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Preface

In the long history of warfare, a recurring theme is the combined use
of regular and irregular forces to pursue victory. The American
colonists relied upon regular Continental Army troops and local militia
in their war for independence. British troops commanded by
Wellington fought alongside Spanish peasant guerrillas against
Napoleon in Spain. The Chinese Communists under Mao Zedong
organized local militia units, regional forces, and a regular army for use
in their struggle to topple the Nationalist government. In these and
many other cases, the practice of employing regular and irregular forces
together was not only applied, but also instrumental in bringing victory
to the side that at the beginning of the conflict seemed clearly inferior to
its opponent.

In 1996, in an article entitled “Napoleon in Spain,” Dr. Thomas M.
Huber of the Combat Studies Institute (CSI) coined the term
“compound warfare” to describe this phenomenon of regular and
irregular forces fighting in concert, as he examined the reasons for
Napoleon’s failure to pacify the Iberian Peninsula. The article, written
to support CSI’s course in modern warfare at the U.S. Army Command
and General Staff College, received high praise from student officers,
from the CSI faculty, and from the Institute’s director at the time,
Colonel Jerry Morelock. Impressed by Dr. Huber’s analysis of the
synergistic effects achieved by Wellington’s British Army and Spanish
guerrillas as they worked together against Napoleon’s forces, Col.
Morelock suggested that other members of CSI examine examples of
this pattern of warfare in other times and places. This book is a
compilation of their studies.

While the basic concept of compound warfare is easily grasped, in
practice, the phenomenon can assume many forms. Dr. Huber’s initial
chapter provides a conceptual framework that can be used to facilitate
analysis of the problem. The most straightforward form of compound
warfare is that in which one side has a regular (conventional) force and
irregular (unconventional) forces fighting under unified direction. In
this situation, the full complementary effects of compound warfare can
be realized, as each type of force conducts operations that give full
expression to its own capabilities. A crucial aspect of the
complementary relationship between regular and irregular forces is the
way in which they increase the number and the variety of threats faced
by the enemy. Irregular force operations pressure an enemy to disperse
forces that otherwise would be concentrated against regular forces.
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Regular force movements pressure an enemy to concentrate forces that
he would like to disperse to counter irregular force attacks. Unless the
enemy has forces large enough and mobile enough to engage all
threatening actions by both types of forces simultaneously and
effectively, the side possessing regular and irregular forces should be
able to achieve local superiority in certain places at certain times. That
local superiority is critical because it establishes a foundation upon
which to build a larger, more capable force structure and fight even
harder.

The importance of achieving local superiority is addressed by Dr.
Huber in his development of the idea of “fortified” (strengthened)
compound warfare. This variation of compound warfare exists,
according to Dr. Huber’s definition, when a regular force is shielded
from destruction in some definitive way. This situation can be created
when a regular force has superior agility and mobility, has an advantage
in technology, is protected by terrain, or has constructed a strong
defensive position. It might also be created by diplomatic activity and
the establishment of an alliance with a major power that can exert
military pressure on the enemy. When an entity fighting compound
warfare reaches the point where it is “fortified” (possesses
indestructible local superiority in some area), there is room for
optimism about its prospects for future success.

While there can be significant differences between “fortified”
compound warfare and the simple form of compound warfare, what
they have in common is that a regular force and an irregular force
coordinate their operations. But what of a conflict where irregular
guerrillas fighting for a cause act independently from a regular
conventional army? Can the dynamics of compound warfare still be
present? That issue is addressed in the essays dealing with Ireland and
Afghanistan. Inboth cases, an equivalent for aregular army existed and
that equivalent served to limit the military resources that were directed
against the guerrillas. It is also possible for there to be an equivalent for
the major-power ally that Huber makes a major feature of “fortified”
compound warfare. In the Chinese civil war, central Communist
direction over regular conventional and irregular guerrilla units made
this a case of simple compound warfare. But this war became a variant
of “fortified” compound war when the Imperial Japanese Army
invaded China and inadvertently aided the Communists by forcing the
Nationalist government to withdraw troops from campaigns designed
to exterminate Mao’s forces. Unintentionally, the Japanese army
performed a service for the Communists equivalent to what could be
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expected from a major-power ally. Clearly, while the concept of compound
warfare is simple, the dynamic relationships and effects of compound
warfare can take many different shapes and appear in many different
environments.

