors. The German people have been frightfully caricatured, but in the end, though perhaps not for some time, quiet reflection will come to its own once more, and will say: the German nation is a strong and brave nation, but it has distinguished itself even more in works of peace than in the arts of war and has devoted itself to the work of peace with such ardor that all warlike thought seemed to be excluded. And now, if an imposing majority of a whole nation makes its readiness for understanding so clear as to preclude all possibility of doubt, and renounces all policy of violent conquest, can anyone doubt its honesty? One would have to lose all faith in humanity, in the morality of the human soul, if one believed such a train of thought to be impossible in enemy countries. In any case, our honest peace declaration does justice to the serious responsibility of the hour. We have been warned against such a declaration lest our enemies should take it as a sign of weakness, a sign that we are beginning to slacken. I do not doubt that this will be said in the enemy camp, especially in the coming days and weeks; but we will prove, day in, day out, that we are ready to strike and resolved to conquer. Our brave armies will not fail in deeds of valor so long as the enemy elects to go on fighting. From week to week the increasing activity of our U-boats will reduce the enemy’s tonnage and increase his anxiety as to munitions and food supplies; and our people at home, who have shown such wonderful endurance during these three hard years of war, will stand firm, all the more, as in many parts of the Fatherland the harvest is unusually rich. Need we then give up hope that even our enemies will recognize, though possibly not for months, that it is not necessity, but longing for the blessings of peace, which impels the representatives of the German people to come forward and offer their hands toward mutual understanding.

We felt the moment had now come seriously to advocate peace. For three whole years the most terrible of wars has raged; things of inestimable value are destroyed day after day; towns and countries are devastated; the fields are drenched with the blood of the best sons of the nations. Mutilations, diseases, and infirmity are heaped up a million-fold; millions of lives are sacrificed to the hatred between nations; the nations are destroying what is of most value to them, human life. And therefore on the threshold of the fourth year of the war the frightful question each nation must ask of its own conscience is: “Is this war to last another year?” We felt ourselves bound before God and our own conscience, as far as it rests with us, to put an end to this misery. No forced surrender of territory, no political, economic, or financial oppression would compensate for the amount of misery a continuance of the war would involve, and it would make a lasting reconciliation of the nations impossible. Our military situation precludes the possibility of misinterpretation; hence our declaration of a desire for peace. The next word rests with the enemy. The man who is for peace, be he ever so strong and brave a man, does not boast of his power and rattle his saber. But this is the holy vow of a serious people in the gravest hour; should the hand now offered for the first time by the representatives of the German people be rejected, then the whole German people will rise up in righteous wrath; then our brave troops will accomplish even greater deeds of valor; then we at home shall behold a wonderful example of cohesion and endurance, and prove to the world that the German nation in its unity is invincible.

Source: Ralph Haswell Lutz, ed., Fall of the German Empire, 1914–1918, 2 vols. (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1932), 2:282–285. Copyright (c) 1932 by the Board of Trustees of the Leland Stanford Jr. University, renewed 1960. All rights reserved. Reprinted by permission of the publisher, Stanford University Press, sup.org.

13. The Balfour Declaration: British Foreign Secretary Arthur J. Balfour to Lord Rothschild, November 2, 1917

On November 2, 1917, Arthur James Balfour, the British foreign secretary, wrote an official letter to Lord Rothschild, a leading British Zionist figure. Although its terms were somewhat ambivalent, this brief communication offered Jews a homeland in Palestine, a development that eventually led to the creation of the State of Israel in 1948. Correctly or not, Sharif Hussein ibn Alig of Mecca, a British ally in revolt against Turkey, believed that he too had been promised this territory.

I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on behalf of His Majesty’s Government, the following declaration of sympathy with Jewish Zionist aspirations which has been submitted to, and approved by, the Cabinet.

“His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.”

I should be grateful if you would bring this declaration to the knowledge of the Zionist Federation.

Source: “Balfour Declaration, 1917,” The Avalon Project, http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/balfour.asp.

14. President Woodrow Wilson, “The Fourteen Points,” Address to a Joint Session of the U.S. Congress, January 8, 1918

By early 1918, the Allies felt it necessary to reaffirm their own credentials as the representatives of liberal ideals and objectives. In November 1917 the Bolsheviks seized power in Russia. Their calls for an immediate general peace, their appeals to the international working class to cease supporting the war, and their publication of the secret treaties and agreements that the Allies had made with each other all called into question the credibility of Allied claims to be fighting for high ideals. U.S. president Woodrow Wilson distrusted the governments of the other powers arrayed with his country against the Central Powers, and he insisted that rather than joining the Allies, the United States should remain merely an “associated power.” He hoped to position himself above the fray as the leader of liberal forces in all countries—Allied Powers, Central Powers, and neutral powers alike—and perceived Vladimir Lenin as a dangerous rival for the loyalties of the European Left. In January 1918, Wilson therefore laid out a program of liberal war aims that envisaged nothing less than the creation of a new liberal world order, one based on the self-determination of peoples as well as on democracy, justice, and open diplomacy. The ideals enshrined in his address quickly became an inspiration for liberals and progressives around the world.

It will be our wish and purpose that the processes of peace, when they are begun, shall be absolutely open and that they shall involve and permit henceforth no secret understandings of any kind. The day of conquest and aggrandizement is gone by; so is also the day of secret covenants entered into in the interest of particular governments and likely at some unlooked-for moment to upset the peace of the world. It is this happy fact, now clear to the view of every public man whose thoughts do not still linger in an age that is dead and gone, which makes it possible for every nation whose purposes are consistent with justice and the peace of the world to avow now or at any other time the objects it has in view.

We entered this war because violations of right had occurred which touched us to the quick and made the life of our own people impossible unless they were corrected and the world secure once for all against their recurrence. What we demand in this war, therefore, is nothing peculiar to ourselves. It is that the world be made fit and safe to live in; and particularly that it be made safe for every peace-loving nation which, like our own, wishes to live its own life, determine its own institutions, be assured of justice and fair dealing by the other peoples of the world as against force and selfish aggression. All the peoples of the world are in effect partners in this interest, and for our own part we see very clearly that unless justice be done to others it will not be done to us. The programme of the world’s peace, therefore, is our programme; and that programme, the only possible programme, as we see it, is this:

I. Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after which there shall be no private international understandings of any kind but diplomacy shall proceed always frankly and in the public view.

II. Absolute freedom of navigation upon the seas, outside territorial waters, alike in peace and in war, except as the seas may be closed in whole or in part by international action for the enforcement of international covenants.

III. The removal, so far as possible, of all economic barriers and the establishment of an equality of trade conditions among all the nations consenting to the peace and associating themselves for its maintenance.

IV. Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest point consistent with domestic safety.

V. A free, open-minded, and absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims, based upon a strict observance of the principle that in determining all such questions of sovereignty the interests of the populations concerned must have equal weight with the equitable claims of the government whose title is to be determined.

VI. The evacuation of all Russian territory and such a settlement of all questions affecting Russia as will secure the best and freest cooperation of the other nations of the world in obtaining for her an unhampered and unembarrassed opportunity for the independent determination of her own political development and national policy and assure her of a sincere welcome into the society of free nations under institutions of her own choosing; and, more than a welcome, assistance also of every kind that she may need and may herself desire. The treatment accorded Russia by her sister nations in the months to come will be the acid test of their good will, of their comprehension of her needs as distinguished from their own interests, and of their intelligent and unselfish sympathy.

VII. Belgium, the whole world will agree, must be evacuated and restored, without any attempt to limit the sovereignty which she enjoys in common with all other free nations. No other single act will serve as this will serve to restore confidence among the nations in the laws which they have themselves set and determined for the government of their relations with one another. Without this healing act the whole structure and validity of international law is forever impaired.

VIII. All French territory should be freed and the invaded portions restored, and the wrong done to France by Prussia in 1871 in the matter of Alsace-Lorraine, which has unsettled the peace of the world for nearly fifty years, should be righted, in order that peace may once more be made secure in the interest of all.

IX. A readjustment of the frontiers of Italy should be effected along clearly recognizable lines of nationality.

X. The peoples of Austria-Hungary, whose place among the nations we wish to see safeguarded and assured, should be accorded the freest opportunity to autonomous development.

XI. Rumania, Serbia, and Montenegro should be evacuated; occupied territories restored; Serbia accorded free and secure access to the sea; and the relations of the several Balkan states to one another determined by friendly counsel along historically established lines of allegiance and nationality; and international guarantees of the political and economic independence and territorial integrity of the several Balkan states should be entered into.

XII. The Turkish portion of the present Ottoman Empire should be assured a secure sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are now under Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of life and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous development, and the Dardanelles should be permanently opened as a free passage to the ships and commerce of all nations under international guarantees.

XIII. An independent Polish state should be erected which should include the territories inhabited by indisputably Polish populations, which should be assured a free and secure access to the sea, and whose political and economic independence and territorial integrity should be guaranteed by international covenant.

XIV. A general association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small states alike.

In regard to these essential rectifications of wrong and assertions of right we feel ourselves to be intimate partners of all the governments and peoples associated together against the Imperialists. We cannot be separated in interest or divided in purpose. We stand together until the end.

For such arrangements and covenants we are willing to fight and to continue to fight until they are achieved; but only because we wish the right to prevail and desire a just and stable peace such as can be secured only by removing the chief provocations to war, which this programme does remove. We have no jealousy of German greatness, and there is nothing in this programme that impairs it. We grudge her no achievement or distinction of learning or of pacific enterprise such as have made her record very bright and very enviable. We do not wish to injure her or to block in any way her legitimate influence or power. We do not wish to fight her either with arms or with hostile arrangements of trade if she is willing to associate herself with us and the other peace-loving nations of the world in covenants of justice and law and fair dealing. We wish her only to accept a place of equality among the peoples of the world,—the new world in which we now live,—instead of a place of mastery.

Neither do we presume to suggest to her any alteration or modification of her institutions. But it is necessary, we must frankly say, and necessary as a preliminary to any intelligent dealings with her on our part, that we should know whom her spokesmen speak for when they speak to us, whether for the Reichstag majority or for the military party and the men whose creed is imperial domination.

We have spoken now, surely, in terms too concrete to admit of any further doubt or question. An evident principle runs through the whole program I have outlined. It is the principle of justice to all peoples and nationalities, and their right to live on equal terms of liberty and safety with one another, whether they be strong or weak.

Unless this principle be made its foundation no part of the structure of international justice can stand. The people of the United States could act upon no other principle; and to the vindication of this principle they are ready to devote their lives, their honor, and everything they possess. The moral climax of this the culminating and final war for human liberty has come, and they are ready to put their own strength, their own highest purpose, their own integrity and devotion to the test.

Source: President Wilson’s Message to Congress, January 8, 1918, Records of the United States Senate: Record Group 4, Records of the United States Senate, National Archives.

15. The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk between the Central Powers and Russia, March 3, 1918

After Leon Trotsky temporarily withdrew the Russian delegation from the Brest-Litovsk conference over the issue of Ukrainain independence, German forces resumed military operations against Russia. Eventually the Russian representatives, feeling that they had no alternative, signed the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. During the Russian delegates’ absence, the terms of the treaty had become even harsher. The treaty was highly disadvantageous to Russia, ceding much territory to Germany and conceding the independence of Estonia, the Ukraine, and Finland, all of which had previously been under Russian rule. Therefore, in most respects this treaty completely ignored the liberal principles of no annexations and no indemnities that the Bolsheviks and some German radicals had supported. Despite considerable reservations over the treaty, the majority of Bolshevik leaders could no longer contemplate continuing the war.

Article 1

Germany, Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey on the one hand and Russia on the other declare that the condition of war between them has ceased. They have decided to live in peace and accord in the future.

Article 2

The contracting parties will refrain from all agitation or propaganda against the governments or all state and military institutions of the other side. Inasmuch as this obligation affects Russia, it affects also the territories occupied by the powers of the Quadruple Alliance.

Article 3

The territories lying to the west of the line determined by the contracting powers and which formerly belonged to Russia will no longer be under her sovereignty. The line determined upon is marked on the appended map (Appendix I [omitted]), which is an important part of the present treaty of peace. The precise location of this line will be worked out by a German-Russian commission.

In respect to the mentioned territories no obligations towards Russia are to be considered as issuing from their formerly having belonged to that country.

Russia gives up all interference in the internal affairs of the said territories. Germany and Austria-Hungary intend to determine the future fate of the said territories with the consent of their inhabitants.

Article 4

Germany is ready, as soon as general peace is established and Russian demobilization will have completely taken place, to vacate the territories lying east of the line mentioned in part 1 of Article 3, insomuch as Article 6 does not rule otherwise.

Russia will do all in her power to have the provinces of eastern Anatolia promptly evacuated and returned to Turkey.

The territories of Ardakhan, Kars and Batum will also be cleared without delay of Russian troops. Russia will not interfere in the new organization of internal juridical and international juridical relations of such territories, but will allow the populations of these territories to establish new governments in agreement with neighboring states, especially with Turkey.

Article 5

Russia will, without delay, proceed to demobilize her army, including those army units newly formed by her present government.

Moreover Russia will either bring her warships into Russian ports and keep them there until general peace is concluded, or will disarm them at once. The warships of the countries continuing in a state of war with the Quadruple Alliance, in so far as such warships are within the sphere of Russian sovereignty, must be treated as Russian warships.

The prohibition zone of the Arctic Ocean remains in force until the conclusion of general peace. In the Baltic Sea and those parts of the Black Sea under Russia’s supremacy, the clearing away of mine defense must be begun at once. Merchant navigation in those sea regions is free and is to recommence at once. Mixed commissions are to be formed for the purpose of framing more concise regulations and especially for the purpose of publication of general information as to safe courses of sailing for trading vessels. Such courses must always be free of floating mines.

Article 6

Russia undertakes to conclude peace at once with the Ukrainian people’s republic and to recognize the treaty of peace between the state and the powers of the Quadruple Alliance. The territory of the Ukraine must be, at once, cleared of Russian troops and of the Russian Red Guard. Russia ceases all agitation or propaganda against the government or the public institutions of the Ukrainian people’s republic.

Estonia and Livonia must be also immediately cleared of Russian troops and the Russian Red Guard. The eastern boundary of Estonia passes in general along the River Narova. The eastern boundary of Livonia, in general, crosses the Lakes Chud [Peipus] and Pskov up to the southwestern corner of the latter, thence it runs across Lake Luban in the direction of Lievenhof on the Western Dvina. Estonia and Livonia will be occupied by German police force until public safety is secured by proper institutions of the country and until governmental order is reestablished. Russia will at once liberate all the inhabitants of Estonia and Livonia who have been arrested or deported and will secure a safe return of all deported Estonians and Livonians.

Finland and the Aland Islands will be also, without delay, cleared of Russian troops and the Russian Red Guard and Finnish ports of the Russian fleet and of Russian naval forces. While ice renders impossible the conveying of warships to Russian ports there must remain on board only a limited crew. Russia ceases all agitation or propaganda against the government or public institutions of Finland.

The fortifications constructed on the Aland Islands must be razed at the first opportunity. As regards the prohibition to erect fortifications of these islands in the future, as well as the question of their future in general in a military respect and in respect to the technical side of navigation, a special agreement must be concluded between Germany, Finland, Russia and Sweden; the parties consent that at Germany’s desire other countries bordering the Baltic Sea may be called upon to take part in the above agreement.

Article 7

Considering the fact that Persia and Afghanistan are free and independent countries, the contracting parties bind themselves to respect the political and economic independence and the territorial inviolability of Persia and Afghanistan.

