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30 JEREMY BLACK

One of the strongest arguments against the gencral concept of the
Military Revolution is that it enforces a uniform perception of the
world as a single global entity, an approach that invites a presenta-
tion in systemic terms. This was a tenable perception for Europe
since the late eighteenth century, but systemic perceptions of the
world by Europeans over the previous three centuries sharply dis-
tunguished between overseas expansion in the Old World and the
New. Buropean warfare in Africa and South Asia was largely pri-
vate and conducted under the supervision of chartered trading com-
panies. This helped ensure a different deployment for European
regular forces than was the case in the New World. Issues of cost
were much mere important in Africa and Asia, as was seen with
debates inside the English and Dutch East India Companies on the
cuestion of the bullding and maintenance of fortresses during the
fater seventeenth and the early cighteenth centuries. We have been
o focused on the quality (and quantity) of the means applied to
major developments in European expansion, and military history,
and not sufficiently focused on motives.

To close on such a note might appear unhelpful. There is no
intention of offering a demilitarization of military history, or of ignor-
g the contingent, the conjunctural and the operaticnal dimension.
Nevertheless, a cultural interpretation that focuses on reasons for
conguest or for the avoidance of aggressive warfare and conquest,
rather than on technological or organisational enablers, directs atten-
tion to meods as well as moments, Such an interpretation also focuses
on the methodological difficultics of devising a general theory of mil-
itary capability and change in the early-modern world, An aware-
ness of attitudes, diversity and difficulties is more appropriate than
any simplistic and deterministic model that may be helpful to sys-
tems theorists of state formarion and the global cconomy, but inap-
propriate for scholars trying to understand the nature of military
power.

2, OUTFIGHTING OR OUTPOPULATING?
MAIN REASONS FOR EARLY COLONIAL CONQUESTS,
14935-1788

George Raudzens

The notion that handfuls of European invaders colonized the New
World by defeating one great horde of indigencus defenders after
another is still with us, Historical gencralizers keep stressing either
the superior combat powers of the invaders, or their disease infliction
capabilities, or both. For the preceding generation of such writers,
these greater killing powers brought victories over heathen primitives
and expanded the domain of a higher and better civilization. For
many current writers, such powers were the unfair advantages of
land-stealing and genocidal imperialist aggressors. But whether the
colonial conquests are judged good or evil, too often the central acts
of conquest are seen almost entirely as armed assaults and/or forms
of inadvertent germ warfare. There is surprisingly little detailed cvi-
dence offered up in support of these perceptions, and it seems timely
to re~examine the linkages between generalizations and cvidence.
With the exceptien of the Spanish invasion of Mexico under
Hernan Cortes between 1519 and 1521, there are few details sup-
porting concepts of major invasion wars and battles in the other
carly colonies in the Americas or Australia. What the sources instead
show is that fighting between colonizers and defenders was the excep-
tion more than the rule, and that invasion “hattles” were small fights
even by contemporary European standards. In most of the founda-
tion colonies which became permanent bases for subsequent European
expansion over the continents behind them-—notably Hispaniola,
Virginia, New England, and New France-—invasions “succeeded” not
when some or other group of indigenes was outfought in some type
of combat, but rather when the influx of settlers grew large and con-
tinuous enough to numerically overwhelm the native populations in
the colonial target areas. Direct disease impacts were exceptional and
debatable. As often as not the fighting was a conseguence of terri-
torial outnumbering rather than a cause, as multiplying settlers sought
to clear native communities off lands for European living-space needs.
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The Cajamarca Paradigm

Probably the biggest single source for the belief in amazing victo-
rics against huge odds is the story of Pizarro’s capture of the Inca
Atahualpa at Cajamarca in Peru on November 16, 1532, Amazingly,
less than 200 Conquistadors overthrew some tens of thousands of
armed Incas in something like one hour, scizing the Inca emperor
and his entire empire.” The Aztec conquest is the second most dra-
matic example of the handfuls versus hordes theme, It is a peren-
nial in general histories of European expansion, and it is supported
by seme specialists. Geoffrey Parker states that European overseas
expansion rested, more than anything else, on “. .. the absolute or
relative superiority of Western weaponry and Western military organ-
ization over most others”, especially in the cases of the Aztec and
Inca conquests where the invaders were so few and the defenders
so many.” The latest expression of this amazing theme is in Jared
Diamond's important anthropological study of the rise and fall of
world cultures. He starts his book with Cajamarca. In Guns, Gemns
and Steel he entitles Part One “From Eden to Cajamarca”, and his
chapter 3 is “Collision at Cajamarca”™? For him, a “. . . ragtag group
of 168 Spanish soldiers. . .”, surrounded by an Inca army of 80,000,
“. .. crushed a Native American army 500 times more numerous,
killing thousands of natives while not losing a single Spaniard”® They
probably killed 7000 Incas.® They did this because they had the mas-
sive advantages of guns, steel armour and cutting and thrusting
weapons, horses, and the benefit of Eurasian diseascs which had pre-

' Garcileso de la Vega. The ncas (New York: Avon, 1951), pp. 400401, De la
Vega writes that there were 160 Spaniards in the massacre, and that they killed
5000 Incas, including 1500 woemen, children, and other non-combatants. F.A.,
Kirkpatrick, in the Spanish Conguistederes (London: Adam and Charles Black, 1967),
pp. 156160, states that Pizarro led 106 infantry and 62 horsemen at Cajamarca,
against a possible 30,000 fighting Incas, of which the Spanish probably killed 4000,
According to Edward Hyams and George Ordish in The Last of the Incas {New York:
Dorset, 1963), Pizarro started his march to Cajamarca with 213 men and 64 horses
{p. 142} and killed 3,000 to 4,000 Incas in less than one hour, at a rate of 10 to
30 Incas per conquistador (p. 225),

* Geoffrey Parker, The Military Revolution (C.UP,, 1988). The quotation is on
p. 115 See also p. 1189,

Y Jared Diamond, Guns, Germs and Steel. The Fates of Human Societies (New York:
W.W. Norton, 1997).

