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Inside the Canipaigns

In the battie of Eutaw Sprmgs Sou%:h Carohna the last major action
of the Revolutlonary War before Comnwallis surrendered at Yorktown,
over 500 Americans were killed and wounded. Nathanael Greene had
led some 2200 men into the Sprmgs his casualties thus represented
almost one-fourth of his army. More men would die in battles in the
next two years, and others would suffer terrible wounds. The statistics,
although notoriously unreliable, show that the Revolution killed a higher
percentage of those who served on the American side than any war in
our histc Iy, always exceptmg the C' il

Ny and those who died—fight>
Why did they hold their ground, endure the strain of battle, with men
dying about them and danger to themselves so obvious? Undoubtedly
“the reasons varied from battle to. batﬂe, but just: as surely there was
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In most actions the Continentals, the regulars, fought more bravely
than the militia. We need to know why these men fought and why
the American regulars performed better than the mulitia. The answers
surely will help us to understand the Revolution, especially if we can
discover whether what made men fight reflected what they believed—
and felt—about the Revolution.

Several explanations of the willingness to fight and die, if necessary,
may be dismissed at once. One is that soldiers on both sides fought
out of fear of their officers, fearing them more than they did battle.
Frederick the Great had described this ‘condition: as ideal, but-it- did
not exist in ideal or practice in either the American or the British army.
The British soldier usually possessed a more professional spirit than the
American, an attitude compounded from confidence in his skill and
pride in belonging to an old established institution. British regiments
carried proud names—the Royal Welch Fusiliers, the Black Watch,
the King's Own—whose officers usually behaved extraordinarily bravely
in battle and expected their men to follow their examples. British officers
disciplined their men more harshly than American officers did and gener-
ally trained them more effectively in the movements of battle. But neither
they nor American officers instilled the fear that Frederick found so
desirable. Spirit, bravery, a reliance on the bayonet, were all expected
of professional soldiers, but professionals acted out of pnde»-not out
of fear of their officers.

Still, coercion and force were never absent from the life of either
army. There were, however, limits on their use and their effectiveness.
Fear of flogging might prevent a soldier from deserting camp, but it
could not guarantee that he would remain steady under fire. Fear of
ridicule may have aided in keeping some troops in place, however. Eigh-
teenth-century infantry went into combat in fairly close lines and officers
could keep an eye on many of their men. If the formation was tight
enough officers might strike laggards and even order “skulkers,” Washing-
ton’s term for those who turned tail, shot down.? Just before the move
to Dorchester Heights in March 1976, the word went out that any

American who ran from the action would be “fired down upon the
pot”® The troops themselves approved of this threat, according to
one of the chaplains.

. GW Writings, V, 480,

3 Jeanette D. Black and William G. Roelker, A szode Island Chaplain in the Revolution:
Letters of Ebenezer David to Nicholas Brown, 1775-1778 (Providence, R.L, 1949),
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-Washington- repeated. the threat just before the Battle of Brooklyn
later that year, though he seems not to have posted men behind the
lines to 0317}7 itoout: Damei Morggnurged Nathanael Greene to place
sharp-shooters behind the militia, and Greene may have done so at
Guilford urt House. No one thought that an entire army could be
held in place against its will, and these commands to shoot soldiers
who retired without orders were never widely issued.¢

“A tactic that surely would have appealed to many soldiers would have
been to send them into battle drunk, Undoubtedly some—on both
sides—did enter combat with their senses deadened by rum. Both armies
commonly issued an additional ration of rum on the eve of some extraordi-
nary action—a long, difficult march, for example, or a battle, were two
of the usual reasons. A common order on such occasions ran: “The
troops. should have an extraordinary allowance of rum,” usually a gill,
four ounces of unknown alcoholic content, which if taken down at the
 propitious moment might dull fears and summon courage.” At Camden
no supply of rum existed; Gates or his staff substituted molasses, to no
good effect, according to Otho Williams. The British fought brilliantly
at Guilford Court House unaided by anything stronger than their own
large spirits. In most actions soldiers went into battle with very little
more than themselves and their comrades to lean upon.s