Article 8

The prisoners of war of both parties will be allowed to return home. The regulation of questions in connection with the above will be the subject of special treaties mentioned in Article 12.

Article 9

The contracting parties mutually renounce all indemnifications for their war expenses, that is, for government expenses for conducting the war, as well as all compensation of war losses, that is, such losses as were caused them and their citizens in the zone of war by military operations, including all requisitions made in the enemy’s country.

Article 10

Diplomatic and consular relations between the contracting parties are resumed at once after ratification of the treaty of peace. The question of allowing consuls of both parties free entrance will be decided by a separate agreement.

Article 11

The economic relations between the powers of the Quadruple Alliance and Russia are regulated by decisions contained in Appendices II to V. Appendix II determines the relations between Germany and Russia, Appendix III between Austria-Hungary and Russia, Appendix IV between Bulgaria and Russia and Appendix V between Turkey and Russia. [Appendices omitted.]

Article 12

The reestablishment of public and private legal relations, the exchange of war and civil prisoners, the question of amnesty as well as the question regarding merchant ships which have been seized by one or the other side, will be provided for in separate treaties with Russia, which form an important part of the present peace treaty, and as far as it is possible come into force simultaneously with the latter. . . .

Source: U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1918: Russia, 3 vols. (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1931), 1:442–470.

16. Field Marshal Sir Douglas Haig, Commander in Chief, British Armies in France, Special (Backs-to-the-Wall) Order of the Day, April 11, 1918

As the German spring offensive of 1918 intensified on the Western Front, it seemed quite possible that British and French forces would suffer defeat before U.S. troops arrived in sufficient numbers to save the situation. At this desperate moment Sir Douglas Haig, the British commander in chief, issued the following order of the day to the British armies, entreating them to fight on to the bitter end.

To ALL RANKS OF THE BRITISH ARMY IN FRANCE AND FLANDERS

Three weeks ago to-day the enemy began his terrific attacks against us on a fifty-mile front. His objects are to separate us from the French, to take the Channel Ports and destroy the British Army.

In spite of throwing already 106 Divisions into the battle and enduring the most reckless sacrifice of human life, he has as yet made little progress towards his goals.

We owe this to the determined fighting and self-sacrifice of our troops. Words fail me to express the admiration which I feel for the splendid resistance offered by all ranks of our Army under the most trying circumstances.

Many amongst us now are tired. To those I would say that Victory will belong to the side which holds out the longest. The French Army is moving rapidly and in great force to our support.

There is no other course open to us but to fight it out. Every position must be held to the last man: there must be no retirement. With our backs to the wall and believing in the justice of our cause each one of us must fight on to the end. The safety of our homes and the Freedom of mankind alike depend upon the conduct of each one of us at this critical moment.

(Signed) D. Haig F.M.

Commander-in-Chief

British Armies in France

General Headquarters

Tuesday, April 11th, 1918

Source: “Sir Douglas Haig’s ‘Backs to the Wall’ Order, 11 April 1918,” Firstworldwar.com: A Multimedia History of World War One, http://www.firstworldwar.com/source/backstothewall.htm.

17. African American Troops in World War I: General John J. Pershing to General Peyton March, June 19, 1918

Close to 400,000 African American troops served in World War I, and 10 percent of these saw combat service, including New York’s 369th Infantry, the “Harlem Hell Fighters.” Rumors circulated among blacks in the United States that black troops were exposed to danger far more often than whites and if wounded received inferior treatment. They undoubtedly had far fewer social facilities available to them. When black troops returned to the United States after the war, many whites held such veterans in great suspicion; some were even lynched. While many army officers opposed drafting African Americans on the grounds that their performance was inferior, General John J. Pershing, commander of the American Expeditionary Forces who had earlier commanded the all-black 10th Cavalry in Cuba, thought highly of black troops. Concerned with rebutting the assorted rumors, in June 1918 he sent the following confidential cable to General Peyton C. March, the U.S. Army’s chief of staff.

Reference to your cablegram 1523, the stories probably invented by German agents that have been widely circulated among colored people in the United States to the effect that colored soldiers in France are always placed in most dangerous positions and sacrificed to save white soldiers; that when wounded they are left on ground to die without medical attention etc. are absolutely false.

The following are the losses as reported up to June 18th in the 4 colored combat regiments now in France: 369th Infantry, died of wounds 3; died of disease 8; severely wounded 2; 370th Infantry, died of wounds 0; died of disease 3; severely wounded 0; 371st Infantry, died of wounds 0; died of disease 8; severely wounded 0; 372nd Infantry, died of wounds 0; died of disease 3; severely wounded 0. These figures show conclusively that negro troops have not thus far occupied positions as dangerous as those occupied by white troops and that their physical condition is excellent.

A tour of inspection, just completed among American negro troops by officers of the Training Section, these headquarters, shows a comparatively high degree of training and efficiency among these troops. Their training is identical with that of other American troops serving with the French Army, the effort being to lead all American troops gradually to heavy combat duty by preliminary service in trenches in quiet sectors. Colored troops in trenches have been particularly fortunate, as one regiment had been there a month before any losses were suffered. This is almost unheard of on western front.

Exploit of colored infantrymen some weeks ago repelling much larger German patrol killing and wounding several Germans and winning Croix de Guerre by their gallantry has roused fine spirit of emulation throughout colored troops all of whom are looking forward to more than active service. Only regret expressed by colored troops is that they are not given more dangerous work to do. They are especially amused at the stories being circulated that the American colored troops are placed in the most dangerous positions and all are desirous of having more active service than has been permitted them thus far. I cannot commend too highly the spirit shown among the colored combat troops who exhibit fine capacity for quick training and eagerness for the most dangerous work.

Source: “Negro Troops Eager for More Fighting,” New York Times, June 22, 1918.

18. The German Military Situation: Signed Protocol of Conference at German General Headquarters, August 14, 1918

With the failure of Quartermaster General Erich von Ludendorff’s spring 1918 offensive, the German military situation became increasingly desperate. The German high command had effectively staked all its resources on the effort to win a quick and decisive victory on the Western Front. In August 1918 Germany’s top military and political leaders met to discuss the existing position and the unpalatable alternatives before them. They decided to open peace negotiations with the Entente.

Present: His Majesty the Emperor and King; His Royal Highness the Crown Prince; The Imperial Chancellor [Georg von Hertling]; General Field-Marshal [Paul] von Hindenburg; General [Erich von] Ludendorff, First Quartermaster-General; The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs [Paul von Hintze]; Adjutant-General [Hans] von Plessen; [Friedrich Wilhelm] von Berg, Chief of the Civil Cabinet; Baron [Ulrich] von Marschall, Chief of the Military Cabinet.

The Imperial Chancellor describes the internal situation. Public tired of war. Food supplies insufficient, clothing conditions even worse. Suffrage reform.

General Ludendorff: More severe internal discipline required. Most energetic co-ordination of international forces. Punishment of Lichnowsky [the Austrian foreign minister, who had openly suggested that Austria must sue for peace].

The Secretary of State describes the external situation. At the present time, the enemy is more confident of victory and more willing to fight than ever. The reason for this is partly their recent military successes in the west; the chief cause, however, is their original and ever-increasing conviction that the Allied Powers, with their comparatively inexhaustible reserves of men, raw materials, and manufactures, must crush the allied Central Powers, with the help of time alone. According to the view of our enemies, time is working in their favor. The longer the war lasts, so much more is the Central Powers’ stock of men, raw materials, and manufactures diminished, while the Allies can count on an increase along all three lines. And in addition, the Allies have just lately been inspired with the hope of adding to the time factor the advantage of military successes. So much for the enemy.

The neutral Powers are heartily sick of war; they, too, are becoming fixed in the belief that the Central Powers are doomed to defeat by time alone; to be sure, the neutral Powers would prefer to see a peace without victory for either party. Most of the neutral Powers are in sympathy with a victory for our enemies. But more than anything else they want to see the war come to an end, no matter by what means. Spain’s attitude with regard to our torpedoing is a proof of this—an attitude which leaves us to face the problem of either limiting the U-boat war, or of going to war with that country. This attitude is all the more serious, in that if it becomes known, other neutrals would adopt it.

Our allies: Austria declares, and our own information corroborates this opinion, that she has come to the end of her rope, that she can only hold out through the winter at the longest; that even a winter campaign is more than doubtful.

Bulgaria is making the most exorbitant demands for subsidies and for the delivery of supplies, and is ostensibly capable of little, on account of the exhaustion of her army.

Turkey has plunged herself into a war of booty and extermination in the Caucasus, is crossing our designs, and meets our warnings and expostulations with the familiar resistance of the Oriental and the weaker party. We have the choice of either letting our allies go their own way, or of complying with their arrogant demands. In our position, that choice is determined for us in advance. The Chief of the General Staff of the Army in the Field has so far defined the military situation as to say that we can no longer hope to break down the fighting spirit of our enemies by military action, and that we must set as the object of our campaign that of gradually wearing down the enemy’s fighting spirit by a strategic defensive. The political leaders of the Government bow to this decision of the greatest military leader that the war has brought forth, and draw from it the political conclusion that it would be politically impossible for us to break down the fighting spirit of our opponents, and that we are therefore compelled to consider this military situation in the further conduct of our policies.

His Royal Highness the Crown Prince declares that he subscribes to all that has been said by General Ludendorff and the Secretary of State, and emphatically declares that the “home” front must be subjected to the strictest discipline.

His Majesty: General officers commanding army corps districts and the Minister of War must preserve better order in the interior. New orders to this effect will be issued to the generals. The civil officials should co-operate in the strictest maintenance of the national authority.

With regard to recruits, the country must be more finely combed. There are still crowds of young men running loose about Berlin.

His Majesty approved the comment on the political situation abroad, but the enemy was suffering also; it was losing many men by death, its industries were already beginning to lie idle for lack of raw materials; even food supplies were running short. This year’s harvest in England was poor; her tonnage was diminishing daily. Perhaps England would gradually become a convert to the cause of peace as a result of these deficiencies.

His Majesty stated that the description of the political situation was correct; we must prepare to seek the opportune moment for coming to an understanding with the enemy. Neutral nations (the Emperor designated some) were suitable intermediaries. The establishment of a propaganda commission was desirable for the object of weakening the enemy’s confidence in victory and for the purpose of increasing the confidence of the German people. Fiery speeches must be made by eminent private citizens (Ballin, Heckscher), or by statesmen. Men of suitable capacity should be called to serve on the commission, rather than officials. The Foreign Office ought to give it political instructions.

Individual departments should not work against each other, as they have long been doing, or prosecute a policy of mystic secrecy toward each other. Military and civil authorities should co-operate; the War Minister should support the commanding generals, and not leave them in the lurch.

The Imperial Chancellor spoke in favor of the energetic maintenance of authority in the interior. With regard to propaganda, there already existed a comprehensive program which was being put into execution.

Diplomatic feelers must be thrown out at an opportune moment preparatory to an understanding with the enemy. Such a moment might present itself after the next successes in the west.

General Field-Marshal von Hindenburg argued that it would be possible to remain fixed on French territory, and thereby in the end enforce our will upon the enemy.

Source: Preliminary History of the Armistice: Official Documents Published by the German National Chancellery by Order of the Ministry of State, No. 1, translated by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Division of International Law (New York: Oxford University Press, 1924), 17–24.

19. Statement of Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg to Imperial Chancellor Prince Max von Baden, October 3, 1918

The day after Major Hilmare von dem Bussche delivered his gloomy summary of the military situation to the Reichstag, Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg sent a formal message to the chancellor confirming it.

TO THE IMPERIAL CHANCELLOR:

The High Command insists on the immediate issue of a peace offer to our enemies in accordance with the decision of Monday, September 29, 1918.

In consequence of the collapse of the Macedonian front, and the inevitable resultant weakening of our reserves in the West, and also the impossibility of making good the heavy losses which have occurred during the battles of the last few days, there is no prospect, humanly speaking, of forcing our enemies to sue for peace. The enemy, on the other hand, is continuing to throw fresh reserves into the battle.

The German army still stands firm and is defending itself against all attacks. The situation, however, is growing more critical daily, and may force the High Command to momentous decisions.

In these circumstances it is imperative to stop the fighting in order to spare the German people and their allies unnecessary sacrifices. Every day of delay costs thousands of brave soldiers their lives.

VON HINDENBURG

Source: Charles F. Horne and Walter F. Austin, eds., Great Events of the Great War, 7 vols. (Washington, DC: National Alumni, 1920), 6:351.

20. Excerpt from Anna Eisenminger, Blockade: The Diary of an Austrian Middle-Class Woman, 1914–1924, Diary Entry of November 8, 1918

Anna Eisenmenger, an Austrian housewife in Vienna, lost one son, Otto, at the front during the war, and ascribed the death of her husband, a medical doctor, to war-related overwork. Two other sons and her son-in-law both returned home seriously wounded and permanently maimed, while malnutrition caused her daughter Liesbeth serious illness. Just after Austria signed the armistice, Anna Eisenminger assessed the impact of the war on her own family.

We housewives have during the last four years grown accustomed to standing in queues; we have also grown accustomed to being informed after hours of waiting that the supplies are exhausted and that we can try again in a week’s time with the pink card, section No. so-and-so; in the meantime, we are obliged to go home with empty hands and still emptier stomachs. These disappointments are the order of the day. Only very seldom do those who are sent away disappointed give cause for police intervention. One hears a little grumbling there and then, but it is rare for any of them to adopt an aggressive attitude. On the other hand, it happens more and more frequently that one of the pale, tired women who have been waiting in a queue for hours collapses from exhaustion and has to be taken away from the Food Centre in an ambulance. The turbulent scenes which occurred today inside and outside the large market hall seemed to me perfectly natural. In my dejected mood the patient apathy with which we housewives endure all our domestic privation seemed to me blameworthy and incomprehensible. Karl immediately tried to profit by my state of mind to win me over to his communistic views: “Abolition of the present incapable bourgeois form of government, war on capitalism, war profiteers and exploiters of the starving people, etc.”

But my inherited bourgeois outlook made me see and fear in these familiar catchwords merely a provocation to fresh war and hatred and I protested immediately against Karl’s introduction of communistic propaganda into my house. My own state of mind made me realize, however, how easy it must be to upset the moral equilibrium of whole classes of the population who have been forced out of their ordinary habits of life by this unhappy war and now fall an easy prey to the political agitator. Although the German armies are still fighting on the western Front, the war is ended for us Austrians and has given place to an armistice. The terrible massacre of human lives has ended so far as we are concerned. After four years that seemed as if they would never end, I have to mourn a terrible war sacrifice: my husband and Otto dead; Erni for the time being deprived of his sight; Rudi a cripple with only half a leg; Karl utterly changed owing to his head wound and perhaps not sane; Liesbeth weak and ailing for lack of nourishing food, Aunt Bertha bedridden with bone-softening due to under-nourishment. Since the hospitals are full to overflowing and no longer take civilians unless their lives are in danger, there was nothing else to be done but to have Aunt Bertha conveyed to my flat, so that I could nurse and look after her.

[Her grandson] Wolfi, who is now in his sixth year, is healthy and always in high spirits as well as good and intelligent, though he is very small for his years.

Five of my nephews and one of my nieces were sacrificed to the war fury, but as to them I cannot go into greater detail here.

The result of these four most terrible years I have ever experienced is, as regards my immediate family, consisting of eight persons (I do not include Aunt Bertha, who had hitherto lived by herself), namely Victor, my husband; Karl, Otto and Ernst, my sons; Liesbeth, my daughter, Rudi, my son-in-law, and Wolfi, my grandson:

2 dead

3 seriously wounded

1 invalid

Out of eight people six clawed by the devilish talons of war.

