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FROM THE DEBUT of firearms in the late Middle Ages to the detonation
of atomic weapons in 1945, no military development in Western Europe
rivaled in importance the growth of armies. This growth multiplied
the costs of war, compelled states to centralize, spawned huge civil
bureaucracies, unified peoples, altered social classes, bankrupted states,
precipitated revolutions, and caused the rise and fall of great powers.
In short, it shaped history.

While one brief essay cannot detail all the effects of military expan-
sion, it can sketch the pattern of growth. In addition, this chapter
reflects upon the roles played by the instruments and ideas of warfare
in delineating the most fundamental institutional development of the
half-millenium, 1445-1945. The curve drawn here outlines a rationale,
beyond those based on industrial technology, for centering the dis-
cussion in Tools of War from the mid-fifteenth to the late nineteenth
century. During that era, a particular quality and magnitude of growth
provided a background, and at times a motif, for apparently diverse
aspects of military history.

The French Case Study: Counting Heads, 1445-1945

Consider the growth of the French army as a concrete case study of
military expansion. While the French pattern was unique to France, it
nonetheless both illustrated and influenced Continental military trends.
With the Ordonnance of 1445, Valois France was the first European
state to establish a permanent standing army since Imperial Rome. The
multiplication of France’s armed forces over the next five hundred years
can be usefully divided into four periods, dictated by the size and
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character of military institutions and by their political environments.
The first ran from the promulgation of the Ordonnance to the military
expansion under Richelieu; the second, from 1624 through the onset
of the French Revolution; the third, from 1789 through the end of
the Franco-Prussian War; and the fourth, from 1871 to the end of
World War I1.

Several basic choices must be made when charting an army’s growth
over time. This author has elected to count all troops, not just those
assembled in field armies. Full “paper” or legal strengths are usually
reported without any attempt to discount or interpret them into “real”
totals.! Also, when possible, gross numbers appear, not just those of
forces “present under arms.” Since figures reported here come from
various authorities, they derive from different systems of calculation.
Where major discrepancies exist between respectable sources, they are
reported rather than resolved.

Also, in studying the expansion of French military forces it is im-
portant to distinguish the levels of troops maintained in peacetime from
those marshaled for war. The comments that follow address peacetime
and wartime figures separately for each of the four periods.

The First Period, 1445-1624

Remarkable stability in the size of both peacetime and wartime French
force levels characterized the first, and longest, period.? Contamine
estimated that the monarchy maintained a peacetime force of about
14,000 into the 1470s and kept an average of 20,000 to 25,000 on
foot during the last quarter of the century, a figure inflated by Louis
XI’s short-lived attempt to maintain a peacetime army of 24,000.° It
is hard to speak of real “peace” in the sixteenth century, but Ferdinand
Lot stated that 28,000 troops remained after the conclusion of the
Peace of Cateau-Cambrésis in 1559.% J. R. Hale has asserted that this
was reduced to only 10,000 by 1562.5 With the end of the Wars of
Religion at the close of the century, Henri IV reduced the standing
army to 8,500.¢

Wartime levels during this first period probably did not top 55,000.
Contamine concluded that French forces stood at 40,000 to 45,000
during years of major campaigns in the late fifteenth century.” Lot
calculated that troops marshaled for the invasions of Italy numbered
30,000 to 40,000. He discounted the claims that Henri 1I assembled
60,000 to 80,000 for his campaign of 1552, setting the number at the
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far more modest level of 38,000.* Henri IV may have had as many as
50,000 troops in the field during the last phase of the Wars of Religion.”
Sully reported that even when Henri was secure on his throne, and
had amassed a sizable war chest, he planned to assemble no more than
54,600 for his great war in 1610."

Number chasing for these early centuries is a risky enterprise, but
it seems to reveal little if any growth in either peacetime or wartime
levels; if anything, peacetime figures from the late fifteenth century
probably exceeded those of the early seventeenth.