* Ibid., p. 68

*Ibid,, p. 75

¢ Ibid., p. 73.
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viously devastated the Inca empire. If we accept the figure of 168
Spaniards and 7000 Inca casualties as real, each conquistador on
average must have killed 41.7 Incas, in about an hour. This could
be an all-time face-to-face killing record. If Cajamarca is then listed
among the other great European imperialist invasion victories, it
clearly stands out as the greatest. It outshines the greatest of Portugal’s
Asian victories, Malacca in 1511, where the great Affonse da Albu-
querque led 900 Portuguese men at arms and 200 Indian merce-
naries in a successful one-day assault against some thousands of the
war-clephant equipped defenders, at the cost of only 28 Portuguese
battle deaths.” It is also greater than the Aztec conquest battles of
Cortes and the Conquistadors, perhaps the best known of such amaz-
ing invasion triumphs. With never more than 1500 men at arms,
Cortes overthrew an Aztec empire with a population of no less than 12
million people, and possibly even 25 million,* But this conquest took
30 months, from February 1519 to August 1521, and so Cajamarca
stays as the victory over the biggest odds, and the strongest exam-
ple of a technologically and biologically determined triumph  over
mind-numbing odds. There are, of course, a long series of lesser
cxamples, both in scholarly writing and in popular culture, The set-
tlers usually beat off the various swarms of hostile natives through-
out the literature, and the films.

But while Cajamarca is accepted as a victorious battle against
odds, to what extent is such acceptance justified? Diamond calls it
a battle. Others are less specific, with good reason. The slaughter
central to the story was in fact much more a coup d’etar than any
sort of military contest. The best evidence suggests the Incas offered
no serious or sustained military resistance. According to chronicler
Garcileso de la Vega, Atahualpa ordered his people not to resist,
and they did not fight.” The so-called battle was a diplomatic con-
ference in which the guest negotiators turned suddenly against their
unsuspecting hosts while the latter were most vulnerable and mas-
sacred a large number of them. It can be argued that this blood-
bath proved nothing much about mititary power but plenty about
the greater nastiness of the Spanish over the Incas. Whatever the

" BW. Diffic and G.D. Winius, Foundations of the Poriuguese Empire, 14151580
(Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1977), pp. 256-7, 258-9,

® The best recent studies of the Aztec conquest are those of Ross Hassig. See
his Mexico and the Spanish Conguest (New York: Longman, 1994).

 Garcileso de la Vega, op. cit.
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possible range of interpretations allowed by sources which are both
one-sided and incomplete, to call Cajamarca a battle scerms doubtful.

But hattle or not, what about the huge disparity of odds? [t is,
however, already obvious frem the vagueness and contradictions
about numbers in the waditonal accounts that hard and fast con-
clusions about the odds are net possible. To exaggerate opponent
numbers expanded conquistador achievements. The Incas left no
specific information about their version ol events, or their own num-
bers. And the 1530s were not yet a statistically minded age even in
Furope. When it came to cmotive experiences such as batdes and
massacres, Buropeans back home, recording their own bigger and
more frequent battles, could not manage accurate statistical details
much of the time, For the period 1503 o 1670, when large formal
battles at home coincided with aggressive New World colonization,
and when the incidence of such barttics was higher than cver before
and in any other continent, the participation and casualty numbers
were collected with increasing care by state burcaucracies. Nevertheless,
for 54 of these battles, as they are reported by our most respected
military historians, the discrepancy rates in 18 of them are so great
that the standard deviations for the basic numbers in various sources
arec 30% and over, Only in 18 other cases do all the authorites
agree on all the figures.'” Where quantifications were made by one
side only, as in the Mexican and Peruvian conquests and where con-
ditions for accurate counting were marginal duc to after-combat
stresses and continuing tensions, the likelihood that historians can
agree about even the most hasic comparative numbers scems small.
In any case, Diamond’s statement that Pizarro’s men overcame odds
of 500 to onc scems entirely too confident.! If the so-called “bat-
tle” then lasted an hour, as Diamond and other sources agree, and
il the Awhualpa estimate of 7000 Inca casualties is accepted, then
cach conquistader must have averaged 41 or 42 Inca killings.”
Edward Hyam and George Ordish reduce this to 10 to 30 Incas
per conquistador n less than an hour," but even so the killing rate
scems fast even by World War 11 death-camp standards.

" George Raudvens, *In search of better quantibeations of war history, Numerical
superionity and easualty rates i early modem Europe”, Her and Seciey, Vol 15,
No. 1 (May 1997), 1-3. Sce especially p. 30,

" Diamond, op. cit, p. 75,

2 bid, p. 78,

" Hyman and Ordish, op. cit. p. 225,
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The explanation for this amazing rate has so far been largely
technological, given that disease did not dircctly impinge on the
“battle” itself. As Pizarro himself, Garcileso de la Vega, and other
chroniclers describe the Cajamarca violence, it was initiated by
Spanish cannon and arquebus fire, followed up with a charge by 62
armoured cavalry, and completed by armoured men at arms on foot
with swords, Firearms were present and apparently exercised a strong
shock effect on the Incas. Horses, too, had a powerful shock effect.
But the guns were few, and probably fired only once. The slaugh-
ter zone was in an urban buiit-up area, with litde room to deploy
or manoeuvre cavalry effectively. Incas too had body armour, though
not as good as Spanish steel. But most of the chroniclers and experts
also agree that most of the Spanish killing was done with swords."
If this was a technological edge over stone and copper-tipped Inca
thrusting and slashing arns, it was marginal rather than monumental,
And, in any case, it seems the Incas did not offer serious armed
resistance, or perhaps any sort of resistance. If we take only the 10
to | killing rate above, it remains an isolated incident rather than
any kind of credible suggestion that Spanish men at arms had the
capability of overcoming 10 te 1 Inca odds on any sort of regular
basis.

Evidence for a massive overall combat superiority based on tech-
nological advantage—or anything else—1s also missing for the Aztec
conquest. Implications about the odds disparity range from 500 to
1500 conquistadors versus from 12 to 25 million subjects of the Aztec
empire in the Valley of Mexico. Even extended over a series of bat-
tles during 30 months, this was an odds ratic ranging from 8,600
to one (for 12 million Amerindians and 1,500 conquistadors) to
50,000 1o one (for 25 million Amerindians and 500 conquistadors).
These are clearly fantasy figures. As Ross Hassig has argued, the
effective fighting force of Tenochtitlan, with which the Aztecs con-
trolled the entire Vailey of Mexico with its possible 12 to 25 mil-
lion people, numbered no more than 8,000 men,” The soldiers of
many of the other cities in the Valley in fact joined the Spanish
side, in rebellion against their sacrifice-levying Aztec dominators.
Thus, the biggest odds were more like 1,500 conquistadors versus
8000 Aztec warriors, about | to 5, similar to the claimed kill ratio