Belief in the Holy Spirit surely sustained some in the American army,
perhaps more than in the enemy’s. There are a good many references
to:the Divine or to Providence in the letters and diaries of ordinary
soldiers. Often, however, these expressions are in the form of thanks
to the Lord for permitting these soldiers to survive. There is little that
suggests soldiers believed that faith rendered them invulnerable to the
enemy’s bullets. Many did consider the glorious cause to be sacred;
~ their war, as the ministers who sent them off to kill never tired of
reminding them, was just and providentials
- Others clearly saw more immediate advantages in the fight: the plunder
of the enemy’s dead. At Monmouth Court House, where Clinton with-

4 GW Witings, V, 470-80; Ward, 11, 786. o
5. Otho Williams, ‘A Narrative of the Campaig William Johnson, Sketches
" of the Life and Correspondence of Nathanael Greene (2 vols., Charleston, S.C., 1822).
L, 494, A. R. Newsome, ed., “A British Orderly Book, 1780-1781," NCHR, ¢ (1932},

ferences to Providence, see Herbe?ttfll, Wade and Robert A. Lively
aus e Adver Two Company Officers in Washington's
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drew after dark, leaving the field strewn with British corpses, the plunder-
ing carried American soldiers into the houses of civilians who had fled
to save themselves. The soldiers’ actions were so blatant and so unre-
strained that Washington ordered their packs searched. And at Eutaw
Springs, the Americans virtually gave up victory to the opportunity of
ransacking British tents. Some died in their greed, shot down by an
enemy given time to regroup while his camp ‘was torn apart by men
looking for something to carry off. But even these men probably fought
for something besides plunder. When it beckoned they responded; but
it had not drawn them to the field; nor had it kept them there in a
savage struggle? ;

Inspired leadership helped soldiers face death, but they sometimes
fought bravely even when their leaders let them down. Yet officers’
courage and the example of officers throwing off wounds to remain in
the fight undoubtedly helped their men stick. Charles Stedman, the
British general, remarked on Captain Maitland who, at Guilford Court
House, was hit, dropped behind for a few minutes to get his wound
dressed, then returned to the battle.® Cornwallis obviously filled Sergeant
Lamb with pride, struggling forward to press into the struggle after
his horse was killed. Washington’s presence meant much at Princeton
though his exposure to enemy fire may also have made his troops uneasy.
His quiet exhortation as he passed among the men who were about to
assault Trenton—“Soldiers, keep by your officers” remained in the mind
of a Connecticut soldier until his death fifty years later.®® There was
only one Washington, one Cornwallis, and their influence on men in
battle, few of whom could have seen them, was of course slight. Junior
and noncommissioned officers carried the burden of tactical direction;
they had to show their troops what must be done and somehow persuade,
cajole, or force them to do it. The praise ordinary soldiers lavished on
sergeants and junior officers suggests that these leaders played important
parts in their troops’ willingness to fight. Still, important as it was, their
part does not really explain why men fought.

In suggesting this conclusion about military leadership, I do not wish

7. Benjamin Fishbourne and others, Orderly Book, June 12-July 13, 1778, BRg6,
HL.

8. Stedman, History of the American War, 11, 38.

9 Roger Lamb, An Qriginal and Authentic Journal of Occurrences During the Late
American War . .. (Dublin, 180g), 362. '

© William S. Powell, “A Connecticut Soldier Under Washington: Elisha Bostwick’s
Memeoirs of the First Years of the Revolution,” WMD), 3d Ser., 6 (1949), 10a.
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as agreeing ‘with Tolstoy’s scornful verdict on generals—
d. orders they do not affect the results of
st s scorn for generals—historians
ding a rational order in battles

a',catertam known 1ocahty
ent. A mmander in chief

v - The commander in chief is always in
the: madst of a series of shifting events and so he never can at any
moment consider the whole import of an event that is occurring.” 1!

