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Preface

The War of 1812 is an often overlooked conflict in American history. Most survey courses deal with it only in passing. Sometimes called the Second American Revolution, it was in fact noteworthy for that which did not happen. The United States was not defeated by Great Britain or forced to cede territory but did not realize its primary war aim of the conquest of Canada. Indeed, the War of 1812 was probably the most important factor preventing the absorption of Canada by the United States, for the war fostered Canadian nationalism while simultaneously heightening nationalism in the United States. Fortunately for both sides, it was a small war in human cost, paling in comparison to the vast losses of the French Revolutionary Wars, the Napoleononic Wars, and the American Civil War. The paradoxes inherent in the War of 1812 are also quite evident. The war was fought primarily over the maritime causes of free trade and sailors’ rights, yet the part of the nation most affected by British maritime policy—New England—largely opposed the war. Indeed, many New Englanders defied the federal government and traded openly with the enemy during the conflict.

In addition to its impact on Canadian and American nationalism, the war is important from a number of other standpoints. The U.S. Navy firmly established its reputation from the very beginning of the war, and this led to substantial increases in the size of the navy afterward. The U.S. Army, on the other hand, began the war poorly trained and saddled by inept leadership, but by war’s end professionalism had taken hold, and the U.S. Army was able to compete with the British Army on an equal basis. The experience of war also demonstrated the importance of the nascent United States Military Academy at West Point, which had been established only a decade earlier and whose graduates greatly distinguished themselves in combat. With the cutoff in British manufactured goods and military demands, the war also hastened the Industrial Revolution in the United States. Native Americans, many of whom sided with the British and played an important role in preserving Canada, were the conflict’s chief losers. Promised their own state in the Old Northwest by the British in 1812, these Native Americans were shamefully abandoned by both sides at its end. Even many of those Native Americans who sided with the United States soon lost their lands.

Politically, the conflict advanced the fortunes and reputations of individuals such as Andrew Jackson and William Henry Harrison, both future presidents. It also contributed directly to the demise of the Federalist Party, the end of the first two-party system, and the inauguration of the so-called Era of Good Feelings. The war also has much to teach us about military leadership, what with the demonstrated incompetence of William Hull, James Wilkinson, and Alexander Smyth.

Published in time for the bicentennial of the start of the war, we believe that this is the most comprehensive encyclopedia of the War of 1812 published to date. In addition to the documents volume, we have 867 entries totaling some 630,000 words. Subjects covered include individuals, battles, politics, diplomacy, economics, literature, and the arts. We also have what I believe to be the most detailed chronology of the war itself, an extensive bibliography of works on the war, a glossary of terms, and information on military awards and decorations, and ranks.

A few notes: In giving the total armament of ships, I have elected to use the number of actual guns carried rather than a ship’s rating. Guns carried usually exceeded the rate, especially when a larger number of lighter carronades were carried. Actually, any totals are somewhat misleading without the sizes and types of guns. We have included these for the individual ship engagements. So as not to confuse, we follow ABC-CLIO’s convention of not hyphenating British military ranks. Thus, “lieutenant-colonel” is simply expressed as “lieutenant colonel.”

As always, I am grateful to associate editor Dr. Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr. for his invaluable assistance in helping to plan the encyclopedia, securing contributors and their work (a bit like herding cats), and writing many entries himself as well as helping me edit all of them. Dr. John C. Fredriksen, certainly one of the top specialists on the War of 1812, is the assistant editor. He wrote many entries and edited the final draft. Special mention must be made of noted Canadian historian of the war Robert Malcomson. He had agreed to be an assistant editor with the intention that it would be his contribution to the bicentennial. Although he contributed a number of entries for the project, Bob died before all could be completed and he could fully participate in the editing. I am nonetheless most grateful for his suggestions of a number of new entries to the encyclopedia that have helped further Canadian perspectives. I must also express appreciation to War of 1812 specialist Dr. Carl Benn, chair of the Department of History at Ryerson University, Toronto, for his introduction.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Introduction

With the approach of the bicentennial of the War of 1812, scholarly, public, and popular historians have been reconsidering that conflict with renewed interest. This encyclopedia forms a noteworthy contribution to those initiatives through its examination of an exceptional range of topics and its presentation of important primary documents and other materials, which both satisfy and ignite our curiosity. Thus, these volumes are a most-welcomed addition to the literature on the events of 1812–1815, when the British Empire and its Indian allies fought the United States and its supporters within the North American native population.

The war was a small one by many standards: at its height, in 1814, Britain and the United States had armies spread across eastern North America of about 45,000 soldiers each (exclusive of militiamen and indigenous warriors). In contrast, much of the Western world at the time focused its anxieties on the tremendous struggle in Europe between Britain and its allies, who fought Napoleonic France and the various states aligned with it. At the Battle of Waterloo, which brought more than 20 years of war to an end in Europe in 1815, British and Prussian forces numbered 118,000 men, while the French deployed 74,000, all in just one small region outside Brussels, the headquarters of today’s European Union. Battles of the War of 1812 were small by comparison.

The reasons behind the U.S. declaration of war on Great Britain in June 1812 were complex. A primary issue was America’s opposition to Britain’s Orders in Council and other maritime restrictions on the world’s oceans. The United Kingdom imposed these measures primarily to defeat Napoleon Bonaparte’s ambitions to turn Britain into a French vassal state (which represented the gravest threat to the freedom of the island kingdom since the Spanish Armada in the 1580s). In addition, Americans expressed anger over impressment, in which the Royal Navy stopped neutral vessels and seized British subjects as well as deserters from its warships whatever their nationality, including American deserters from the Royal Navy, along with a significant but uncertain number of innocent people. Despite the insult to American pride and sovereignty, Britain probably had little choice in the matter given its desperation to maintain the fleet against Napoleon: most of its warships sailed with understrength crews, and the total number of ships that the Royal Navy could send to sea was in decline. Beyond maritime concerns, Americans wanted to expand into native-held regions of the Old Northwest in modern Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin but thought that the strength of Indian resistance to aggressive white pressure owed much to British agents from Canada who supplied and advised the indigenous population. Hence, many in the United States thought that the British had to be expelled from North America to weaken the ability of the Indians to resist the flow of settlers into their territories. (Americans overrated British efforts to stir up the tribes, underestimated how much British attention to Indian affairs stemmed from the need to improve Canada’s defensive posture against a possible U.S. invasion, and overlooked the fact that natives pursued their own goals independently of outside pressures.)

Many in the United States coveted the conquest of British North America for other reasons, such as to punish Britain for its disrespect of the republic’s honor at sea, to open new land for settlement to the north, to deprive the United Kingdom of independent access to North American products in order to use trade to force America’s will on the former mother country, or to realize nationalistic dreams to expand across the length and breadth of the continent. Other issues influenced the government’s decision to take up arms, with the best-known today being a belief within the Democratic Republican (or Republican) Party that its fragile hold on power (which depended in part on expansionary War Hawk politicians) could be maintained by undermining domestic opponents in the Federalist Party and through hostilities with Great Britain.

While historians debate the relative weight of these causes, they agree that there would not have been a conflict had the Napoleonic Wars not taken place. On one level, the European conflagration exacerbated Anglo-American tensions; on another level, a confrontation with a powerful Britain, unoccupied with a military crisis elsewhere and thus able to take on the United States with all its might, would have been almost unthinkable in 1812. Yet historians are more forgiving than would seem appropriate of the ham-fisted foreign policies and diplomacy of the Democratic Republican administrations of Thomas Jefferson and James Madison from 1801 to 1812 that led to belligerency. The actions of these administrations can be compared unfavorably to the more sophisticated approaches of Federalist presidents George Washington and John Adams, who protected American interests overseas in a similarly dangerous world with greater success between 1793 and 1801. However, historians are more likely to criticize the Democratic Republicans for overlooking France’s seizure of hundreds of American merchant ships and its other assaults on U.S. neutral rights during the same years that relations with Britain degenerated toward war.

The region most affected by the conflict’s horrors was the Great Lakes border territories of British North America and the United States. It was here where the opposing armies fought the most battles, Native American involvement had its greatest impact, and civilian suffering was especially grievous. It was on this front that America deployed the bulk of its military might, with the fundamental strategic objective of conquering the British possessions; consequently, it was on this front that the greatest possibilities for change existed. In assessing the strengths of the opposing sides in 1812, the conquest of Upper Canada (now southern Ontario) was something that American forces reasonably might have achieved, whereas absorbing Lower Canada (now southern Quebec) represented a greater challenge but still fell within the realm of possibility. However, the Atlantic provinces were in a better position to repel the Americans, in part because of geography and the ability of the Royal Navy to guard them. Likewise, the vast northern and western interior of British North America lay beyond the republic’s probable grasp at the time, but changes to the map of the continent arising from U.S. military successes elsewhere would have rendered those areas more vulnerable in the future.

The primary U.S. target, Upper Canada, was a newly settled colony with a small population, much of which was composed of Americans who had moved there after the more famous migration of United Empire Loyalists at the end of the American Revolutionary War in the 1780s, but these newcomers proved to be more loyal than either British pessimists or American optimists had predicted. (The province developed quickly after 1815, and by the time Americans went to war among themselves in 1861, it was the most populous and prosperous part of Canada, which it remains to this day.)

In 1812, only some 1,600 regular soldiers defended Upper Canada, and these men served at the very end of an exposed supply line that stretched all the way back to the British Isles. Furthermore, while London sent what resources it could, it simply was not possible to provide adequate reinforcements because of the enormous pressures that the United Kingdom faced in Europe against France, a country whose population was much larger, at 30.3 million measured against 18.5 million across the British Isles. On the western side of the Atlantic Ocean, the contrast was even starker: the United States had 7.5 million people, which allowed the Americans to field nine-tenths as many militiamen during the war (450,000) as the total population of British North America (500,000).

Despite the overwhelming potential regional strength of the United States, the Democratic Republicans, unlike the Federalists in the 1790s, did not prepare the country sufficiently for war and thereby limited the nation’s chances for success. They distrusted expansive government and feared standing military establishments, and their stance was made worse by ideological blinkers, naive assumptions about the capabilities of militiamen and volunteers in contrast to professional soldiers, and optimism about the ease with which British territory would fall into their hands. The latter view was represented by Jefferson’s famous quip in August 1812 that “the acquisition of Canada this year as far as the neighborhood of Quebec, will be a mere matter of marching, and will give us experience for the attack on Halifax the next, and the final expulsion of England from the continent.”

The fighting along the Canadian-American border was marked mainly by a series of U.S. invasions of British territory in 1812, 1813, and 1814, with the defending British, Canadian, and First Nations forces opposing these assaults. At a secondary level, the British sometimes took an aggressive approach to thwarting their enemy, as represented by the short-term acquisition of Michigan following the capture of Detroit in 1812. That event held out the promise of realizing the fundamental objective of Britain’s Indian allies in the Old Northwest of creating a native homeland independent of the United States. Both sides also pursued smaller enterprises to gain local advantages and secure communications. Naturally, civilians suffered as the opposing forces fought through their towns and across their farms. One example of that toll was the burning of Canadian villages along the Niagara River by American soldiers in December 1813, which led to the retaliatory British torching of U.S. communities across that waterway later in the month.