This collection contains studies of conflicts that occurred in three
different centuries and in many different social, political, economic,
and military environments. While the cases examined are dissimilar in
numerous ways, they are linked by the presence within them of some
variant of compound warfare. Dr. Michael Pearlman’s essay on
eighteenth-century Indian wars describes an environment in which a
wide variety of military operators were interacting. Pearlman
concludes that French and British adversaries both employed elements
of compound warfare. Dr. Jerry Morelock’s study evaluates
Washington’s achievement as a main force commander in a compound
warfare environment. Dr. Huber’s analysis of Napoleon’s long
campaign in Spain—the seminal article on compound
warfare—illuminates the ingenious methods of the phenomenon
practiced by Wellington. Dr. Jerold Brown’s treatment of Indian
warfare on the Great Plains explores lost opportunities of the U.S.
Army to employ compound warfare methods. Dr. John Broom’s article
on the Anglo-Irish conflict (1919) analyzes the multiple pressures the
Irish independence movement sought to apply to the British. Dr. Gary
Bjorge’s analysis of the Huai Hai campaign shows how Mao Zedong,
one of the modern masters of compound warfare, brought its tenets to
bear against Chiang Kai-shek in the Chinese civil war. Randall Briggs’
view of the American experience in Vietnam sheds light on the
complex problems the United States faced in the compound warfare
environment there and how America tried to resolve those problems.
Dr. Robert Baumann’s essay on the Soviet war in Afghanistan surveys
Afghan tribesmen using compound warfare methods effectively
against the Soviet Union.

All of these case studies contain information on their respective
conflicts that may be new to readers. That may be reason enough to read
them. But what should prove to be most stimulating about this
collection is the common application and examination of the compound
warfare concept that all the studies share. Approaching these conflicts
from this abstract perspective will give readers a better sense of why
these conflicts developed as they did. One can hope as well that this
collection will also allow readers to understand better the powerful
dynamics that are present in that pattern of warfare in which regular and
irregular forces are used in concert. Even as this work first goes to print,
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a new variant of compound warfare has surfaced in the Afghan theater
of the global war on terrorism. There, technologically sophisticated
guerrillas (allied Special Operations Forces) are supporting a much
larger but relatively unsophisticated conventional force to achieve a
stunning victory over a common foe. Knowing how the dynamics of
compound warfare have affected the outcome of past conflicts will
better prepare us to meet both present crises and future challenges of a
similar nature.

Combat Studies Institute
August 2002



Compound Warfare:
A Conceptual Framework

Thomas M. Huber

Napoleon Bonaparte called his disastrous war in Spain “that fatal
knot.”” Throughout history, talented commanders have been often
perplexed, and sometimes defeated, by the challenges posed by
guerrilla warfare, and especially guerrilla warfare used in concert with
a regular force. The long history of warfare is replete with instances
where regular forces and irregular forces have been used together. In
some cases, the outcomes of these conflicts have seemed to defy
analysis because weak forces have defeated strong ones and because
victory in battle has not led to victory in war. How did ragtag Spanish
guerrillas defeat the mighty legions of Napoleon? How were the Viet
Cong able to stand so long against the overwhelming strategic might of
the United States? Spain (1808 to 1814) and Vietnam (1965 to 1973)
are two of the best known examples of this kind of warfare, but students
of history know of many others. The “compound warfare” [CW]
conceptual framework is a new way of approaching these troublesome
cases where regular forces and irregular forces have been used
synergistically. The term “compound” is used because there are two
different force elements in play that complement, or compound, each
other’s effects.

Compound Warfare

What is compound warfare? Compound warfare is the simultaneous
use of a regular or main force and an irregular or guerrilla force against
an enemy. In other words, the CW operator increases his military
leverage by applying both conventional and unconventional force at
the same time.2 In this essay, the term “CW operator” usually means
the overall commander in a CW struggle who effectively directs it,
though the term may also be applied to other CW leaders.’ Compound
warfare most often occurs when all or part of a minor power’s territory
1s occupied by an intervening major power. Usually one country will
not be disposed to, or succeed in, occupying another unless it has
superior force. However, once the greater power’s forces are
distributed over the lesser power’s territory, the lesser power is then in a
position to conduct compound warfare.