The full import of battle will as sirely escape historians as participants.
But we have to begin somewhere in trying to explain why men fought
rather than ran from Revolutionary battlefields. The battlefield may in-
deed be the place to- bcgm since we: have dismissed leaciership, fear of

an mtlma‘ce theater especxaﬁy mtxmate m the engagements of the Revolu
tion which were usually small even by the standards of the day. The
killing. range of the musket, eighty to one hundred yards, enforced inti-

id the reliance on the bayonet and the general ineffectiveness
ry: Soldiers had to come: to close quarters to kill; this fact reduced

~ . faet,» contrast to twentleth-century
combat in whxch the enemy usually remains unseen and the source of
incoming fire unknown, in mghteenth-century battles the foe could be
seen and sometimes even touched. Sceing one’s enemy may have aroused
a singular intensity of feeling uncommon in modern battles. The assault
with the bayonet—the most desired objective of infantry tactics—seems
mdeed to have evoked an emotional climax. Before it occurred, tension
iety built up as the troops marched from their column into 2
line of attack. The purpose of their movements was well understood
by themselves and their enemies, who must have watched with feelings
of dreéd and fascination. When the order came sending them forward,
age, madness, replaced the attackers’ anxiety, while terror and
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desperation sometimes filled those receiving the charge.’? Surely it is
revealing that the Americans who ran from battle did so most often
at the moment they understood that their enemy had started forward
with the bayonet. This happened to several units at Brandywine and
to the militia at Camden and Guilford Court House. The.loneliness,
the sense of isolation, reported by modern soldiers was probably missing
at such moments. All was clear—especially that glittering line of acivan&
ing steel.

Whether this awful clarity was harder to bear than losmg sxght of
the enemy is problematical. American troops ran at Germantown after
grappling with the British and then finding the field of battle covered
by fog. At that time groping blindly, they and their enemy struggled
over ground resembling a scene of modern combat. The enemy was
hidden at a critical moment, and American fears were generated by
not knowing what was happening—or about to happen. They could
not see the enemy, and they could not see one another, an especially
important fact, For, as S. L. A. Marshall, the twentieth-century military
historian, has suggested in his book Men Against Fire, what sustains
men in the extraordinary circumstances of battle may be their relation-
ships with their comrades.*®

These men found that sustaining such relationships was possible in
the intimacy of the American battlefield. And not just because the limited
arena robbed battle of some of its mystery. More importantly, it permitted
the troops to give one another moral or psychological support. The enemy
could be seen, but so could one’s comrades; they could be seen and
communicated with,

Eighteenth-century infantry tactics called for men to move and fire
from tight formations which permitted them to talk and to give one
another information—and reassurance and comfort. If properly done,
marching and firing found infantrymen compressed into files in which
their shoulders touched. In battle, physical contact with one’s comrades
on either side must have helped men control their fears. Firing the
musket from three compact lines, the English practice, also involved

physical contact. The men of the front rank crouched on their right
knees; the men of the center rank placed their left feet inside the right
feet of the front; the rear rank did the same thing behind the center.

* See Samuel B. Webb to Silas Deane, Cambridge, July 11, 1775, MHS, Procs,, 14
(Boston, 1876), 83.

13 [New York, 1947), especially chapter 10.
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This stance was called—a revealing term—"locking.” The very density
o thi’sk?ﬁﬁ:gfi;r'uatidn;wsc:me'time‘s'ar'ouséd,criticism from cfﬁcers'who com-
plained that it led to inaccurate fire. The front rank, conscious of the
closeness of the center, might fire too low: the rear rank tended to

) otsii ir, as firing too high was called;,gnlg;the
center ran taok“‘Caréfulfélm according to the critics. Whatevexj the
truth of these charges about accuracy of fire, men in these dgpsg "for,ma.
i ompiled a fine record of holding their ground. And it is worth
noting that the inaccuracy of men in the rear rank bespoke their concern
for their fellows in front of them? v e