‘f See the accounts listedt in Note 1 abave.
1 Hassig, op. cil, p. 24
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odds of the German forces against Soviet combatants between 1941
and 1944, In virtually every important batde the conquistadors were
supported by numerous Amerindian allies. The conguest was more
like an internal revolution against Aztec rule than a European inva-
sion of an Amerindian state.’ These battles were the biggest and
most frequent large-scale set-picce combats in the entive Americas
invasion experience to the nineteenth century, but by contemporary
European standards they were sdll small-scale affairs.”” The odds
were probably much more even than the types of conjectural figures
which require large technological and biclogical factors to make them
plausible seem 10 suggest,

Defeated Invasions

In the other main colonizing invasions of the Americas the European
handfuls versus Amerindian hordes interpretation is even less rele-
vant. In fact, where the odds did favour the defenders, they repelled
the Europeans. The first and possibly biggest example of such a suc-
cessful Amerindian defence was in Vinland around the vear 1010.
The Viking invaders, armed with steel swords and helmets, and steel-
reinforced shiclds not very different from the basic equipment of
Pizarro’s men-at-arms at Cajamarca, were driven out of Newfoundland
by superior numbers of Skraelings armed with wood, stone and bone
weaponry. At least this is as strong a conclusion of the Norse Sagas
and recent archaeology suggest.'®

The total number of colonists under Thorfinn Karlsefni and Freydis
Eriksdotter probably came in one ship and totalled 60, mostly men,
Freydis then started an internal blood feud and organized the killing
of same of her fellow Vikings. Meanwhile, the initial friendly rela-
tions with the Skraclings began to break down as individuals from
the two groups got into a variety of disputes, in a pattern that was
to be repeated in later invasions. Soon hostilitics became general
and the Skraclings mounted a concerted attack on the settlement,

" George Raudzens, “So why were the Aztecs conquered, and what were the
wider implications? Testing military superiority as a cause of Europe's pre-industrial
colonial conquests™, War in History, Vol. 2, No. | (1995), 87-104,

' Ihid,, p. 101,

" See Else Roesdahl, The Vikings (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1991}, and ¥, Donald
Logan, The Vikings v History (London: Routledge, 1991).
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Freydis tried to rally the Vikings, and her individual sword-play is
sald to have intimidated her attackers. As the Vinland Saga states

Karlsefni and his men came over to her and praised her courage. Two
of their men had been killed and four of the Skraelings, even though
Karlsefni and his men had been fighting against heavy odds . ..

Karlsefni and his men had realized by now thar although the land
was excellent they could never live there in safety or freedom from
fear, because of the native inhabitants,"

Whatever the actual events were, the Vikings departed and attempted
no subsequent settlements.

Their Iceland settlements from about 870 and the Greenland set-
tlement led by Erik Raudsen from 985 were made in uninhabited
lands. The most westerly Greenland settlement prospered modestly
for about three centuries, though the population stayed small. In
1345, however, Inuit people, driven southward out of the Arctic by
the colder climatic conditions after about 1300, wiped out the Norse
settlements of western Greenland, By 1410 there was no more reg-
ular contact between Greenland and Europe.® Thus, where European
settlers were few, it seems even the unwarlike Inuit could drive the
Europeans out of lands they desired.

There were a number of other repelled invasions. In 1492, Columbus
left 39 of his men, with a year’s provisions, at Navidad on Hispaniola
as he headed for Spain to announce his discovery, There seemed
no threat from the Amerindians. When he returned, however, the
39 were gone and Navidad was a ruin. It appears the local Tainos
had contributed considerably to their demise,? They did not wipe
out the much more numerous Hispaniola settlers of 1493, and Spanish
colonization by the early years of the next century became irre-
versible. But not in places where they sent only small groups of
invaders, From 1513 to 1542 the Florida Amerindians consistently
repelled well-armed Spanish exploring and colonizing expeditions,
often after winning pitched battles. In 1513 three ship-loads of Ponce
de Leon’s men were driven back into the sea by Calusa archers, In
1521 he invaded again with 200 men at arms, and was again repelled

" Quoted in M. Magnusson and H, Palsson, trans. and intre., The Finlond Sugas.
The Novse Discovery of dmertea (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1985), p. 100,

“ See GJ. Marcus, The Conguest of the Novth Atlantic {New York: OUP, 1981),
See especially pp. 5-15, 24, 39, 76.

# C.O. Sauer, The Early Spanish Main (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1881), pp. 31, 72.
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and himself killed. In 1526 500 Spanish men at arms attempted
another setilement but were effectively starved out by blockading
Creck Amerindians. In 1527 Panfilic Narvaez, a hero of the Aztec
conquest, led another 500 men into Florida only to be defeated in
sustained combat by the Apalachee people. In 1539 Hernando de
Seto landed at Tampa Bay with 330 infantry and 270 cavalry. After
a senes of batles with various groups of Amerindian warriors the
expedition reached the lower Mississippi River, but de Sote died and
his men were a shattered remnant. In 1565 Spanish colonists finally
sel up a lasting base at St Augustine, but only afier a sustained cHort
Jully funded by the home government. In his analysis of these failed
invasions Ian K. Steele concludes that Furopean guns and steel
weaponry were not sufficient to overcome the deadliness of Amerindian
archery, and that disecases and climatic conditions hurt the Spanish
invaders much more than imported Eurasian diseases hurt the Florida
Amerindians, at least at thar time.?

Some ol the carly invasion efforts of the other European colo-
nizers were also wiped out. The bigpest disaster was suffercd by the
French colonizers of 1541 to 1543 under Jacques Cartier and Jean
Frangois de la Roche, scigneur de Roberval, ncar the site of the
Iroquois town of Stadacona on the St Lawrence River, This was
supposed to be the start of a New France, There were 1500 origi-
nal settlers, about the same number as in the 1493 Hispaniola inva-
sion, and like the Spanish colonizers the French too had armour
and guns, But the local Iroquois almost immediately identified the
Irench as cnemies, and after killing 43 of them, drove the rest to
abandon the colony by 1543, Unlike the Spanish on Hispaniola, the
French had no prospect of reinforcements from home, and faced
hostile Amerindians from the start. There were more Iroquois than
settlers, and the Iroquois won”® The English also had an carly fail-
ure, on a smaller scale, the disappearance of the Roanocke Island
colonists of 1584-1587. According te Helen C. Rountree this small
expedition might have been cither wiped out or scattered or assim-
ilated by the Chesapeake Amerindians. The small invader numbers
enabled the original landowners to hold on to their territories.?*

 Tan K. Sicele, Warpaihs. fanasions of Novth Ameriea (0.UF 1994}, pp. 7-14.