All but one of America’s invasions of Canada failed, with success flowing to the United States only on the Detroit frontier, where in 1813 the republic won control of Lake Erie and defeated British and native forces at Moraviantown in Upper Canada. Those victories placed the southwestern corner of the province in U.S. hands, which partially offset Britain’s greater territorial gains along the border through the course of the conflict. They also tore the heart out of the alliance of tribes that had formed around the famous Shawnee leader Tecumseh and his prophet brother, Tenskwatawa, which crippled native abilities to resist further in the Old Northwest and effectively killed the dream of a separate aboriginal territory. However, the British and the Indians who lived farther north and west maintained their dominance on the upper Great Lakes and upper Mississippi River regions. There, for instance, in 1814, an Indian leader who would later become famous in 1832, Black Hawk, defeated future Mexican-American War general and U.S. president Zachary Taylor in the Battle of Credit Island (at today’s Davenport, Iowa). Despite the occupation of southwestern Upper Canada, the rest of the colony and other British territories survived through victories achieved, for the most part, by smaller but more competent forces than those the Americans sent into the field, with the important battles of Queenston Heights, Châteauguay, and Crysler’s Farm being particularly noteworthy.

America and Britain also fought each other on the world’s oceans. Both sides sent out their navies and licensed privateers to scoop up each other’s commercial ships, each seizing many hundreds of vessels. Beyond commerce raiding, the U.S. Navy and the Royal Navy took each other on in deep-sea actions. In 26 of these, one side captured or sank the other’s warship or warships, with both belligerents winning half of these encounters, normally in circumstances where the more powerful force defeated the weaker one. While France and the United States shared a common enemy on the world’s oceans, the two countries almost never cooperated against the Royal Navy, although on one occasion in 1814 HMS Majestic beat off two French frigates, an American privateer, and other craft, capturing one frigate in the process.

Privateering in general was a dangerous and challenging endeavor; for instance, only 207 of 526 known American privateers took a prize. Many of the vessels they seized were retaken or otherwise returned to their owners, 148 U.S. privateers were captured, and others were lost at sea due to the weather and British action. Americans nevertheless took satisfaction in the performance of their privateers in general and their navy’s warships in particular, such as celebrating the achievements of the famous superfrigate Constitution. But in the end, the much smaller U.S. Navy could not protect American interests on the high seas. This became increasingly apparent after the Royal Navy began to blockade part of the American East Coast late in 1812 and then gradually extended the blockade as more ships could be redeployed from European waters until the entire Eastern Seaboard fell under blockade by the spring of 1814. The ability of the Royal Navy to project British power—often without firing a shot—was devastating. American international trade fell by 90 percent from its 1811 levels, much of the coastal trade was shut down (forcing people to use inefficient and costly land routes to conduct their business), and Washington’s finances (based in large part on customs duties) fell into crisis toward the end of the conflict.

Napoleon’s empire collapsed in late 1813 and early 1814, culminating with his abdication in April of the latter year, which brought the European war to a close for a time until Napoleon tried to reclaim power in a campaign that, conversely, led to his final defeat at Waterloo in June 1815. Improving conditions on the continent in 1813 and 1814 allowed the British to send more resources to North America than they had before, but they had to do so with caution because of ongoing uncertainties in European affairs. Their objectives were to secure Canada and bring the war to a close. This deployment included enough men to attack the United States from bases in Canada and from ships off America’s saltwater coasts. They were turned back at Plattsburgh in New York but seized control of much of modern Maine, although most of their initiatives consisted of comparatively small and successful raids against coastal communities, fortifications, and shipping farther south than New England.

The British also made raids in strength but with mixed results. Washington and Alexandria fell; Baltimore and New Orleans held. Yet, aside from the possibility of changing the northern borderlands to improve Canada’s defensibility and promote native aspirations for a separate homeland, America’s sovereignty was never threatened: Britain simply did not (and probably could not) deploy the resources necessary to do so, to say nothing of Britain’s lack of interest in subjugating the United States.

Efforts to end the war began almost as soon as the fighting started in 1812 but without results until the two powers sent negotiators to the then-Dutch city of Ghent in August 1814. On Christmas Eve 1814 they reached a settlement, based on the principle of status quo ante bellum, or a return to prewar conditions and boundaries within a context that preserved the dignity of both sides. When the peace was ratified in the United States in February 1815, Americans seemed to forget why they had declared war. They celebrated their successes in several ship-to-ship actions and at Plattsburgh, Baltimore, and New Orleans and interpreted the Treaty of Ghent as confirming the liberty and honor of the nation, even proclaiming that they had won a Second American Revolution. Lost in the euphoria was an important fact: Great Britain, which did not want hostilities, had waged a successful defensive war (which is quite a different thing from the old platitude that the two sides had fought each other to a standstill). Britain gave up nothing to the United States; Washington achieved none of its goals in the conflict. London had withdrawn the Orders in Council, the ostensible official cause of American decision to fight, in response to American diplomatic efforts before learning of Washington’s declaration of war, and so the conflict had no impact on that most important of several prewar British initiatives to improve Anglo-American relations. (President Madison rejected an opportunity in 1812 to end the conflict when he learned about London’s gesture.) Other maritime issues were shelved by the coming of peace in Europe because Great Britain and its allies had defeated Napoleon, not because the United Kingdom had retreated from affirmations of its maritime prerogatives and policies.

While Britain’s Indian allies had been restored to their 1811 status, which conformed to the fundamental principle upon which the treaty had been based, this was deeply disappointing for those native peoples who had dreamed of gaining an independent homeland in the Old Northwest, especially as Americans more or less ignored that part of the peace agreement in continuing their westward expansion. Yet, even if the British and First Nations had been more successful in holding Michigan and neighboring regions, it is difficult to imagine the United States giving up much territory without a willingness to keep fighting into 1815 and beyond. Prolonging the war for the benefit of native allies living in the United States simply was not in the interests of either Britain or its Canadian colonies, and thus the needs of the junior partner in the alliance were sacrificed to the welfare of the dominant partner, as has occurred so often through the course of history.

The most important outcome of the war was that Canada (in whole or in part) had not been conquered by the United States. Thus, the evolution of Canada’s distinct North American identity and nascent nationhood within the British Empire continued, and the history of the continent and the wider world was much different than it would have been otherwise.

After 1815, Anglo-American relations improved, even though British and Canadian authorities felt compelled to strengthen fortifications and increase troop levels from time to time when various U.S. governments rattled their sabers at the British Empire. Over the next 90 years or so the United States would make bellicose pronouncements in relation to their sense of North American dominance, as articulated in the 1823 Monroe Doctrine and affirmations of Manifest Destiny. However, in the end, there would be no more hostilities between these powers. Then, in 1917 (after being offended by British naval actions to blockade Germany during the first three years of World War I), the United States entered the European conflict alongside Britain and its empire, France, and other nations arrayed against imperial Germany and its allies.

The historiography of the War of 1812 is extensive particularly in the United States, not only as the focus of scholarly work itself but often as part of larger efforts to understand a range of subjects in the history of the early republic. In Canada, much scholarship also exists, although numerically it is more modest, as reflects the 10-to-1 disparity in the size of the country’s population compared to the United States. Canadian scholarship tends to have a much narrower focus, with much of the attention being paid to the defense of British North America, white-native relations, and internal issues in British North American history, although other themes receive a reasonable amount of consideration. In the United Kingdom, scholarship is thin in quantity, but the great struggle against Revolutionary and Napoleonic France clearly was more significant two centuries ago and naturally consumes the attention of historians who otherwise might have turned their gaze to the Anglo-American conflict. What little British scholarship there is seems to be surprisingly indebted to that produced by Americans, which is unfortunate; there are many opportunities to be explored utilizing British archival sources and addressing questions best answered from within the range of issues that are central to United Kingdom historiography. Beyond the academic world, the War of 1812 enjoys some popularity in the public and popular realms. For instance, on the 199th anniversary of the November 7, 1811, Battle of Tippecanoe between Americans and the First Nations (which solidified Native Americans’ willingness to ally with Britain when the Anglo-American war began some months later), a search for “Tippecanoe” on Google turned up more than 93,300 hits. On the same day, “War of 1812” returned almost 4.2 million hits. (In comparison, a search at the same time produced more than 4.7 million hits for “battle of Lexington,” 17.9 million for “American Revolution,” and almost 8.3 million for “War of American Independence”). However, poor research, immature analysis, bad prose, and patriotic spleen undermine a great deal of the popular history surrounding 1812–1815, but of course that is hardly a revelation to anyone who uses the Internet. Regrettably, a large amount of scholarly effort, from the first assessments after the return of peace in 1815 down to the present day, also falls victim to similar weaknesses. Furthermore, a cruise through bookstore shelves (both in the flesh and online) reveals a not-unexpected effort by some writers who seem to be exploiting the bicentennial for personal benefit by producing second-rate efforts. Yet, there also are many fine books, articles, essays, exhibits, restorations, and new-media presentations produced by the scholarly community, heritage agencies, and others that present well-considered and mature analysis and understanding, but we all need to be discerning in assessing these productions to find the most reliable ones.

From 1985 to 1998, I had the privilege of curating an important historic site with a deep association with the War of 1812: Fort York in Toronto, the scene of the climax of the Battle of York and now the location of the majority of original British army buildings built in Canada during the conflict (with the present fort postdating the 1813 battle). As we engaged our visitors on a daily basis, it was clear that public understanding of the war was limited and confused, as demonstrated through the result of an extensive survey of our visitors. One thing we asked them was, “What was the most surprising thing you learned today?” From the large number of replies by our guests from the United States, far and away the most common response was “I never knew we invaded Canada” (with that particular phrase, word-for-word, appearing most often). A little bit of probing revealed that the War of 1812 for most of them comprised the attacks on Washington and Baltimore, the Battle of New Orleans, a select grouping of frigate actions, fought in their minds in a war to protect American rights on the high seas or even to prevent the British from reconquering the United States. This suggests that the interpretations that Americans favored at the return of peace in 1815 remain strong today. Canadian visitors, in contrast, knew about the invasions across the border, and a few years later, when the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation conducted a survey of what Canadians thought were the 10 most important events in the nation’s history, the War of 1812 made the list (although one might not expect a similar response from Americans if they were asked to respond to a similar survey about their country).

At the same time, our conversations with visitors told us that Canadians tended to know few details and occasionally thought some odd things, with a number of them believing that the burning of the White House in 1814 had been carried out by Canadians who somehow had marched overland from British North America. Obviously, much needs to be done to correct common misconceptions, enrich understanding, enlarge the range of subjects and horizons addressed by studying the war, and curtail the misuse of history that only achieves simpleminded patriotic reactions that are sadly subversive to encouraging civic maturity and critical engagement among a nation’s citizens.