British and American soldiers in the Revolution often spoke of fighting
with “spirit”” and “behaving well” under fire. Sometimes these phrases
referred to daring exploits under great danger, but more. often they
seem to have meant holding together, giving one anot.her support, re-
forming the lines when they were broken or fell ~ini.t0 .dl‘sord,er;:d§sorder
such as overtook the Americans at Greenspring, Virgm;ka}zkgarly in July
1781 ‘when Cornwallis lured” Anthony Wayne into crossing _the fames
with. a force that was heavily outnumbered. Wayne saw his mistake
and decided to make the best of it, not by a hasty ret’reag’f’rgm ’the
ambush'but by attacking: The odds against the Ag&ericags were formida-
ble but, as an ordinary soldier who was there saw it, the msprgd;cgndz}ct
of the infantry saved them—*our troops behaved well: ﬁgl}tlng with
great spirit and bravery. The_infant‘ly;werek oft broke; but just as oft
rallied and formed at a word™ss e
* These troops had been spread ‘out when the: Bntxsh’surpns?d thgm,
but they formed as quickly as pgss;il;lg,#ﬁg{? was 3 test of men 5. spmgs,
a test they passed in part because of their disciplined formation. 1}5
Camden, where in contrast the militia collapsed as soon as the battle

-’ alignment may have c ributed to their fear. Gates
ians on the far y expecting them to cover

 Exercise As Orde
) in of Discipline for 2 Militia (Sa

o;}ab Asz}:s (New Y;ork,; 1975)

‘,,38«:

15, The Diay o
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distance which intensified a feeling of isolation in the heat and noise.
of the firing. And to make such feelings worse, these men were especially

exposed, stretched out at one end of the line with no supporters:behind -
them.18

Troops in tight lines consciously reassured one another in several ways.

British troops usually talked and cheered—huzzaing” whether standing
their ground, running forward, or firing. The Americans may have done
less talking and cheering, though there is evidence that they learned
to imitate the enemy. Giving a cheer at the end of successful engagement
was standard practice. The British cheered at Lexington and then
marched off to be shot down on the road running from Concord. The
Americans shouted their joy at Harlem Heights, an understandable action
and one for most of 1776 they rarely had opportunity to perform 17

The most deplorable failures to stand and fight usually occurred among
the American militia. Yet there were militia companies that performed
with great success, remaining intact under the most deadly volleys. The
New England companies at Bunker Hill held out under a fire that veteran
British officers compared to the worst they had experienced in Europe,
Lord Rawdon remarked on how unusual it was for defenders to stick
to their posts even after the assaulting troops had entered the ditch
around a redoubt.?®* The New Englanders did it. They also held steady
at Princeton—“They were the first who regularly formed” and stood
up under the balls “which whistled their thousand different notes around
our heads,” according to Charles Willson Peale, whose Philadelphia mili-
tia also proved its steadiness.!® ;

What was different about these companies? Why did they fight when
others around them ran? The answer may lie in the relationships among
their men. Men in the New England companies, in the Philadelphia
militia, and in the other units that held together were neighbors. They

new one another; they had something to prove to one another; they
had their “honor” to protect. Their active service in the Revolution
may have been short, but they had been together in ‘one way. or-another
for a fairly long time—for several years in most cases. Their companies,

% VG (Dixon and Nicholson), Sept. 6, 1780, contains an account of the extended
disposition on the left. Ward, II, v22-30, provides a fne ‘study of the battle, as

fio the Wickwires, Cornwallis, 149-63.

1y T#nch Tilghman to his father, Sept. 19, 1776, Henry P. Johnston, ed., Memoir of

_ Lieut Col Tench Tilghman (Albany, N.Y,, 1876), 139,

8. Francis Rawdon o the Earl of Huntington, June 20, 1775, Hastings Papers, HL.

% Charles Willson Peale Diary, Jan, 3, 1777, HL... R T




504 THE GLORIOUS CAUSE

ad been formed fr m towns and villages. Some, clearly, had
especially in the thinly settled southern colonies, companies
ually composed of men—farmers, farmers’ sons, farm laborers,
ans, and new immigrants—who did. not. know one another. They
. to use a term much used in a later war, companies of “stragglers”
withou ‘ommon attachments, with-almost no knowledge of their fellows.
For them, even bunched tightly in line, the battlefield was an empty,
ly place. Absence of personal bonds, and their own parochialism,
1o inadequate training and imperfect discipline, often led to
disintegration under fire. 2t o