The great advantage of resorting to compound warfare is that it
pressures the enemy to both mass and disperse at the same time. If the
enemy masses, the CW operator’s irregular force may attack and
damage his lines of communication. If the enemy disperses to protect
his lines of communication (LOCs), the CW operator’s regular force
may destroy him in detail. By greatly increasing the security problems
faced by his enemy, the CW operator gains disproportionate leverage
over him. Facing a double challenge may in itself make the enemy
irresolute and keep him off balance. In other words, CW methods allow
the operator to impose more pressure on his enemy than that operator
could if he were using all his assets in one way.

In many respects, the operations of the regular force and of the
irregular force are complementary. The irregular force provides
important advantages to the regular force. It conveys superior
intelligence information while suppressing enemy intelligence. It
makes food and supplies available to the main force or expedites their
passage through its territory. It denies food and supplies to the enemy
and interdicts his passage. It may augment the personnel of the main
force itselfif need be by adding to it combat power or labor power at key
moments. It may also attrit the personnel strength of the adversary. In
sum, the irregular force enhances the effort of the regular force by
offering information, goods, and troops, while denying them to the
enemy.

Similarly, the regular force can provide important advantages to
local irregular forces. Pressure from the main force can oblige the
enemy to withdraw and relocate troops from localities in which the
guerrillas are operating, thus giving the irregular forces greater freedom
ofaction. The main force may furnish specialized training, equipment,
and funds to the guerrillas. The main force can provide strategic
information, advising the guerrillas of when and where to act to
accommodate the overall effort. If the irregulars are suppressed and
forced into political passivity by enemy action, the friendly regular
force, passing through the locality, can depose the collaborators,
embolden the guerrillas, and revive their political and military activity.
This main force provides the guerrilla force with relief from the
enemy’s presence in the locale, with training and supplies, with
strategic information, and with local political leverage. All of these
complementary interactions between regular and irregular forces make
compound warfare an especially effective form of warfare, one in
which the whole 1s greater than the sum of the parts.



Historically, there have been many instances of compound war. The
most famous cases in the early modern period are perhaps those of
Washington’s lieutenants—Nathaniel Greene and others—in the
American War of Independence (1775 to 1883) and Wellington in
Spain (1808 to 1814). The best known examples in the twentieth
century are perhaps Mao Zedong in China’s revolutionary wars (1927
to 1949) and Ho Chi-Minh in Vietnam’s (1945 to 1975). Most serious
students of military history can cite numerous cases of compound
warfare and are aware that this is an especially effective form of war.
Most would also agree that it is important to understand how compound
warfare works and why it is so powerful.

Fortified Compound Warfare

Compound warfare is most often decisive when “fortified.” This
insight may be the most important and the most original element of CW
analysis. Compound warfare, although it offers a formidable challenge
to its adversaries, can usually be overcome by first destroying the CW
defender’s main force and then suppressing guerrilla activity region by
region. Fortified compound warfare [FCW], by contrast, is rarely
overcome. It has nearly always defeated its opponents because the
adversary’s necessary first step to victory, destroying the FCW
defender’s main force, is almost impossible. It is for this reason that,
historically, minor-power FCW operators have often defeated
strategically superior major-power adversaries.

“Fortification” means that the CW operator’s main force is shielded
from destruction in some definitive way. (The term “fortify” is used
here in its original abstract sense of “strengthen.” It can, but often does
not, refer to constructed defensive positions. Alliances, diplomacy,
technology, terrain, agility, and other factors can help achieve
“fortification.”) Why is fortification, the accomplished invulnerability
of the main force, so often decisive ina CW environment? The impact
of compound warfare’s complementarities is formidable. Add to
compound warfare the pattern of fortification, and it is almost
insurmountable. Any CW operator who can exempt his main force
from destruction usually can use it to protect, nourish, revive, or replace
collaborating local guerrilla forces almost indefinitely. Such a
favorable situation places a continuing, inescapable double pressure on
the major-power adversary. Historically, two conditions occurring
together seem usually to guarantee main-force invulnerability: safe
haven and a major-power ally. If the CW operator has a safe haven
where his regular force can shelter, and a major ally that is at least a peer



of'his major-power adversary, then in theory the CW operator can keep
his regular force in being indefinitely. The main force can thus also
protect and nourish the CW operator’s guerrilla force in a similar
fashion.