There is much more to the story of the War of 1812 than a concise introduction to set the scene can address. The following pages explore a great many of those other themes as well as subjects touched upon above in more depth (and through differing perspectives). The efforts of ABC-CLIO in bringing out this fine set of volumes on the War of 1812 contributes meaningfully to improving our appreciation of the conflict at the time of its bicentennial, as it undoubtedly will continue to do for decades to follow. These volumes should inspire current and future historians to deepen their understandings, reevaluate old subjects, and find new ones to investigate as our perceptions of the events of 1812–1815 evolve and mature in the years to come.

Carl Benn


Overview of the War of 1812

The chief causes of the War of 1812 were maritime and commercial in nature and were directly related to the Napoleonic Wars. Great Britain, locked in a life-and-death struggle with France, embarked on all-out maritime warfare. American merchants seeking to trade with both sides found themselves caught between the British Orders in Council and the Napoleonic Continental System, with both Great Britain and France seeking to prohibit trade with their enemy. British and French leaders regarded the United States as a weak military power that could be pushed around with little consequence. In their unceasing efforts to defeat Napoleon, however, British leaders drove the Americans too far. In that sense, the War of 1812 was a continuation of the American Revolution and has been popularly called the Second American Revolution.

The two chief causes of the war were the Orders in Council and impressment of American seamen. In November 1807, in reaction to Napoleon’s Continental System, the British government announced that British warships would seize any ship that sailed directly for a European port controlled by Napoleon. All neutral ships would have to first stop at a British port and secure a license. By 1812 the British had taken some 400 American ships.

Hard-pressed for seamen to man the growing number of warships blockading France and French-controlled European ports, the British also instituted impressment. British warships stopped American ships, sometimes just off American ports, and removed seamen whom they claimed were British subjects. (The British did not recognize the right of principle of expatriation, and naturalization was thus no protection for British-born seamen.) Conditions in the Royal Navy were harsh, discipline was ferocious, pay was abysmal, and desertion was rife. In these conditions, many British seamen deserted when they had the chance, and a number of them found their way onto U.S. merchant ships. Some even signed aboard U.S. Navy warships.

In June 22, 1807, the United States and Britain were brought to the brink of war in the so-called Chesapeake-Leopard Affair. On this date, the U.S. frigate Chesapeake sailed from Norfolk, Virginia, for the Mediterranean. Outside the Capes, the more powerful HMS Leopard overtook the Chesapeake, and its captain demanded the right to examine the Chesapeake for deserters. Captain James Barron refused. Barron was not expecting any trouble, and his ship was completely unready for battle when the Leopard opened fire. The Leopard fired three broadsides; the Chesapeake got off only a single shot before Barron struck. The Chesapeake suffered 3 men killed and 18 wounded, including Barron. The British then impressed four men and sailed away as the Chesapeake limped back to Norfolk.

News of this British outrage brought an explosion of American nationalism. If President Thomas Jefferson had wanted war, he could have had it. War in 1807 would also have been more popular and would have occurred under more satisfactory military circumstances than was the case in 1812. But Jefferson opposed war and turned to economic sanctions instead, which only succeeded in ruining the national economy and entrenching the practice of smuggling along the Canadian border.

There were other causes of the war. A serious economic downturn was occurring and was blamed, not without reason, on British trade policies. Staple crops such as cotton and tobacco could no longer be exported to the continent.

There was also the Indian threat. Many Americans on the frontier, especially in Kentucky and Ohio, believed that British agents had been goading the Native Americans to revolt. In fact, the settlers were largely responsible for the problem. For the most part the Indians upheld their treaty obligations, while the settlers routinely violated them. Native Americans were especially angry that between 1795 and 1809 William Henry Harrison, superintendent of the northwestern Indians and governor of the Indiana Territory, had by various methods secured some 48 million acres of land. Governor William Hull of the Michigan Territory was hardly less rapacious. Consequently, Shawnee leaders Tecumseh and Tenskwatawa (known as the Prophet) formed an ad hoc confederation to resist further white encroachments onto Indian land, but the Indians were vastly outnumbered. They had only 4,000 warriors in the Old Northwest Territory to oppose at least 100,000 white men of fighting age. After 1807, British agents did provide some arms and ammunition to the natives but also cautioned against any open warfare until such time as Britain and the United States were actually at war.

In September 1811, seeking to take advantage of the fact that Tecumseh was in the South, Harrison led a sizable force into Indian territory to destroy Prophetstown, the chief center of Indian resistance. The Prophet foolishly sent his warriors into battle, attacking Harrison’s nearby encampment early on the morning of November 7. After two hours of fighting, the Indians were defeated in the Battle of Tippecanoe but at a cost of 20 percent American casualties. Harrison went on to destroy Prophetstown before withdrawing. Yet, far from cowing the natives into submission as Harrison had hoped, the Battle of Tippecanoe drove them into alliance with the British. After the battle, British governor in chief General Sir George Prevost believed that war with the United States was inevitable, and he opened talks with Tecumseh and his warriors. Their support would be critical to the British military in the first year of the war.

The existence of Canada was another cause of the war. A great many Americans had settled in Upper Canada, attracted there by cheap land and low taxes. Indeed, recent American immigrants made up about three-quarters of the population of Upper Canada. Many westerners and other patriots believed that these people would immediately rally to the United States and that Canada might easily be captured and added to the Union. Taking Canada, as Thomas Jefferson famously asserted, would be merely a matter of marching.

Ironically, Americans in the northeastern United States, the area most adversely affected by British trade policies, largely opposed the war, and during the conflict many New Englanders carried on illicit trade with Canada, aiding the British war effort with foodstuffs, timber, and other supplies. Finally, political ambition also played a role in the coming of the war. Not only did the so-called War Hawks in Congress agitate for war, but President James Madison also believed that a peace candidate could not win in 1812, and indeed, the war aided his reelection that November.

The winter of 1811–1812 was a difficult one in Britain. President Madison’s action of March 1811 that ended all trade with Britain was a severe economic blow. Crop failures had driven up the price of wheat, factories were closing, workmen were rioting, and the middle class was restive and demanding a repeal of the Orders in Council to reopen the U.S. market.

Unfortunately for peace, Prime Minister Spencer Perceval was assassinated on May 11, 1812, just after he had made up his mind to repeal the Orders in Council. Agreement on his successor resulted in a fatal delay. Not until June 16 did Foreign Minister Robert Stewart, Lord Castlereagh, announce their immediate suspension. Unaware of this, Congress declared war on Britain two days later, on June 18. The impact of this repeal is probably overstated, as the British singularly refused to stop the practice of impressment.

Both sides were confident of victory. Some British leaders envisioned that the events of the American Revolution might be reversed, while others regarded the War of 1812 as a chance to modify Canada’s southeastern frontier with New England and inflict punishment on the Americans. Creation of an Indian buffer state in the Old Northwest was another British war goal. Many American War Hawks also sought to annex Canada, but the majority of American leaders, including Madison himself, simply wanted an end to what they perceived as British mistreatment on the high seas.

Everyone knew that the war, supposedly caused by maritime issues, would be fought largely on land, most likely in Canada, the only part of the British Empire within American reach. But Canada was vast, and much depended on how and where it was attacked. Certainly and quite reasonably, Prevost’s initial orders from London were to assume the defensive and simply stave off disaster until reinforcements could be made available.

An early American victory over the British in Canada seemed almost ensured. In 1812 British North America had a population of only some 300,000 people, and many of them were recent settlers from the United States of uncertain loyalty. The Maritime Provinces were staunchly pro-Britain but were isolated by geography and the Royal Navy, and war did not come their way.

In June 1812 there were only 5,000 British troops to defend all Canada, and given the commitment of the bulk of the British Army to the Iberian Peninsula, no sizable reinforcements were likely. The Royal Navy was by far the world’s most powerful navy, with 130 ships of the line and 600 frigates and smaller vessels, but the vast bulk of that was committed to the war against France. On the entire North American Station (Halifax, Newfoundland, Jamaica, and the Leeward Islands), in June 1812 the British had 5 ships of the line, 19 frigates, and 57 smaller ships. Fewer than three dozen of these were based at Halifax. The American Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts were extensive, and many more ships would be required if the coasts were to be blockaded and American warships and privateers confined to port.

With some 8 million people in 1812, the U.S. population was 24 times that of Canada, but numbers alone do not tell the entire tale. In fact, the U.S. regular army, which was to spearhead the invasion of Canada, numbered only about 7,000 men. Unlike the army, the navy was ready for war but was minuscule, with only 16 warships and 62 small gunboats in active service. Moreover, its largest warships were frigates, albeit some of the most powerful in the world. The United States had no ships of the line. It appears inexcusable that in a war supposedly fought under the mantra of free trade and sailors’ rights, Congress disbanded without making additional appropriations for the navy.

The great wonder is how the British staved off an American conquest of Canada in 1812. There are at least three reasons for this. First, the British regulars may have been numerically small, but they were all professionals, well-trained and ably led. Thanks to Major General Isaac Brock, Upper Canada was far better prepared to withstand an American attack than the Americans were to invade.

Second, American overconfidence and ineptness were manifest throughout the critical first year of the war. Key U.S. military leaders were old and incompetent or completely lacked meaningful military experience, while the men under their command were new recruits, poorly fed, uniformed, and armed as well as largely untrained. Logistical preparations, where they existed at all, were in a shambles, and state militiamen continually pointed to their constitutional rights and refused to fight on foreign soil.

Third, and by no means least, there were Native Americans who had the most to lose. Thanks to American expropriation of their land, many allied with the British, although it must be acknowledged that many others remained neutral or even sided with the United States. Yet, Indian assistance would prove critical to the British in the early going and would be far out of proportion to their actual numbers. As a further incentive, British leaders promised their allies that they would secure a buffer state of their own, but in the final analysis, they readily abandoned their allies, as did the Americans with the Indians who fought on its side. Consequently, Native Americans would be the war’s chief losers. Canadians today tend to gloss over the Indian role, but their direct military assistance, along with the leadership of Tecumseh and British Indian agents such as Robert Dickson, were critical to the decisive British victories of 1812.

In 1812 the Americans took the offensive in an invasion of Upper Canada. This took the form of flanking attacks, which were timed to be simultaneous but, operationally, did not turn out that way. Consequently, the British defeated them piecemeal. The first was led by William Hull, governor of the Michigan Territory and a veteran of the Revolutionary War, who received a commission as an army brigadier general. With 1,500 troops, mostly militiamen, he was to march to Detroit from Dayton, Ohio, and then cross the Detroit River and invade Upper Canada. Little had been done to prepare for the campaign, and Hull’s appeals for first securing Lake Erie had gone unanswered in Washington. On July 12, Hull crossed into Canada. Five days later the British captured Mackinac Island, which controlled the strait between Lakes Huron and Michigan, largely because its commander did not know that the war had commenced.