* According to conventional wisdom the nearer the American militia
were to home the better they fought, fighting for their home§ and no
one else’s. Proximity to home, however, may have been a distraction
which weakened resolve. For the irony of going into battle and perhaps
to their deaths when home an safety lay close down the road could
ilitia_to desert—and. if they were
i ‘transit_between home and

without authorizati e

aradoxically, of all the Americans ho fought, the militiamen best
‘exemplified in themselves and in their behavior the ideals and purposes
-of the Revolution. They had enjoyed independence, or at least personal

ating it by choosing their own. officers. Their sense of theic
permitted, even compelled, them to serve only for short enlist-
leave camp when they liked, to scorn the orders of others—
ially those orders to fight when they preferred to fiee. Therr
nto their society drove them to resist military discipline;
and their ethos of personal freedom stimulated hatred of the machine
that served as the model for the army. They were not pieces of a machine,

Baragran ” ; i
General Smallwood's Recruits: cetime §8€h€§:};£

the R ionary War Private,” WMQ, 3d Ser., 30 (‘1973‘),4 177»"—33.1'}1; amnﬁwx

‘Greene Papers in the Huntington Library contain materxal; which tend to
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and they would serve it only reluctantly and skeptically. At their best,
at Cowpens, for example, they fought well; at their worst, at Camden,
they fought not at all. There, they were, as Greene said, “ungovern-
able.”?* What was lacking in the militia was a set of professional stan-
dards, requirements and rules which might regulate their conduct in
battle. What was lacking was professional pride. Coming and going to
camp as they liked, shooting their guns for the pleasure of the sound,
the militia annoyed the Continentals, who soon learned that most could
not be trusted. e e

The British regulars were at the opposite pole. They had been pulled
out of society, carefully segregated from it; tightly disciplined and highly
trained. Their values were the values of the army for the most part;
no more and no less. To be sure, the officers were in certain respects
very different from the men. They embodied the style and standards
of gentlemen who believed in service to their king and who fought for
honor and glory. V ;

With these ideals and a mission of service to the king defining their
calling, British officers held themselves as aloof as possible from the
peculiar horrors of war. Not that they did not fight. They sought combat
and danger, but by the conventions which shaped their understanding
of battle, they insulated themselves as much as possible from the ghastly
business of killing and dying. Thus the results of battle might be long
lists of dead and wounded, but the results were also “honourable and
glorious,” as Charles Stedman described Guilford Court House, or re-
flected “dishonour upon British arms,” as he described Cowpens. Actions
and gunfire were “smart” and “brisk” and sometimes “hot,” and cccasion-
ally a “difficult piece of work.” They might also be described lightly—
Harlem Heights was “this silly business” to Lord Rawdon. To their
men, British officers spoke a clean, no nonsense language. Howe's terse
“look to your bayonets” summed up a tough professional’s expectations. 28

For all the distance between British officers and men, they gave remark-
able support to one another in battle. They usually deployed carefully,
keeping up their spirits with drum and ffe. They talked and shouted
and cheered, and coming on with their bayonets at the ready “huzzaing,”
or coming on “firing and huzzaing” they must have sustained a sense

22 Greene to Governor Reed, March 18, 1781, Greene Papers, HL. On Feb. 3, 1781,
Greene wrote Governor Nash that 20,000 militia would not provide soo effective
troops, the way they “come and go,” ibid