Almost always the major-power adversary, faced with these
simultaneous pressures indefinitely, sees his campaign to be futile or
too costly and eventually abandons it. In other words, the adversary is
defeated. Fortified compound warfare in its original formulation thus
features four elements that sustain a minor power conducting an FCW
defense: 1) aregular or main force, 2) an irregular or guerrilla force, 3) a
safe haven for the regular force, and 4) a major-power ally. (The most
advantageous position in an FCW situation is that of the major-power
ally of the minor-power FCW operator. The major-power ally enjoys
extravagant leverage on his strategic rival at little cost to himself.)
Fortification makes the difference between compound warfare, which
1s difficult to defeat, and fortified compound warfare, which is nearly
impossible to defeat. For planners, it is an important distinction.

We should note here that “safe haven” for purposes of this analysis
1s, like “fortification,” used in an abstract sense. It may refer to an
actual place of shelter, such as Wellington’s safe camp behind the
famous Torres Vedras lines. But it may also refer to any factors that
allow the main force to withdraw to a place inaccessible to the enemy.
Safe haven may thus be determined by the physical realities of
defensive architecture or geography, but it may also be determined by
technological, diplomatic, political, or other factors. In Southeast Asia,
the Cambodian and North Vietnamese border zones represented a safe
haven for the North Vietnamese army that was established by
intangible diplomatic and political factors, not by geographical or
physical factors. Logically, of course, any factor or combination of
factors that assure the survival of the regular force indefinitely amounts
to fortification. For example, superior agility for the regular force,
combined with ample non-restrictive terrain and secure supply, would
normally be sufficient to preserve that force. However, in historical
cases, the combination of safe haven and major-power ally is the
circumstance that most readily seems to accomplish fortification.

The FCW conceptual framework may be the element of the present
study that is most original. Earlier writers, notably Mao Zedong, have
extolled the advantages of using regular and irregular forces together.
This cannot be said of the main tenets of FCW, which seem not to have
been systematically developed by earlier writers. FCW tenets include
the idea that indestructibility of the main force is the essence of



“quagmire” wars, such as Spain from 1808 to 1814 and Vietnam from
1965 to 1973. These conflicts have seemed to defy analysis in the past
because even victorious operations have appeared to yield no
resolution and because weak forces have appeared to defeat strong
ones. Quagmire wars are wars that continue to be prosecuted after it has
become obvious that the defending regular force is indestructible. The
FCW conceptual framework facilitates examination of main force
indestructibility and potential counter-strategies, something earlier
writers have not done.* Because fortified compound warfare allows
operators to fight and win, in almost every historical case, with
conventional force ratios that would otherwise appear to be hopelessly
inferior, it is likely to be encountered often in the future. Military
planners thus need to understand the dynamics of this type of warfare
before the event.

The Variety of Compound War

Although the model of compound warfare offered here has been kept
simple in hopes that it will serve as a convenient framework for
analysis, readers should remember that enormous variety exists in the
historical cases of compound warfare. As in most other realms of
military thought, the theory is simple but the reality is complex. The
CW model assumes that one side in a CW conflict uses CW methods
and the other does not. In reality, both sides may use CW methods. In
most historical cases of compound warfare, one side uses CW methods
predominantly; the other side deliberately uses them to the extent it is
able. The model assumes two kinds of force, regular or conventional
force, and irregular or guerrilla force. Several types of mobile regional
militias may fall between these two poles and may contribute
importantly to the leverage of the CW operator. In other words, various
intermediate types of force are possible between the regular and
irregular models promulgated here for simplicity.

The CW conceptual framework also assumes that all the CW
operator’s regular forces and irregular forces are coordinated. In the
more complex reality, deliberate coordination may extend to all, some,
one, or none of the military elements in play. If two powers or entities
are operating independently against the same enemy and only one
understands CW dynamics, he may shape his own operations so as to
put CW pressure on the enemy even with no cooperation whatever from
the other power or entity. This would be compound warfare done
unilaterally; “coordination” is done by only one side. In other words,
the advantages of the complementarity are achieved, but by the



deliberate action of only one participant. CW effects may even be
achieved when two powers operate independently against the same
enemy, with neither power grasping or intending to use CW dynamics.
When each does what it does best, these separate powers may still end
up putting CW pressures on that enemy, thus achieving compound
warfare inadvertently.