This victory rendered Hull’s position difficult. If he had been more aggressive, he might have taken the key British post of Fort Malden (Amherstburg), but he dithered and then, believing that he was in danger of being cut off by water, fell back to Detroit. Meanwhile, General Brock, who had previously dispatched reinforcements to Malden, now gathered every available man he could find at Niagara and marched swiftly to Detroit. He also used his Indian allies to great advantage, hinting at the possibility of a massacre as he paraded his much smaller force in front of Hull. Hull, convinced that he was outnumbered and fearing a massacre by the Indians, surrendered Detroit on August 16. This disaster ended the first American invasion of Canada.

Brock now raced back to the Niagara front. There he assembled some 2,400 men but remained unaware as to just where the Americans would strike next. New York Militia major general Stephen Van Rensselaer, commanding 3,300 militia and 1,300 regulars, attempted to cross the Niagara River on October 13 to attack the British on Queenston Heights. Even though his regulars did well initially, many American militiamen refused to cross over and support them. The British then brought up reinforcements and won the ensuing battle, although Brock—Canada’s first war hero—was killed in the fighting.

Meanwhile, U.S. Army brigadier general Alexander Smyth, who owed his commission chiefly to political connections in Virginia, had assembled 4,000 poorly trained and equipped men under his command. He had refused to cooperate in the earlier attack on Queenstown and now planned his own assault there, but after several false starts, the attack never took place. Smyth had disgraced himself and was retired back to Virginia. Once fighting resumed in the spring of 1813, it would be with new leaders on both sides, including new U.S. secretaries of the navy and war in William Jones and John Armstrong (in January and February 1813, respectively).

At sea, the naval war in 1812 developed quite differently than most had expected. The Royal Navy of this era had enjoyed perhaps the most remarkable combat record of any service in history, and its officers and men were supremely confident of victory. Unknown to them, the pride of the small U.S. Navy were its frigates Constitution, United States, and the President. These superfrigates were larger than those of other nations, were more heavily timbered with live oak, and carried a larger armament. (They were armed with 24-pounder long guns, while contemporary British frigates had 18-pounders.) They could also outsail anything afloat. Their crews were volunteers, and the officers had been trained in the Quasi-War against France (1798–1800) and in fighting against Tripoli. Thus, a spate of early American victories greatly shocked the British government and naval establishment as well as members of Congress and the American public. USS Constitution defeated HMS Guerriere (August 19, 1812) and then battered HMS Java into a useless hulk (December 23). The sloop Wasp defeated HMS Frolic (October 17), and the frigate United States also took HMS Macedonian (December 4). In January 1813 Congress voted funds to increase the size of the navy by four ships of the line of 74 guns each and six heavy frigates rated at 44 guns each, but construction could not be completed until the end of the war.

Unfortunately, the military value of the early naval victories was slight. Most of the American warships that were put into port during the winter of 1812–1813 never got out again during the war. The British rushed naval reinforcements to America, and their increasingly effective blockade soon arrested, although did not entirely halt, the operations of the small American high-seas fleet.

As in the Revolutionary War, the Americans turned to privateering as the primary instrument of a guerre de course on the high seas. Of 22 U.S. Navy ships, 18 were engaged in commerce warfare, and these took 165 prizes. Of 526 registered privateers during the war, only some 200 engaged in extended operations on the high seas, but these seized 1,344 prizes, with 1,054 of these taken in the last 18 months of the war. British insurance rates at sea soared in consequence. While commerce raiding could not win the war, it did produce strong commercial pressure on the British government to conclude peace.

With their overwhelming naval strength, the British could move land forces by water at will from Halifax. When the fighting resumed on land in the spring of 1813, the Royal Navy was able to carry out a series of hit-and-run raids, principally in Chesapeake Bay. Although these were a major problem for the local population, they accomplished little militarily.

The naval war did take a decisive turn on the Great Lakes, however. Hull’s surrender of Detroit served to convince the U.S. leadership in Washington that command of the Great Lakes was essential if the Americans were to take Canada. The British certainly recognized this as well, and over the winter of 1812–1813 a so-called shipbuilders’ war occurred on the shores of the Great Lakes. The first showdown engagement took place the next autumn. U.S. Navy master commandant Oliver H. Perry won the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813, by capturing all six British ships opposing him. This was another stinging blow to British naval sensibilities, for it represented one of the few times in the history of the Royal Navy that an entire squadron had struck its colors. His laconic report—“We have met the enemy, and they are ours”—was literally true.

Meanwhile, Major General William Henry Harrison had assumed command of the U.S. Army of the Northwest. Harrison withstood a British and Indian attempt to take Fort Meigs, near Perrysburg, Ohio, during May 1–9, 1813, and then, in conjunction with Commodore Perry, following the latter’s victory on Lake Erie, recaptured Detroit that September and drove the British and Indians down the Thames River to near present-day Chatham, Ontario. Here Harrison and his men were victorious over their adversaries, led by Major General Henry Procter and Tecumseh, on October 5, 1813. Tecumseh was among those slain, and his Indian coalition was shattered.

The land battles in 1813 were not decisive, however. The British in Canada, still short of manpower, remained largely on the defensive but nonetheless turned back another American invasion in celebrated encounters at Stoney Creek, Châteauguay, and Crysler’s Farm. The British captured Fort Niagara in a surprise assault on December 19. They and their Indian allies then razed the countryside, including the town of Buffalo, New York. The British held Fort Niagara the rest of the war. The year 1813 ended with Canada largely cleared of U.S. troops, but the Americans could console themselves with the reoccupation of Detroit and their undisputed control of Lake Erie. Despite great cost in lives, money, and property, they were no closer to their goal of subduing Canada, however.

The dynamics of the War of 1812 changed dramatically after April 1814 with the defeat and abdication of Napoleon. Britain could finally now send out substantial naval and land reinforcements to carry the war to the United States, possibly with a view toward exacting punitive measures and concessions in peace talks slated for August at Ghent, Belgium. The British plan was to successively invade the United States from three points, with land and naval forces working in concert: an invasion of New York state from Lower Canada, amphibious operations in the Chesapeake Bay area, and an operation destined to capture New Orleans with the prospect of controlling the mouth of the Mississippi River.

On the Niagara front, the Americans struck before British reinforcements could arrive. This time, however, American commanders were now capable men and utilized trained regular army troops and effective volunteer forces rather than the unreliable militia. Major General Jacob Brown and 2,500 men crossed the Niagara River and forced the surrender of British Fort Erie on July 3. Two days later the Americans displayed their mettle in the Battle of Chippawa, won after Brigadier General Winfield Scott outmaneuvered British forces on an open plain and then personally led a bayonet charge. On July 25, the two sides clashed again in the bloody drawn Battle of Lundy’s Lane, which again demonstrated the dramatic improvement in American military professionalism. For all this bloodshed, the reinvigorated American war machine simply could not overcome the number of British reinforcements entering Upper Canada, and the campaign ended in a virtual stalemate.

Meanwhile, Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost, having now received substantial reinforcements from Britain, led an impressive force of as many as 10,300 men to invade upper New York along Lake Champlain. They were accompanied by a naval force proceeding south along that body of water. Prospects appeared bleak for the United States, especially because—in one of the worst strategic decisions of the war—most U.S. regulars in the region had been ordered to the Niagara frontier. The British soon reached Plattsburgh, where they confronted only 1,500 regulars and a few thousand militia ably led by Brigadier General Alexander Macomb. But Prevost delayed his major ground assault, waiting for his naval squadron to defeat the American flotilla commanded by Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough. The naval clash occurred on September 11, 1814, with the Americans decisively victorious. Prevost was so discouraged that he overrode the opinions of his subordinates and ordered a withdrawal back to Canada.

Meanwhile, the British had launched a major diversion in the Chesapeake, hoping to draw off American troops facing Prevost. British North American Station naval commander Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane and Major General Robert Ross conceived a bold plan to seize Washington, D.C. Masking their plans by a combined land and sea assault to destroy Commodore Joshua Barney’s Chesapeake Bay Flotilla, they proceeded to Washington up the backdoor of the Patuxent River. The government called up 95,000 militia to defend the capital; only 7,000 appeared. This force still outnumbered the British 2 to 1, but the resulting Battle of Bladensburg (August 24, 1814) was a fiasco in which the levies broke after only 66 casualties. That same evening, August 24, the British entered Washington. They then proceeded to burn the public buildings in claimed retaliation for the American destruction of York (Toronto) and Newark and then departed the next day. Their subsequent land and naval assault of Baltimore was beaten back, however.

The British naval bombardment of Fort McHenry accomplished little beyond providing inspiration for Francis Scott Key to compose the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry” from which “The Star-Spangled Banner,” the American national anthem, is derived.

This same British force withdrew to the West Indies to refit and await reinforcements. Lieutenant General Sir Edward Pakenham replaced Ross, who had been killed in a minor skirmish outside Baltimore. Cochrane led a powerful fleet escorting Pakenham’s 7,500-man land force of seasoned veterans from the fighting against France to New Orleans. The object was not only to secure the great wealth in goods, piled on the wharves, but also to occupy much of the Gulf territory and use it as a bargaining chip at the peace negotiations. For the same purpose, the British had also occupied part of coastal Maine in the hopes of readjusting the border there in their favor.

Before this third British expeditionary force arrived at New Orleans, another new effective American military leader arose in the forceful personage of Major General Andrew Jackson, who had been largely responsible for the defeat of the hostile Red Stick Creek Indians during the Creek War of 1813–1814. Now he had only about 5,000 men, and three-quarters of these were militia. It appeared that the British would be victorious and that Bladensburg would be repeated. During the main Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815, Jackson’s men occupied a strong defensive position and forced the British to attack them head-on. Although British light troops easily routed some Kentucky militia across the river, Pakenham lacked the boats necessary to exploit this with a flanking attack and opted instead for a massive frontal assault.

In the space of an hour, American artillery savaged the attackers in what amounted to a massacre more than a battle. Pakenham and more than 2,000 of all ranks were killed, wounded, or missing. In contrast, only 13 Americans died, and 58 were wounded. The British subsequently withdrew and moved east along the Gulf Coast to take Fort Bowyer. They were next preparing to move against Mobile when they learned that peace had already been concluded the previous Christmas eve, so the recent slaughter had been for nothing.

The Peace of Ghent of December 24, 1814, basically restored the status quo ante bellum. The belligerents agreed to disagree on everything important for the time being except ending the war and restoring prewar boundaries. There was no mention of impressment and neutral rights. Commissions were to be established to settle long-standing boundary disputes between the United States and Canada, thereby averting the possibility of future conflict in North America. All other issues were simply postponed for future negotiations.