The Second Period, 1624-1789
Beginning in the 1620s, and greatly accelerating with the entry of France
into the Thirty Years’ War in 1635, the army experienced massive and
rapid growth that stabilized at new higher levels in the 1680s. One
scholar states that after the Peace of Alais in 1629, French peacetime
forces stood at only 12,000." Yet, in 1666, a generation later, Louvois
reported peacetime levels of 72,000, already several times greater than
any previous figure.’> But this soon jumped even higher, to 131,000,
after the end of the War of Devolution in 1668."* This impressive
peacetime level is somewhat misleading since the French did not de-
mobilize after the War of Devolution. Louis XIV longed for revenge
against the Dutch as soon as possible, which he achieved by attacking
them in 1672. In any case, from the late 1670s through the 1780s
French peacetime troop levels hovered around 150,000, sometimes
dipping below 140,000 and occasionally exceeding 160,000.™
Wartime figures also soared to unprecedented heights and remained
there. During the crucial war year of 1636, one official projection for
the army of Louis XIII topped 200,000 troops; another for 1640 listed
196,000.” Richelieu claimed that there were 180,000 troops in the
king’s service.'* Commonly, for much of the war the figure of 150,000
is reported by contemporary sources and echoed today."” This last
number seems a reasonable median for official wartime strength, even
though it undeniably overstates the reality; in recent research Kroener
and Parrott argue that for the era of the Thirty Years War, such paper
figures must be cut in half to arrive at the number actually present for
service.’® The brief War of Devolution (1667-68) put roughly 134,000
French troops under arms.”” Over 279,000 troops took the field at the
height of the Dutch War (1672-78) according to contemporary sources.”
The tighter character of military administration under Louis XIV gives
greater credit to these later official numbers.
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From the later reign of Louis XIV until the Revolution that dealt
his world a deathblow, troop strength repeatedly approached 400,000
for major wars. One study put the number for the War of the League
of Augsburg (1688-97) at about 396,000 and set the wartime peak of
the War of the Spanish Succession (1701-14) at just over 392,000.2
The War of the Polish Succession (1733-38) was a minor affair that
brought the French army to a strength of only 205,000;2 however, the
War of the Austrian Succession (1740-48) pushed the level back up to
roughly 401,000.2 The Seven Years’ War (1756-63) fell short of such
military expansion, as only 330,000 troops stood by the colors during
that conflict.

The Third Period, 1789-1871

The third period poses new problems for the historian trying to en-
capsulate French military development. Not the least problem is the
fact that this era witnessed six, seven, or eight distinct regimes, de-
pending on how one chooses to count them. It is necessary to begin
by considering the turbulent epoch of the Revolutionary and Napo-
leonic Wars in its own right. On paper, the army reached the extraor-
dinary peak of a million troops during the summer of 1794.%° But this
unique assembly of troops did not really set a standard for wartime
figures for 1789-1871. In fact, this level soon fell precipitously; Minister
Petiet stated that the army had fallen to 484,000 by August 1795, to
396,000 by August 1796, and to 382,000 in 1797.% Napoleon never
matched the number of French troops mobilized by the Republic of
Virtue; the French contingents of his Imperial army seem to have stood
at no more than 600,000 to 650,000 at any one time.””

Only after Waterloo is it possible to speak of a true peacetime army
again. In the aftermath of the final Napoleonic defeat, the army col-
lapsed to a level of 75,000 by January 1816, but the military law of
1818 jacked up its legal peacetime level to 240,000.2 In urging the
adoption of the 1832 military law that bears his name, Marshal Soult
stated that the army stood at only 224,000.° The Soult Law stipulated
an army of about 300,000, and a military ordinance of 1841 raised
that level to 334,000.°° Official figures, however, reported the number
as higher, averaging 352,000 from 1831 to 1847." The average for the
periods of relative quiet during the Second Empire rose to 412,000.%

It is more difficult to arrive at a clear comparison of wartime highs,
since no conflict between Waterloo and the Franco-Prussian War posed
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a lethal threat or lasted long enough to warrant full mobilization for
war. Under the July Monarchy mobilization projections were based on
putting 500,000 men into the field.** According to the Delbousquet
report, the army reached about 590,000 at the peak of the Crimean
War and 540,000 for the 1859 Italian War.** Mobilization tables for
the early 1860s claimed that with its reserve the French army could
have put 625,000 to 650,000 men into the field.*

On the eve of the Franco-Prussian War, Napoleon III pushed for a
major military reform intended to double the number of troops that
could be mobilized. However, the resultant 1868 Neil Law accom-
plished little.>* It intended to raise the force of the peacetime army
and expand the reserve, so that by 1875 the mobilized army would
have amounted to 800,000, backed by a Garde Mobile of 500,000.
However, these gardes could claim only minimal training.*® In 1870,
when war came, the number the French put in the field fell far short
of Prussian levies. The potential 1,100,000 was largely fiction, counting
as it did the useless Garde Mobile. The most reliable figure is 567,000,
a total reported in an official troop report of 5 July 1870.% It may not
be fair to judge what forces the French state could have produced by
reference to the Franco-Prussian War, since it ended too soon to test
the government’s capacity to mobilize on a Revolutionary or Napo-
leonic scale.