One might think of this in terms of levels of coordination in
compound warfare. The highest level of coordination is where one
operator has both complete conceptual grasp of CW dynamics and
complete command authority over all elements of the CW conflict,
Mao Zedong being an example. At middle levels (unilateral compound
war), at least one operator has conceptual understanding and effectively
coordinates one or more of the elements. Wellington in Spain from
1808 to 1814 is an example of this. Wellington understood CW
dynamics, but many of the Spanish guerrilla chiefs probably did not.
Wellington partially overcame this problem by giving operational
direction to some of the irregular units. At the lowest levels of
coordination (inadvertent compound war), each military element may
or may not have intellectual control and has operational control only of
itself. An example may be the Indian tribes who attacked across the
Texas frontier in the 1860s while Union and Confederate conventional
forces contended elsewhere. Neither the Indians nor their inadvertent
Union allies had any sense of waging compound warfare. Each
belligerent fought its own war in its own way, without any
coordination.  Nevertheless, Texan defenders found themselves
confronted with the classic CW dilemma.

The CW conceptual framework assumes that a conflict either is a
compound war or is not. In reality, one finds degrees of compound
warfare. There is compound warfare proper where all the elements of
compound warfare are in place, and what one might call “quasi”
compound warfare, where one or more elements of compound warfare
are absent. For example, a conventionally organized regular force may
be lacking, but functional equivalents of this apparently absent element
may be in place, so that CW dynamics are still obtained. Some
conventional conflicts, such as World War 11, occasionally show large-
or small-scale CW activities and CW effects—*“concurrent” compound
warfare. Hitler fought a conventional war in Europe, for example, but
as part of that war had to counter CW methods as practiced by partisans
in Russia, Yugoslavia, and elsewhere. Rather than attempt to account
for every possible circumstance, the CW conceptual framework has
been presented here in its most basic form so that it may serve to



facilitate analysis. The historical reality is, of course, extremely
complex. The simple CW model, it is hoped, will give analysts a place
to start in coping with these complexities.

Why Study Compound Warfare?

Why pursue a broader understanding of compound warfare? Why
does the CW concept merit study? The compound warfare idea is
especially useful as an intellectual framework for the analysis of
quagmire wars, such as Napoleon in Spain or the U.S. in Vietnam,
which yield outcomes that appear counterintuitive when simple force
ratios are consulted. Moreover, a number of historical cases besides
quagmire wars have shown the influence of CW dynamics, even though
those dynamics were not always deducible from reports of discrete
military operations. It is thus helpful for historians to have the CW
conceptual framework at hand as a means of analyzing all these cases.

There are more pressing reasons than historiographical convenience
for trying to master CW concepts, however. Planners of military
operations in potential CW environments can better anticipate real
consequences of military operations if they are alert to the usual
dynamics and possibilities of compound warfare. It is especially
important to be aware that compound warfare is usually decisive when
fortified. Itis far less costly to understand CW dynamics going in than
to learn them in a harder school: failed operations. By grappling with a
variety of theoretical issues here, readers will not only enhance their
understanding of historical events but also develop insights that may
lead to improved decision-making in the future.






Notes

Napoleon Bonaparte, Memorial de Sainte-Helene, Vol I (Paris: 1961 [1823]),
609-10; quoted in John L. Tone, The Fatal Knot: The Guerrilla War in Navarre
and the Defeat of Napoleon in Spain (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North
Carolina Press, 1994), 3.

For purely stylistic reasons the following three sets of terms are used
interchangeably in this discussion to refer to the massed force and the dispersed
force respectively: main force and guerrilla force, conventional force and
unconventional force, and regular force and irregular force. Note that the “main
force” used in this sense may not represent the “main effort,” since in some
cases the guerrillas may represent the main effort. Moreover, these terms refer
to habitual tactical employment not organization, since a conventionally
organized force may at times employ guerrilla tactics and vice versa.