And thus ended what, in many respects, was an unnecessary war. By the standards of contemporary conflicts, it was a relatively cheap war in terms of casualties for both sides. The war led to increasing respect for the United States on behalf of Great Britain, stimulated Canadian nationalism, and ensured that Canada would not become part of the United States. Nonetheless, popular mythology surrounding citizen-soldiers and self-taught generals persisted in both Canada and the United States. The fledgling U.S. Military Academy proved its worth as the fortifications built by West Point–trained engineers withstood British assault. The outstanding record of the U.S. Navy also brought about change in public opinion and, with it, a substantial increase in its size. Other effects of the war included the rapid rise of manufacturing in the United States, which benefited from the cutting off of traditional British markets during the conflict, and the reaffirmation of American national identity, which, despite strident opposition to the war in New England, helped to bring the country together as one nation.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Adair, John

Birth Date: January 9, 1757

Death Date: May 19, 1840

U.S. general in the War of 1812, governor of Kentucky (1820–1824), and U.S. senator (1805–1806) and congressman (1831–1833). John Adair was born on January 9, 1757, in Chester County, South Carolina. The son of Scottish immigrants, he served in the South Carolina Militia during the American Revolutionary War. Captured by the British at the Battle of Camden, Adair was imprisoned, whereupon he contracted smallpox.

In 1788, Adair moved to Mercer County, Kentucky, where he joined the Kentucky Militia as a captain. He led a group of Kentucky militia against the Western Indian Confederacy during Little Turtle’s War (1785–1795). Often called the Miami Confederacy by American officials who overestimated the strength of the Miamis, the Western Indian Confederacy had attempted to resist American colonization of the Old Northwest Territory.

In 1792, Adair served as a delegate to Kentucky’s constitutional convention. After Kentucky was admitted to the Union on June 1, 1792, Adair was elected to the Kentucky House of Representatives, serving a total of eight years between 1793 and 1803. In 1805, Kentucky’s legislature selected Adair to fill a vacant seat in the U.S. Senate after John Breckinridge resigned to take the post of attorney general of the United States. Adair’s close friendship with Aaron Burr, however, damaged his reputation. As the accusations of treason began to mount against Burr in 1806, Adair’s chances in the 1806 senatorial elections greatly diminished.

After losing the election, Adair promptly resigned in November 1806, before his term was set to expire, and went to Louisiana to inspect property that he had recently purchased. Upon arrival in New Orleans, he was arrested on the order of James Wilkerson, governor of the Louisiana Territory, and charged with treason. Although Adair was eventually cleared of any participation in the Burr conspiracy, the stigma of association with Burr kept him out of politics until after the War of 1812.

At the outset of the War of 1812, Adair rejoined the Kentucky Militia. At the Battle of the Thames, a decisive American victory in Ontario, Canada, on October 5, 1813, Adair served as the aide to Governor Isaac Shelby, who personally led the Kentucky Militia. In 1814 Adair led more than 1,000 Kentucky militiamen to Louisiana to support Major General Andrew Jackson at the Battle of New Orleans. Adair’s heroic participation in the war restored his reputation and allowed him to resume his political career. In 1816 Adair won a seat in the Kentucky House and took office in 1817. At the same time, he was appointed adjutant general of Kentucky’s militia and brevetted brigadier general.

Adair, a Democratic Republican, served as governor of Kentucky from 1820 to 1824. During his tenure, Adair created the Bank of the Commonwealth and abolished debt incarceration to counter the negative impact of the Panic of 1819. He is also credited with establishing Kentucky’s state university system, helping to secure passage of the 1820 Missouri Compromise by embracing it as governor, reforming Kentucky’s penal system, and advocating various infrastructure improvements, including road construction and improvements to the navigability of the Ohio River.

After serving one term in the U.S. House of Representatives from 1831 to 1833, Adair retired to his estate in Harrodsburg (the oldest city in Kentucky), where he died on May 19, 1840. Adair County, Kentucky, was named in his honor.
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Adams, John Quincy

Birth Date: July 11, 1767

Death Date: February 23, 1848

Diplomat, congressman, senator, secretary of state (1817–1825), president of the United States (1825–1829), and vociferous opponent of the Mexican-American War. Few Americans have ever compiled a record of public service as extensive and distinguished as that of John Quincy Adams. Born in Braintree (Quincy), Massachusetts, on July 11, 1767, Adams spent much of his early years traveling abroad with his famous father, John Adams, the second president of the United States.

With a penchant for languages, at age 14 John Quincy Adams was employed as an assistant to the foreign secretary to Russia. He graduated from Harvard College in 1788. During the 1790s, he served successive stints as the American foreign minister to Holland, Portugal, and Prussia. Returning to the United States in 1802, Adams was elected to the U.S. Senate as a Federalist the following year, where he remained until 1808. Resigning that year, he left the Federalist Party and became a Democratic Republican. In 1809 he was appointed minister to Russia, a post he held until 1814.

It was at St. Petersburg where Adams first prepared negotiations for a conclusion to the War of 1812. Previous efforts at an armistice between the United States and Britain having failed, in March 1813 Russia offered to help mediate a peace. President James Madison was pleased by the idea and dispatched three commissioners to join Adams in St. Petersburg. There they waited for six months. The British rejected Russian mediation.

Instead, early in 1814 the British requested direct negotiations. Madison obliged and selected five Americans for the forthcoming conference. John Quincy Adams chaired the president’s peace delegation, and the Americans agreed that Ghent, Belgium, would afford a neutral and accessible site for peace talks.

Negotiations convened on August 8, 1814. The recent defeat of Napoleon, which freed up British military strength, did not bode well for the American cause. Buoyant over the victory, the British government could now focus the brunt of its forces against America if it so decided. The British delegation quickly went on the offensive, demanding significant territorial and military concessions. Adams and his fellow commissioners were greatly displeased and rejected the demands, despairing of any real prospect for peace. But as news of their military failures at Baltimore and Plattsburgh reached England and as British debts and tax protests threatened to grow and the court of European public opinion decidedly shifted in favor of the Americans, the British delegation began to retreat that October. By December, the British had relinquished their territorial demands, insistence on a Native American reserve in the Northwest Territory had been dropped, and American fishing rights were reestablished in Canadian waters. The Treaty of Ghent was finalized on Christmas Eve, 1814.

[image: image]

Few Americans have compiled such a distinguished record of public service as John Quincy Adams. A diplomat and senator during the years of the early republic, Adams was minister to Russia during the War of 1812. He went on to be president of the United States during 1825–1829. (Library of Congress)

Pleased by the Ghent performance, Madison next assigned Adams to serve as minister to Great Britain, the most important U.S. diplomatic assignment of the 19th century. In 1817 President Monroe selected Adams as secretary of state, a post in which he contributed his most important career legacies, including design of the 1819 Adams-Onís Treaty and the 1823 Monroe Doctrine, which he himself proffered.

Adams was elected president in 1824 by the House of Representatives after none of the five candidates won the necessary number of electoral votes in the November elections. As president, he promoted an ambitious agenda for the development of various national infrastructure and institutions. But the Democratic Republicans, many of whom had backed Andrew Jackson in 1824, blocked Adams at nearly every opportunity. The embittered Jackson, who accused Adams and Henry Clay of arranging a “corrupt bargain” to win the White House, soundly defeated Adams in the election of 1828.

Not satisfied by retirement, in 1831 the former president won election to the U.S. House of Representatives and held that position for 17 years until his death. A leading antislavery voice in Congress, Adams battled the Gag Rule for nine years and uncompromisingly fought to prevent any expansion of the so-called peculiar institution. Indeed, he submitted numerous proposals and petitions calling for the ending of slavery and the slave trade in Washington, D.C., and other areas. Admirers called him “the conscience of New England” and “Old Man Eloquent”; adversaries considered the sobriquet “madman of Massachusetts” more appropriate.

In his final days of public service, Adams was among the Mexican-American War’s most outspoken critics, viewing the conflict as “unrighteous” as well as unconstitutional. Adams strongly opposed the “robbery” of Texas from Mexico, which is what he termed the December 1845 annexation of that state, lamenting the event as “a signal triumph of the slave representation.” Indeed, he predicted in late 1845 that Texan annexation would be tantamount to “the blast of the trumpet for a foreign, civil, servile, and Indian war.” In 1846 Adams openly accused President James K. Polk of having fraudulently engineered the conflict and led a small group of congressmen who tried in vain to prevent war. Now as an Ultra Whig, Adams subsequently rejected measures to honor the war’s participants. Praising the 1846 Wilmot Proviso, he demanded that troops be withdrawn immediately from Mexico, with peace provided on generous terms. Adams died in Washington, D.C., on February 23, 1848, just prior to the conclusion of the war.
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Admiralty, High Court of

Tribunal that had jurisdiction over English maritime law for more than six centuries before it was merged into the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division of the High Court of Justice in 1873. Before the creation of a national navy, British rulers struggling to achieve sovereignty at sea needed to protect maritime trade from enemies and pirates abroad as well as unscrupulous merchants and sailors at home. As international commerce increased, English common law proved inadequate in punishing piracy or restoring goods and vessels wrongfully captured at sea. In retaliation, however, medieval English seafarers robbed or captured by foreigners could obtain a letter of marque from the Crown, which allowed them to recover their losses by seizing goods or vessels (termed “prizes”) owned by any other citizen of the offending foreigner’s country. Strict laws evolved to ensure that these private reprisals respected diplomatic alliances, mercantile agreements, and international treaties.

The word “admiralty” comes from the Arabic term amir-el-baba, or “commander of the seas.” It was adopted in 1296 when King Edward I first authorized three regional admirals to command the Fleets of the North, South, and West to enforce England’s customary law of the sea. By 1360, the admirals were reporting to a lord high admiral of England, who was given judicial power to deal with mercantile cases and piracy. A 14th-century handbook of British sea law, the so-called Black Book of Admiralty, was compiled to regulate matters concerning ship charters and wreck. The book also clarified rules for issuing letters of marque to private armed vessels or privateers and gave instructions for sharing any prizes captured.

By the 1580s, the High Court of Admiralty had developed two distinct jurisdictions. One jurisdiction was for the law of admiralty, covering disputes between individuals involving charters, shipping, seamen’s wages, collision at sea, contracts, disputes among ship owners, and generally all civil maritime matters. Admiralty law also included criminal jurisdiction for piracy, homicide, assault, and other crimes committed aboard ship. The law of prize, now used only in wartime, was the court’s second and separate jurisdiction over questions concerning the division of spoils, ships, and cargoes captured with letters of marque.

Compared to the common law system of oral pleadings and juries, admiralty law was an expedient process based solely on documentary evidence. Commercial maritime matters were heard swiftly, with decisions often made between one tide and the next. The court process was directed against the ship rather than the captain or the owners, and the entire case was proved by the ship’s papers, cargo documents, and written affidavits or replies to standard questions (interrogatories) made by members of the captured ship’s crew.

Around 1600, the legal fees generated by the High Court of Admiralty prompted an attempt by common law practitioners to retake control of maritime commercial and criminal law, but the specialized nature of admiralty practice meant that the High Court of Admiralty remained in charge of international law. Anyone unhappy with the judge’s decision regarding prizes could appeal to the king in the Court of Chancery. After 1625, the privy councillors who heard these appeals became known as the Lords Commissioners of Appeals in Prize Cases.