* Thid, p. 61

' Helen C. Rounwee, Perahontas’s People. The Powhatan Indigns of Virginia  Through
Fowr Centuries (London: University of Oklahoma Press, 1990), pp. 20-21,
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In all the rest of the serious colonizing invasions, the defenders
always lost. For present purposes four foundation colonies arc sug-
gested as the main examples of invasion successes. Mexico and Peru
arc exceptions to the patterns in Hispaniola, Virginia, New England,
and New France, each of which became vital staging areas and bases
for further major invasions. Even such large ventures as the colo-
nization of Brazil were in many ways reactions to Hispaniola and
other Spanish initiatives, In any case Aztec and Inca conquests were
take-overs of Native American governments and their populations
as much as anything else; the sudden injections of forcign minori-
ties into the ruling elites of politically disrupted Amerindian socio-
economic structures. These involved sustained large-scale military
cperations only in the Aztec case, and even here with most of the
combat between Amerindians on the Aztec side against Amerindians
on the Spanish side,” By contrast, in Hispaniola, Virginia, New
England and New France large-scale military operations in the first
generation of settlement were uncommon. The term infiltration may
be more appropriate here than invasion. In the more derivative set-
tlements of Brazil, the Greater Antilles, New Holland and the French
and English West Indies, large-scale combat against Amerindians was
cven less frequent, and population displacement—by the injection of
African slaves as well as European migrants—even more pronounced.

Hispaniola, 1493-1514

After the Vikings the first serious effort to colonize the Americas was
the 1493 Hispaniola venture led by Columbus. It was a project fully
supported by Queen Isabella’s Castillian government and state fund-
ing. When it became clear that it was not in Asia, royal enthusiasm
weakened, but it was still enough to keep the colony going and then

# Douglas M. Peers, ed., IWarfare and Enmpire. Contact and conflict between Eurapean
and non-Eurapean militery and maritime forees and euitures (Ashgate: Variorum, 1997),
p. xviii, Peers in his introduction argues the urgent need for more detailed studies
of Europe’s military and naval conquests in the “wider world” after c. 1450; among
his criticisms of superficial historiography in this area is his statement that . , Spain’s
spectacular gains over the Aztees and Incas in the ‘sixteenth century are arguably
unigue. We must recognize the exceptional character of this encounter and that it
did not establish a precedent for Europe'’s later military encounters with non-
European peoples” Eurasian diseases and Aziec and Inca political weaknesses, he
slates, gave the conquistadors unique advantages.
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send the big 1502 settler reinforcement. Initially Hispaniola held out
the same types of promises as the Moorish regions of Iberia and the
Canary Islands to adventurous colonists, lands and workers with
which to build agricultural estates. In addition, there was gold. But
between 1493 and 1502 the first 1,500 or so settiers dwindled to
300 males. Death from discases caused most of the decline, though
some colonists returned to Spain. In 1502 the government sent 2,500
reinforcements. These also suffered a discase death rate of more than
50%, but were now continuously replaced by additional settlers so
that the Spanish population began o grow steadily, By 1510 there
were about 10,000 permanent Spanish residents on Hispanicla, The
remaining indigenous Tainos were by this time well on the way o
being fully Hispanicized,?

Serious Taino resistance to this influx was probably over as early
as 1495, In that year they still greatly outnumbered the newcomers.
At the start of colonization Bartolome de las Casas estimated there
were a million Tainos, or Arawaks, on Hispaniola. Modern schol-
ars suggest 300,000 as more likely. They were fairly evenly spread
over the island, in towns surrounded by cassava gardens. But the
overall odds were perhaps 300,000 Tainos, counting their non-com-
batants, versus 1,500 interlopers in 1493, and 700 only in 1494,
Thesc 700 were equipped with 100 “hacabuche” hand cannons, 100
“espingarde” guns, and the usual armour and steel equipment of

European men at arms. In fact they seem to have had a rather

higher proportion of advanced technology guns than was common

in European armies in the 1490s.” In addition they had horses and
war dogs, both armoured, and both a big shock to the Tainos. But
these obvious advantages were scldom deployed in large or even
medium-scale combat against more poorly equipped Taino warrior
forces.
One explanation for the low frequency of combat has been that
Eurasian diseases were already slaughtering Tainos on a massive
scale, Willilam H., McNeill, Alfred Crosby, and now Jared Diamond,
all argue that Tainos were devastated by imported pathogens to
which they had no immunities. But there is litle evidence of serious

DR, Walker, Columbus and the Golden World of the Istand Armonks (Kingston,

Jamaica; Ian Randle, 1992}, p. 309,
2 M.L. Brown, Firearms in Colonial America, 140271762 (Washington, D.Cl;

Smithsonian Institution Press, 1980), pp. 35-86,



42 CEORGE RAUDZENS

cpidemic discase among the Tainos undl about 1510, Meanwhile
it was the invaders who were sickening and dying at rates exceed-
ing 50%,

Neither technology nor discase seem to have been ceneral in this
first conquest of Amerindian territory. The local Tainos did not con-
test the initial Spanish landings, and did not identify the newcom-
ers as a threat. They waded, and supplied food o the sick and