Of these six, two torn from us for ever (Victor, Otto).

Of the remaining four: Erni, at 19 years of age, condemned to lifelong darkness through loss of his sight; Karl, with his moral equilibrium seriously disturbed as a result of his head-wound; Rudi, a poor helpless cripple owing to the loss of both legs; Liesbeth, his wife, suspected of tuberculosis as the result of insufficient nourishment.

Wolfi, at a tender age in constant danger of infection.

The eighth, myself, still in health, but nervously overstrained and in need of a rest. Fully conscious of my heavy obligations, and firmly resolved to withstand the tempests of fate and, under these melancholy circumstances still to make the best of everything. I want to fill my dear invalids with resignation and courage to bear their fate. I want to try as far as possible to gather together the scanty remnants of their shattered lives and to make those lives worth living. I want to try, under these bitter, altered circumstances, to procure for them some meagre joys, without which such terrible blows of fate could not be borne for long, until time, that infallible though often cruelly relentless physician, has transformed even the most crushing losses into habit.

I lay aside my pen and fold my hands. “God Almighty! Give me strength to go on fighting for the happiness of my children!”

Source: Anna Eisenminger, Blockade: The Diary of an Austrian Middle-Class Woman, 1914–1924 (New York: Ray Long and Richard R. Smith, 1932).

21. President Woodrow Wilson, Address to the U.S. Senate, July 10, 1919

On returning to the United States, President Woodrow Wilson formally presented the Treaty of Versailles before the Senate for ratification. He argued forcefully that the United States could not avoid future involvement in international affairs and should not turn back from the path now open to it. In order for the United States to ratify the treaty, it was necessary that the Senate vote in favor of ratification by a two-thirds majority. It was therefore essential that Wilson persuade the Senate to support ratification. In this speech Wilson also gave full rein to his belief that the United States had entered the war in pursuit of high ideals that the European allies did not share.

Gentlemen of the Senate: The treaty of peace with Germany was signed at Versailles on the twenty-eighth of June. I avail myself of the earliest opportunity to lay the treaty before you for ratification and to inform you with regard to the work of the Conference by which that treaty was formulated.

The treaty constitutes nothing less than a world settlement. It would not be possible for me either to summarize or to construe its manifold provisions in an address which must of necessity be something less than a treatise. My services and all the information I possess will be at your disposal and at the disposal of your Committee on Foreign Relations at any time, either informally or in session, as you may prefer, and I hope that you will not hesitate to make use of them. I shall at this time, prior to your own study of the document, attempt only a general characterization of its scope and purpose.

. . . I shall attempt something … clearly suggested by my duty to report to the Congress the part it seemed necessary for my colleagues and me to play as the representatives of the Government of the United States.

That part was dictated by the role America has played in the war, and by the expectations that had been created in the minds of the peoples with whom we had associated ourselves in that great struggle.

The United States entered the war upon a different footing from every other nation except our associates on this side of the sea. We entered it, not because our material interests were directly threatened or because any special treaty obligations to which we were parties had been violated, but only because we saw the supremacy, and even the validity, of right everywhere imperiled by the intolerable aggression of a power which respected neither right nor obligation and whose very system of government flouted the rights of the citizens as against the autocratic authority of his governors. And in the settlements of the peace we have sought no special reparation for ourselves, but only the restoration of right and the assurance of liberty everywhere that the effects of the settlement were to be felt. We entered the war as the disinterested champions of right and we interested ourselves in the terms of the peace in no other capacity.

The hopes of the nations allied against the central powers were at a very low ebb when our soldiers began to pour across the sea. There was everywhere amongst them, except in their stoutest spirits, a somber foreboding of disaster. The war ended in November, eight months ago, but you have only to recall what was feared in midsummer last, four short months before the armistice, to realize what it was that our timely aid accomplished alike for their morale and their physical safety. That first, never-to-be-forgotten action at Château-Thierry had already taken place. Our redoubtable soldiers and marines had already closed the gap the enemy had succeeded in opening for their advance upon Paris,—had already turned the tide of battle back towards the frontiers of France and begun the rout that was to save Europe and the world. Thereafter the Germans were to be always forced back, back, were never to thrust successfully forward again. And yet there was no confident hope. Anxious men and women, leading spirits of France, attended the celebration of the fourth of July last year in Paris out of generous courtesy,—with no heart for festivity, little zest for hope. But they came away with something new at their hearts: they have themselves told us so. The mere sight of our men,—of their vigour, of the confidence that showed itself in every movement of their stalwart figures and every turn of their swinging march, in their steady comprehending eyes and easy discipline, in the indomitable air that added spirit to everything they did,—made everyone who saw them that memorable day realize that something had happened that was much more than a mere incident in the fighting, something very different from the mere arrival of fresh troops. A great moral force had flung itself into the struggle. The fine physical force of those spirited men spoke of something more than bodily vigour. They carried the great ideals of a free people at their hearts and with that vision they were unconquerable. Their very presence brought reassurance; their fighting made victory certain.

They were recognized as crusaders, and as their thousands swelled to millions their strength was seen to mean salvation. And they were fit men to carry such a hope and make good the assurance it forecast. Finer men never went into battle; and their officers were worthy of them. This is not the occasion upon which to utter a eulogy of the armies America sent to France, but perhaps, since I am speaking of their mission, I may speak also of the pride I shared with every American who saw or dealt with them there. They were the sort of men America would wish to be represented by, the sort of men every American would wish to claim as fellow countrymen and comrades in a great cause. They were terrible in battle, and gentle and helpful out of it, remembering the mothers and the sisters, the wives and the little children at home. They were free men under arms, not forgetting their ideals of duty in the midst of tasks of violence. I am proud to have had the privilege of being associated with them and of calling myself their leader.

But I speak now of what they meant to the men by whose sides they fought and to the people with whom they mingled with such utter simplicity; as friends who asked only to be of service. They were for all the visible embodiment of America. What they did made America and all that she stood for a living reality in the thoughts not only of the people of France but also of tens of millions of men and women throughout all the toiling nations of a world standing everywhere in peril of its freedom and of the loss of everything it held dear; in deadly fear that its bonds were never to be loosed, its hopes forever to be mocked and disappointed.

And the compulsion of what they stood for was upon us who represented America at the peace table. It was our duty to see to it that every decision we took part in contributed, so far as we were able to influence it, to quiet the fears and realize the hopes of the peoples who had been living in that shadow, the nations that had come by our assistance to their freedom. It was our duty to do everything that it was within our power to do to make the triumph of freedom and of right a lasting triumph in the assurance of which men might everywhere live without fear.

Old entanglements of every kind stood in the way,—promises which Governments had made to one another in the days when might and right were confused and the power of the victor was without restraint. Engagements which contemplated any dispositions of territory, any extensions of sovereignty that might seem to be to the interest of those who had the power to insist upon them, had been entered into without thought of what the peoples concerned might wish or profit by; and these could not always be honourably brushed aside. It was not easy to graft the new order of ideas on the old, and some of the fruits of the grafting may, I fear, for a time be bitter. But, with very few exceptions, the men who sat with us at the peace table desired as sincerely as we did to get away from the bad influences, the illegitimate purposes, the demoralizing ambitions, the international counsels and expedients out of which the sinister designs of Germany had sprung as a natural growth.

It had been our privilege to formulate the principles which were accepted as the basis of peace, but they had been accepted, not because we had come in to hasten and assure the victory and insisted upon them, but because they were readily acceded to as the principles to which honourable and enlightened minds everywhere had been bred. . . .

The atmosphere in which the Conference worked seemed created, not by the ambitions of strong governments, but by the hopes and aspirations of small nations and of peoples hitherto under bondage to the power that victory had shattered and destroyed. Two great empires had been forced into political bankruptcy, and we were the receivers. Our task was not only to make peace with the central empires and remedy the wrongs their armies had done. The central empires had lived in open violation of many of the very rights for which the war had been fought, dominating alien peoples over whom they had no natural right to rule, enforcing, not obedience, but veritable bondage, exploiting those who were weak for the benefit of those who were masters and overlords only by force of arms. There could be no peace until the whole order of central Europe was set right.

That meant that new nations were to be created,—Poland, Czech-Slovakia, Hungary itself. . . . It was the imperative task of those who would make peace and make it intelligently to establish a new order which would rest upon the free choice of peoples rather than upon the arbitrary authority of Hapsburgs or Hohenzollerns.

More than that, great populations bound by sympathy and actual kin to Rumania were also linked against their will to the conglomerate Austro-Hungarian monarchy or to other alien sovereignties, and it was part of the task of peace to make a new Rumania as well as a new Slavic state clustering about Serbia.

And no natural frontiers could be found to these new fields of adjustment and redemption. It was necessary to look constantly forward to other related tasks. The German colonies were to be disposed of. They had not been governed; they had been exploited merely, without thought of the interest or even the ordinary human rights of their inhabitants.

The Turkish Empire, moreover, had fallen apart, as the Austro-Hungarian had. It had never had any real unity. It had been held together only by pitiless, inhuman force. Its people cried aloud for release, for succor from unspeakable distress, for all that the new day of hope seemed at last to bring within its dawn. Peoples hitherto in utter darkness were to be led out into the same light and given at last a helping hand. Undeveloped peoples and peoples ready for recognition but not yet ready to assume the full responsibilities of statehood were to be given adequate guarantees of friendly protection, guidance, and assistance.

And out of the execution of these great enterprises of liberty sprang opportunities to attempt what statesmen had never found the way to do before; an opportunity to throw safeguards about the rights of racial, national, and religious minorities by solemn international covenant; an opportunity to limit and regulate military establishments where they were most likely to be mischievous; an opportunity to effect a complete and systematic internationalization of waterways and railways which were necessary to the free economic life of more than one nation and to clear many of the normal channels of commerce of unfair obstructions of law or privilege; and the very welcome opportunity to secure for labour the concerted protection of definite international pledges of principle and practice.

These were not tasks which the Conference looked about it to find and went out of its way to perform. They were thrust upon it by circumstances which could not be overlooked. The war had created them. In all quarters of the world old established relationships had been disturbed or broken and affairs were at loose ends, needing to be mended or united again, but could not be made what they were before. They had to be set right by applying some uniform principle of justice or enlightened expediency. And they could not be adjusted by merely prescribing in a treaty what should be done. New states were first to be set up which could not hope to live through their first period of weakness without assured support by the great nations that had consented to their creation and won for them their independence. Ill-governed colonies could not be put in the hands of governments which were to act as trustees for their people and not as their masters if there was to be no common authority among the nations to which they were to be responsible in the execution of their trust. Future international conventions with regard to the control of waterways, with regard to illicit traffic of many kinds, in arms or in deadly drugs, or with regard to the adjustment of many varying international administrative arrangements could not be assured if the treaty were to provide no permanent common international agency, if its execution in such matters was to be left to the slow and uncertain processes of cooperation by ordinary methods of negotiation. If the Peace Conference itself was to be the end of cooperative authority and common counsel among the governments to which the world was looking to enforce justice and give pledges of an enduring settlement, regions like the Saar basin could not be put under a temporary administrative regime which did not involve a transfer of political sovereignty and which contemplated a final determination of its political connections by popular vote to be taken at a distant date; no free city like Danzig could be created which was, under elaborate international guarantees, to accept exceptional obligations with regard to the use of its port and exceptional relations with a State of which it was not to form a part; properly safeguarded plebiscites could not be provided for where populations were at some future date to make choice what sovereignty they were to live under; no certain and uniform method of arbitration could be secured for the settlement of anticipated difficulties of final decision with regard to many matters dealt with in the treaty itself; the long-continued supervision of the task of reparation which Germany was to undertake to complete within the next generation might entirely break down; the reconsideration and revision of administrative arrangements and restrictions which the treaty prescribed but which it was recognized might not prove of lasting advantage or entirely fair if too long enforced would prove impracticable. The promises governments were making to one another about the way in which labour was to be dealt with, by law not only but in fact as well, would remain a mere humane thesis if there was to be no common tribunal of opinion and judgment to which liberal statesmen could resort for the influences which alone might secure their redemption. A league of free nations had become a practical necessity. Examine the treaty of peace and you will find that everywhere throughout its manifold provisions its framers have felt obliged to turn to the League of Nations as an indispensable instrumentality for the maintenance of the new order it has been their purpose to set up in the world,—the world of civilized men.

That there should be a league of nations to steady the counsels and maintain the peaceful understanding of the world, to make, not treaties alone, but the accepted principles of international law as well, the actual rule of conduct among the governments of the world, had been one of the agreements accepted from the first as the basis of peace with the central powers. The statesmen of all the belligerent countries were agreed that such a league must be created to sustain the settlements that were to be effected. But at first I think there was a feeling among some of them that, while it must be attempted, the formulation of such a league was perhaps a counsel of perfection which practical men, long experienced in the world of affairs, must agree to very cautiously and with many misgivings. It was only as the difficult work of arranging an all but universal adjustment of the world’s affairs advanced from day to day from one stage of conference to another that it became evident to them that what they were seeking would be little more than something written upon paper, to be interpreted and applied by such methods as the chances of politics might make available if they did not provide a means of common counsel which all were obliged to accept, a common authority whose decisions would be recognized as decisions which all must respect.

And so the most practical, the most skeptical among them turned more and more to the League as the authority through which international action was to be secured, the authority without which, as they had come to see it, it would be difficult to give assured effect either to this treaty or to any other international understanding upon which they were to depend for the maintenance of peace. The fact that the Covenant of the League was the first substantive part of the treaty to be worked out and agreed upon, while all else was in solution, helped to make the formulation of the rest easier. The Conference was, after all, not to be ephemeral. The concert of nations was to continue, under a definite Covenant which had been agreed upon and which all were convinced was workable. They could go forward with confidence to make arrangements intended to be permanent. The most practical of the conferees were at last the most ready to refer to the League of Nations the superintendence of all interests which did not admit of immediate determination, of all administrative problems which were to require a continuing oversight. What had seemed a counsel of perfection had come to seem a plain counsel of necessity. The League of Nations was the practical statesman’s hope of success in many of the most difficult things he was attempting.

And it had validated itself in the thought of every member of the Conference as something much bigger, much greater every way, than a mere instrument for carrying out the provisions of a particular treaty. It was universally recognized that all the peoples of the world demanded of the Conference that it should create such a continuing concert of free nations as would make wars of aggression and spoliation such as this that has just ended forever impossible. A cry had gone out from every home in every stricken land from which sons and brothers and fathers had gone forth to the great sacrifice that such a sacrifice should never again be exacted. It was manifest why it had been exacted. It had been exacted because one nation desired dominion and other nations had known no means of defence except armaments and alliances. War had lain at the heart of every arrangement of the Europe,—of every arrangement of the world,—that preceded the war. Restive peoples had been told that the fleets and armies, which they toiled to sustain, meant peace; and they now knew that they had been lied to: that fleets and armies had been maintained to promote national ambitions and meant war. They knew that no old policy meant anything else but force, force—always force. And they knew that it was intolerable. Every true heart in the world, and every enlightened judgment demanded that, at whatever cost of independent action, every government that took thought for its people or for justice or for ordered freedom should lend itself to a new purpose and utterly destroy the old order of international politics. Statesmen might see difficulties, but the people could see none and could brook no denial. A war in which they had been bled white to beat the terror that lay concealed in every Balance of Power must not end in a mere victory of arms and a new balance. The monster that had resorted to arms must be put in chains that could not be broken. The united power of free nations must put a stop to aggression, and the world must be given peace. If there was not the will or the intelligence to accomplish that now, there must be another and a final war and the world must be swept clean of every power that could renew the terror. The League of Nations was not merely an instrument to adjust and remedy old wrongs under a new treaty of peace; it was the only hope for mankind. Again and again had the demon of war been cast out by a treaty of peace; only to prepare a time when he would enter in again with spirits worse than himself. The house must now be given a tenant who could hold it against all such. Convenient, indeed indispensable, as statesmen found the newly planned League of Nations to be for the execution of present plans of peace and reparation, they saw it in a new aspect before their work was finished. They saw it as the main object of the peace, as the only thing that could complete it or make it worth while. They saw it as the hope of the world, and that hope they did not dare to disappoint. Shall we or any other free people hesitate to accept this great duty? Shall we dare reject it and break the heart of the world?