Over time, wars and prize laws defined how the High Court of Admiralty determined legal prize and distributed profits from captured vessels and cargoes among the Crown, the navy, and private armed vessels. By the 17th century, Britain had established colonies in North America and the Caribbean. This led to the creation of colonial vice admiralty courts to monitor fishing rights, protect the colonies from pirates and enemy attacks by sea, visit foreign ships in colonial ports, enforce trade and revenue laws, adjudicate prizes, and generally consolidate and extend imperial power overseas. In 1615 a temporary vice admiralty court was set up in Newfoundland to adjudicate issues arising during the brief fishing season. In 1658 Jamaica established the first permanent vice admiralty court. Barbados followed a few years later, and by 1700 there were courts in Virginia, Boston, New York, and Philadelphia. Although there is evidence of a year-round admiralty court in Annapolis, Nova Scotia, in 1720, the earliest records of vice admiralty court activity come from Halifax in 1749. A vice admiralty court was established in New Brunswick in 1787 and on the islands of Saint John (Prince Edward Island) and Cape Breton a few years later.

After the American Revolution, the United States developed its own prize court system based largely on British Admiralty practice. By the War of 1812, the High Court of Admiralty still heard appeals from North American vice admiralty courts, but its main role was adjudicating captures in British waters by the Royal Navy and privateers.
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Admiralty Board

Central organ of British naval administration. The Admiralty Board, or, properly named, the Commissioners for Executing the Office of Lord High Admiral, was formed in 1679 and replaced the Office of Lord High Admiral. The Admiralty’s first years, however, were chaotic. It was not until the 1700s that the Admiralty took on the organization that it would have during the War of 1812. Located at Whitehall in London, the Admiralty directly oversaw promotions and appointments of commissioned officers and the movement of ships and fleets. The Admiralty was not the singular executive power of the navy; it handled normal day-to-day administrative functions. Decisions involving finances were left to the treasury, while determining strategy was the purview of other cabinet posts. The Admiralty did correspond with and at times issued instructions to the Navy, Transport, and the Victualling Boards. The most important of these was the Navy Board, responsible for warrant officers, ship construction, repair, and a myriad of procurement issues.

The head of the Admiralty Board was the first lord of the Admiralty. A political figure of considerable power and standing, by 1812 he had acquired cabinet-level rank. Although uncommon during the early 19th century, the first lord could be a serving naval officer. If this occurred, the officer also had to be senior to all serving fleet commanders and be either a member of the House of Lords or the House of Commons. The prerequisite for being a member of the Commons or Lords also held for civilian politicians serving as first lord of the Admiralty. The majority of the period’s first lords came from the House of Lords. Robert Dundas, the second Viscount Melville, held the position of first lord from March 1812 to November 1830.

In addition to the first lord, the Admiralty Board during the War of 1812 consisted of six junior members. Approximately half were naval officers who provided professional guidance. If the first lord was a civilian, the senior naval member of the board had significant influence. During the first year of the War of 1812, this post was held by Vice Admiral William Domett; after October 1813, Rear Admiral Sir J. S. Yorke was the senior naval member. The civilian junior board members during the War of 1812 were often chosen from among members of the House of Commons. Civilian junior members had varied knowledge about naval issues, and some took their appointment less seriously than others.

While orders of significance, including those involving the movement of ships, were generally signed by the first lord and countersigned by several junior members, including at least one naval member, many of the day-to-day orders issued by the Admiralty Board were signed by one of the two secretaries of the Admiralty. Throughout the War of 1812, John Wilson Croker, who was also a member of the House of Commons, held the position of first secretary. John Barrow held the position of second secretary. The secretaries made certain that the Admiralty Board functioned properly by overseeing the Admiralty’s clerical and administrative personnel. The secretaries also served as the intermediaries who handled decisions made by the board members and, in the absence of the Admiralty Board, exercised power in its name. This was especially true with daily business.

In addition to the board members and the secretaries, the Admiralty contained a staff of clerks and administrative staff responsible for keeping track of the thousands of documents that reached the Admiralty every year. In an era before typewriters and computers, all documents had to be handwritten, including duplicates kept on file at the Admiralty for its records. This labor-intensive process was handled by only 28 staff in 1800. All told, considering the scope of operations and other naval considerations to be addressed, the Admiralty Board proved an effective administrative agent throughout the Age of Fighting Sail.

Kevin D. McCranie
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African Americans

African Americans who fought in the War of 1812 served primarily in the U.S. Navy, but they also contributed to certain land battles, especially Major General Andrew Jackson’s defense of New Orleans during 1814–1815. Invading British forces were, however, able to exploit the young republic’s institution of slavery to recruit and train African Americans throughout the Chesapeake Bay region.

During the war, although Congress had restricted militia enlistments in 1792 to “free, able-bodied, white male citizens,” New York raised two regiments of 2,000 black soldiers. Many were free, while those still enslaved were promised freedom in exchange for their military service. Philadelphia raised a black regiment, requesting that 2 African American ministers help recruit for it, after the British descent on Washington, D.C., in August 1814. As in the American Revolutionary War, the number of African Americans among New England enlistments is unknown because the race of military volunteers was not consistently recorded.

The war with Great Britain occurred as distinctly American attitudes toward race were hardening into patterns that would last until the American Civil War. In 1812, there were 1.4 million Americans of known African descent in a total U.S. population of 7.2 million. The vast majority of African Americans were enslaved in the states of the South. Only about 1 out of 7, or roughly 200,000, were free.

The growth of the plantation economy, and especially the production of cotton, fueled the increase in the number of slaves. Between 1790 and 1810, the number of free African Americans in the South increased from 32,357 to 108,265. Nationwide, fewer than 200,000 bales of cotton were harvested in 1810, two years before war was declared, compared to 500,000 in 1825 and 4.5 million in 1860. At that point, cotton production was limited mainly to South Carolina and eastern Georgia. Migration to the Mississippi Territory did not begin on a large scale until after the war.


The African American Population in the United States, 1790–1820





	Census Year
	Number of African Americans
	% of Total U.S. Population
	Slaves
	% Slaves
	% Nonslaves




	1790
	  757,208
	19.3
	  697,681
	92.1
	 7.9


	1800
	1,002,037
	18.9
	  893,602
	89.2
	10.8


	1810
	1,377,808
	19.0
	1,191,362
	86.5
	13.5


	1820
	1,771,656
	18.4
	1,538,022
	86.8
	13.2





In cities both in the North and South, prosperous free African Americans ran businesses such as hotels, restaurants, barbershops, and carpentry shops. In the North, they funded buildings to house the first distinctly African churches of the Methodist, Episcopalian, and Baptist denominations. Housing patterns in urban areas (where fewer than 6 percent of the population lived) were not segregated by color. Laborers and hired hands crowded into slums such as New York’s infamous Five Points neighborhood, in company with Irish immigrants. In the lower South, the 14,000 free African Americans tended to be lighter skinned, urbanized, and less harshly treated. In the upper South, a larger number who were free tended to be darker, rural, and poor.

During the War of 1812, one-sixth of the sailors in the U.S. Navy were men of African descent, reflecting even larger percentages among whaling fleet and merchant ship crews. As late as 1839, sailors of dark and light complexions shared ship duties, bunk rooms, and meals without overt racial antagonism. Senator John Calhoun of South Carolina made repeated efforts to limit naval service by law to men recognized as “white.” In one of the precipitating incidents of the war, the attack on the U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake by the Royal Navy fourth-rate Leopard in 1807, three of the four American sailors seized as presumed deserters from the Royal Navy were recorded as being black: William Ware, John Strachan, and David Martin.

Captain Oliver Hazard Perry complained to navy superiors that he had been sent “blacks, soldiers and boys” to man the Great Lakes Armada that eventually won the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813. Commodore Isaac Chauncey replied that the 100 black sailors among the 400 sent to Perry were not inferior to any other seamen and that he did not believe that skin color had anything at all to do with fighting ability. Perry subsequently acknowledged the skill and bravery of his black sailors after his victory on Lake Erie. Lieutenant Thomas McDonough’s subsequent defeat of a British fleet on Lake Champlain on September 11, 1814, inspired a popular song, “Backside Albany,” about 1 of the many black sailors under his command. American forces that turned back a British army on land the same day at nearby Plattsburgh, New York, also included a number of African American soldiers, although the exact number cannot be accurately ascertained.

During the British invasion of the Chesapeake Bay in 1813–1814, Sir Alexander Cochrane, Royal Navy vice admiral, upped the racial ante by offering refugee slaves the choices of enlisting or immigrating as free men and women to Canada or the West Indies (slavery was not abolished in the British West Indies until 1833). Cochrane’s officers trained a crack unit of black marines, who were among the force of 4,500 men that routed 7,000 Maryland and Virginia militia at the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814, and then participated in the capture of Washington, D.C. Inside Washington, meanwhile, all able-bodied men were called upon to build redoubts for defense of the capital.

New Orleans, a former French colonial outpost, had a well-established tradition of militia units recruited from men of color, mostly of mixed French and African ancestry. French and Spanish colonial authorities had found this militia useful in hunting runaway slaves. In fact, these so-called colored units persisted until the Civil War and were openly tolerated by Confederate authorities through 1862. Although U.S. government policy was to allow only free white males into the militia, Louisiana governor William Claiborne wrote to President James Madison that the Battalion of Free Men of Color was a “very serviceable corps.” Its members were free men who paid taxes or owned at least $300 worth of property, including three black second lieutenants, even though by law all officers were to be men classified as “white.” An influx of wealthy mixed-race Haitians, who had fought against Toussaint L’Ouverture’s rebellion, added to the free black population of Charleston and Mobile as well as New Orleans.

When Major General Andrew Jackson arrived to take command of American forces in Louisiana in September 1814, he already had experience commanding black troops at Mobile. Jackson himself was a slave owner and had led expeditions into Spanish-ruled Florida to recapture runaway slaves. However, he showed no evidence that a man’s color alone prejudiced him. When an assistant paymaster objected to paying African American soldiers in cash, Jackson told him to keep his opinions to himself. From Mobile, Jackson had issued a proclamation to African American volunteers in New Orleans that they had been deprived the opportunity to engage in a glorious struggle for national pride and purpose. Moreover, he promised that they would each receive money and bounty like any soldier: $124 and 160 acres. Unfortunately, state and federal governments generally failed to honor this promise after the war.

About 500 of the 6,000 soldiers under Jackson who defeated the British invasion force on January 8, 1815, in the Battle of New Orleans were in two distinct African American battalions, positioned at the center of the battle line on the Chalmette Plains. Others of equally dark complexion fought scattered among various other regiments. A number of the men who joined the American cause under the French pirate Jean Lafitte were also African Americans. Incidentally, British troops included 1,000 men of African descent brought from Jamaica. Jackson later wrote to President James Monroe that the British commander, Lieutenant General Sir Edward Pakenham, who died during the battle, was reportedly felled by a bullet shot from a black man’s musket. In the face of municipal orders that only white soldiers should appear at the celebration, Joseph Savary, promoted by Jackson to major, nevertheless led his troops in the victory parade.