%3 Stedman, History of the American War, 1, 383, 360; Rawdon to the Earl of Hunting-
fon, Aug. 3, 1773, Sept. 23, 1776, Hastings Papers, HL.
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of shared ékperience. Their ranks might be thinned by an American
volley but on'they came, exhorting one another to “push on! push on!”
Bunker Hill and the battles that followed. > Although terrible losses
y dispirited them, they almost always maintained the integrity
of their regiments ‘as fighting units, and when they were '.defeé.lted, or
nearly so as at Guilford Court House, they recovered their pride and
fought well thereafter. And there was no hint at Yorktown that the
ranks wanted to surrender, even though they had suffered dreadfully.
The Continentals, the American regulars, lacked the polish of their
* British counterparts, but at least from Monmouth- on, they showed a
steadiness under fire almost as impressive as their enemy’s. And they
demonstrated a brave endurance: defeated, they retired, pulled them-
selves together, and came back to try again. These qualities—patience
and endurance—endeared them to many. For example, John Laurens,
on-Washington's staff in 1778, wanted desperately to command them.
In what amounted to a plea for command, Laurens wrote: “1 would
cherish those dear, ragged Conti » whose patience will be the admi-
ration of future ages, and glory in bleeding with them.”25 This statement
was all the more extraordinary coming from Laurens, a South Carolina
aristocrat. The soldiers he admire re anything but aristocratic. As
the war dragged on they came increasingly from the poor and-the proper-
tyless. Most probably entered the a as substitutes for men who hgd
‘rather pay than serve; or-as the recipients of bounties and the promise
of land. In time, some, perhaps many, assimilated the ideals of the
Revolution. As Baron von Steuben observed in training them, they dif
ferec n European troops in at least one regard: they wanted to know
ere told to do certain things. Unlike European soldiers who
“did what they were told, the Continentals asked why 26 ]
ontinental ofhcers aped the style of their British counterparts. 1 hey
‘to gentility and, often failing to achieve it, betrayed thez? anxiety
n excessive concern for their honor. Ne t surprisingly, like their British
terparts, they also used th of the gentleman in describing

Wkth words ;,,frcm their
ey found few euphemisms
How, September 1776,

1775, Hastings Papers; HL:

more Simms, ed., The Anny Correspon

: e lonel Jobn Lautens in the Years 1777-1778 (New York, 1867), 136
26..Sheer and Rankin, Rebels and Redeoats, 354 |
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in New York, noted in his diary: “Isaac Fowls had his head shot off
with a cannon ball this morning.” And Sergeant Thomas McCarty re-
ported an engagement between a British foraging party and American
infantry near New Brunswick in February 1777: “We attacked the body,
and bullets flew like hail. We stayed about 15 minutes and then retreated
with loss.” After the battle inspection of the field revealed- that ‘the
British had killed the American wounded—*the men that was wounded
in the thigh or leg, they dashed out their brains with their muskets
and run them through with their bayonets, made them like sieves. This
was barbarity to the utmost.” The pain of seeing his comrades mutilated
by shot and shell at White Plains remained with- Elisha Bostwick, a
Connecticut soldier, all his life: A cannon ball “cut down Lt. Youngs
platoon which was next to that of minef;] the ball first took off the
head of Smith, a Stout heavy man and dashed it open, then took Taylor
across the Bowels, it then Struck Sergeant Garret of our Company on

the hip [and] took off the point of the hip bone[.] Smith and Taylor

were left on the spot. Sergeant Garret was carried but died the Same

day now to think, oh! what a sight that was to see within a distance

of six rods those men with their legs and arms and guns and packs-all

in a heapl]"#

The Continentals occupied the psychological and moral ground some-
where between the militia and the British professionals. From 1777
o their enlistments were for three years or the duration of the war.
This long service allowed them to learn more of their craft and to become
scasoned. That does not mean that on the battlefield they lost their
fear. Experience in combat almost never leaves one indifferent to danger,
unless after prolonged and extreme fatigue one comes to consider oneself
already dead. Seasoned troops have simply learned to deal with their
fear more effectively than raw troops, in part because they have come
to realize that everyone feels it and that they can rely on their fellows,

By winter 1779-80 the Continentals were beginning to believe that
they had no one save themselves to lean on. Their soldierly qualifications
s0 widely admired in America—their “habit of subordination,”?® their
patience under fatigue, their ability to- stand sufferings and privations

27. Henry B. Dawson, ed,, Cleanings from the Harvest-field of American History, 1V:
Diary of David How] (Morrisania, N.Y.; 1865), 28; Jared C. Lobdell, ed., “The
Revolutionary War Journal of Sergeant Thomas McCarty,” New Jersey Historical
Society, Proceedings, 82 (Newark, N.J., 1964), 45; Powell, “Bostwick’s Memoirs,”
WMO, 1d Ser., 6 {1949}, 101.