The Fourth Period, 1871-1945

Immediately after the Franco-Prussian War, the peacetime level set by
the fairly conservative 1872 military law stood at about 400,000, with
a five-year service term. However, military laws of 1889 and 1905
reduced service to three years and then to two, raised the number of
troops in uniform to some 500,000 by 1911, and expanded the reserve.*
In 1913 the term of service was lengthened to three years so that the
French might increase their standing army to match that of the Germans.
This created a force of about 731,000 in early 1914. After World
War I, the French decreased the time in service required of conscripts
to eighteen months in 1923 and then to twelve months in 1928. The
size of the French army in uniform authorized by the law of 1928 fell
to just under 524,000. About 450,000 actually served in 1933.%
With the reserve system in place, the difference between peacetime
and wartime levels exceeded all previous levels, France mobilized some
3,580,000 men in the late summer of 1914, about four and a half to



6 LYNN

five times the number of troops in the standing army earlier that year.®
In 1939-40 the French mobilized more men—at least 4,000,000,
Combat units stood in 110 divisions. The uniformed Free French forces
that fought alongside the Allies never amounted to more than a small
fraction of the numbers mobilized in 1940. In 1945, the largest French
force, De Lattre de Tassigny’s First Army, amounted to only two corps,
totaling eight divisions.* While some credit the nonuniformed resis-
tance fighters as the equivalent of fifteen more divisions, this figure is
largely subjective.®

Characteristics of French Military Expansion

Between 1445 and 1945 the scale of armies changed dramatically. This
expansion seems more inevitable than surprising, considering the great
technological, intellectual, institutional, and demographic develop-
ments that transformed Europe during these five centuries. The figure
at right summarizes the growth of the French army over half a mil-
lennium.

The first period set peacetime numbers in the range of 10,000 to
25,000, with wartime figures of 30,000 to 55,000. While historians
continue to offer differing estimates of troop strengths, one thing is
clear: there was no significant expansion over this era of more than
170 years. By contrast, the second period brought an unprecedented
rise of force levels. In percentage terms, this expansion would never
be equaled again. After 1678, the peacetime standing army marshaled
about 150,000, to be multiplied to 400,000 in wartime. This constituted
a 700 to 1000 percent increase over base levels set between 1445 and
1624. So extraordinary was this expansion that it qualifies as the French
phase of the military revolution,*

The confusing third period saw average peacetime levels climb to
352,000 to 412,000, while wartime highs under Napoleon I and Na-
poleon I did not exceed 650,000. The spike of a million men in the
summer of 1794 proved to be an anomaly. Therefore, while the third
period brought increases, they fell into the range of only 150 to 250
percent. These increases appear more modest when one realizes that
from 1830 on the army carried major colonial responsibilities— es-
pecially in North Africa—not borne under earlier regimes. So, for
example, the troops marshaled to fight the Franco-Prussian War in-
cluded 50,000 troops who garrisoned Algeria.”” With its capacity to
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THE GROWTH OF THE FRENCH ARMY, 1445-1945

call upon a mass army, the Third Republic mobilized as many as
4,000,000 soldiers for the world wars of the twentieth century. This
amounted to a rise of 600 to 700 percent in initial wartime strength.
However, peacetime figures rose much more modestly to average about
400,000 to 600,000, a comparatively low 150 percent, at the most, of
those maintained in the previous period.
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Just how typical is this story of expansion? While its exact pattern
of growth is unique to France, the timing and proportion of expansion
were still part of a larger European phenomenon. The Russian army
only reached the Western European scale under Peter the Great. During
the eighteenth century, its wartime troop figures grew from about
200,000 in the early 1700s to 400,000 by 1800.*® To resist Napoleon’s
invasion, the Russians marshaled only about 410,000 troops.*” These
forces continued to grow as Russia became the most populous state
in Europe. By 1826 its active forces and reserves numbered over 850,000
on paper, and they remained at that level until the Crimean War.*
These troops were long-service conscripts, serving twenty-five-year
hitches, which were later reduced to fifteen years; Russian reserves
were comparatively small.*’ In reaction to the Crimean defeat and later
Prussian victories, the Russians labored to create a mass reserve army
on Prussian lines. In 1874 the service term was reduced to six years. When
war broke out in 1914, the tsar mobilized more divisions than either
France or Germany.

The Austrian army had much the same proportions in the nineteenth
century as the French army. The Austrians possessed only a small
reserve. Regular forces were similarly composed of long-service profes-
sionals recruited through conscription; however, before 1845 the num-
ber of years of required service varied. German areas within the Austrian
Empire sent their sons for fourteen years’ service; Hungarians, for life.
After 1845 service was standardized at eight years.’”” In 1813 the Aus-
trians put 550,000 men in the field against Napoleon; they did not
better this against the Prussians in 1866, when the most charitable
figures add up to only 528,000, mobilized in seven weeks.”> They
adopted the mass army concept with reforms that began in 1868.