struggling Europeans, They allowed the invaders to build « tolal of

four fortified towns by 1494, from which the invaders began o make
morc and more demands on adjeining Taino (owns for food and
also for lTabour services. Only when these demands exhausted their
small food surpluses and imposed culturally intolerable work cthics
chid the local towns unite under Caonabo in an organized resistance
movement, Only these in close contact with the invaders joined,
Individual disputes grew into exchanges of violence and into small-
scale raids. Columbus interpreted these as acts of reheilion and
launched “pacification” counter-raids against those Taino towns
assumed o be hostile. As the violence reached its peak, Caonabo
led possibly 10,000 warriors against part of the surviving 700 invaders
i the new town of St Thomas, besieging the inhabitants for 30
clays, but filing to wipe them out. He had to call off cperations for
logistical rcasons, to let his warriors return to their towns for foad.
In 1495, afier more fighting in smaller cngagements, the Spanish
scitlers struck back against one of the Taino towns containing allegedly
100,000 Amerindians, In a surprisc attack with 200 armoured infantry,
20 armoured cavalry, and 20 armoured war dogs they dispersed the
defenders and put many to the sword. This they called the Battle
of Vega Real, It was probably the biggest organized military oper-
ation of the conquest; by European standards it was a small raid
and a2 massacre of mostly non-combatants. Caonabo and his fol-
lowers sued for peace and submitted to Spanish rule. Other Taino
towns in the arcas [urther from the Spanish settlements continued
low-level hosdlities after this. Murders, raids and counter-raids went
on, but 1o call these “wars” and “battles” of a European kind is
mappropriate. The closest the Tainos came to wearing the invaders
down in this disorganized fashion was in 1501, when only 300 Spanish
scttlers remained on the island, The next year, after the great rein-
[orcement, the invaders escalated their anti-Taino raids, In 1502 the
higgest of these was one attack by 300 Spanish men at arms which
mflicted up to 700 casualtics counting non-combatants. In 1503, lav-
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ing expanded their fortified towns to a total of 14, the invaders
finished off the last pockets of Taino resistance in what they called
“Fhe War of Higiiay”. Afterwards there was no more serious com-
bat between settlers and Tainos of any sort. Since 1493 Taino com-
bat deaths were probably not much over 1,000. Spanish casualtics
from disease alone exceeded 2,000, From 1510 Spanish numbers
rosc above 10,000 In the first official census of surviving Tainos in
1514, the total was 22,726, or a hit more than two Tainos to one
mvader. By 1540 the remaining Tainos had merged with the sct-
ters, culturally assimilated, and annihilated as a distinet people.
The military side of this process boiled down to two sericus but
small fights, the sicge at St Thomas in 1494 and the “Batile of
Vega Real” in 1495, with hardly a defender horde anywhere to con-
front the invader handfuls, technology and discasc to the contrary
notwithstanding.

Virginaa, 1607-1622

The English invasion of Powhatan lands from 1607 was different in
many ways but similar in other ways to the Hispanicla CONQUCSE,
The colonists were not as well supported by government, but the
business interests and migration urges driving the flow of scttlers
were persistent, continuous and spontaneous. About 1,700 sctilers
invaded the Jamestown area between 1606 and 1616, As in the
Hispaniola case between 1493 and 1502, most of these also died
soon after landing, from disease and acclimatisation problems. The
death rates were 60% in 1607, 45% in 1608 and 1609, and over
50% in 1610. By 1616 there were only 351 survivors.? Undl they
began to grow tobacco for export in the latter year, they were con-
stantly short of food, struggled with the unaccustomed cxtremes of
heat and cold, and often lacked adequate fresh warer in their loca-
tions on the brackish and tdal James River. While they made no
moves to convert the local Powhatan and Pashpahegh people into

** For details of the Hispaniola invasion, sec Sauer, op. cit,, Walker, op. it and
George Raudzens, “Why did Amerindian defences fail? Paradlels in the luropean
invasions of Hispaninla, Virginia and heyond”, War n History, Vol 3, No, 3 {1096),

“ ], McCusker and R.R. Menard, The Eeonamy of Butish dmerica, 1667 1759
{Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1985), p. HiY,
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their labourers, as the Hispaniola invaders had done with the Tainos,
they instead relied on Amerindian surplus corn production to keep
them alive for much of the time. It was not an Impressive con-
quering presence.

Opposite Jamestown and its modest outworks were as many as
14,000 Algonkin-speaking Amerindians in the 6,000 square miles of
coastal Virginia accessible to the invaders by small boat. Many of
these Amerindians were loosely united under the influence of Powhatan,
their most powerful politician.® Between 1,470% and 3,200% of them
were warriors of fighting age. Powhatan population density was prob-
ably no more than two per square mile, by contrast with England’s
density of 88" Among other things these Algonkin people therefore
needed something like 16 to 20 times as much land for sustenance,
to produce corn, fish and game, than did European agriculturalists
In terms of contact with the English at Jamestown, therefore, only
a minority of the 14,000 indigenes—and perhaps 3,000 warriors—
were within trading or fighting range of the invaders. The bulk of
the latter, unlike the Amerindians, were men of fighting age, mostly
well equipped with armour, pikes, and swords, and some with
matchlock arquebuses or muskets. In relative combat strength, there-
fore, the Powhatans clearly outnumbered the English, but not by
hordes versus better-armed handfuls, Nothing like a horde of Powha-
tans struck the invader beachheads when invader numbers were
smallest. The first passible horde, rather dispersed, rose up only in 1622,
when it was o late to win,

As on Hispaniola but longer, first contacts in 1606, 1607 and 1608
were amicable. In each of these years about 300 English settlers
arrived, but about half died. The Powhatan odds against them were
at their highest level, but instead of attacking them the Amerindians
fed them, Only after slowly escalating individual disputes and steadily
expanding food demands did the good feclings dissipate. When in
1609 the Powhatans ran out of corn for themselves and refused to
keep supplying the English, the invaders assumed deliberate malice,

™ Rountree, op. cit, p. 3,

* Raudzens, “Why did Amerindian defences fal?”, p. 335,

" Steele, op. cit, p. 37,

™ See M. Livi-Bacci, A Concise History of World Papulation (OxTord: Blackwell, 19923,
pp. 31, 69, and elsewhere,

* Russell, Bourne, The Red King's Rebellion, Racial Politics in N Fngland 1675-1676
{(New York: Athencumn, 1990y, pp. 88-00,
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and after some individual killings on both sides, began to mount
organized small raids against nearby tawns and Amerindian cornfields.
Those hecame the typical forms of scttler-Amerindian combat, “feed
fights” as the invacders called them, They went on, with Amerindian
retaliation raids, until 1616, There were no large or even medium
set-picce combats between fully-armed and prepared warriors and
fully organized armoured musketeers. Mostly each side tried 1o ambush
the other’s unsuspecting non-combatants. There were more non-
combatants among the Powhatans, and in this sense they were more
vulnerable than the invaders. Also, Jamestown fortifications were
much stronger than Amerindian palisacles, and stayed unchallenged.
The Powhatans chose to ambush individuals outside the walls; as
some colonists complained, it was not safe o relieve oneself in the
bushes. In 1611 the English added a second fort at Henrico, which
also proved invulnerable to Powhatan attacks,

Among the biggest fights up to 1616 was the English raid of
August 9, 1610, when 70 armoured musketeers attacked 2 Pashpahegh
town, kiliing 40 warriors and 25 non-combatants.® There were nasty
casualties in the smaller fights. In 1609 the Powhatans killed a total
of 253 settlers, in 1610 they killed 18, in 1611 39, and up to 1614 a
grand total of 350. They, in turn, lost about 250 warriors in direct
combat”® Towards the end the Powhatans relied more and more on
food denial in an effort to starve out the invaders, as Tainos had
done between 1495 and 1502 But by 1614 they gave up the fight and
made peace on invader terms, by giving up big pieces of territory.