"5 Laurens to his father, Jan. 14, 1779, Simms;-ed., Army Cosrespondence, 108.




ind—may in fact have led to a bitter resignation that saw
h a-good deal of fighting. At Morristown during this winter,
doned in their cold and hunger. They knew that in America
food and clothing existed to keep them healthy and comfortable, and
little of either came to the army. Understandably their dissatisfaction
increased as they realized that once again the suffering had been left

tals” feeling seem ‘curious,
essional ethic these men also

by their own contempt for part-
lowly developed resilience and pride.
“might allow their bellies to
tallow them. to. wear rags, but
And in battle they would support
- own ‘moral and professional
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tionary principles made them unreliable on the battlefield. Still, their
devotion to their principles helped bring them there. George Washing-
ton, their commander in chief, never tired of reminding them that their -
cause arrayed free men against mercenaries. They were fighting for the
“blessings of liberty,” he told them in'1776, and should they not acquit
themselves like men, slavery would replace their freedom.® The challenge
to behave like men was not an empty one. Courage, honor, gallantry
i the service of liberty, all those words calculated to bring-a blush of
embarrassment to jaded twentieth-century men, defined manhood for
the eighteenth century. In battle those words gained an extraordinary
resonance as they were embodied in the actions of brave men. Indeed
it is likely that many Americans who developed a narrow professional
spirit found battle broadly educative, forcing them to consider the pur-
poses of their professional skill. ; e

On one level those purposes had to be understood as having a remarka-
ble importance if men were to fight—and die. For battle forced American
soldiers into a situation which nothing in their usual experience had
prepared them for. They were to kill other men in the expectation
that even if they did they might be killed themselves. However defined,
especially by a Revolution in the name of life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness, this situation was unnatural. SR

On another level, one which, perhaps, made the strain of battle endur-
able, the situation of American soldiers, though unusual, was not really
foreign to them. For what battle presented in_stark form was one of
the classic problems free men face: choosing between the rival claims
of public responsibility and private wishes; or in eighteenth-century terms,
choosing between virtue—devotion to the public trust—and personal
liberty. In battle, virtue demanded that men give up their liberties and
perhaps even their lives for others. Each time they fought they had,
in effect, to weigh the claims of society and liberty. Should they fight
or run? They knew that the choice might mean life or death. For those
American soldiers who were servants, apprentices, poor men substituting .
for men with money to hire them, the choice might not have seemed
o involve moral decision. After all, they had never enjoyed much personal
liberty. But not even in that contrivance of eighteenth-century authoritar- -
anism in which they now found themselves, the professional army, could
they avoid a moral decision. Compressed into dense formations, they
vere reminded by their nearness to their comrades that they too had

0 CW Writings, V, 479
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an opportumty to uphold virtue. By standing firm they served their
fellows and honor; by running, they served only themselves.

-+ Thus battle tested the inner. quahtxes of ‘men, tried their souls, as
Thomas Paine said. Many men died in the test that battle made of
“their spirits. Some soldiers called this trial cruel; others called it “glorious ”
. Perhaps this difference in. perception. suggests how difficult it was in
‘the evolutmn to be both a soldier and an Amencan Nor has it ever

The first contact that a new. rec:rmt had with the army could only have
left him with the need for reassurance. The army was a bewildering
~collection of men, strange rules, and new routines. The recruit, fresh,
from a Maryland farm where he worked for wages and his keep,
nlisted after a gaod dﬁal' persuasion by local officers who had a
‘ hree ears. in return for a ten-dc»l}ar

ers; enlisted men had other thmgs to
fhere were others. to get to. know Sorne, the recruit learned, had

ia: Congress con-
f Cantmentals wh:
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bounties for repeated enlistments. This practice disturbed honest men
who, if they were unfortunate enough to enlist when bountxes were
low, felt somehow doubly betrayed.

When the Maryland recruit arrived, the veterans questlcmcd hxm about
the bounty he had received. His experience matched many others, and
as the ante went up he found himself among the discontented. Washing-
ton attempted to soothe these men by urging Congress to add one
hundred dollars to their pay as‘a one-time reward for early service. Con-
gress delayed until 1779, when it passed the necessary legislation, 3!