A comparison of the French case with that of France’s ultimate rival,
Prussia/Germany, reveals some parallels and significant differences. Of
course, the Prussian/German example is more complicated than the
French case because state boundaries and resources changed so greatly
over time. From quite different beginnings, Prussian forces also swelled
in the seventeenth century under the Great Elector, to a standing force
of 31,000.”* While the French army stabilized in the eighteenth century,
Prussian battalions continued to multiply. Frederick William I began
with an army of 38,000, which he doubled to 80,000 by 1740.** Under
Frederick II, Prussia added Silesia and also Polish territories and doubled
the size of the standing army again to 162,000.>° At a time when the
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French maintained a standing army of 350,000, the restored Prussia of
the 1830s and 1840s maintained one of 200,000.” While the reformers
of the early nineteenth century established the principles of conscription
and large reserves, the Prussian army had not yet realized the potential
of this system because the state called up only part of the annual
contingent of potential recruits and was still relatively limited in re-
sources. Prussia raised 355,000 men to fight Austria in 1866 —a sizable
force, but still one of only Napoleonic scale.’® German forces mobilized
to fight France in the years 1870-71 were much larger, totaling nearly
1,200,000, With the creation of the German Empire came still greater
numbers. The standing army totaled about 400,000 in 1875 and grew
to more than 750,000 in 1913.% In 1914 Germany mobilized a massive
force of about 3,800,000 troops.*

Thus the growth of the French army from 1445 to 1945 reveals the
directions and dimensions of a Continental trend; it also says something
about the dynamics of phenomenon. After the creation of the standing
army in 1445, each of the major upturns in army size was associated
with a major political change. It could be argued that even the acts
that created Europe’s first permanent army in the mid-fifteenth century
constituted a political watershed. Certainly the grant of a regular tax
base and the founding of a standing army both recognized and extended
the growing power of the Valois monarchy. Nevertheless, Contamine
argues, the forging of the compagnies dordonnance is better seen as
an attempt to regularize the organization of forces already existing at
the end of the Hundred Years’ War than as an attempt to bring an
army into being.

The military expansion at the start of the second period, beginning
in the 1620s and accomplished by the 1680s, created the absolutist
state. Through a long administrative, fiscal, and political process, the
French state struggled to support armed forces seven to ten times
greater than any it had maintained in the past. To do so the Bourbon
monarchy sponsored a dramatic political metamorphosis under Louis
XIII and Louis XIV. In fact, even after the forging of the absolutist
state, the monarchy’s financial resources never equaled the needs of
its armed forces, and war continually threatened the state with bank-
ruptcy.

In 1789, the Revolution—largely brought on by the fiscal crisis of
the monarchy — changed the given assumptions and methods of French
government and society, thus making possible the military expansion
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of the third period. Though much is said of the revolutionary élan of
the mass army that rose to defend the new France, the emotional peak
of revolutionary enthusiasm could not endure for long. From a military
point of view, the most lasting accomplishments of the Revolution
were the elimination of traditional restraints upon the central govern-
ment’s ability to tap the resources of France, the exploitation of na-
tionalist sentiment, the introduction of regular conscription, and the
democratization of the officer corps. Interestingly, while regimes changed
in political assumptions from Napoleon I through Napoleon I, they
maintained very similar concepts about the nature of military institu-
tions, favoring long-service professional forces composed of volunteers
and conscripts, augmented by modest reserves in wartime. Changes in
regime and political principle did not always bring change within mil-
itary institutions.

With some reluctance, the French fashioned the Third Republic in
the 1870s, ushering in a new political and military period based on
new principles. The unrevolutionary Third Republic gave France what
the revolutionary First and Second Republics failed to provide—the
Jacobin ideal of an army based on a massive citizen-reserve force. Faced
with the example and threat of Imperial Germany before them, the
French redefined the regular army as a training organ, designed to
produce a great reserve force at the outbreak of war. They created a
nation at arms—not simply as a short-lived reaction to crisis, as in
1792-94 or 1870-71, but as an ongoing reality.

So in each case, the creation of a larger army did not come about
as the result of just doing the same but more so. New levels of military
force implied new assumptions about the army and new principles of
government.

Influences Compelling the Expansion

“How” is a much less ambitious interrogative than “why”” While a
thorough examination of why the army grew exceeds the scope of this
essay, some probable causes demand at least a brief discussion.

An obvious explanation for growing armies might simply be that
they result from a growing population. The French increased their
numbers nearly threefold between 1600 and 1950, from roughly 18
million to 42 million.” Surely that is an important part of the story,
but not all of it. For while higher numbers of people make it much
easier to field greater armies, they do not necessarily create greater
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armies. The largest percentage increase in French military force came
at a time when the population remained relatively stable, or may even
have declined somewhat, in the mid-seventeenth century, while the
impressive population growth of the mid-nineteenth century saw only
a modest rise in the troop levels of the French army. And even if one
argues plausibly that a time lag existed between population growth and
later military expansion, or that multiplying battalions fed on marginal
population increases rather than on total sums, this still does not
account for the exact pattern of military expansion in France. Increases
would seem to have more to do with politics than with population.