After 1616 the English population began to rise, By 1624 there
were 7,000 invaders in Virginia. Two years earlier, Powhatan leader
Opechancanough for the first time organized a mass attack to drive
the English out. In a series of co-ardinated raids against the most
exposed English farms—but not their fortified towns—his warriors
killed 347 settlers, a third of all the invaders in Virginia. In the
Finglish counter-attacks there was only one fight which looked like
a battle. In July 1624 on the York River 60 armoured musketeers
attacked another Amerindian town. For a change the defenders stood
to fight it out for two days, but in the end were driven off ¥

* Rountree, op, cit., pp. 54-5.
“ Raudzens, “Why did Amerindian defences fail?”, p. 346,
" Ibid., p. 351 and Steele, op. cit., p. 47,
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In 1644 Opechéncanough tricd one more mass attack, with much
less success. There were now 8,000 English people in Virginia, but
only 5,000 Powhatans, being driven ofl their lands westward or (o
cultural extinction within a European society, There was only onc
more “Indian War” in Virginia, during Bacon’s Rebellion in 1675-6,
against small Amerindian refugec groups from wars with other
European invader communities, now moving into the colony’s fron-
tier regions, The settler forces were decisively victorious. Their cam-
paigns were mostly nasty massacres,™

New England, 1620-1676

The first invaders of New England were very different from both
those of Hispaniola and Virginia. They were politically alienated
Pilgrim Fathers and Puritans who came as a more or less complete
social slice, with their own rich elite and workers, their own fund-
g, and all their wives and children. North America was ther bib-
lical promised land. Since they came as fully articulated societes
with self-sufficient logistics they created stable communitics faster
than the early Virginians. They were very few to start, 102 landing
at Cape Cod and settling at Plymouth in Massachusetts between July
22 and November 9, 1620. But on landing they already oumum-
bered the local Amerindians and, while about half died during the
first winter, much as in the carly days of Hispaniola and Virginia,
they were steadily reinforced. In 1630 came the first of their more
numerous Puritan associates, in the largest selfssupported migration
flow across the Atlantic to that time. By 1640 20,000 people had
come to New England, of whom, with surviving Pilgrims, 13,700
were alive in that year. By 1650 there were 22,900 English residents
in New England, by 1660 there were 33,200, and the growth was
accelerating both from migration and natural increase,®

As with other Amerindian population figures there is uncertainty
about how many lived in the New England area in 1620, Neal
Salisbury cautiousty suggests between 114,000 and 126,000 in 1600,
90% of whom were dead from waves of Eurasian epidemic diseases

* Steele, op. cit,, pp. 55-6,
¥ MoCusker and Menard, op. cit., p. 103 and elsewhere.



48

GEORGE RAUDZENS

Invaders

1620

1637

1640

1675-1676

Defenders

Hostilities: In the Pequat
War armoured English
musketeers disperse
3000 Pequots.

[ Hostilities: In King Phillip’s

War 1300 Narragansett and
Wampanoag warriors fight
1000 English men at arms and

) 150 Amerinchan allies.
i They kill 200 english combattants,
/ 1000 English civilians, 8000
' cows, and burn 1200 houses.
' They lose 3000 women and
/ children, and are dispersed.

Figure 2.3, New England 1620--1676,

MAIN REASONS FOR EARLY COLONIAL CONQUESTS, 14G3~1788 49

by the time the Pilgrim Fathers landed.® At best this translates into
11,400 survivors. The Pilgrims found deserted villages and cleared
but unplanted cornfields. They found only very few Amerindians,
established peaceful interactivities, and persuaded some of these orig-
inal inhabitants to teach them how to grow corn on their former
fields, There was no serious violence between invaders and defend-
ers for over a decade. In this sense the term “invasion” seems inap-
propriate. The violent part of this colonization was the disease
onslaught, the only clear case of disease as a big factor in helping
European colonizers among the main foundation colonics, And those
who brought the pathogens did not benefit from the Pilgrim and
Puritan land seizures,

As the English settlements expanded in the carly 1630s they began
to encounter pockets of surviving Amerindian communities. Among
the largest of these were the Pequots. In 1633 there may have been
13,000 of them. Smallpox struck later in the year and reduced them
to about 3,000. But this was still too many for the expanding sct-
ters. After the usual low-level violence deriving from European
encroachments, in May 1637 the Boston authoritics organized a force
of 90 English armoured musketeers from the colonial militia, recruited
70 Mohegan (or Mohecan) Amerindian allies, and launched a dawn
attack on the sleeping inhabitants of the main Pequot town. They
were met by 150 surprised warriors, who failed to stop the assault,
The Pequot women and children were massacred and the wartiors
dispersed. This was the only “batte” in the “conquest” of New
England, more of an early example of ethnic cleansing than a mil-
itary operation,*' By this time there were already many more English
settlers in the colony than Amerindians, and it was English hordes
versus Pequot handfuls. No greater forces were needed to deal with
the Native Americans. The first English troops committed to North
American combat by London authorities were 300 soldicrs sent against
the Dutch at New Amsterdam in 1664,

The bloodiest warfare between New Englanders and Amcrindians
came in 1675 and 1676, as part of the same type of ethnic cleans-
ing and land-grabbing process as the Pequot War. In 1675 the Boston
authorities declared King Philip of the Wampanoags and his 300

" Neal Salisbury, Manitou and Providence, Indians, Eurafieans, and the Making of New:

England, 1500-1643 (OUP, 1984), pp. 26-7, 22-30.
W Thid e 99129 and Qraala rn ae = 00
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warriors to be in breach of the peace, but sent a militia force to
attack the unsuspecting Narragansetts instead. With 1,000 armoured
musketeers and 150 Mohegan and Pequot allies they struck at down
launching “The Great Swamp Fight”. But the surprised Amerin- Allies Iroquois
dians also had muskets, killing 70 attackers and wounding 150 for 1608

a loss of 97 dead, 48 wounded, and up to 1,000 women and chil-
Hostilities: French and Algonkins ;
]

dren slaughtered. About 1,000 surviving warriors joined King Philip’s
begin hostilitics with Mohawks of
the Iroquois. These continue for !