And so the result of the Conference of Peace, so far as Germany is concerned, stands complete. The difficulties encountered were very many. Sometimes they seemed insuperable. It was impossible to accommodate the interests of so great a body of nations,—interests which directly or indirectly affected almost every nation in the world,—without many minor compromises. The treaty, as a result, is not exactly what we would have written. It is probably not what any of the national delegations would have written. But results were worked out which on the whole bear test. I think that it will be found that the compromises which were accepted as inevitable nowhere cut to the heart of any principle. The work of the Conference squares, as a whole, with the principles agreed upon as the basis of the peace as well as with the practical possibilities of the international situations which had to be faced and dealt with as facts. . . .

The role which America was to play in the Conference seemed determined, as I have said, before my colleagues and I got to Paris,—determined by the universal expectations of the nations whose representatives, drawn from all quarters of the globe, we were to deal with. It was universally recognized that America had entered the war to promote no private or peculiar interest of her own but only as the champion of rights which she was glad to share with free men and lovers of justice everywhere. We had formulated the principles upon which the settlement was to be made,—the principles upon which the armistice had been agreed to and the parleys of peace undertaken,—and desired nothing else. We were welcomed as disinterested friends. We were resorted to as arbiters in many a difficult matter. It was recognized that our material aid would be indispensable in the days to come, when industry and credit would have to be brought back to their normal operation again and communities beaten to the ground assisted to their feet once more, and it was taken for granted. I am proud to say, that we would play the helpful friend in these things as in all others without prejudice or favour. We were generously accepted as the unaffected champions of what was right. It was a very responsible role to play; but I am happy to report that the fine group of Americans who helped with their expert advice in each part of the varied settlements sought in every translation to justify the high confidence reposed in them.

And that confidence, it seems to me, is the measure of our opportunity and of our duty in the days to come, in which the new hope of the peoples of the world is to be fulfilled or disappointed. The fact that America is the friend of the nations, whether they be rivals or associates, is no new fact: it is only the discovery of it by the rest of the world that is new.

America may be said to have just reached her majority as a world power. It was almost exactly twenty-one years ago that the results of the war with Spain put us unexpectedly in possession of rich islands on the other side of the world and brought us into association with other governments in the control of the West Indies. It was regarded as a sinister and ominous thing by the statesmen of more than one European chancellery that we should have extended our power beyond the confines of our continental dominions. They were accustomed to think of new neighbours as a new menace, of rivals as watchful enemies. There were persons amongst us who looked with deep disapproval and avowed anxiety on such extensions of our national authority over distant islands and over peoples whom they feared we might exploit, not serve and assist. But we have not exploited them. And our dominion has been a menace to no other nation. We redeemed our honour to the utmost in our dealings with Cuba. She is weak but absolutely free; and it is her trust in us that makes her free. Weak peoples everywhere stand ready to give us any authority among them that will assure them a like friendly oversight and direction. They know that there is no ground for fear in receiving us as their mentors and guides. Our isolation was ended twenty years ago; and now fear of us is ended also, our counsel and association sought after and desired. There can be no question of our ceasing to be a world power. The only question is whether we can refuse the moral leadership that is offered us, whether we shall accept or reject the confidence of the world.

The war and the Conference of Peace now sitting in Paris seem to me to have answered that question. Our participation in the war established our position among the nations and nothing but our own mistaken action can alter it. It was not an accident or a matter of sudden choice that we are no longer isolated and devoted to a policy which has only our own interest and advantage for its object. It was our duty to go in, if we were indeed the champions of liberty and of right. We answered the call of duty in a way so spirited, so utterly without thought of what we spent of blood or treasure, so effective, so worthy of the admiration of true men everywhere, so wrought out of the stuff of all that was heroic, that the whole world saw at last, in the flesh, in noble action, a great ideal asserted and vindicated, by a nation they had deemed material and now found to be compact of the spiritual forces that must free men of every nation from every unworthy bondage. It is thus that a new role and a new responsibility have come to this great nation that we honour and which we would all wish to lift to yet higher levels of service and achievement.

The stage is set, the destiny disclosed. It has come about by no plan of our conceiving, but by the hand of God who led us into this way. We cannot turn back. We can only go forward, with lifted eyes and freshened spirit, to follow the vision. It was of this that we dreamed at our birth. America shall in truth show the way. The light streams upon the path ahead, and nowhere else.

Source: Arthur S. Link, ed., The Papers of Woodrow Wilson, Vol. 61, June 18–July 25, 1919 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1989), 426–436.


Appendix: Historical Dilemma Essays

What Was the Primary Cause of World War I?

On June 28, 1914, Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria-Hungary was assassinated by Serbian nationalist Gavrilo Princip in Sarajevo. A mere month later, Europe had been plunged into a gruesome conflict that would last four years and claim the lives of 9 million combatants. The sudden outbreak of World War I and its underlying causes remain the subject of intense scholarly debate to this day.

In his essay, Dr. Richard L. DiNardo argues that in 1914 there was an expectation among the major European powers that a general war was inevitable. This expectation was based on a number of factors, including a century-long history of frequent conflicts, rising nationalist sentiment, long-standing territorial disputes (particularly over Alsace-Lorraine and Bosnia-Herzegovina), and a complex system of alliances. Additionally, there was an expectation—which proved erroneous—that when war did occur it would be brief and decisive. For Dr. Mark D. Karau, the root cause of World War I can be ascribed to fear. He asserts that Austro-Hungarian leaders feared the dissolution of the empire, while their German counterparts worried that if they could not prevent the collapse of the Dual Monarchy, they would lose their only ally and would fall prey to Russian encroachments. Dr. Michael S. Neiberg expands on this theory, pointing out how these fears caused a number of strategic miscalculations among military and political leaders that pushed Europe into war. He emphasizes the fact that war was not inevitable and that most Europeans did not believe that the assassination of the Austro-Hungarian archduke would lead to a larger conflict; World War I was instead the result of a small crisis that was disastrously mismanaged.

The Expectation of War in 1914

The primary cause of the war was a sense of expectation among the major powers of Europe, in regard to both the possibility of a general war and its duration. The first expectation was that a major war between at least two of the Great Powers of Europe was considered to be almost an inevitability. Europe saw its share of armed conflicts between 1815 and 1914. The sense of expectation that a major war was in the offing was further heightened by the rise of nationalism in large parts of Europe over that same time period. Nationalism aroused aspirations for independence among peoples in Europe then under the rule of either the Russian, Austrian, or Ottoman Empires.

Expectation of a war was also increased by the presence of long-standing issues between countries, usually involving territorial disputes. At the top of this list was the issue of Alsace-Lorraine and its impact on Franco-German relations. Prussia had taken the French provinces of Alsace and Lorraine early in the course of the Franco-Prussian War in 1870. The loss of Alsace and Lorraine stuck in the collective French craw, as these provinces had been French for almost two centuries. Thus, over the ensuing decades the one constant objective of French foreign policy was the recovery of Alsace and Lorraine.

A similar situation involved Austria-Hungary and Serbia. The Dual Monarchy, seeking to maintain a polyglot empire under the auspices of the Hapsburg dynasty, had gained de facto control of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1879 after the Congress of Berlin. In 1908 Austria-Hungary formally annexed Bosnia-Herzegovina, triggering a crisis that brought Europe to the brink of war. Serbia, having gained its independence from Ottoman Turkey in 1829, by the late 19th century had become an equally expansionist power. For the Serbian government at the end of the 19th century, Bosnia-Herzegovina represented unredeemed Serbia, a territory that could be gained only by force.

The expectation of countries that war would occur sooner or later was also increased by the changes in the alliance system that developed in Europe between 1879 and 1908. In 1879 after the Congress of Berlin had caused a strain in Russo-German relations, German chancellor Otto von Bismarck thought it a most propitious time to sign a 20-year secret alliance with Austria-Hungary. The terms of this Dual Alliance—that each power would come to the aid of the other if attacked by another power—were regarded by Bismarck as a good way of keeping Austrian adventures in the Balkans in check while also binding Germany with its closest natural ally. Italy was added to this arrangement in 1882 through a separate treaty, thus forming the Triple Alliance. Aside from the Austrian alliance, Bismarck also sought to obtain Russian neutrality. This would serve to keep Germany in some sort of friendly relationship with at least three of the five major powers in Europe. The alliance would also serve to keep France isolated diplomatically.

Bismarck’s first attempt in this endeavor was the League of the Three Emperors, formed by Germany, Russia, and Austria-Hungary in the aftermath of the assassination of Russian czar Alexander II in 1881. This rather loose entente collapsed, however, owing to conflicts between Russia and Austria-Hungary over the Balkans and the outcome of the Serbo-Bulgarian War in 1885. With an alliance involving both Austria-Hungary and Russia now effectively dead, Bismarck resorted to the alternative course of pursuing a bilateral agreement with Russia. In 1887, he concluded the Reinsurance Treaty with that country. According to the terms of this agreement, both countries promised to remain neutral if the other became involved in a war.

After Bismarck’s dismissal in 1890 by Kaiser Wilhelm II, many of Bismarck’s policies became anathema. The German government let the Reinsurance Treaty lapse in 1890. Thereafter, Russian diplomacy began to gravitate toward France, culminating in the signing of a Franco-Russian alliance in 1894. From then on France, still desirous of regaining Alsace and Lorraine, could expect that if it did become involved in a war with Germany, it would do so with Russia fighting by its side. The kaiser’s naval policy also served to exacerbate Germany’s difficulties. The extensive German effort to build a navy alienated the potential German ally of Great Britain. The naval race, won by the British with the introduction of the modern Dreadnought-class battleship, left Germany in the worst of all possible worlds; Britain had maintained naval superiority and had also moved toward the French.

The worsening of Germany’s diplomatic position changed the character of the Austro-German alliance. After 1905, German leaders could expect that the only country on whose help they could rely was Austria-Hungary. Although Italy was a member of the Triple Alliance, after the 1908 Bosnian Crisis it began to slowly back out of the alliance. By 1912, German military leaders had concluded that an Italian appearance on the Rhine was not to be expected, which meant that Austria-Hungary had to be supported no matter what.

The issue of expectation and war also operated in another way: namely, the length and conduct of a war. By 1914, all of the major powers had industrial economies capable of keeping large armies supplied. These economies were all supported by railroad networks of varying density and efficiency. All of these networks played major roles in the process of military mobilization, so much so that by the onset of the 20th century, the mere act of mobilization was the equivalent of an act of war. Since the military establishments of that period relied on a regular army that would be rapidly expanded by the immediate incorporation of millions of trained reservists, mobilization would have a double impact on the economy. First, millions of men would be removed from factories and farms. Second, the railroad system of a country would have to be devoted to supporting military mobilization and deployment, thus disrupting the normal system of transporting goods. Before 1914, it was widely held that these two things would serve to bring a modern economy to a complete halt. The perception that European economies were too fragile to withstand the strain of a prolonged and bloody war led to the expectation that when war did come, its duration would be brief.

Such expectation was buoyed by some selective cherry-picking from recent history. In 1866, Bismarck and German Army chief of staff General Helmuth von Moltke needed just seven weeks to defeat Austria. Four years later, the outcome of the Franco-Prussian War was decided in the first two months, with the trapping of the main French armies in Metz and Sedan. Although the forces raised by the French provisional government were able to drag the war on into the winter of 1871, the ultimate result of the war was never in doubt.

The expectation that a war would of necessity be a short one was manifested in the war plans of the major continental powers. The most notable of these was the so-called Schlieffen Plan, named for General Alfred von Schlieffen, who formulated the idea during his tenure as chief of the German General Staff from 1896 to 1906. Confronted with the prospect of a two-front war against France and Russia, Schlieffen believed that Germany could only win if it could defeat France quickly. With France disposed of, the slower-to-mobilize Russians could then be dealt with. Schlieffen thus formulated a plan that called for the German Army to deploy the vast majority of its strength in the west. Most of this force would then invade Belgium and Holland, thus skirting the fortresses erected by France along the Franco-German border after 1875. The invading force, with its right wing moving parallel to the English Channel, would move into France and then wheel to the left, toward Paris. The bulk of the French Army, which presumably would be advancing into Alsace and Lorraine, would be caught in a vast battle of encirclement between Paris and the Franco-German border.

For its part, France, inspired with an offensive mentality based on the writings of military thinkers such as Ferdinand Foch, also produced a plan that called for a quick victory. Known as Plan XVII, it called for the French Army to simply drive to the northeast, straight into Alsace. This, combined with Russian pressure on East Prussia, was expected to bring about Germany’s defeat. For their parts, both Russia and Austria-Hungary also developed plans that called for quick victories.

To conclude, the primary cause of World War I was indeed a sense of expectation, first that there would be a war and second that it would be short. In the first case, the expectation that a war would occur—fueled by the hypernationalism, militarism, and alliance systems—indeed became a prophecy. When war did come, however, the result of the opening campaigns was certainly not what was expected.

Richard L. DiNardo

Fear and the Outbreak of War in 1914

Germany and Austria-Hungary chose to risk war in 1914 out of fear. The initial decisions for war were made first in Vienna, where the Austro-Hungarian government chose to go to war with Serbia, and then in Berlin, where the German government chose to support Austria-Hungary even if this meant war with Russia, France, and Great Britain. What drove them was fear; fear on the part of the Austro-Hungarian government that if it failed to take a strong stand against Serbia, it would appear weak and the forces of separatism within the empire would be strengthened. This was echoed by fears on the part of the German government that if it allowed Austria-Hungary to collapse, Germany would be entirely bereft of allies in a hostile Europe. In addition, the leaders of Germany feared the growth of Russian military power. Both Germany and Austria-Hungary feared that a failure to take strong action in the 1914 crisis would lead to their inevitable decline. It was better to risk a continental war than to accept such a fate.

Although they had no concrete evidence, there was little doubt in Vienna that the Serbian government was involved in the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand. The two nations had been at odds for the previous decade. In fact, the Austro-Hungarian government saw the assassination as an opportunity to rectify two of the greatest problems facing the Dual Monarchy—what was called the South Slav problem and what was seen as a looming encirclement of the monarchy orchestrated by Russia. The two problems worked hand in hand. The South Slav problem was that of nationalism. Austro-Hungarian leaders feared that their South Slav population, particularly in areas such as Bosnia-Herzegovina, was not loyal to the monarchy. In order to avoid the loss of those South Slav lands, Serbia had to be either contained or destroyed. The assassination provided an opportunity to destroy Serbia. The leaders of Austria-Hungary believed that failure to do so would demonstrate weakness on the part of the government and would encourage other minorities, such as the Czechs in Bohemia, to make demands for greater autonomy. The second problem, that of encirclement by Russia, stemmed from Russian support of the Serbians and from Russian entreaties to Romania, a secret ally of Austria-Hungary. The Austro-Hungarians feared that Russia intended to use the small Balkan nations to first contain and then destroy the monarchy.