[image: image]

Painting depicting the Free Men of Color and Choctaw Indian volunteers fighting the British during the New Orleans Campaign. The Battalion of Free Men of Color played an important role during the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. (Center for Military History)

The Treaty of Ghent of December 24, 1814, which formally ended the war, provided that all slaves who fled to the British lines should be returned to their owners or sold in the West Indies to provide compensation. Battlefield commanders and ship captains, however, had praised the military service of African Americans. Nevertheless, the War Department in Washington quickly backpedaled and in 1815 issued a memorandum stating that black men were unfit to serve with white soldiers. However, in 1861–1865, military necessity forced the government to reverse its racist policies, and African American soldiers demonstrated their martial proclivities in larger numbers—and greater sacrifice—than ever before.

Charles Rosenberg
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Akwesasne and French Mills, Skirmishes at

Event Dates: October 23 and November 23, 1812

On October 23, 1812, Major Guilford Dudley Young led some 200 New York militiamen in an attack on a small company of the Corps of Canadian Voyageurs under Captain John MacDonell holding a British post in the village of Akwesasne. Also known as St. Regis, Akwesasne was located on the St. Lawrence River and was home to a number of Iroquois. Young divided his force into three columns in order to surround the post, and in the ensuing skirmish the Americans killed 7 of the voyageurs and captured 41 others. Young then left some of his men to occupy the outpost and departed with the remainder.

The British were not long in retaliating. A month later, British Army captain Andrew Gray was proceeding up the St. Lawrence with bateaux loaded with supplies when he received orders to recapture Akwesasne and then attack the American outpost at French Mills, located on the Salmon River nine miles east of Akwesasne in New York state. Gray assembled a force under Major Alexander Clark and Major George MacDonnell, drawn from three British regiments, along with some 250 Stormont and Glengarry militiamen and 30 Indians. Although inferior in rank to the two majors, Gray appears to have commanded the operation.

The British force crossed the Salmon River early on the morning of November 23. The Stormont militiamen easily retook the post at Akwesasne, while the remainder of the British troops moved against French Mills. There they surprised and defeated the New York militiamen there, killing 3 and capturing 42. After destroying American arms, ammunition, and bateaux, the British withdrew.
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Alabama

Alabama, part of the larger Mississippi Territory, saw considerable military action during the War of 1812, particularly in conjunction with the Creek War. The boundary between Spanish Florida and the Mississippi Territory had traditionally been a matter of much dispute. During the war years U.S. government leaders believed that the British would seek to use Spanish Florida as a base to threaten the United States from the south, especially by encouraging local Indians to attack white settlements. The major Indian tribes involved were the Cherokees in the north, who were loyal to the United States, and the Creeks in the south, who were divided between supporting the United States and the British.

The southern Creeks came under the influence of the Shawnee leader Tecumseh, who allied with the British in Canada in order to halt further American settlement of Indian lands. That faction of southern Creeks who subscribed to Tecumseh’s thinking were known as the Red Sticks. They were led by Chief Red Eagle, a Creek of mixed heritage also known as William Weatherford. Several parties of his warriors began raiding settler farms in 1812 as far north as Tennessee. Farther south, they attacked white settlements, leading many whites to seek refuge in makeshift compounds. The greatest bloodletting occurred at Fort Mims, some 50 miles north of Mobile. Here, on August 30, 1813, the Red Sticks reportedly killed between 250 and 500 whites and mixed-bloods, including women and children, and took more than 100 slaves who were used as human shields at the subsequent Battle of Horseshoe Bend.

The so-called Fort Mims Massacre triggered a mass mobilization of volunteer militia, regular U.S. army soldiers, and friendly Indians, especially Cherokees throughout the upper South. Major General Andrew Jackson commanded the most successful of the forces. He sent cavalry under Brigadier General John Coffee ahead and began moving his forces on September 27, advancing to Huntsville on the Tennessee River to unite with Coffee. After building Fort Deposit as a supply depot, Jackson again moved south and established Fort Strother near the Coosa River. His cavalry defeated the Creeks at Tallusahatchie on November 3 and headed for Talladega, where the Red Sticks had regrouped. His attack there on November 9 resulted in another victory. Jackson then returned to Fort Strother to await the expected surrender of the Creeks and the end of the conflict. The Creeks continued the war, however, into the early spring of 1814. Finally, on March 27 at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend, Jackson defeated the hostile Creeks.

Protracted negotiations led to formal surrender of the Creeks on August 1. Meanwhile, the war with Britain continued, and by now the British posed a threat of land attack on New Orleans from Spanish Florida. Jackson’s forces in Alabama now became part of the war against Britain. The port of Mobile, Alabama, on the Gulf Coast, seized by the United States from Spain, saw three battles during the War of 1812: during April 11–14, 1813; during September 12–15, 1814; and during February 8–12, 1815. In April 1813 American army and naval forces under Major General James Wilkinson arrived from New Orleans and seized Mobile from Spain. In September 1814 the American defenders of Fort Bowyer, under Lieutenant Colonel William Lawrence of the 2nd U.S. Infantry, drove off a combined British naval and Red Stick attack and destroyed the British flagship, the sixth-rate Hermes of 22 guns.

Jackson then struck into West Florida and captured Pensacola on November 9, 1814, denying the British the easiest route from there to New Orleans or Mobile. The Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815, ended in decisive defeat for the British. In February 1815, following their rebuff, the British again attacked Fort Bowyer, this time in great force, and secured its surrender. It did not matter. Peace had already been reached at Ghent on December 24, 1814, and Mobile remained in American hands. Indeed, Mobile was the only American territorial gain of the War of 1812. Alabama became its own territory in 1817 and was admitted as a state in 1819.

Daniel E. Spector
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Alert, HMS

See Essex, USS, vs. HMS Alert

Alexandria, Virginia, British Capture of

Event Date: August 29, 1814

Alexandria is located in northern Virginia on the west bank of the Potomac River across from Washington, D.C. Its capture served as a diversionary objective in British vice admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane’s 1814 summer plan to move against the U.S. capital. Alexandria’s population at the time was about 7,500. Cochrane’s subordinate commanders Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn and Major General Robert Ross led the combined land and river assault on the capital from the port of Benedict on the Patuxent River, 45 miles southeast of Washington. Concurrently, Cockburn devised a diversionary and covering plan for the main assault forces by sending a squadron commanded by Captain James Gordon up the Potomac to bombard Fort Warburton into submission and invest Alexandria.

Cockburn’s and Ross’s 10-day campaign from August 19 to August 29, 1814, was a great success, with American defenders suffering defeat at the Battle of Bladensburg and failing to prevent the capture and torching of Washington on August 24–25. Moreover, the British burning of public buildings there prompted a delegation of leaders from Alexandria to cross the Potomac that same day to plead with the British commanders to spare their own town. The ploy worked initially, but the respite proved short-lived when British forces abruptly withdrew from the capital to embark on their ships. Alexandria still had to contend with Gordon’s naval squadron, then pushing up the Potomac from the south, whose course was slowed by contrary winds and current as well as shoals.

On the evening of August 27, Gordon’s squadron arrived at Fort Wartburton, situated on the east bank of the Potomac, only six miles south of Alexandria, and immediately commenced shelling it. Although the local fort mounted 29 guns, commander Captain Samuel Dyson had only a small garrison, and he soon ordered the position abandoned without a struggle. The men of the garrison accordingly spiked their guns and then withdrew after setting fire to the magazine, which blew up and destroyed the fort. The British were surprised by the American action because they considered the position to have been a formidable obstacle.

The next day, Gordon completed destruction of the fort and took possession of its guns and cannonballs. With Fort Warburton neutralized, Alexandria was now defenseless. Negotiations between Gordon and town elders resulted in an August 29 resolution whereby the town surrendered all navy and ordnance stores and all ships in port and relinquished all commercial tobacco, flour, and cotton products. Food products were also sold to the squadron at market prices. In return, Gordon forbade destruction of private homes and property. Over the course of the next six days, the British traversed the shoreline, plundering merchant warehouses and seizing 21 ships.

Worried about possible American attacks with the withdrawal of Cockburn’s and Ross’s forces, Gordon finally withdrew his force down the Potomac on September 3, his ships filled with plundered goods. The quick abandonment of Fort Warburton and the negotiated ransom of Alexandria by its leaders in the wake of the humiliating capture and burning of Washington brought harsh criticism and disgust from the American public, allayed only by the euphoria surrounding the British failure to seize Baltimore in mid-September.
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Algerine War

Event Date: 1815

War fought between the North African state of Algiers and the United States in 1815, often seen as a footnote to the War of 1812. The Barbary States of North Africa—Morocco, Tunis, Tripoli, and Algiers—had for centuries preyed on foreign shipping in the Mediterranean. Indeed, their economies rested on this system of state-sponsored piracy. Those nations that did not wish to have their mercantile shipping attacked had little recourse but to pay tribute (a bribe) to the Barbary States in specie or in naval stores or ships. In general, European governments were reluctant to launch naval expeditions to end this practice, seeing them as less cost-effrctive than simply paying tribute, although from time to time military action arose to arrest Barbary attacks on shipping.

With independence from Britain, the United States no longer enjoyed the protection of the Royal Navy, and hence its Mediterranean commerce promptly came under attack from the Barbary corsairs. At first, the Americans chose to pay tribute to the Barbary States but during the presidency of Thomas Jefferson successfully employed force against Tripoli between 1801 and 1805. The United States continued to pay tribute to Algiers, however.

Between 1807 and 1815, Algiers captured five U.S. merchant ships. The Embargo Act of 1806 and the subsequent war with Britain prevented the United States from retaliating. In 1812, Hadji Ali, dey of Algiers, felt emboldened enough to break relations with the United States and declare war. He contended that naval stores provided Algiers by the United States under terms of the existing treaty were deficient in both quality and quantity. The dey also sent U.S. consul Tobias Lear home in the Allegany, the same ship that had transported the allegedly unsatisfactory stores. At the same time, the arrival at Algiers of naval stores from Britain, including spars, cable, shot, and powder sufficient for two large ships and a brig, enabled the dey to equip and send out his ships.

Indeed, the British had actively encouraged the dey to go to war against the United States, promising him protection by the Royal Navy. In consequence, in the summer of 1812 the dey sent out a dozen warships with instructions to capture U.S. merchant ships. Because of the break in relations with Algiers and looming war with Britain, there were few American merchant ships to capture, although the Algerines did take a brig, the Edwin of Salem with a crew of 11, several members of whom were later ransomed. The ensuing war with Britain precluded any action on the part of the United States against Algiers, although Washington did attempt negotiations through Spain. The government offered $3,000 each for release of the crewmen, but the dey rejected this sum with a view of extorting an even more favorable treaty from them.