Could it be that technology—the tools of war—imposed military
expansion? Much of the debate over the military revolution, 15 60-1660
(a term coined by Michael Roberts) revolves around the growth of
armies and the rationale behind it. Geoffrey Parker has argued forcefully
that the spread of modern fortifications in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries imposed larger armies on the great states of Europe. Briefly
put, he contends that the polygonal fortresses designed according to
the trace italienne came to dictate the course of wars in this period
and that the attack or defense of such works required huge numbers
of troops. In this volume, Simon Adams rebuts Parker’s assertions.
First, Adams questions the timing of military expansion, suggesting that
while Spain’s armies grew to maintain the Spanish school of strategy
in the sixteenth century, for most of Europe, expansion only became
clear in the latter half of the seventeenth century. Second, he insists
that the political goals of rulers during the Thirty Years’ War—not
fortresses—required the unprecedented scale of forces. Bourbon pol-
icy, for example, not the existence of new fortifications, drove up
French army size after 1635. So far as army expansion is concerned,
Adams concludes that the instruments of war exerted less influence
than ideas did.

To be sure, the instruments of war clearly set limits on army ex-
pansion, and new technologies often opened up new possibilities. While
the attempt to explain military growth during the seventeenth century
by appeal to supposed improvements in the European road system hits
wide of the mark, roads—and later, railroads—played a major part
in warfare. Railroads made it possible to marshal, deploy, and sustain
armies in the millions by the twenticth century. But it is worth noting
that the concept which inspired the mass army — the notion of an army
based on great reserves, to be trained in peacetime and mobilized for
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war—came out of the Napoleonic era. Railroads alone did not trans-
form warfare. Though a railroad network covered France by 1848,
force levels remained constant from the 1830s into the 1870s. Showalter
argues that even the first masters of the military possibilities of the
railroad, the Prussians, still had to proportion their armies in relation
to other means of transportation through the Franco-Prussian War.

Administrative efficiency also is put forward to account for the
growth of armed forces. Certainly, mushrooming troop levels required
larger and more active bureaucracies to support them. In no case was
this truer than with seventeenth-century French military expansion.
Louis XIV’s great ministers of war, Le Tellier and Louvois, justly deserve
mention alongside Condé, Turenne, and Luxembourg. However, it is
by no means clear that administrative capacity caused numbers to
multiply as they did. There is good teason to believe that the converse
is true—that needs imposed by a growing army generated the mixture
of power and bureaucracy known as absolutism. The robbery and
rapine the army inflicted on the French people, particularly during the
Thirty Years® War, testified to the fact the army grew more rapidly
than the financial and administrative apparatus designed to equip, feed,
and house it.** To satisfy their unmet needs, soldiers extorted money,
food, and lodgings from the unfortunate subjects of the very king they
served. At least into the 1680s, the bureaucracy of the fledgling ab-
solutist state seemed forever to be trying to catch up with the demands
imposed on it by an army of unprecedented scale.**

This brings the argument back to the point raised by Simon Adams—
the necessity of viewing the military revolution in its political context.
Styles of warfare and the proportions of armies changed to meet po-
litical goals. In other words, the role of ideas must be given heavy
emphasis. An understanding of the growth of the French army during
the second period requires a consideration of the foreign policy as-
sumptions and goals of the Bourbon monarchy. Louis XIV’s bid for
territorial aggrandizement and European hegemony demanded an army
of 400,000. A century later, Napoleon’s imperial designs required a
force of 650,000. For the period of greatest numerical increase, pop-
ulation, technology, and government provided a context in which con-
cepts of political goals and military insticutions played crucial roles.
Competition between states was also a factor: for example, France set
the standard for the seventeenth century, but in the period 1871-1914
she fashioned her army and set its proportions to match those of
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Germany. Through international competition, the goals of a leading
state impose that state’s means on its rivals. And decline, once raised
to a new level, becomes difficult and dangerous in a kind of Clause-
witzian ratchet effect.

Composition of Forces

Major changes in force levels usually bring changes in the social com-
position of armies. Choices concerning the number of men who will
be called to arms require decisions about the kind of men they will
be. No issue of military expansion can be more complex or have more
enduring consequences in military, political, and social spheres.

French military expansion during the early years of the Revolution
provides a particularly concrete example of the link between army
growth and the transformation of troop composition. The regiments
of Louis XVI were composed of common soldiers from the lower
ranks of socicty, who, while not the total outcasts they are frequently
portrayed as, were castoffs of the economy. Their aristocratic officers
saw themselves as socially superior and increasingly professional. In
1781, the aristocrats won an important victory with the Ségur law,
which barred both non-nobles and those who had recently purchased
a patent of nobility from wearing an officer’s epaulet.”