The leaders of the Dual Monarchy chose war with Serbia out of fear of their continuing decline. The question remains, however, why the German government, which as recently as 1913 had restrained Austria-Hungary from war in the Balkans, decided to support an Austro-Hungarian war with Serbia. The answer here too was fear. Germany was Europe’s economic and military powerhouse. The Germans produced more coal, iron, and steel than any of their continental opponents. They possessed what most observers considered the finest army in the world, and they had an impressive and growing navy. Yet they too feared the future in the summer of 1914. The Germans, like the Austro-Hungarians, feared that they were being encircled by their enemies, who would strike when the time was right. That fear stemmed from the signing of the Franco-British Entente Cordiale in 1904 and the strengthening of the Entente that took place as a result of the First Moroccan Crisis. It was driven by a conviction that Great Britain, in particular, sought to prevent Germany from attaining its place in the sun as a major imperial power.

That fear was accentuated by the arms race that all the European powers were engaged in during the first decade of the century. In 1914, the Germans were particularly concerned by the fact that the French government had recently extended the term of service for its enlisted men from two years to three and that the French were loaning large sums of money to Russia so the latter could modernize its railroad network, particularly in Russian-controlled Poland. In addition, the Russians themselves were in the middle of a massive modernization and expansion of their military that, by 1917, would leave them with not only the largest army in Europe but also one of the most modern. The German nightmare was that once that program was complete, the Franco-Russian allies would strike at Germany. The German government assumed that this war was inevitable; therefore, it would be better for Germany to fight that war sooner rather than later.

Tied into this fear of encirclement was concern over the fate of Austria-Hungary. The Germans doubted the reliability of their other ally, Italy, and therefore were all the more determined to maintain the viability of their Austro-Hungarian ally. For the Germans as well, then, the nationalist forces within the Austro-Hungarian Empire were a threat. Since Serbia was a potential source of loyalty for many South Slavs, the Germans concurred with the Austro-Hungarian assessment that the assassination should be used as a pretext for a reckoning with Serbia.

The German government also had very real concerns over internal developments. It was afraid of certain segments of its own population, in particular the German socialists. The German state and system, as set up by Otto von Bismarck, entrenched the power of the monarchy and the old nobility. The kaiser, while technically a constitutional monarch, retained nearly all power in his hands. The one check on his power, the Bundesrat, was staffed by officials appointed by the other German states, which were also monarchies and could usually be counted on to support imperial power. The Reichstag—the elected body—was, however, falling increasingly under the sway of the Social Democratic Party, who were the largest party in Germany and were growing. The party took control of the Reichstag after the 1912 elections and was seen by many in the German establishment as a threat to the future of the monarchy. It was hoped that a successful war would strengthen the position of the monarchy at home as well as abroad. The key decision makers in Germany saw war as the best way to deal with all of these problems.

The decision for war was not the result of years of military and political planning aimed at the conquest of most of Europe. Nor was it the result of a series of accidents. The alliance system conditioned the thinking of the leaders of Austria-Hungary and Germany, as did the arms races, but neither caused the war. Nationalism played a role, in particular within the Austro-Hungarian Empire, but it was not decisive. Neither was imperialism, although social Darwinism and the belief in the struggle between the races certainly played a role. Both domestic politics and foreign policy factored into the decisions made in July 1914, but neither was dominant. In the end, none of the traditional explanations for the outbreak of the war is sufficient. The war was not inevitable; it was the result of choices taken by the leaders of Austria-Hungary and Germany, and those leaders acted for one of the most human reasons of all: they feared the future.

Mark D. Karau

Strategic Miscalculation in 1914

The primary cause of World War I was the strategic miscalculation of the military and political leaders of Europe. A war was neither necessary nor inevitable, but the leaders of the continent mismanaged a relatively minor crisis and turned it into a world war.

The greatest tragedy of the war, once called “the war to end all war,” is that it didn’t need to be fought. Europe was not a place of intensive nationalist hatreds awaiting a spark. Only in the Balkans were such passions hot enough to start wars, and the Balkans seemed to most citizens of the West European Great Powers to be a long way away. By 1914, most of the issues that had put Europe on edge over the past 15–20 years had been resolved or had lost their ability to drive political discourse on the continent. These issues included imperialism in Africa, grudging French acceptance of German possession of Alsace-Lorraine, and the peaceful resolution of two recent crises in Morocco. In the weeks before the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand, most contemporaries observed that Europe was as peaceful as it had been for decades.

Nor did the assassination of the archduke in Sarajevo on June 28, 1914, lead people to think that a war was imminent. His death put the much more moderate Archduke Karl in line for the Austro-Hungarian throne, which most close observers saw as a positive sign for the future peace of Europe. Almost no one in Europe thought that the assassination would lead to what they called a “general war.” Having survived much more serious crises in the past decade, Europeans were sure that this one would quickly fade.

The crisis arising from the assassination became a world war because the leaders of Europe not only misread the crisis but also lacked a fundamental understanding of the ways their own military and political systems worked. This knowledge gap was greatest in the autocratic states of Austria-Hungary, Russia, and Germany. As a result of this widespread bungling, what should have been at worst the third Balkan War became instead a world war.

The first and most serious miscalculation came in Vienna. The senior leaders of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, especially its army’s chief of staff General Franz Conrad von Hötzendorff, assumed that the assassination of the archduke was an existential crisis for the empire. Conrad believed that the assassination had to be avenged in order to reverse the slow decay he feared the Austro-Hungarian Empire was experiencing. More important, Conrad believed that the diplomatic situation in the Balkans would never be so favorable to his country again. Austria-Hungary, most often seen as an aggressor and a bully in the Balkans, could now depict itself as a victim. That Serbian officials might have been directly involved in the assassination gave Conrad all the justification he needed to argue for the most extreme measures.

Conrad had argued for a preemptive war against Serbia for years, but the political leadership of the Austro-Hungarian Empire had always refused his pleas. This time, however, they went to their allies in Berlin and asked for German support if they moved against Serbia. They needed that support in case Russia decided to support Serbia. Austria-Hungary had enough military power to defeat the Serbs but not enough to fight Serbia and Russia at the same time. A German guarantee of support would give the Austrians sufficient confidence to turn their armies south, against Serbia, without worrying about being invaded from the north by the Russians.

The Germans gave that support and in so doing set in motion the second tragic set of miscalculations. The German political and military establishments also assumed that the time for war would never be better. Anxious about Russia’s growing rearmament in the wake of its disastrous defeat in the Russo-Japanese War, the German military leadership assumed that by 1917 the Russians might be too strong to defeat. Russia was also building a massive rail network (with French financing) that would enable the Russian Army to move men and supplies across its vast empire. Thus, the German General Staff assumed that their chances of winning a war were better in 1914 than they would be in the future. They therefore decided to support Austria-Hungary and issue a diplomatic challenge to the Russians. If the Russians backed down, then Austria-Hungary would have a free hand in the Balkans, and German influence would grow there as Russian influence waned. If Russia chose to fight, then Germany would get a war in 1914 that its leaders thought they could win.

These political miscalculations made the crisis over the assassination seem far more important than it was. Austria-Hungary could easily have satisfied its honor over the matter without resorting to war. Instead, on July 23 the Austro-Hungarians issued an ultimatum to Serbia that contained conditions they knew the Serbs could never accept. Europeans were stunned by the severity of the ultimatum.

Military miscalculations followed political miscalculations. Shockingly, the German and Austro-Hungarian Armies had done almost no joint planning. In part, this lack of coordination came from the very low opinion German generals had of their Austro-Hungarian counterparts. Their assessment seemed to be confirmed by the discovery in 1913 that the head of Austria-Hungary’s counterespionage bureau was in fact a Russian spy. The Germans therefore feared that any sensitive information they shared with their most important ally would find its way into the hands of the Russians, who might well pass it on to their own ally, France. Thus, the Germans and Austro-Hungarians made their military plans in isolation from one another.

The outbreak of war also showed how poorly the political and military systems worked together. Neither German kaiser Wilhelm II, Austro-Hungarian emperor Franz Josef, nor Russian czar Nicholas II understood how their own militaries functioned. None of them knew the details of their own country’s war plans. The kaiser thus asked his generals to mobilize on the Russian frontier only, and the czar asked his generals to mobilize against the Austro-Hungarians only. Both were told that partial mobilizations were impossible; assuming that any war in Europe would involve entire alliance systems, the generals had made no plans for war against just one enemy.

War planning thus proved to be another costly miscalculation. The German war plan assumed that any war, no matter what the cause, would force them to fight both France and Russia. Those two nations were allied, and French money had helped the Russians to rearm. The Germans also had an intense fear of having to fight on two fronts. German generals thus developed a war plan that focused on fighting France and defeating that country in just six weeks. The Germans would then transport their forces by rail to the east to fight off the presumably slower-to-mobilize Russians. While it is likely that France would have declared war on Germany to support Russia, the fact that the Russians were the first Great Power to mobilize might have given France the opportunity to remain neutral. Germany’s war plans removed that option and dragged France into a war that was not in its interests to fight.

The risky and dangerous German war plan had dire consequences. It guaranteed French involvement in the war and, because it called for an invasion of neutral Belgium as well, brought the entire British Empire into the war. Germany was therefore at war with three massive empires—the Russian, British, and French—that had ample resources to fight for many years. The German deployment of seven-eighths of its units to the west also meant that there was no sizable force to help the Austrians in the east. Although the German Eighth Army did win two large victories against the Russians, even these successes could not help the Austro-Hungarians, who suffered terrible casualties at the hands of the Russians in the war’s early months.

By the end of 1914, Europeans found themselves trapped in a general war. Too much blood had been spilled for the two sides to end this unnecessary war through negotiation. Determined to repel the aggressors, Britain and France were willing to commit to a total war effort, as were the Russians until 1917. Convinced that they had earned their gains by the blood of their own men, the Germans were just as determined not to surrender at the negotiating table what they had won on the battlefield. The war thus continued despite a tactical and operational stalemate that produced casualties far in excess of any battlefield gains. As a result of these tragic miscalculations, millions of men would die and kill for the next four years to complete a war that need never have happened.

Michael S. Neiberg

Were the Dardanelles and Gallipoli Campaigns Squandered Opportunities or Predestined to Fail?

Amid the futile carnage that characterized World War I, no campaign exuded as much promise or left a more controversial legacy than the Dardanelles and Gallipoli Campaigns in 1915. A bold Allied strike by combined French, British, Australian, and New Zealand forces, the campaigns held the possibility of forcing Ottoman Turkey from the war, threatening Germany and Austria-Hungary from the east, reestablishing regular communications with Russia, and drawing Greece, Bulgaria, Italy, and Romania into the war against the Central Powers. Most important, Allied strategists theorized that victory at Gallipoli and in the Dardanelles would break the stalemate on the Western Front and eventually end the fighting without a grinding war of attrition. All of these hopes were ultimately dashed on the steep slopes that dominated the seven Gallipoli invasion beaches, and after more than 50,000 Allied soldiers had died on a stagnated front not unlike that of France, a brilliant withdrawal brought the campaign to a close in January 1916. The recriminations, however, have never ended, and to this day historians argue over whether the campaigns should ever have been launched at all.

Many early authors defended the campaigns, including William Marshall, who in 1929 argued in Memories of Four Fronts that the Allies achieved success in the Dardanelles because they forced the Turks to commit thousands of soldiers to the Gallipoli Peninsula who might have fought elsewhere and because they learned valuable lessons about amphibious warfare. The latter point is supported in the modern era by Geoffrey Till, whose 1996 article “Brothers in Arms: The British Army and Navy at the Dardanelles” argues that Gallipoli represents a pivotal event in the history of combined arms doctrine.

Most historians today, however, criticize the campaigns as fatally flawed from the start because they were fought with too few Allied forces to achieve decisive gains and because the assumption on which the campaigns was based (that the Dardanelles Straits could be forced by naval power alone) was wholly without merit. Gallipoli (1965) by Robert Rhodes James and Damn the Dardanelles! The Agony of Gallipoli (1980) by John Laffin are two among many works that echo these themes and conclude that the nine-month ordeal had no hope of taking Constantinople or of altering the course of the war.

In hindsight, the best chance for an Allied victory in the Dardanelles may have come and gone with the effort to force the straits with ships alone on March 18, 1915. That attack failed because the Allied intentions had been telegraphed to the Turks, because of unexpected resistance in the form of mobile Turkish howitzers ashore that disrupted minesweeping operations, because of a small undetected Turkish minefield, and because of a lack of resolution on the part of the naval commander, Rear Admiral Sir John de Robeck. Following the loss of three Allied capital ships, the Allies chose to send in troops to secure the Gallipoli Peninsula, allowing the ships to pass. In Churchill, 1874–1922 (1989), Frederick Erwin Smith, Earl of Birkenhead, argues that the naval assault should have continued and been more strongly supported. First Lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill, the chief impetus behind the campaigns, certainly contended this at the time and afterward in his memoirs, but London decided to let the views of the commander on the spot prevail, and Robeck was opposed to continuing operations. But even had passage to Constantinople been secured and Allied control of the Dardanelles maintained, there is no evidence that this would have led to British control of the Bosporus or would have knocked Turkey out of the war. Had the latter occurred, however, the whole course of the war and world history might have been dramatically different.

Lance Janda

[image: Tucker]

Was the Peace Settlement Set Forth in the Treaty of Versailles a Success or Failure?

Critics of the Treaty of Versailles generally maintain that the peace settlement’s inconsistencies and harsh treatment of Germany were direct causes of World War II, while others argue that the failure to prevent the outbreak of another major war in Europe had more to do with the inability of European leaders to consistently enforce the provisions of the treaty and effectively deal with the economic crisis of the Great Depression. In this section, two leading scholars provide their perspectives on this controversial topic.

In the first perspective essay, Dr. Carole Fink characterizes the Treaty of Versailles as the most controversial peace settlement in history, pointing out that for better or worse, the treaty affected nearly every corner of the globe. She argues that the negotiations at the Paris Peace Conference were complicated by both public pressure and the differing aims of the “Big Three”—U.S. president Woodrow Wilson, British prime minister David Lloyd George, and French president Georges Clemenceau. The result was a treaty replete with a patchwork of inconsistent provisions and clauses that also left certain crucial issues unsettled. In the second perspective essay, Dr. Priscilla Mary Roberts argues that contemporary disappointment with the Treaty of Versailles emerged largely as a result of the high expectations that surrounded the Paris Peace Conference for a settlement that would usher in a new era of international relations and prevent future conflicts. She points out that such sentiments were the product of Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points agenda, which envisaged a nonpunitive peace settlement with Germany and a liberal, democratic restructuring of the political order in Europe. Once peace negotiations began in 1919, however, Wilson proved unable to effect enough leverage to override the determination of those who supported the imposition of a punitive settlement upon Germany.

The Controversial Treaty of Versailles

No peace arrangement in history has stirred up as much controversy as the treaty signed in the Hall of Mirrors of the Palace of Versailles on June 28, 1919. From Eastern Europe to Africa, from the Middle East to East Asia, the Versailles treaty left its mark on the entire world, and its authors have long been praised or castigated for their handiwork.

The treaty had ideological as well as military roots. After three years of intense fighting, a war-weary Europe was wracked by scarcity, mutiny, and revolution. In November 1917, the new Bolshevik government in Russia published the Allies’ secret wartime agreements and called for a “peace without victory.” In response, U.S. president Woodrow Wilson on January 8, 1918, outlined his version of a just peace based on self-determination and a new international order. However, on the military front things were less clear. In March 1918, the German Reich achieved a spectacular victory in the east and launched a major offensive in the west. The Allies, anticipating a long struggle, were entirely unprepared for the collapse of the Central Powers in the late summer of 1918. The protracted armistice negotiations between October 4 and November 11, 1918, revealed that Berlin’s expectations of a soft Wilsonian peace might well be frustrated by the differing U.S., British, and French versions of how the Great War would end.