Not even the payment of inflated bounties filled the Continental
and militia regiments. Congress created twenty-seven Continental regi-
ments from militia already in service at the opening of 1776 in Septem-
ber, after the disaster on Long Island, it authorized the raising of eighty-
eight battalions, adding another sixteen in December. None of these
quotas were met, and in 1779 a major reorganization was approved calling
for eighty regiments. The next-year this number was reduced to fifty-

eight.

The recruit knew little of these pians Mcst of his fellows he discov-
ered, had been drafted, or “levied,” as conseription was sometimes called.
The states appointed the conscrxptlan ‘officers who worked through local
authorities. Substitutes for those drafted were accepted, and the practice
of hiring such men became common, Epping, New. Hampshire, once
met its entire quota by hiring substitutes from nearby towns. The result
was, of course, that those on:active service came. increasingly to be
drawn from the poor and propertyless.

Such men, including the Maryland recruit, probably did not expect
much in the way of food, clothing, and pay from the army. They did
not get much. Congress intended that they receive a generous ration
of meat, vegetables, and bread every day. This good intention remained
nothing more than an intention for most of the war, as men in the
army went hungry and often nearly naked. The bloody tracks at Valley
Forge made by men without shoes appeared in later campaigns as well.
The hunger may have been worse at Morristown in winter 1779-80
than at Valley Forge. That winter was the coldest of the war and made
Valley Forge look almost balmy by comparison. Early in-the winter,
Lt. Colonel Ebenezer Huntington wrote of the sufferers there—Poor
fellows, my heart bleeds for them, Whﬂe I Damn’ my country as void

3t Don nggmbotham Tbe War of Amencan Incicpcndence betaryAtfxtudes, Palzczes,
and Practice, 1 763-1789 {Bloemmgtan Ind.; 1971}, 39003, esp. 391
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of gratitude,” a curse that must have been repeated in January, v
the cold and hunger were older 32 :

g i

The Maryland soldier knew no more than any other ranker of the orgap
zation behind this state of affairs, which is to say that he knew W
little. He may have been aware that the official apparatus for supply,
the army began with Congress. If he did not know it, he soon lea,
for the army. laid most of its problems at the door of Congress—ay,
well before the war ended most of the country agreed with the army,

Shortly after it created the Continental army in June 1775, Congress
established quartermaster and commissary departments charged with pro-
viding the supplies the army required. The immediate nspiration f,
these agencies was similar institutions of the British army. Similar yg}
different, for Parliament had long since turned the whole business of -
supply over to the Treasury, which let contracts for al the things the -
army in America needed. The Treasury, which devoted most of its ener.
gies to other matters, cooperated with the colonial secretary, the secretary
at war, and the commissary department in America. These agencies
and later the navy board worked out arrangements with London mer.
chants and their agents which succeeded rather well in sending oyt
food, clothing, fuel, medicines, and forage 3

The British worked against tremendous obstacles, perhaps the mogt
formidable of which was the distance involved. The long voyage across
the Atlantic forced the Treasury to look ahead. Even so there were
mistakes and close calls with starvation very much on Henry Clinton's
mind in 1779 and 1780, for example. Occasionally too, ships laden with
provisions sailed to the wrong ports. After the British evacuated Philadel.
phia, two victualers from Cork put into the Delaware bound for the
city, unaware that the hungry mouths there were American—not
Britigh 3¢

32. Ford, ed., Corr of Webb, I1, 232, See also “Letters of Ebenezer Huntington, 1774~
1781 AHR, g (1899-1900), 0229,

33. JCC I, 4. For a first-class study of the British system, see MNorman Baker, Govem.
ment and Contractors: The British Treasury and War Supplies, 7751783 {(London,
1971). See also these fine studies: David Syrett, Shipping and the American War,
17751783 (London, 1g70), which deals with the transport of supplies across the
Atlantic; and R. Arthur Bowler, Logistics and the Failure of the British Amy in
America, 1775-1783 (Princeton, N.j., 1975), a study of the army’s supply services
in America.

34. Bowler, Logrstics, 122-38,




