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Why Waterloo?
· The Historiography
· As Peter Hofschröer makes plain in his introduction to his book, the first English language history of the German forces at Waterloo, British histories invariably focus on the triumphant duke and French histories on the unlucky Emperor. The Emperor is rarely commended by Brits, and the Duke never criticised. Everything from Peter Snow to Siborne (one of the first proper histories of the British army). 
· The Gap
· Therefore the Gap is criticisms of Wellington. This I intend to fill, in addition to the ONE other text I found openly providing points of contention in Wellington’s plan. 
· In fact, the points I aim to raise, particularly the first, are often excused by historians – since he won!
· The Importance?
· To use a metaphor, no victorious football team comes off the pitch saying everything was perfect. Yet Waterloo, because of its significance, its mythos, is ignored as an opportunity for critical analysis. In fact, most of Wellington’s battles are treated this way. Even engagements like Badajoz, at which 4300 died, are treated as staggering victories. So I aim to redress this!
Methodology and Approach
· Primary Sources
· General Orders. As part of the British establishment’s enthusiasm for all things Wellington in the 1830s and 40s, Colonel John Gurwood compiled every despatch, letter, memo, and general order into a series of books designed for the enthusiast. These give a great insight into Wellington’s thought processes during the campaigns, particularly his relationship with his allies.
· Memoirs: Contrary to secondary school history, the Napoleonics were the first war to see memoirs published by ordinary soldiers. I have owned 8 or 9 for several years now, and of course they allow us to corroborate stories with those who were there (of course accepting their possible flawed nature).
· Letters and Maps: Self-explanatory. Maps are crucial in examining distances, and (depending on their date), explain the state of intelligence in the camps. Letters give greater insight into characters, as one is more likely to be honest with relatives than the tabloids.
· Scholarship. I mention only 2 specifics because these I shall rely on more than the others for their respective reasons.
· Adkin: The foremost study of the battle. He calculated troops numbers down to platoon level, with a completely chronological examination of the 18th June, and context.
· Horsburgh: The only criticism I have been able to find. Dated 1895 – he specifically mentions Hal, and for this reason I am going over what some would considered fully-dredged ground.
· Imperial History Approach
· My approach utilises the ‘Great Man’ theory. While some consider it to be flawed, and I would understand the criticisms, Waterloo is remembered as the meeting of Wellington, Napoleon, and Blucher. As much as the everyman mattered as well, those whose names live on, enter public consciousness, and are played by A listers in the 1970s are the generals. Waterloo is the narrative of these 3 men, and so I aim to examine the Battle as Wellington’s strategy. Not as a series of events happening to others.
Discussion Points
· The Deployment at Hal
· Wellington deployed 17,000 troops at Hal to prevent Napoleon flanking to the Channel. Not only were these men sorely needed at several points, why did they not march to the field when it became clear that Napoleon wasn’t flanking? 
· La Haye Sainte
· 400 light troops were sent to garrison the farmhouse in the middle of the field. Hougoumont started with several thousand. Why was that garrison deemed sufficient?
· The Duke and the Europeans
· A) Wellington seemed to doubt the Dutch-Belgian ability, even after being proved wrong early in the campaign and in prior examples. Why?
· B) The promise made to the Prussians on the 15th, which was then not adhered to, almost turned the Prussians away. It was luck which brought the sympathetic Blucher back to the army in time to march it to Waterloo. Why was this promise made?
Research Questions
· Were they mistakes or errors?
· Assessing to what extent they should be judged such.
· Were they avoidable or unnecessary?
· Were they crucial?
· Or, in the case of Hal, did Wellington have adequate cause to believe Napoleon was going to send troops on a flanking manoeuvre.
· What was the impact and potential impact?
· Would they have affected the battle if they’d been different? Would the battle have changed if La Haye Sainte had been more sufficiently defended?
Current Chapter Plan
· Intro
· Aims and Methodology
· Wellington’s Career
· To provide context for the man himself
· To help explain his decisions?
· Hal
· La Haye Sainte
· The Europeans
· Conclusion
Results
· Balance to the Historiography
· I want to provide a discussion surrounding Wellington and any mistakes he may have made. Napoleon was, debatably, a better general. He was certainly a more successfully one – yet draws a huge amount of criticism, particularly for Waterloo. Why? Wellington himself admitted that he had never been so close to defeat, so had it gone the other way the Duke would’ve been in for hell from the Times. He made mistakes, and so they should be discussed – even though he ended up taking the field.
· Approach for the Future
· I aim to develop this critical analysis for use on other generals of the era, and other wars. I believe Washington’s military legacy is also far overstated, and so hope this dissertation can help me hone my approach for use against Washington, and indeed others.