The choice of Paris as a conference site had far-reaching consequences. Close to the trenches and battlefields and flooded by diplomats, advisers, the press, and assorted pressure groups, the French capital was a less than ideal locale for calm deliberations. Wilson’s presence—unprecedented for a U.S. president—dominated the proceedings, and the absence of the Germans, Bolsheviks, and neutrals had their effect. After paying lip service to an open gathering, the Big Three—the United States, the United Kingdom, and France—assumed control over peacemaking, and their differences soon became apparent. While Wilson assigned precedence to creating the League of Nations to prevent future wars, David Lloyd George sought to expand Britain’s empire and revive Europe’s balance of power, and Georges Clemenceau hoped to build firm barriers against a still strong and unrepentant Germany and the Soviet menace. Over the next five months while the three politicians worked out the specifics, their publics grew impatient. Moreover, Eastern Europe was threatened by hunger, disease, communism, and interstate warfare, and the colonial world erupted with violence. When the Germans were finally invited to see the treaty terms, their protests produced a few last-minute concessions, but the final text, signed under the threat of renewed hostilities, was a patched-together document containing notable inconsistencies, mixing Wilsonian principles and punitive clauses and leaving important colonial questions (notably China and the Middle East) unanswered.

Versailles’s territorial provisions left Germany intact, with only minor territorial losses and a porous barrier of small bickering neighbors in the east. Nonetheless, the egregious denials of self-determination—the detachment of the Saar, Danzig, and Memel; the prohibition against Anschluss with German Austria; and the creation of 6 million German minorities in the new states of Eastern Europe as well as the seizure of Germany’s overseas possessions—all became ammunition for the critics’ charges of Allied hypocrisy. Reparations—which when finally established in 1921 were far less than Germany had imposed on France in 1871 and Russia in 1918—nevertheless became entangled in inflammatory debates over war guilt and the danger of world economic chaos. The treaty’s disarmament clauses, applied one-sidedly against Germany, ushered in a decade and a half of futile international negotiations to fulfill Wilson’s promise of universal disarmament, and the economic penalties imposed on Germany belied the pledge to remove all economic barriers. Versailles’s clauses on war criminals raised German ire but were in the end only weakly enforced by German civilian courts. The League of Nations, from which Germany and Soviet Russia were initially excluded (and the United States refused to join), became neither the robust collective-security institution its supporters had envisaged nor an effective vehicle for peaceful treaty revision.

Once the treaty was signed, the disgruntled British delegate John Maynard Keynes fired the opening salvo on the dire economic consequences of the peace. American conservatives chided Wilson for curtailing U.S. sovereignty and liberals for betraying his ideals. The small nations complained that their claims had been ignored, Italy and Japan resented their second-class treatment at Versailles, and colonial peoples protested their cavalier redistribution by the Allies.

Nonetheless, the chief opponent of Versailles was Germany. A treaty that left the Reich intact, more populous than France, and still in command of substantial economic and military resources—but that had also imposed humiliating clauses and excluded it from the new international system—was unlikely to be accepted by German leaders or by a public that refused to accept the reality or the consequences of defeat.

Could the peacemakers have done a better job? Using Versailles as a negative example, the victors after World War II eschewed a comprehensive peace settlement. Only in October 1990, 40 years after Germany had been defeated and occupied, did that war finally end.

But the statesmen at Versailles, following historical precedents, sought to set Europe and the world in a new, more peaceful direction as soon as possible. The Versailles treaty liberated Belgium, France, Eastern Europe, and Russia from German domination. The treaty gave birth to the League of Nations, the International Labor Office, and the Permanent Court of International Justice as well as organizations to quell drug and white slave traffic, aid refugees, and promote intellectual cooperation, and it also created arrangements to protect Europe’s minorities and the populations of newly mandated territories.

The authors of the Treaty of Versailles failed to take into account the war’s devastation, the ideological forces it had unleashed, their own weakness, and Germany’s potential strength. Born at an exceptional moment when Russia had been vanquished and the United States had tipped the balance in European affairs, the treaty was an old-fashioned victors’ settlement clothed in democratic garb that Germany, once it regained its full strength, was determined to challenge and its former opponents, more disunited than ever, were unable to resist.

Carole Fink

The Treaty of Versailles: Victim of Exaggerated Expectations

From virtually the moment that it was created, the Treaty of Versailles, signed in June 1919 between Germany and the Allied Powers—most notably the United Kingdom, France, the United States, Italy, and Japan—most of which had for more than four years fought World War I, received bad press. The treaty was the culmination of six months of tense bargaining at the Paris Peace Conference, with negotiations not so much between Germany and its former opponents as among the various Allied Powers themselves. Contemporary disappointment with the Treaty of Versailles owed much to the high expectations aroused during the war itself that the subsequent peace settlement would inaugurate a new era in international relations.

In April 1917, the United States joined those other nations already at war with Germany. Thereafter in a series of eloquent speeches, most notably his January 1918 “Fourteen Points” address, U.S. president Woodrow Wilson sought to appeal to progressives in all the warring powers, including Germany, by committing his own country and the Allied states to a program of liberal war aims envisaging the establishment of a new international order. The United States fought, Wilson stated, to “make the world safe for democracy.” Among the objectives he publicly proclaimed were a nonpunitive peace settlement, whose terms would preclude both annexations of territory by victorious powers from the defeated and the imposition of indemnities by the winners on the losers, an end to secret diplomacy and the negotiation of undisclosed agreements among Great Powers, a territorial settlement based on respect for the principles of nationalism and popular consent, and the creation of a new international organization that would arbitrate future disputes among nations, thereby preventing conflicts from escalating into outright war.

Wilson’s rhetoric was carefully crafted to stimulate support for Allied war aims not just among liberal forces within the United States and the Allied Powers but also in those countries with which they were at war. He was particularly conscious of the imperative to counter the attraction of the Bolshevik communist regime, headed by Vladimir Lenin, that took power in Russia—originally one of the Allies—in November 1917 on a program of making peace with Germany, Russia’s prime wartime enemy. Lenin, who led the world’s first-ever communist government, was as hostile to the Allied Powers as to Germany. Wilson and Allied leaders sought to neutralize the appeal of Lenin’s calls for immediate peace and the overthrow by the workers of all capitalist governments.

Wilson headed a state that joined the war only reluctantly. Like many Americans, he thought his own country somewhat aloof from and superior to the aristocratic and imperialist European nations, considering them politically and morally suspect. When negotiating armistice terms in the autumn of 1918, German leaders insisted on dealing primarily with Wilson in the hope of pledging the Allied nations to impose a lenient peace. When Wilson arrived in London and Paris in late December 1918, he received a hero’s welcome, applauded by cheering crowds as the statesman who would dramatically remake the world in his preferred American-style image.

Popular enthusiasm, however, proved transitory. The Versailles peace settlement, negotiated primarily among the leaders of the major powers in the coalition opposing Germany, soon demonstrated the limits of Wilson’s influence. Bolshevik Russia concluded a separate highly disadvantageous peace with Germany in early 1918 and by 1919 was immersed in a bitter civil war in which Allied forces often assisted the anti-Bolshevik “White” armies. No Russian representatives attended the peace conference. France, the country on whose soil the bulk of fighting on the wartime Western Front had taken place, suffered heavy manpower losses during the war and was determined to prevent any German resurgence. British prime minister David Lloyd George won reelection in late 1918 by promising to squeeze the Germans “until the pips squeak.” In the mid-term 1918 U.S. elections, Wilson’s own Democratic Party lost control of Congress to the predominantly anti-German and conservative Republicans. The president’s leverage for negotiating a liberal peace settlement was limited. The treaty as ultimately negotiated deprived Germany of its colonies, which became mandates under the new League of Nations, territories usually administered by one or another of the victorious Allies; severely restricted German military and naval forces; left the strategically vital Rhineland and the economically valuable Saar region under Allied control for many years; consigned substantial areas in East Prussia to the newly reconstituted Polish state; and held Germany guilty for beginning the war and responsible for paying reparations to the Allied Powers (though not the United States) for human and material losses they had suffered during the conflict. Initially both Germany and Russia were excluded from the League of Nations, the international organization that the treaty established, its objective to mediate future disputes among nations. German officials were summoned to Versailles in May 1919 and given no real alternative to accepting the treaty.

When the peace terms were announced, many liberals who had once supported Wilson—including such leading members of the U.S. peace conference delegation as future Republican president Herbert Hoover—were deeply disillusioned. Hoover blamed the treaty’s shortcomings on European statesmen. Others, including the prominent journalist Walter Lippmann, turned bitterly against Wilson, publicly repudiating the peace settlement on the grounds that the president had betrayed his principles. The most prominent such critic was John Maynard Keynes, a young British economist and treasury adviser in attendance at the conference whose best-selling book The Economic Consequences of the Peace, published shortly afterward, portrayed the peace settlement as economically unviable, imposing impossibly onerous financial burdens on Germany while disrupting European trade patterns by carving out numerous small and often mutually hostile nations from the former Hapsburg, Ottoman, and Russian Empires. Keynes’s influential book, embellished with sparkling vitriolic pen portraits of leading statesmen at the conference, almost immediately became the classic indictment of the Versailles peace, its reverberations still resounding decades later. German politicians of every party quickly made such complaints their own, and opposition to the Versailles settlement as unfair and unworkable almost immediately became German political orthodoxy. Other critics condemned the treaty as a Carthaginian peace designed to breed future wars, a devil’s bargain that ultimately precipitated World War II.

One can, however, make a strong case that the Treaty of Versailles was the victim of exaggerated initial expectations followed by a determined, well-orchestrated campaign by its opponents to discredit it. Many subsequent historians, among them Margaret MacMillan in her vivid history of the Paris Peace Conference, Zara Steiner of Cambridge University, and Yale-based Patrick O. Cohrs, have questioned the validity of the more severe criticisms of its conditions. Moreover, by the standards of previous peace treaties, the terms that Germany received in 1919 were by no means especially harsh, particularly not when compared to those that German leaders had forced on defeated France in 1871 and intended to impose on other European powers had they won the war. The reparations bill eventually assessed on Germany was, historians often argue, moderate and manageable. Unfortunately, payments were to be made over several decades—a perpetual humiliating reminder of past defeats that proved to be a constant political irritant. Steiner suggests that during the 1920s, German officials demonstrated remarkable diplomatic skill in discrediting and dismantling much of the Versailles settlement, regaining international acceptance from Britain and the United States at the expense of vulnerable France’s position. Cohrs further argues that by the later 1920s, Anglo-American policies on reparations and the 1925 Treaties of Locarno had brought genuine if still precarious stabilization to Europe, equilibrium that collapsed in the 1930s due not primarily to shortcomings in the 1919 peace settlement but to the overwhelming international economic crisis of 1929–1933 that brought an extremist Nazi regime to power in Germany. From this perspective, the failure of statesmen of the 1930s to deal effectively with the challenges confronting them, not the treaty’s intrinsic weaknesses, was the fundamental factor in the eventual collapse of the Versailles peace settlement.

Priscilla Roberts


Chronology








	June 1914




	28

	Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria-Hungary and his wife Sophie are assassinated in Sarajevo.




	July 1914




	5

	Austria-Hungary seeks support for war against Serbia from its German allies should Russia mobilize; Germany agrees unconditionally.




	23

	Austria-Hungary delivers an ultimatum to Serbia.




	24

	Serbia appeals to Russia for assistance.




	25

	Serbia rejects the Austro-Hungarian ultimatum and mobilizes its armed force.




	28

	Austria-Hungary declares war on Serbia.

Russia mobilizes.




	31

	Germany and the Ottoman Empire conclude a secret pact.

Germany warns Russia to halt its mobilization. Russia asserts that the mobilization is aimed only at Austria-Hungary.




	August 1914




	1

	Germany declares war on Russia.




	2

	The German Army enters Luxembourg.

Italy declares its neutrality.




	3

	Germany declares war on France.




	4

	German troops enter neutral Belgium in accordance with the Schlieffen Plan.

Belgium declares war on Germany.

Britain protests the German violation of Belgian neutrality, which had been guaranteed by multilateral treaty and declares war on Germany.




	5

	Montenegro declares war on Austria-Hungary.

The Ottoman Empire closes the Dardanelles to Allied shipping.




	5–16

	German troops besiege and capture the Belgian fortress city of Liège.




	6

	Austria-Hungary declares war on Russia.

Serbia declares war on Germany.




	9

	Montenegro declares war on Germany.




	10

	France declares war on Austria-Hungary.




	12

	Britain declares war on Austria-Hungary.

U.S. president Woodrow Wilson proclaims U.S. neutrality.

Austro-Hungarian troops invade Serbia.




	14

	French troops invade Lorraine.




	14–25

	The Battle of the Frontiers takes place on the Western Front.




	15

	Russian forces invade East Prussia.




	17

	The Battle of Stallupönen takes place in East Prussia.




	18

	Russian forces invade Austro-Hungarian Galicia.




	20

	The Battle of Gumbinnen takes place in East Prussia.

German forces occupy Brussels, Belgium.

The German Siege of Antwerp begins; the city falls on October 10, 1914.




	21

	Serbian forces are victorious in the Battle of the Jada River (August 16–21).




	22

	The British Expeditionary Force reaches France.

Austria-Hungary declares war on Belgium.




	23

	Japan declares war on Germany.




	23

	The Battle of Kraśnik takes place in Galicia.

The Battle of Mons takes place in Belgium.




	24

	The French abandon their War Plan XVII.




	24–27

	Germans forces besiege Maubeuge, France.




	25

	German forces sack Louvain, Belgium.

Japan declares war on Austria-Hungary.




	26

	The Battle of Tannenberg takes place in East Prussia.

The Battle of Le Cateau takes place in France.

German forces surrender in Togoland, West Africa.




	28

	The Battle of Heligoland Bight takes place in the North Sea.




	29

	The Battle of Guise takes place in France.

The Battle of the Gnila Lipa takes place in Galicia.




	30

	New Zealand armed forces seize German-held Samoa (Western Samoa).




	September 1914




	3

	Russian forces take Lvov (Lemberg), Galicia.




	5

	The Entente powers renounce negotiations for a separate peace.

The First Battle of the Marne (September 5–12) occurs.




	8

	The First Battle of the Masurian Lakes takes place in East Prussia.

The Battle of the Drina River occurs.




	9

	German chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg spells out German war aims.




	11

	Austro-Hungarian forces withdraw from Galicia.

Australia’s armed forces seize German-held New Guinea.




	12

	The First Battle of the Aisne takes place in France.

South African forces invade German-held South-West Africa.




	22

	The British cruisers Aboukir, Cressy, and Hogue are sunk by the German submarine U-9.




	24

	Russian forces besiege Przemyśl, Galicia.




	25

	General Paul von Hindenburg is appointed commander of German forces on the Eastern Front.




	27

	Allied forces take Douala, Kameroun (Cameroon).




	28

	The German Polish offensive commences.




	October 1914




	1

	The First Battle of Arras takes place in France.




	9

	The Boer Revolt occurs in South Africa.

Austro-Hungarian forces relieve Przemyśl.




	12

	German forces besiege Warsaw.




	18

	The Battle of the Yser takes place in Flanders.




	19

	The First Battle of Ypres begins.




	27

	The Central Powers begin withdrawing from Poland.