Revolution brought with it a redefinition of the soldier, the officer,
and military duty itself. Once condemned as insensitive tools of an
autocratic regime, soldicrs now won praise as inspired defenders of a
new society. In short, they became model citizens. The idea of the
citizen soldier—and its corollary, that every citizen bore the duty to
serve as a soldier in times of crisis—made the levée en masse possible.
Technology did not impose or encourage this decision.The stakes were
high enough to generalize the selection of soldiers to the entire male
population of suitable age, health, and family status. Even before war
broke out, the barriers that excluded non-nobles from officers’ com-
missions fell. Egalitarian principles of the Revolution dictated this
measure. As the army greatly exceeded ancien régime proportions, the
new social definition of an officer allowed the Republic of Virtue to
provide a sufficient number of leaders for an army of a million men.

In his essay, Dennis Showalter draws the contrast between the army
of Frederick the Great and that of the early nineteenth-century re-
formers in a similar fashion, describing the eighteenth-century Prussian
soldier and officer in much the same terms as those that apply to the
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French. The new army of the reformers was also linked to a liberal
redefinition of the soldier. And while the barriers against non-noble
officers did not disappear as they did in France, they were significantly
breached at the height of military reform in Prussia. Of course, Prussian
military reform came directly as a result of the French threat.

While the transformation of the French military during the Revo-
lution came as a product of social upheaval, history can reverse that
causal link. Creation of the middle-service cavalry in Russia, as described
by Richard Hellie in his essay, exemplifies the social impact that the
creation of new military forces can exert. He describes how the need
to produce the maximum number of cavalry in the late fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries led to the purchase of military service through grants
of land and labor. Peasants became serfs as a consequence of this
military bargain. This choice of weapons and warriors put its stamp
on peasant social structure until 1906.

Turning to Asia, Bruce Lenman demonstrates that the key to creating
an armed force large enough to extend British control over all of India
lay in a dramatic redefinition of who would be a soldier. While the
British gained a foothold in India through naval power, transported
European troops, and clever diplomacy, the domination of the sub-
continent demanded larger forces than could be imported across the
oceans, Although the British held a great technological advantage at
sea, on land the East India Company did not conquer simply through
overwhelming superiority in terms of the instruments of war. Native
armies eventually possessed muskets and artillery to match their Eu-
ropean foes. Lenman describes how a great army was forged in the
late eighteenth century by raising regiments of sepoys. Only by mar-
shaling the financial and manpower resources of Bengal could the British
conquer and control the Deccan.

The effect of personnel choices can extend beyond the creation of
larger armies; they can change the way an army—or navy—fights.
William Maltby discusses how a change in the origin and character of
English naval officers encouraged the choice of sailing-ship tactics in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. In its drive to create a larger
and more controllable fleet, the English government turned away from
the earlier merchant sailors, or “tarpaulins,” to captain its ships, pro-
moting instead gentlemen officers, who may have mastered less of the
mariners’ trade but who were more obedient and better versed in the
literature of the military art. This, Maltby argues, was a major factor
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in tipping the balance in favor of line-ahead tactics, which though less
decisive than melee fights, required a lower level of seamanship. Con-
sequently, he denies that the line ahead inevitably resulted from naval
technology in the era of sail.

This author will contend that the French “revolutionary attack”
developed in a similar manner, as a consequence of a change in the
personnel and character of the officer corps. This combination of
skirmishers and assault columns did not evolve simply in response to
the massive infiux of untrained soldiers, as has long been believed; the
“revolutionary attack” accorded well with the spirit of the citizen-
soldiers who employed it in battle.

Growing Armies and Military Professionalism

The growth of armies influenced the development of military profes-
sionalism, but their relationship is not a simple one. Even the very
term “professional” belies easy definition. If by “professional” all that
is meant is long service, then it is difficult to argue that the compagnies
Pordonnance were any less professional than the regiments of Louis
XV. However, if the definition stipulates a special educational prepa-
ration, value system, and corporate sense, then the soldiers of the
cighteenth century were clearly more professional than their prede-
Cessors.