Wampanoags. In 1676 these 1,300 warriors killed 200 English com-
batants, 1,000 English civilians, 8,000 English cows, and burned
1,200 houses. In return they lost 3,000 men, women and chiidren 1609 the rest of the century.
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powder supplies. Most of them were driven inland or cultarally, if !
not physically, annihilated if they stayed among the Europeans.® 1615 /
So while disease played a part, the Amerindians never had a big r
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In 1608 Samuel Champlain followed up earlier fur trading ven-
tures by building an outpost at Quehec with 28 men® The site he
chose was the one from which Cartier’s and Roberval’s colonists had
heen driven by the resident Troquois in 1543, It was now unoccu-
pied. There were several thousand Algonkin-speaking peopie clse-
where in the St Lawrence Valley but not close enough to feel
threatened by the European newcomers, Twenty of Champlain’s men
died the first winter, but others came, and a steady fur trade—
exchange of beaver pelts for manufactured and other European
goods—developed and expanded with the Algonkins and the Hurons
further inland. The Algonkins were hunter-gatherers with hirchbark
canoes which gave them an unrivalled inland mobility,* The trade
was just profitable enough to keep the Champlain settlement going.
To the Amerindians it was something of a materialist bonanza.
Furopean stecl, for example, gave them unprecedented hunting capa-
hilities, and thus more wealth and power. Those closest to the French
gamned the most and sought to keep the newcomers as their special
clients, fiiends, and even relatives. Algonkin canoes were light enough
to carry over gaps in the great inland river and lake networks but
hig enough for bulk transport, and so, while the French controlled
the sca transport, their new hunter-gatherer allies monopolized the
interior water ways. The French trade, missions and farms became
dependent on the canoe infrastructure.® The agricultural Hyrons
were integrated as corn producers, to feed part of this trade. With
perhaps 7,000 warriors, these Iroquois relatives became the friends
and partners of hoth the Algonkin canoe people and the French.

' Vor the basic details and most scholarly interpretations of early French colo-
nization, sce W.L. Focles, Ewsaps on New France (Toronto: OUP, 1987, and his The
Centadian Frontier, 1534--1760 {New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1969). On
Canada’s Amerindians, see Bruce G. Trigger, Matives and Neweomers. Canada’s “Hervic
Age™ Reconsicdered (Kingsion and Montreal: McGill-Queens University Press, 1985),
Gn o he Troquois, George Hunts The Wars of the froguois (Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1967) is stll a worthy starting point. Richard White, in The Middle
Cround, fudians, Empires, and Republics in the Greal Lakes Region, 1650-1415 (CUF, 1691)
docs an excellent study of the consequences of early colonization on the Chio
Amerindians. Steele, op. cit, i a standard reference or combat hetween Amerindians
and Europeans throughout,

! rigier, op, et In Trigger’s opinion definite figures for the number of Algonkins
i the Quebee area in 1607 are not possible, but there were some thousands of
them. See pp. 231242,

" See the essay by David McNab, Bruce Hodgins and Dale Standen in this
volume,
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On the other hand, the Iroquois corn growers south of the St
Lawrence Valley were off the main Algonkin canoe and fur routes
and were excluded from the trade. Almost from the start of the
Champlain settlement, therefore, they became the implacable enc-
mies of the fur alliance. Thus the gradual Europeanization of the St
Lawrence Valley took place in the context of a dominant Amerindian
alliance in which the French were a minority, more or less perma-
nently at war with a numerically smaller but more cohesive nation
of the Iroquois or Five Nations. The French operated on Amerindian
terms, and at the limits of Troquois war-making powers.

Both the Algonkin alliance and froquois wars began with Cham-
plain’s “battle” with the Mohawks on Lake Champlain on July 29,
1609. A Montagnais and Huron war party of 60 warriors ook Cham-
plain and two other Frenchmen with them on a raid aganst the
Mohawks. They encountered 200 of the latter, probably on their way
to do something similar to them. Champlain killed three Mohawks
with the first triple-shotted blast of his matchlock musket. His two
companions also fired. The Iroquois had no previous experience of
firearms. They broke in shock, fled, and lost several more warriors,
some killed and 12 captured.® Here at last was a genuine example
of a small group beating a large one with advanced war technol-
ogy. But most of the small group were alsa Amerindians, and once
the shock among the Iroquois wore off, they not only withstood
gunfire as well as European soldiers but also became as well armed
with guns as the Europeans were. In 1628, when six Dutch muske-
teers went with a Mohegan war party on a raid against Mohawks
similar in many ways to the 1609 Champlain “battle”, Dutch firepower
was entirely ineffective; four of the Dutch musketeers were killed by
Mohawk arrows, and a fifth was roasted and eaten.* Subsequently
the Dutch became the principal suppliers of guns to the Iroquois,

Meanwhile, as the Iroquois began to attack Algonkin canoc fleets
in and out of Quebec, by 1615 Champlain was leading his Algonkin
and Huron warriors against the nearest Iroquois villages. Casualtics
were small. In 1624 a brief peace was made. By 1628 there were
about 80 permanent French residents in the colony, By 1640, with
the support of Cardinal Richelieuw’s government, the French num-
bers rose to 356. But as population rose, Iroquois hostility increased.

W Steele, op. cit, pp. 54-5.
7 Ibid.. n. 115
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By 1635 the French were armung their allies with guns, but the
Dutch were arming the Iroquois from New Amsterdarm, Hostilities
between the Algonkin-Huran allics and the Iroquois escalated steadily
until 1648, when the Mohawks began to attack the main Huron
towns 1n southern Ontario, In 1649 Seneca and Mohawk Iroquois
organized probably the most formidable Amerindjan ofensive since
Opechancanough’s attack on the Virginia settlers in 1622 or the
Aztee defence of Tenochtitlan in 1520 and 1521, Wich 1,000 war-
riors they struck the Huron towns of St Ignace and Saint Louis,
overran the defenders, and scattered 6,000 Hurons westward and
southward into cultural annihilation among Algonkins, where their
remnants became generally known as the Ottawas of the Ohio
Gountry.™ This stunning viciory over the vital allies of the French
was by Amerindians over Amerindians, both sides armed with
European guns,