	29

	The Ottoman Empire joins the Central Powers with naval shelling of Russian Black Sea bases.




	November 1914




	1

	The Battle of Coronel takes place in the Pacific Ocean.




	3

	British forces attack Tanga in German East Africa.

Montenegro declares war on the Ottoman Empire.




	5

	Great Britain and France declare war on the Ottoman Empire.




	6

	Austro-Hungarian forces enter Belgrade.




	7

	German-held Tsingtao in China falls to Japanese forces.

British and Indian Army forces invade Mesopotamia.




	8

	The third Austro-Hungarian invasion of Serbia begins.




	9

	The Australian cruiser Sydney sinks the German commerce raider Emden in the northeast Indian Ocean.




	11

	German forces attack Łódź, Poland.




	16

	Ottoman sultan Mehmed V proclaims jihad (holy war) against the British Empire.




	18

	The Caucasian front opens with an Ottoman advance from Erzurum.




	23

	Portugal declares war on Germany.




	29

	The Germans renew their offensive at Ypres, Belgium.




	December 1914




	3

	Serbian forces are victorious at the Lolubar River.




	6

	Russian forces evacuate Łódź.




	8

	A naval battle off the Falkland Islands.

The Boer Rebellion in South Africa ends with the surrender of 1,200 rebels.




	9

	British and Indian Army troops capture Qurna, Mesopotamia.




	10

	The First French Champagne Offensive begins.




	15

	Austro-Hungarian forces withdraw from Belgrade.




	16

	German naval units bombard Scarborough and Hartlepool on the east coast of England.




	17

	Britain announces a protectorate over Egypt.

The First Battle of Artois begins.




	21

	The first German air raid on Britain occurs.




	24–25

	An unofficial Christmas Truce is observed by troops on the Western Front.




	26

	The Battle of Sarikamiş begins, the first major battle on the Caucasian front.




	January 1915




	14

	South African forces occupy Swakopmund, South-West Africa.

Japan presents its Twenty-One Demands to China.




	19

	The first German zeppelin raid against Great Britain occurs.




	24

	The Battle of the Dogger Bank takes place in the North Sea.




	31

	German forces employ poison gas at Bolimov (Bolimów), Poland.




	February 1915




	3

	Ottoman troops fail in an attempt to cross the Suez Canal.




	4

	Germany announces a war zone in British waters.




	7

	The Second Battle of the Masurian Lakes takes place in East Prussia.




	17

	Austro-Hungarian forces take Czernowitz, Galicia.




	19

	The British and French commence their naval action to force the Dardanelles.




	March 1915




	5

	Allied naval forces bombard Smyrna (today Izmir, Turkey).




	10

	British forces attack Neuve-Chapelle, France.




	11

	The British government announces a naval blockade of German ports.




	18

	The Allied naval effort to force the Dardanelles fails.




	22

	The Austrian Fortress of Przemyśl surrenders to the Russians.

The first German zeppelin raid on Paris occurs.




	25

	The Russian counteroffensive begins in the Carpathians.




	April 1915




	8

	Italy makes territorial demands of Austria-Hungary.




	11

	Ottoman forces open an offensive at Shaiba, Mesopotamia.




	16

	Austria-Hungary rejects Italy’s territorial demands.




	22

	The Second Battle of Ypres begins, with the Germans employing poison gas for the first time on the Western Front.




	23

	The Ottoman arrest of Armenian leaders occurs, the initial phase of the Armenian Massacre.




	25

	Allied forces come ashore at Anzac Cove and Helles in the Gallipoli Peninsula.




	26

	France, Russia, and Britain conclude the secret Treaty of London with Italy whereby Italy will join the Entente side in the war.




	May 1915




	2

	German and Austro-Hungarian forces begin the Gorlice-Tarnów Offensive in Galicia.




	7

	The German submarine U-20 sinks the British passenger liner Lusitania off the southern coast of Ireland, killing 1,195 people, including 128 Americans.




	9

	The Second Battle of Artois in France begins.

The Battle of Aubers Ridge takes place in France.




	13

	South African forces take Windhoek, the capital of German South-West Africa.




	15

	The Battle of Festubert begins in France.




	23

	Italy declares war on Austria-Hungary.




	25

	The Second Battle of Ypres in Belgium ends.




	June 1915




	3

	The Central Powers retake Przemyśl.

British and Indian Army forces capture Amara, Mesopotamia.




	22

	The Central Powers reoccupy Lvov (Lemberg), Galicia.




	23

	The first of 12 battles of the Isonzo River commences on the Italian front.




	29

	The Austro-Hungarian Bug Offensive commences in Poland.




	July 1915




	9

	German South-West Africa surrenders to the Allies.




	11

	The German cruiser Königsberg is disabled in Rufij Delta.




	13

	The German Narev Offensive begins in Poland.




	17

	Italian forces begin the Second Isonzo Offensive.




	22

	The Russian high command, Stavka, orders a retreat from Poland.




	24

	British and Indian Army forces attack Ottoman forces at Nasiriyah, Mesopotamia.




	August 1915




	4

	German forces occupy Warsaw.




	5

	Ottoman forces suffer defeat at Malazgirt in eastern Anatolia.




	6

	The British Suvla Bay Offensive begins at Gallipoli.




	19

	The Passenger liner Arabic is sunk by a German submarine off Ireland; two Americans die.




	20

	Italy declares war on the Ottoman Empire.




	27

	Austro-Hungarian forces launch an offensive in Galicia.




	September 1915




	1

	The Germans suspend unrestricted submarine warfare.




	2

	German forces halt their Eastern Front offensive.




	5

	Czar Nicholas II assumes personal command of the Russian Army.




	6

	Bulgaria signs the Pless Convention, agreeing to join the Central Powers.




	7

	The Germans commence their Vilnius offensive in Lithuania.




	19

	Vilnius falls to the Germans.




	21

	British and French forces commence offensive operations in Macedonia.




	25

	The Allies commence the Third Battle of Artois (the Loos-Artois Offensive).




	28

	British and Indian Army forces take Es Sinn, Mesopotamia.




	October 1915




	3–5

	Allied troops arrive at Salonika, Greece.




	6

	Austro-Hungarian and German forces again invade Serbia.




	8

	Belgrade falls to the Central Powers.




	11

	Bulgaria declares war on Serbia, and Bulgaria’s army invades that country.




	12

	The Germans execute Edith Cavell, a British nurse who helped scores of Allied soldiers escape.




	14

	The U.S. Congress approves an expansion of military forces.

The Allies declare war on Bulgaria.




	18

	The Third Italian Isonzo Offensive begins.




	27

	French forces land in Salonika and, aided by Italian and British troops, establish a front there.




	November 1915




	10

	The Fourth Isonzo Offensive begins.

Russian forces advance on Tehran, Persia.




	22

	The Battle of Ctesiphon takes place in Mesopotamia.




	23

	Serbian Army forces begin a retreat toward the Adriatic Sea, to be evacuated by the Italian and French Navies.




	December 1915




	7

	British and Indian Army forces are besieged in Kut, Mesopotamia.




	13

	Senussi tribesmen attack the British in western Egypt.




	15

	General Sir Douglas Haig assumes command of the British Expeditionary Force.

The Allies begin evacuating Suvla and Anzac Cove, Gallipoli, signaling the end of the campaign there.




	22

	Bulgarian forces take positions in Greece.




	27

	Russian forces commence an offensive in Bessarabia.




	January 1916




	5

	Austro-Hungarian forces invade Montenegro.




	6

	The Battle of Sheikh Sa’ad in Mesopotamia begins.




	9

	Allied forces evacuate Helles, Gallipoli.




	10

	Russian forces commence their Erzurum Offensive in the Caucasus.




	11

	French forces occupy the island of Corfu.




	15

	Admiral Reinhard Scheer is appointed to command the German High Seas Fleet.




	16

	French general Maurice Sarrail takes command of Allied forces at Salonika, Greece.




	21

	The Battle of Hanna takes place in Mesopotamia.




	25

	The British Parliament passes the Military Service Act, permitting conscription.




	25

	Montenegro surrenders to the Central Powers.




	February 1916




	2

	Britain formally launches military conscription.




	15

	Russian forces take Erzurum, Caucasus.




	18

	German forces surrender in Kamerun (Cameroon).




	21

	The Germans commence the Battle of Verdun.




	24

	French general Henri Pétain is named to command the defense of Verdun.




	25

	German forces capture Fort Douaumont, Verdun.




	March 1916




	2

	Germany resumes unrestricted submarine warfare.




	5

	Allied forces begin the Morogoro Offensive in East Africa.




	8

	The Battle of Dujaila takes place in Mesopotamia.




	9

	Germany declares war on Portugal.

Mexican revolutionary Pancho Villa raids Columbus, New Mexico, in the United States.




	12

	Italians begin the Fifth Isonzo Offensive.




	15

	U.S. forces begin the pursuit of Pancho Villa into Mexico.




	18

	Russian forces begin their Lake Naroch Offensive.




	24

	The British liner Sussex is torpedoed in the English Channel.




	April 1916




	5

	The First Battle of Kut in Mesopotamia begins.




	7

	The Russian Black Fleet carries out landings at Rize on the Black Sea.




	17

	Russian forces take the Ottoman port of Trabzon on the Black Sea.




	20

	Germany suspends its U-boat campaign.




	22

	British and Indian Army forces surrender at Kut in Mesopotamia.




	24

	Irish nationalists commence a rebellion in Ireland on Easter Monday, known as the Easter Rising.




	May 1916




	10

	Germany abandons unrestricted submarine warfare.




	15

	Austro-Hungarian forces begin the Trentino Offensive in Italy.




	16

	France and Britain conclude the Sykes-Picot Agreement to partition the Ottoman Empire following an Allied victory in the war.




	29

	German forces seize Mort Homme Hill, Verdun.




	31

	The Battle of Jutland begins.




	June 1916




	1

	The Battle of Jutland ends.




	3

	The U.S. Congress passes the National Defense Act, expanding the U.S. Army and the National Guard.

Russian forces are halted in the Battle of Khanaqin.




	4

	The Russian Brusilov Offensive against Austro-Hungarian forces in Galicia begins.




	5

	British minister of war Field Marshal Horatio Kitchener is lost at sea in the sinking of HMS Hampshire.

The Arab Revolt against the Ottoman Empire begins outside Medina.




	6

	Russian forces take Lutsk, Galicia.

Arab forces capture Mecca.




	20

	German forces launch a counterattack in northern Galicia.




	21

	U.S. and Mexican forces clash at Carrizal, Mexico.




	29

	U.S. Marines land in Haiti.




	July 1916




	1

	British forces begin the Battle of the Somme in France.




	23

	The ANZAC Corps captures Pozières, Somme.




	26

	Russian forces capture Erzincan, Caucasus.




	28

	Russian forces launch the Kovel Offensive.




	30

	The Black Tom Island munitions plant in New Jersey is blown up as a result of German sabotage.




	August 1916




	4

	Ottoman Army forces attack Romani, Suez.




	6

	The Sixth Isonzo Offensive begins.




	17

	The Battle of Florina begins in Salonika.




	27

	Romania declares war on the Central Powers, and its army invades Transylvania.

Kaiser Wilhelm II restricts German U-boat operations.




	28

	Italy declares war on Germany.




	29

	Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg becomes chief of staff of the German Army.




	September 1916




	2

	The Central Powers attack Romania.




	3

	Allied forces capture Dar-es-Salaam, East Africa.




	6

	The Central Powers establish a unified military command structure.




	10

	The Allies present demands to the Greek government.




	13

	Allied forces commence the Monsir Offensive from Salonika.




	14

	The Seventh Isonzo Offensive begins.




	15

	The Romanian invasion of Transylvania grinds to a halt.

The British introduce tanks—their first appearance in the war—during the Battle of Flers-Courcelette, part of the Battle of the Somme.




	October 1916




	10

	The Eighth Isonzo Offensive begins.




	15

	Germany resumes U-boat attacks under search-and-destroy rules.




	16

	The Allies launch an air raid on Oberndorf, Germany.




	23

	Central Powers forces capture Constantza, Romania.




	24

	French forces retake Fort Douaumont, Verdun.




	November 1916




	1

	The Ninth Isonzo Offensive begins.




	2

	French forces recapture Fort Vaux, Verdun.

The Central Powers announce the formation of Congress Poland.

British Army captain T. E. Lawrence joins the Arab forces at Yenbo.




	18

	British forces end the Battle of the Somme.




	19

	Allied forces take Monastir, Tunisia.




	21

	Emperor Franz Joseph of Austria-Hungary dies and is succeeded by Karl I.




	28

	The first German bomber raid on London occurs.




	29

	U.S. occupation of Santo Domingo is proclaimed.




	December 1916




	1

	The Battle of Arges takes place in Romania.




	2

	The Battle of Yenbo in Mesopotamia begins.




	7

	David Lloyd George becomes British prime minister.

Central Powers forces occupy Bucharest.




	8

	Allied naval forces blockade Greece.




	11

	General Robert Nivelle is named commander of the French Army.




	12

	The German government issues its terms for peace.




	13

	British forces commence an offensive at Kut, Mesopotamia.




	18

	U.S. president Woodrow Wilson issues a peace note.




	21

	British forces occupy El Arish, Palestine.




	23

	The Battle of Magdhaba begins in the Sinai Peninsula.




	27

	The French and British divide the former German possession of Togoland into separate administrative departments.




	29

	Grigory Rasputin is murdered in Petrograd.




	January 1917




	7

	The Battle of the Aa takes place in Lithuania.




	9

	The Battle of Rafa occurs, with Ottomans driven out of the Sinai.




	10

	The Allies state their war objectives in response to U.S. president Woodrow Wilson’s December 18 peace note.




	19

	Britain intercepts the Zimmermann Telegram.




	22

	President Woodrow Wilson gives his “peace without victory” speech to the U.S. Congress.

Arab forces take Wehj.




	February 1917




	1

	Germany resumes unrestricted submarine warfare.




	3

	The United States severs diplomatic relations with Germany.




	4

	Mehmed Tâlat Pasha becomes Ottoman grand vizier.




	23

	British forces retake Kut.

The British government reveals the Zimmermann Telegram to the U.S. government.




	26

	Senussi tribesmen are defeated at Siwa.




	March 1917




	1

	Austro-Hungarian emperor Karl I names General Artur Arz von Straussenberg chief of staff.

The U.S. State Department discloses the Zimmermann Telegram to the press.




	5

	The Russian March Revolution begins.




	11

	British and Indian Army forces capture Baghdad.




	12

	U.S. president Woodrow Wilson announces an executive order arming American merchant ships.




	13

	China breaks diplomatic relations with Germany.




	15

	Russian czar Nicholas II abdicates.




	16

	Russia establishes a provisional government.

In Operation ALBERICH, German forces on the Western Front commence a planned withdrawal to a shortened front line that can be held by fewer men.




	25

	The Battle of the Jebel Hamrin takes place in Mesopotamia.




	26

	The First Battle of Gaza in Palestine begins.

Austro-Hungarian emperor Karl I extends peace feelers to France.




	29

	U.S. president Woodrow Wilson publicly calls for a national army to be raised and maintained by selective conscription.




	April 1917




	6

	The United States declares war on Germany.




	7

	Kaiser Wilhelm II promises German constitutional reform in the postwar era.




	9

	The British open the Arras Offensive (Second Battle of Arras) on the Western Front.




	12

	Canadian forces capture Vimy Ridge on the Western Front.




	16

	French forces begin the Nivelle Offensive (also known as the Second Battle of the Aisne and the Third Battle of Champagne).

Vladimir Lenin returns to Russia and calls for an end to cooperation with the provisional government and an end to Russian participation in the war.