To gain some understanding of the problems involved in hasty gen-
eralizations, briefly consider certain aspects of professionalism within
the French officer corps. Captains in the smaller sixteenth-century army
functioned much as independent entrepreneurs. The absolutist state
exerted greater control over, and demanded increased proficiency from,
its commanders, since the growing number of troops and the higher
level of skills typical of seventeenth-century warfare made this necessary.
The process was aided by the fact that larger standing armies fostered
professionalism simply by providing steady careers for higher numbers
of officers. In addition, the technical needs of artillery and of engineers
encouraged the creation of a series of military schools in the eighteenth
century. -

Yet at the same time, the need to increase to unprecedented wartime
strengths periodically meant that many individuals without training or
commitment received commissions during the late seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries. They returned to civilian life upon demobilization.
The purchase of commissions gave the advantage to the wealthy, not
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the skilled, particularly during periods of rapid mobilization. This led
to conflict between aristocratic professionals and individuals they viewed
as rich parvenus. Eventually the Ségur Law of 1781 gave victory to the
dedicated noble officers of old families.

The Revolution swept aside the class prejudices of the ancien régime
officer and attempted to substitute the goal of a citizen army. But the
stress of war encouraged a new professionalism. The combination of
noble emigration and military expansion opened slots for an enormous
number of new officers. Most often these men came from the cadre
of noncommissioned officers who had served in the ancien régime.
Some rose through the ranks at a meteoric rate, but most spent con-
siderable time in grade. Seniority and selection by brother officers
replaced election by the rank and file of the early Revolutionary days.

The smaller long-service armies of the period 1815-70 provided a
good base for professionalism. The nobility did not reestablish its
former dominance. Military schools (Saint Cyr and the Polytechnique)
prospered, and a substantial percentage of officers came up from the
ranks. There was a certain self-perpetuating character to the officer
corps, at least under the Second Empire.5

After 1871 the reliance upon great reserve forces both promoted
and corroded aspects of professionalism. On the one hand, the de-
velopment of a general staff and of advanced military education raised
the technical character of the higher echelons. On the other hand, the
dependence upon reserves meant that long-service officers were now
to be seconded by part-time amateurs on an unprecedented scale. While
formal training and compliance with certain professional values could
be required of part-timers, they could not be expected to hold the
same values as soldiers who made the military an exclusive career.

The Mobilization of Forces to Wartime Levels

Charting the growth of the French army from 1445 to 1945 drives
home the point that a study of military expansion must confront the
difference between peacetime and wartime figures. Obviously, troop
strengths during war far exceed the numbers maintained by the standing
army in quieter times. An attempt to maintain forces at wartime peaks
between conflicts could only have bankrupred the state. Less obviously,
peacetime and wartime curves describe separate patterns; that is, they
can rise or fall at different rates. This contrast becomes particularly
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apparent when comparing the third period, with its emphasis on long-
service professional soldiers, and the fourth period, with its emphasis
on short-term soldiers and large reserves. The varying distances between
peacetime and wartime figures pose an important question: how d.oes
an army jump that gap, expanding from its peacetime to its wartime
footing? The answer hinges on pivotal conceptions of an army’s nature
and function.

The peacetime army of ancien régime France performed several func-
tions. Troops garrisoned towns and fortresses—a role with both mil-
itary and civil dimensions. In the eighteenth century each regiment
changed its garrison at least once a year.”” Political rationale would
seem to explain this constant rotation: changing posts broke the bonds
between units and localities, while the resultant moves regularly filled
the French roads with an impressive show of military force. This was
valuable for an army intended to buttress the power of civil government
administration. Beyond its double-edged garrison role, peacetime forces
provided the only troops who would be ready to meet the challenge
of warfare at the outbreak of hostilities. Lastly, the peacetime army
served as a repository for the skills that had to be imparted to the
newcomers who filled the wartime ranks.

Relying on long-service volunteers, the Bourbon army lacked a com-
petent trained reserve which could be immediately added to standing
forces at the onset of war. From 1688 to the Revolution, the French
experimented with both conscription and reserves through the insti-
tution of the milice. Earlier regimes had attempted to raise effective
national militia forces— witness the fifteenth-century francs-archers and
the sixteenth-century legions—but the milice proved to be much longer-
lived than these predecessors. Chosen by lot and compelled to drill in
local units during peacetime, miliciens resented service. The role and
organization of the ill-prepared and unpopular milice—which stood
at 40,000 to 60,000 during periods of peace in the mid-eighteenth
century — changed repeatedly during its hundred-year history.®® By the
end of its existence, the milice had become an organized semitrained
pool of recruits to be integrated into regular regiments during wartime.*

Under these circumstances, it took considerable time for the army
to expand from peacetime to wartime proportions. Accepting the av-
erage of 140,000 to 150,000 for a peacetime baseline and 400,000 for
a wartime high, force levels had nearly to triple after war began. The
army expanded by increasing the number of men in existing companies
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and battalions, by adding new battalions or squadrons to existing
regiments, and by raising entirely new, and generally temporary, regi-
ments. All this consumed months and even years. For example, just
before the War of the Spanish Succession, French forces stood at
140,000, and Louis ordered the first new levies in October 1700. By
January 1702, the king’s army stood at 220,500; during the remainder
of that year one hundred new regiments appeared on the army list.
However, the French army probably only hit the wartime high of
392,000 in 1709 and 1710.7