“CW operator” refers here to several types of military commander or other
authority (guerrilla leader, party official) controlling military forces in support
of'a CW struggle: a) anyone operating so as to contribute to a CW effort even if
not aware of CW dynamics, b) anyone operating who is aware of and uses CW
dynamics, and ¢) anyone who is operating and aware, but who also effectively
controls all or most of the CW assets deployed, whether massed or dispersed.
Thus the CW operator may be a guerrilla commander or a main force
commander or both. He may be indigenous or expeditionary. There may be
several or numerous CW operators fighting against the same adversary in a
given environment. Usually by “CW operator,” however, we mean the last of
the above three types, namely the overall commander in a CW struggle who
effectively directs it.

This analysis implies that if one wishes to win a quagmire war against a minor
power conducting an FCW defense, then one must proceed by first attempting
to defortify the adversary. In other words, one must attack his safe havens, his
alliances, or whatever else provides him with effective fortification.
Theoretically such efforts, if successful, may still allow an intervening power to
prevail in a quagmire war. Ifthese projects cannot be achieved, then the double
pressures of fortified compound warfare will continue to bear.






The Wars of Colonial North America,
1690-1763

Michael D. Pearlman

Introduction

A recently published enquiry into the origins of war, approximately
5,000 years before the birth of Christ, differentiated the nature of armed
conflict in two situations, those waged between like-minded
agricultural settlements from those waged against the settlements by
nomads grazing or hunting animals and gathering wild crops. Warfare
of the first sort, pursued for land and sovereignty, tended to fall under a
series of rituals and rules. Adult males monopolized combat
exclusively conducted on an open battlefield. Stealth was considered
cowardice and slaughter was averted, that is once one contestant
surrendered autonomy by joining the victor’s domain. These contours
of conflict, for a series of reasons, went into abeyance when a nomadic
tribe attacked a settled community. The contestants had nothing but
contempt for each other’s culture; it was a “clash of civilizations,” to
use a contemporary phrase. Emotions notwithstanding, practicality
played a part. The nomadic bands on the attack lacked the means of
transport to withdraw expeditiously the loot for which they fought. To
discourage pursuit, they had to overrun their victim’s community to
prevent recovery and sow fear precluding plans for revenge. This
would tend to dissolve the limits placed on warfare as well as modify
the forms and style of war. Whatever manly contests nomads used to
measure strength in their own ranks, they could not beat settlements of
superior technology except by concealment, terror, and surprise.

This general state of affairs, occurring long before the advent of
extensive written records, must be pieced together through gravesites,
artifacts, and other discoveries of archeology. The details of the story
will never be known, but its main contours (as previously described)
are not much different from events in the early period of modern
European military history. From the 1500s, nation states were in the
process of purging from their armies mercenary bands of irregular units
conducting unconventional operations. This course of change was
largely completed by the 1750s, the decisive decade in the century of
struggle between Britain and France for rule in North America. The
physical and political requirements of this particular theater (described
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in the coming paragraphs) necessitated reintroducing force structures
and tactics then fading from conflicts between nations on the Continent,
except for special Hungarian auxiliaries originally used along and on
the outskirts of Christendom in raiding party warfare against the
Turkish Empire. In the New World, where irregulars were far more
important, both sides sought allies among Native Americans, who held
the balance of military power. Still, notwithstanding the skills Indians
had in scouting and ambush, European-bred officers deemed them
unreliable, much like earlier European mercenaries. Hence, Britain and
France sought to incorporate Indian tactical capabilities by assigning
unconventional missions, first to their colonists and then to special light
infantry units in their regular armed forces. This practice was inspired
by the belief that these particular units, manned by White Christians,
could adopt Indian tactics without sharing undesirable Indian cultural
liabilities. By 1759, the ground forces of the colonial rivals tended to
mirror each other, a fact that doomed Canada to defeat. Once France
lost its qualitative advantage through its unconventional operations, the
6,000 French military men serving in North America would be
overwhelmed by 44,000 English soldiers and sailors.”

Indian Wars and Colonial Conflicts

The Iroquois “hold the balance on the continent of North America. If
the Five Nations should at any time in conjunction with the Eastern
Indians. . . revolt from the English to the French, they would in a short
time drive us out of this continent.”