Only 1in 1660, however, did the Iroquois begin to kill serious num-
bers of French setters. That year 800 of them annihilated Dollard
des Ormeaux, 17 French musketeers, 40 Hurons, and 4 Algonkins
at the Long Sault rapids, at a cost of 20 of their own warriors kailed.
In 1661 the Iroquois raiders killed 38 scttlers and captured 61, But
the European population was now rising, to 3,035 in 1663. The new
colonial minister of King Louis XIV, Jean Colbert, began to alio-
cate large amounts of funding in order to consolidate the Prench
hold on North America. He sent thousands of new state-assisted
migrants, In 1665 he committed the first fully articulated professional
regiment of Europcan veterans against the Iroquois; these were 12
companies, 1,200 men, of the Carignan-Saliéres Regiment, among
the first unit to be fully equipped with new fintlock muskets, Other
government soldiers were sent later. These troops had modest mili-
tary success against the Iroquois, hut the latter were impressed ecnough
by thelr potential power to sue for peace, temporarily. The biggest
Iroquois blow against the French settlers was in 1689, when they
anmhilated the entire town of Lachine, but by then there was no
serious hope of winning against the colonists. By 1685 there were
well over 16,000 Europeans in New France while the [roquois could
seldom muster 1,000 warriors. The Amerindian allies of the French
outnumbered the Troquols, and European professional troops our-

" White, op. eit,, pp. 1-3, and elsewliere,
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gunned them. So the Iroquois allied themselves to the cxpanding
English colonists to balance out the odds, until the end of the French
empire. Of all the Amerindians they stayed unconquered the longest,
and held their territory from 1609 until the American Revolution.
But they never had a real prospect of driving out the French. It was
they who constantly battled against odds, armed with European guns,
They owed their territorial integrity more to geography, their loca-
tion between the main arcas of Furopean expansion, than to other
factors.

Thus no Amerindians directly resisted the Luropean colonization
of New France in a serious way, The Amerindians actually assimi-
lated the French more than they opposed them. Some regretted the
end of the French empire. During Pontiac’s Rebellion of 1763—] 765,
when the Ohio tribes finally mounted a united defence against fur-
ther European expansion, many kept up their morale by circulating
rumours that the French king was about to lead his soldiers back to
North America to save them,* He did not come, and they 0o were
dispersed.

Conclusion

There was one other big continental invasion which overran indige-
nous defenders, Australia in 1788, Here too there were no battles,
From the first landings the British military and the convicts out-
numbered the local Aboriginal residents of Port Jackson, Perhaps
this was because of an imported small-pox epidemic. But the other
killings were a conscquence of conquest, not a means to it." In any
case, none of the four main North American invasion storics fit the

* Gregory Evans Dowd, “The French king wakes up in Dewroit Pontiac's war
in rumour and history”, pp. 254-271 in Douglas M. Peers, op. it

" As in the foundation invasions of North America, initial contacts between the
concentrated Europeans of the First Fleet and the more thinly spaced local Port

Jackson Aborigines were amicable. Hosulity developed as Aborigines began o per-

ceive a threat to their food supplies. See Keith Willey, 1When the Sky Fefl Dowm. The
Destruction of the Tribes of the Sydngy Region 1788-18505 (Sydney: Colling, 1978}, pp.
42-55. Noel Buthn suggests that the most widely cited estimate for (otal Aborigines
in the Cumberland Plain is 4,000 in 1788, The First Fleet landed abour 1,000
Evropeans at Part Jacison, probably inhabited by only a portion of the estimated
4000 defender people. Sce N.G. Butlin, feonamics and the Dreamitime, A Hypothetical
History (Melbourne; Cambridge UP, 1993). See cspecially pp. 137 and 142,
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Cajamarca format either. Except in New England, the Amerindians
outnumbered the first waves of Furopeans substantially or even
greatly, but did not concentrate numerical superiorities against the
newcomers in the invasion zones, Almost all the sources and his-
tories probably exaggerate Amerindian numbers, and perhaps the
odds were not so great, But the odds were not exploited, whatever
they were,

In the cases of Hispaniola, Virginia and New France the defend-
crs failed to idendfy the Europeans as invaders. Both the Spanish
and Lnglish newcomers were Initially pathetically weak, struck down
by discases and dependent on Amerindian food. In the French case,
the scttlers seemed desirable allics, When hostilities developed in the
first two cases, they came from disputes among individuals and from
too much pressure on Amerindian food supplies. The Amerindians
began to fight seriously only to avoid starvation. There was little sus-
tained combat all the same. Serious fighting came after the Amer-
indians were already outnumbered, as in Virginia in 1622. The most
formidable counter-invasion alliance north of Mexico was probably
Pontiac’s effort of 1763-1765, much too late.

As for disease and technology, discase helped the invaders only
in New England, and technology was a marginal influence. In the
rare cascs of serious combat, cannon, arquebuses, muskets, armour,
pikes and swords were clearly better than Amerindian arms. Europeans
also generally built fortifications which Amerindians could not pen-
etrate, and sometimes used cavalry as well. But none of the main
invasions was decided by military operations and, in any case,
Amerindians became remarkably well equipped with European guns
very carly.

If failed invasions arc contrasted with successful ones, perhaps the
critical difference was the strength and continuity of the European
migrant flows in the several cases, In the failures small unreinforced
invader groups were defeated and driven away. In the successes,
migrant flows were continuous, and relative to local Aboriginal paop-
ulation densities—as far as these can be estimated—substantial, In
Hispaniola and from the 1660s in New France European govern-
ments funded the migrations. In Virginia private capitalists paid the
bills and in New England the migrants brought all their own capi-
tal with them. But whoever provided the means—for its time and
place a big effort——it was the dynamism of the settlers themselves
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who were driven to risk a frightening ocean voyage, deadly discases,
and perceptions of Amerindian hostility, in order to try to build new
homes for themselves on a new and scary continent, werc the critical
difference. For many reasons, Europe from the 1490s already had
enough people willing and able to colonize overseas and keep colo-
nizing. Despite much scholarly effort, the expansionist forces driving
ordinary Furopeans to new lands still need further illumination.”

" What drove the critical migrant flows has beew studied as a whole in works
such as Nicholas Canny’s Ewopeans on the Move Studies on European Migration, 15001800
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), and for North American migrants by specialists
such as David Cressy, in Coming Ouver. Migration and Communieation Between England and
New England in the Sevenieenth Century (CUP, 1987). But more research and analysis
is probably needed. The “push” and “pull” factors needed to overcome the phys-
ical and psychological challenges of crossing the Atlantic and pioncering in a strange
environment are too ofien neglected by historians who at least in an carlier gene-
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