	17

	The Second Battle of Gaza in Palestine begins.

In the Nivelle Offensive, French tanks see action for the first time.

Mutinies in the French Army begin.




	24

	Allied forces resume offensive action on the Balkan front.




	28

	The U.S. Congress approves conscription through the Selective Service system.




	30

	British and Indian Army forces conclude their successful Samarrah Offensive.




	May 1917




	9

	The Nivelle Offensive ends.




	10

	The Battle of Mount Hermada (Karst) begins.




	12

	The Tenth Isonzo Offensive begins.




	15

	General Henri Pétain replaces General Robert Nivelle as commander of the French Army.




	18

	U.S. president Woodrow Wilson signs the Selective Service Act into law.

Aleksandr Kerensky becomes Russian war minister.

U.S. general John Pershing is named commander of American Expeditionary Forces (AEF).




	June 1917




	4

	General Aleksei Brusilov assumes command of the Russian Army.




	7

	British forces begin the Battle of Messines Ridge in Flanders.




	11

	King Constantine of Greece abdicates.




	13

	German Gotha bombers conduct their first raid on London.




	16

	The first All-Russian Congress of Soviets convenes in Petrograd.




	25

	Eleuthérios Venizélos returns to Greece as premier.

The first U.S. troops (the 1st Division) arrive in France.




	July 1917




	1

	The Russian Kerensky Offensive in Galicia begins.




	2

	Greece declares war on the Central Powers.




	6

	Arab forces capture Aqaba.




	11

	AEF commander General John J. Pershing proposes a goal of 3 million U.S. troops in Europe.




	16–18

	The Bolsheviks attempt to seize power in Petrograd, Russia.




	19

	The Austro-Hungarian counteroffensive in Galicia begins.

The German Reichstag passes a peace resolution calling for peace on the basis of no territorial annexations.

The Russian Kerensky Offensive ends in failure.




	20

	The Corfu Declaration of South Slav leaders proclaims their intention to establish a greater Slavic state (the later Yugoslavia).




	22

	The Battle of Foscani takes place in Romania.

Aleksandr Kerensky heads a new provisional government coalition in Russia.




	31

	The Third Battle of Ypres (Passchendaele) commences in Flanders.




	August 1917




	1

	General Lavr Kornilov takes command of the Russian Army.




	14

	China declares war on the Central Powers.




	17

	The Eleventh Isonzo Offensive commences.




	September 1917




	1

	The German offensive toward Riga begins on the Eastern Front.




	3

	Riga is taken by the German Army.




	8

	General Mikhail Alekseev replaces General Lavr Kornilov as commander of the Russian Army.




	14

	General Kornilov’s attempt at a coup in Russia collapses.




	20

	General Mikhail Alekseev resigns as commander of the Russian Army.

The British Army commences the Second Ypres Offensive on the Western Front.




	29

	British forces take Ramadi, Mesopotamia.




	October 1917




	8

	German forces commence Operation ALBION in the Gulf of Riga.




	12

	The British open the Third Battle of Ypres (Passchendaele) on the Western Front.




	17

	The Battle of Mahiwa in East Africa begins.




	24

	Austro-Hungarian and German forces initiate the Battle of Caporetto (Twelfth Battle of the Isonzo) in Italy.




	8

	Vittorio Orlando becomes premier of Italy.




	31

	British and Indian Army forces take the Beersheba-Gaza Line in Palestine.




	November 1917




	2

	The Lansing-Ishii Agreement regarding American and Japanese interests in Asia is concluded in Washington.

The Balfour Declaration is issued by the British government and expresses support for a Jewish homeland in Palestine.




	5

	British forces take Tikrit, Mesopotamia.

Allied military leaders tentatively agree to establish the Supreme War Council.




	6

	British forces capture the village of Passchendaele.

Allied leaders hold a summit at Rapallo, Italy.




	7

	The Bolsheviks seize power in Russia.




	8

	General Armando Diaz replaces Luigi Cadorna as commander of the Italian Army.




	9

	At their meeting in Tapallo, Allied leaders agree to create the Allied Supreme War Council.




	10

	Italian forces complete their withdrawal across the Piave River.




	16

	Georges Clemenceau becomes premier of France.




	20

	British forces launch their Cambrai Offensive, employing tanks 
en masse for the first time and without extensive preliminary 
bombardment.




	25

	German forces invade Mozambique.




	30

	German forces launch a counteroffensive at Cambrai.




	December 1917




	1

	The Allied Supreme War Council is established at Versailles, 
France.




	2

	Russian delegates arrive at Brest-Litovsk for peace negotiations with Germans.

The United States declares war on Austria-Hungary.




	9

	British and Indian Army forces capture Jerusalem.

Romania concludes an armistice with the Central Powers.

The Bolsheviks announce an effort by counterrevolutionary (White) forces against them, beginning the Russian Civil War.




	10

	British and French forces arrive on the Italian front.




	13

	White forces capture Rostov in Russia.




	16

	An armistice is concluded between the Central Powers and the Russians on the Eastern Front.




	22

	Peace negotiations commence between Germany and Russia at Brest-Litovsk.




	26

	Ottoman and German forces counterattack near Jerusalem.




	31

	U.S. Navy battleships join the British Grand Fleet at Scapa Flow.




	January 1918




	8

	Before a joint session of Congress, U.S. president Woodrow Wilson presents his Fourteen Points, outlining American war aims and postwar goals.




	24

	Arab forces are victorious over the Ottomans at Rafila.




	28

	The Bolsheviks stage a coup in Helsinki, Finland.




	February 1918




	1

	A mutiny occurs in the Austro-Hungarian Navy units at Cattaro in the southern Adriatic.




	11

	U.S. president Woodrow Wilson delivers his “Four Principles” speech to a joint session of Congress.




	16

	General Henry Hughes Wilson becomes British chief of staff, replacing William Robertson.




	18

	A small German offensive (Operation FAUSTSCHLAG) begins on the Eastern Front to destabilize the Bolshevik government.




	21

	British forces take Jericho in Palestine.




	23

	Estonia declares its independence from Russia.




	25

	Food rationing is initiated in London.




	March 1918




	1

	German forces occupy Kiev, Ukraine.




	3

	The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk establishes peace between Russia and the Central Powers.




	11

	Ottoman forces reoccupy Erzurum, Armenia.




	12

	Chinese and Japanese forces clash in Manchuria.




	21

	The Ludendorff (Spring) Offensive begins on the Western Front with Operation MICHAEL between La Fère and just south of Arras.

British forces attack Amman, Transjordan.

German forces begin shelling Paris with long-range artillery (the Paris gun).




	26

	French general Ferdinand Foch receives “coordinating authority” over Allied military forces on the Western Front.




	28

	The Germans launch their unsuccessful Operation MARS against Arras in an effort to reenergize the faltering Operation MICHAEL but fail to exploit a gap in the Allied lines and drive for the vital British rail center of Amiens, the last chance for success in Operation MICHAEL.




	April 1918




	1

	The Rome Congress of Oppressed Nationalities opens.

Britain’s Royal Flying Corps and Royal Naval Air Service merged to form the Royal Air Force, the world’s first independent air force.




	4

	In the Ludendorff Offensive on the Western Front, the Germans direct their efforts toward Amiens.




	5

	General Ludendorff orders an end to Operation MICHAEL on the Western Front.

French premier Georges Clemenceau publicizes Austrian emperor Karl I’s peace initiatives.




	9–10

	The Germans launch Operation GEORGETTE across the Lys River from Givenchy in the south to north of Ypres.




	12

	Although the Germans are on the verge of capturing the vital British rail center at Hazebrouck, General Eric Ludendorff shifts the thrust of Operation GEORGETTE on the Western Front to the north toward Mount Kemmel.




	14

	French general Ferdinand Foch is appointed commander in chief of the Allied forces on the Western Front.




	15

	Ottoman forces occupy Batu, Transcaucasia.




	22–23

	Royal Navy units raid Ostend and Zeebrugge, Belgium.




	28

	Russian Red Army forces are defeated at Viborg, Finland.




	May 1918




	1

	German general Eric Ludendorff orders the termination of the Western Front offensive, Operation GEORGETTE.




	7

	The Central Powers conclude with Romania the Treaty of Bucharest, ending Romanian participation in the war.




	20

	At a conference in Zeebrugge, Belgium, German general Eric Ludendorff decides to launch Operation HAGEN on the Western Front 
to eliminate the British Expeditionary Force after first conducting a 
large-scale diversionary attack in the south to draw off the Allied reserves.




	25

	German submarines appear for the first time in U.S. waters.




	26

	The Ottoman Empire and Armenia sign the Treaty of Batum.




	27

	The German Army launches Operation BLÜCHER, the Chemin des Dames Offensive (Third Battle of the Aisne), on the Western Front, designed as a diversionary attack to draw Allied reserves south of the Somme River.

The Germans also begin Operation GOERZ to the east on the Western Front in support of Operation BLÜCHER.




	28

	General Eric Ludendorff orders German forces to cross the Vesle River, exceeding the limited objective for Operation BLÜCHER and effectively sealing the battlefield fate of the German Army in World War I.

The 28th Regiment of U.S. 1st Division attacks the Germans at Cantigny, France, in the first independent U.S. offensive action of the war.




	31

	German forces launch Operation YORCK in an attempt to reenergize the faltering Operation BLÜCHER on the Western Front.




	June 1918




	3

	German Army Operation BLÜCHER-GOERZ-YORCK reaches its culmination point, checked on the Marne River at Château-Thierry.




	5

	The Germans terminate Operations BLÜCHER, GOERZ, and YORCK, which failed to draw Allied reserves away from Flanders.




	8

	General Louis Franchet d’Esperey assumes command of Allied forces at Salonika.




	9

	The German Army commences Operation GNEISENAU on the Western Front toward the Matz River between Noyon and Montdidier in another attempt to draw the Allied reserves from the north.




	12

	On the Western Front, two corps of the German Seventh Army launch the unsuccessful Operation HAMMERSCHLAG in an effort to support Operation GNEISENAU.




	15

	General Ludendorff cancels Operations GNEISENAU and HAMMERSCHLAG on the Western Front.

Austria-Hungary opens the Battle of the Piave River.




	July 1918




	2

	The Allied Supreme War Council supports military intervention in Siberia to support White forces in the Russian Civil War.




	3

	Ottoman sultan Mohammed V dies.




	4

	Australians forces are victorious at Le Hamel, France.




	6

	President Woodrow Wilson agrees to a U.S. military intervention in Siberia.




	15

	The Second Battle of the Marne begins; the German Seventh, First, and Third Armies launch Operation MARNESCHUTZ-REIMS on the Western Front to pinch out the city of Reims by a double envelopment, once again attempting to draw Allied reserves away from the north.




	16

	Despite a lack of evidence that Allied reserves in Flanders on the Western Front are moving south, General Eric Ludendorff orders German forces to begin moving north in preparation for Operation HAGEN.

Czar Nicholas II of Russia and his family are killed by the Bolsheviks at Yekaterinburg on Vladimir Lenin’s order.




	18

	The French Sixth and Tenth Armies launch a counteroffensive into the right flank of the German’s considerable Marne salient west of Reims on the Western Front; nine U.S. divisions participate.




	19

	General Eric Ludendorff halts all northward movement of German forces on the Western Front for Operation HAGEN.




	20

	The French Fifth and Ninth Armies counterattack into the left flank of the German Marne salient on the Western Front.

German general Eric Ludendorff cancels Operation HAGEN.




	August 1918




	2

	Admiral Reinhard Scheer becomes chief of the German Navy, and Admiral Franz von Hipper is appointed commander of the High Seas Fleet.




	3

	On the Western Front, Allied forces push the Germans north of the Vesle River, where they were at the end of the first day of Operation BLÜCHER.




	8

	The British launch their Amiens Offensive on the Western Front and score great gains against the German forces.




	11

	Japanese forces reach Vladivostok.




	17

	U.S. troops reach Vladivostok.




	21

	Allied forces commence the Second Battle of Albert on the Western Front.




	25

	The British Dunsterforce, a composite military unit dispatched to the Caucasus to ensure a more reliable force there, assembles at Baku, Transcaucasia.




	26

	The Allies commence the Scarpe Offensive on the Western Front.




	September 1918




	4

	U.S. troops arrive at Archangelsk, Russia.




	12

	U.S. and French forces begin the Saint-Mihiel Offensive on the Western Front.




	14

	British forces evacuate Baku.

Allied forces launch the Vardar Offensive from Salonika.




	15

	The Battle of Dobo Pole takes place on the Macedonian front.




	16

	The Saint-Mihiel Offensive by U.S. and French forces ends.




	19

	British forces launch the Megiddo Offensive in Palestine.




	26

	The Meuse-Argonne Offensive commences on the Western Front; it is the largest military operation ever for U.S. troops.




	27

	Allied forces attack the Canal du Nord on the German Hindenburg Line.

Allied forces cross the Saint-Quentin Canal of the Hindenburg Line.




	30

	Bulgaria signs an armistice with the Allies and leaves the war.




	October 1918




	1

	British and Arab forces occupy Damascus.




	3

	Prince Max von Baden becomes chancellor of Germany.




	4

	Germany and Austria-Hungary request an armistice from the United States.




	5

	Allied forces capture the main Hindenburg Line.




	7

	Izzet Pasha becomes grand vizier of the Ottoman Empire.




	12

	U.S. general John J. Pershing forms the U.S. Second Army, commanded by Lieutenant General Robert Bullard.




	14

	Allied forces commence the Battle of Courtrai in Flanders.

A provisional Czechoslovakian government is formed in Prague.




	16

	Karl I of Austria-Hungary publishes the October Manifesto.




	20

	Sailors of the German High Seas Fleet mutiny at Kiel.




	21

	Germany halts unrestricted submarine warfare.




	24

	The Italian Army begins the Battle of Vittoria Veneto.




	26

	German Army quartermaster General Erich Ludendorff resigns.




	27

	General Wilhelm Groener is appointed quartermaster general of the German Army.




	30

	The Allies conclude an armistice with the Ottoman Empire at Mudros.




	31

	Count Mihály Károlyi becomes premier of Hungary.

British forces occupy Aleppo (today in Syria).




	November 1918




	1

	Serbian troops reoccupy Belgrade.




	3

	Austria-Hungary concludes an armistice with the Allies.




	4

	Allied forces commence the Sambre Offensive on the Western Front.




	8

	Field Marshal Ferdinand Foch receives the German armistice delegation at Compiègne, France.

A socialist republic is declared in Bavaria.




	9

	The abdication of German kaiser Wilhelm II is announced in Berlin. The German Republic is proclaimed, and a provisional socialist coalition government is formed.




	10

	Former German kaiser Wilhelm II goes into exile in the Netherlands.

Austria-Hungary ruler Karl I abdicates.




	11

	An armistice between the Allies and Germany goes into effect at 11:00 a.m.




	12

	An Austrian republic is proclaimed.

A Czechoslovakian republic is proclaimed.




	14

	Fighting ends in German East Africa.




	18

	Germany’s High Sees Fleet is surrendered to the British.




	January 1919




	12

	The Paris Peace Conference opens.




	June 1919




	21

	Ships of the German High Seas Fleet are scuttled by their crews at Scapa Flow.




	28

	The Treaty of Versailles is signed between the Allied Powers and Germany.




	November 1919




	9

	The U.S. Senate rejects the Treaty of Versailles and the League of Nations covenant.




	March 1920




	8

	The U.S. Senate rejects the Treaty of Versailles and the League of Nations covenant for a second and final time; the United States will not participate in the supranational organization.
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