—Colonial New York government officials, 1701°

The longest military conflict in American history, the so-called
Indians Wars, were actually a series of conflicts beginning with the
Roanoke tribe’s attack on Jamestown in 1622 and ending with the U. S.
7th Cavalry’s fight with the Sioux at Wounded Knee, South Dakota, in
1890. Common images of this conflict, largely shaped by movies and
mythology, portray it as white men (or Euro-Americans) versus Native
Americans, a struggle that reached its dramatic climax on the Great
Plains with George Armstrong Custer in 1876. (With the sole exception
of Gettysburg, more books have been written about the Little Bighorn
than any other battle in American history.) In point of fact, after 1813,
with the death of Tecumseh at the Battle of the Thames, Indian wars
were rather unimportant, except to those few people directly involved.
By then, erstwhile English, French, or Spanish allies stopped providing
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sanctuaries and supplies to the Indians. Thus, from that time, the
Indians became a temporary obstacle, only slowing, not preventing,
U.S. expansion. Earlier, during the colonial era, before the U.S. existed,
Indians were a solid barrier to expansion, with the power to determine
whether France or Britain would rule North America. Indians and
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Indian wars were never so important to the fate of this continent as they
were from 1690 to 1763.

Indian wars rarely, if ever, simply pitted Euro-Americans against
Native Americans. Whether it was the Crow and Rhee with Custer in
his war with the Sioux or the Mohawks and British colonists against the
Huron and the French, these conflicts have always been a variant of
compound warfare—friendly tribes conducting irregular operations
allied with Euro-Americans against a common enemy, be it hostile
tribes, enemy colonies, or a hostile alliance conducting compound
warfare on its own.

Vis-a-vis other wars in this casebook, particularly Napoleon in Spain
and the American Revolution, what stands out in the colonial wars of
North America is the relative ineffectiveness of compound operations,
probably because both sides eventually developed the same force
structure using European professionals, Euro-American militia, and
Native American tribes. Before the mid-1750s, the French had a clear
advantage in the irregular warfare practiced by their Canadian settlers
and native allies. Britain, after being beaten in woodland wars,
followed suit by organizing Indian scouts, American rangers, and its
own light infantry to supplement what would be its decisive strengths:
the larger battalions of the English army and the power projection assets
of the Royal Navy.

Military Policy and Force Structure, European and
American Ways of War

You ought to be ashamed of yourself!l Do you want to be a
highwayman, sulking in a ditch! Come out into the open and behave
properly, like a Brandenburger and a real soldier!

—Frederick the Great to a Prussian jaeger preparing an ambush, 1761°

Accustomed as I am to think like a European . . . my soul has several
times shuddered at spectacles my eyes have witnessed.

—Captain Louis Antoine de Bougainville, 1757

When Britain began its series of wars with France in 1690, it had no
public debt. By 1753, the government owed its creditors 84 million
pounds sterling. One has trouble getting precise figures for France; it
never quite knew how much it owed. Suffice it to say that on the eve of
the decisive conflict (called the Seven Years’ War in Europe; the
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French-Indian War in British America), London and Paris were
haunted with fears of national bankruptcy. Both treasuries wanted
peace, if only for deficit reduction—*“our principal object” according to
the Duke of Newcastle, the First Lord of the Treasury and head minister
of the British government.

North America proved a substantial problem for these plans of
mutual accommodation. Indistinctly drawn on the maps of the time, the
Ohio River Valley, upper New York, and Nova Scotia were sparsely
populated and claimed by both sides, as well as by their respective tribal
allies. The French based their title on exploration, the English on
effective occupation. As the British stated it: “A few loose fellowes
rambling amongst Indians to keep themselves from starving [does not]
give the French a right to the Country.” To protect disputed territory
without precipitating a major conflict, both sides planned to roll back
what they called “encroachments” by their rival. Then, according to
Newcastle, diplomats could “come to a reasonable Agreement upon the
Whole” issue of who owns what. Moreover, they could do it “as cheap
and as inoffensive as we can.”

As part and parcel of this policy, the British and the French tried to
minimize an expensive commitment of European professional soldiers
and maximize the contribution of their respective colonies to their own
defense. “The Business in America,” said Newcastle, “must be done by
Americans.” Unfortunately, Euro-American irregulars and Native
Americans were far less worried about the condition of the French or
English treasury. They also practiced war in a manner fundamentally
different from that of Europeans—being far less willing to conduct a
protracted campaign but far more likely to plunder in any pa