While the French pattern exemplifies the primary Continental means
of expansion, it does not cover the entire repertoire of mobilization
in Europe and its colonies. During the eighteenth century, the British
created forces by enlisting sepoys in India and by hiring entire German
regiments for warfare in America. The thirteen American colonies
evolved their own unique system for moving from peacetime to wartime
footing. Don Higginbotham characterizes it as a semiprofessional tra-
dition. Although Americans boasted of them, their militias were stay-
at-home units intended for defense or for civil control, as in the case
of slave patrols in the South. Before their revolution, Americans moved
to a war footing, not by calling out the militia, but by creating full-
time units for particular campaigns. They were led by officers who
learned their craft through what Higginbotham terms the “tutorial
system” — officers who returned to civilian life at the end of the war.
The only professional standing forces in peacetime were British regulars.
Still, the militia so captured the popular imagination that it became a
potent mythology blinding Americans to the reality of their peculiar
mobilization.

The Revolutionary and Napoleonic eras ushered in the age of large-
scale conscription and mass reserves to Western Europe. While the
French Revolution brought full-scale conscription to Western Europe,
the high level attained in the summer of 1794 was the product of the
extraordinary revolutionary measures of the levée en masse— measures
that would not be repeated. Without an ongoing system for levying
new recruits to sustain it, such a high tide of manpower was bound
to ebb. It was this decline that called forth a more regular system of
conscription in the Jourdan Law of 1798. Napoleon relied on con-
scription to complete his ranks and raised impressive numbers, partic-
ularly during the later years of his dominion. Between 1800 and 1814,
he raised some 2,000,000 Frenchmen.” Between 1815 and 1870, mil-
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itary legislation continually adjusted conscription to produce desired
yearly levies. The system was employed to compel unlucky young men
to sign on for long terms of enlistment. Thus, it became a recruiting
device for a professional army, not a citizen army in the revolutionary
sense. There was a significant reserve, but it amounted to only about
half the strength of the standing army at best. Thus a standing army
of 410,000 in 1867 was to be backed by a reserve of about 212,000.7
It is ironic that the French invention of conscription was better
maintained and perfected by Prussia, France’s archenemy. The reform
era endowed the Prussian military with a short-service conscript army
composed of men raised by conscription who then passed on to the
reserves and eventually the Landwehr after active service. As Showalter
demonstrates, this accorded with a political agenda as well as with
military theory. This involved a redefinition of the function of the
standing army. Not only was it seen as fulfilling the duties associated
with a “force in being,” it was also viewed as a training ground for
the men bound to two or three years’ service in its ranks. The wartime
army could multiply in size severalfold by mobilizing the army reserve
and calling out the Landwehr. The Landwehr may have proved a faulty
institution in the long run, but it set the principle for a new style of
army—a style copied by others after the Prussian victories of 1864-71.
It took a number of years for the French to restructure their man-
power policy after the Franco-Prussian War. The long-service army died
hard in France. By 1889 the French Third Republic came to rely on
a pool of reserves to greatly bolster active troops in wartime. This
explains the great contrast between peacetime and wartime figures in
the fourth period. Thus in contrast to the period 1624-1789, when
the wartime army was only 250 or 300 percent larger than the peacetime
force, or that of 1789-1871, when mobilized forces were to stand at
only about 150 to 200 percent of the standing army, wartime mobilized
troops levels were to be 600 to 800 percent of peacetime strength.

Conclusion

During the centuries between 1445 and 1871, officers and soldiers
constituted the ultimate instruments of war, more so than the weapons
they wielded. Authors of the essays in Tools of War repeatedly return
to this theme. A discussion of the instruments, ideas, and institutions
of warfare, therefore, must take into account the quality and quantity
of men who marched into battle.
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A pattern of army growth aids in delineating the period examined
in this volume. After the decline of the Roman Empire, permanent
military establishments did not exist in Western Europe until the Or-
donnance of 1445, The companies it authorized constituted the first
standing army. Succeeding centuries brought army increases, and the
institutional changes that were fashioned by expansion promoted even
further growth. Just as in the case of the industrial technol::)gy of
warfare, the keys which were to unlock the gates to a very different
future had been forged by 1871; however, the gates had yet to be
opened fully. After 1871 Continental European states welcon‘]ed the
concept of the mass reserve army, already pioneered by Prussxa'\; -thus
World War 1 would be fought by armies numbering in the millions.
Between those two milestones along the course of Western military
history, the pattern of army growth marked a path along whichl military
institutions were compelled to travel if they were not to perish.
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