The conclusion of peace with Britain changed the situation dramatically. Within two weeks of ratifying the Treaty of Ghent, on March 3, 1815, Congress authorized President James Madison to equip, man, and deploy such warships as he considered necessary for operations against Algiers. The administration decided to send out two squadrons. The first, under Commodore William Bainbridge, was to assemble at Boston, and the second, under Commodore Stephen Decatur, would rendezvous at New York. Bainbridge, who was the senior captain, would fly his flag in the first U.S. Navy ship of the line, the 74-gun Independence, then nearing completion. Decatur would fly his flag in the frigate Guerriere.

With 10 ships, Decatur’s squadron was the largest U.S. Navy squadron yet assembled. It consisted of the frigates Guerriere (54 guns), Macedonian (48 guns), and Constellation (48 guns); the sloop Ontario (28 guns); the brigs Epervier (18 guns), Firefly (14 guns), Flambeau (12 guns), and Spark (12 guns); and the schooners Spitfire (11 guns) and Torch (10 guns). Three of these vessels were British prizes taken in the War of 1812. Eager to seize the initiative, Decatur probably realized that Bainbridge’s squadron would be delayed and decided to move swiftly before he would have to operate under Bainbridge’s instructions.

Decatur’s squadron departed from New York on May 20. William Shaler, appointed commissioner to negotiate peace with Algiers, accompanied Decatur. A severe storm at sea forced the Firefly to return to New York to refit, but the other ship escaped serious damage and continued on to Gibraltar, arriving there on June 15.

Decatur learned from the U.S. consul at Cádiz that while the Algerine squadron had been in the Atlantic it had apparently returned to the Mediterranean and that the force opposing him consisted of three frigates and several smaller vessels. The U.S. consul at Tangier provided information that Algerine grand admiral Rais Hammida had recently anchored there in the frigate Mashouda (46 guns) only two days before Decatur’s arrival and then headed east.

At Gibraltar, Decatur learned that Hammida was most probably off Cape de Gata, waiting there for payment of $500,000 in tribute promised by the Spanish government for continuation of its peace with Algiers. Decatur was determined to strike before his enemy learned of his presence. Hurriedly departing Gibraltar, he headed due east along the Spanish coast where, early on June 17 near Cape de Gata, American lookouts sighted a large ship that turned out to be the Mashouda. The Americans gave chase. No doubt fearing that he would not be able to win a race across the Mediterranean, Hammida turned about in an effort to reach the Spanish coast and safety. This brought him through the American squadron. After a close-fought action of less than half an hour, the Mashouda surrendered. Some 30 Algerines had been killed, including Hammida, cut in two by a 42-pounder carronade shot. Many of the 406 taken prisoner were wounded. The only American losses to hostile fire were 4 men wounded by musket fire, but the bursting of one of the Guerriere’s main deck guns, which had been double-shotted, also claimed 3 dead and 7 wounded.
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The U.S. Navy frigate Constellation engaging the Algerian frigate/flagship Mashouda off Cape de Gata, Spain, June 17, 1815. (U.S.

Decatur sent the Mashouda into Cartagena under a prize crew, convoyed by the Macedonian. The prisoners were landed, and after taking aboard some supplies from shore, the squadron resumed its progress northeastward along the Spanish coast to intercept any remaining Algerine vessels in the vicinity.

On June 19, off Cape Palos, Decatur’s squadron discovered and gave chase to a large brig, which turned out to be the Algerine 22-gun Estidio with a crew of 180. The pursuit lasted three hours, with the brig finally seeking refuge in shoal water. Decatur did not risk his heavier ships and sent in the Epervier, Spark, Spitfire, and Torch instead. In the ensuing fight, the Algerine crew ran the Estido ashore and then some of them took to the boats. One boat was sunk by a shot from the U.S. ships, while the others reached shore. The Americans counted 23 members of the Estidio’s crew killed and also took 80 prisoners. There were no American casualties. The Americans refloated the Estidio and sent it into Cartagena as a prize.

Believing that the remaining Algerine ships had sought refuge in neutral ports, Decatur elected to sail for Algiers to reach that place before the other vessels could do the same, with the hope of forcing the dey to conclude peace. The squadron arrived off Algiers on June 28, and the next day, under a flag of truce, Decatur informed the dey’s captain of the port of the fate of the Mashouda and Estidio as well as the death of Admiral Hammida. One of the Algerine officer prisoners confirmed Decatur’s account. Realizing the gravity of the situation, the Algerine official asked what terms Decatur proposed. Decatur and Shaler informed him that a treaty could only be concluded on the basis of complete and final Algerine relinquishment of tribute. The official, anxious to secure the return of the remaining Algerine ships, proposed a cease-fire as negotiations went forward, but Decatur rejected this and said that negotiations would occur only on the Guerriere.

The next day, June 30, Decatur presented a draft treaty. Among its many provisions were an inviolable peace between the two nations, a complete end to all tribute, the immediate release of 10 Americans held by the dey and some 500 Algerine prisoners held by the Americans, reparations by the dey for Americans who had been captured, and reparations of any American property taken by Algiers in violation of the former treaty between the two states.

The Algerine negotiator balked at the terms, particularly the end of tribute and reparations for American property seized in violation of the former treaty. He asked whether, if the dey were to agree to the treaty, the two captured Algerine warships would be returned. Decatur and Shaler refused. The Algerine then pointed out that it was not the present ruler, Dey Omar Pasha, who had declared war but rather his predecessor Dey Hadji Ali, who had been assassinated the previous March. The negotiator noted that the dey would be agreeable to more favorable terms of peace than had heretofore been granted a foreign power, and that return of the captured warships, which were of little use to the Americans, would go a long way toward allowing the dey to cast the treaty in a more favorable light. Without this, he might well be assassinated (as indeed occurred two years later, when Omar Pasha was strangled).

Recognizing the validity of this argument, Decatur and Shaler agreed to the return of the two warships although in their captured state. The dey then accepted the treaty without protest, the imprisoned Americans were released, and Shaler went ashore to assume his new duties as consul to Algiers. Shaler subsequently adjudicated all American property that had not yet been disposed of as well as the $10,000 that had been agreed to by both sides as the value of the brig Edwin and its cargo.

In his report to Secretary of the Navy Benjamin Crowninshield, Decatur noted that the treaty “had been dictated at the mouth of the cannon.” Decatur entrusted a copy of the treaty and his report to Lieutenant John Shubrick of the brig Epervier. Last seen passing Gibraltar on July 14, it was lost at sea with all hands, probably in a storm. Also lost in the brig were the Americans who had been recently released from captivity in Algiers.

On arriving in the Mediterranean, Decatur had also learned that both Tripoli and Tunis had violated their treaties with the United States. Because no word of these events had reached Washington at the time of the squadron’s departure, the matter had not been addressed in Decatur’s instructions. Now, on his own initiative, Decatur decided to act.

After a stop at Cagliari in Sardinia on July 26, the squadron anchored in the Bay of Tunis. During the War of 1812 the American privateer Abellino had taken two British prizes and sent them to Tunis under the protection of the shore batteries. The bey had then permitted a British brig to sail into the harbor and cut out the two prizes without interference, a violation of his treaty with the United States. The two prizes and their cargoes had been valued at $46,000.

Decatur sent ashore a demand, delivered by U.S. consul M. M. Noah, that the sum of $46,000 be paid within 12 hours; failure to comply would lead to hostilities. According to Noah’s report, the bey was well aware of the American commodore as the individual who had burned the frigate Philadelphia in Tripoli Harbor. Noah also pointed out to the bey via spyglass the presence in the U.S. squadron of three ships that had been taken from the Royal Navy in equal fights. With Decatur personally taking soundings in the harbor for possible hostile action, the bey agreed to settle. Had it come to a fight, Tunis would have been a difficult nut for the U.S. squadron to crack. The harbor mouth was hard to access and was well defended by batteries. In addition, the bey had available three frigates, several corvettes and brigs, and a number of gunboats. The bey agreed to pay the $46,000, but within one year. However, upon learning that the Americans would brook no further delay, the bey agreed to Decatur’s terms.

On August 2, the squadron sailed for Tripoli, where it arrived three days later. Again, events during the War of 1812 proceeded as they had at Tunis; the British consul had convinced the pasha that the United States would be roundly defeated in the war and that its ships would soon be swept from the seas. In consequence the pasha had allowed the British to reclaim two other British ships taken by the Abellion and sent into Tripoli as prizes. At Tripoli, Decatur demanded payment of $30,000 in compensation for these two ships and, on the raising of the American flag at the consulate, a salute fired from the pasha’s castle.

The pasha immediately rejected these demands, mobilized 20,000 men, ordered the port’s defenses fully manned, and threatened an immediate declaration of war against the United States. On learning what had happened at both Algiers and Tunis, however, he changed his mind. Understandably, Decatur’s name also had an impact at Tripoli. Decatur agreed to accept $25,000 in compensation if the pasha also released 10 Christian slaves.

The pasha complied with the demands, and peaceful relations were restored between Tripoli and the United States.

Decatur sailed from Tripoli on August 9, 1815. His Mediterranean triumph was complete. In only 71 days since setting out from New York, Decatur had defeated one power and induced two others to restore normal relations. He had also secured safe passage for American trade in the Mediterranean.

After visiting several Mediterranean ports, including Naples, the squadron sailed for Cartagena in the expectation of finding Bainbridge and his squadron so that Decatur might turn over command to him and return to the United States. Upon learning that Bainbridge was at Gibraltar, Decatur proceeded there. Actually Bainbridge had arrived in the Mediterranean in late August and had sailed from Cartagena on September 13, calling in succession at Algiers, Tripoli, and Tunis, only to discover that Decatur had preceded him at all three.

The appearance of a second powerful U.S. squadron in such short order after the first did have the effect of affirming correct behavior on the part of the North African states. Their leaders were especially surprised to see a U.S. ship of the line, having been led by the British to believe that treaties between the United States and Britain had prohibited the United States from building ships of that class.

By October 6, the two squadrons were united. Bainbridge now commanded 18 ships, the largest naval force to that point in history under the American flag. Bainbridge detailed the frigates United States and Constellation and the sloops Ontario and Erie to keep surveillance on the Barbary States. He and Decatur also met briefly aboard the Independence while the latter was under way in what Decatur reported to be an appreciably frosty exchange.

Decatur arrived at New York on November 12. Bainbridge, sailing slower because he was en squadron and had encountered bad weather, arrived at Newport three days later. Decatur correctly received all the credit for the victory, for which Bainbridge never forgave him.

The Algerine War was the last conflict the United States had with the Barbary States. The war ended a three-decade-long process during which the United States attempted to establish free navigation in the Mediterranean for its merchant shipping. The Barbary Wars are exceptional as conflicts in which Democratic Republicans consistently advocated the use of force rather than economic coercion as a solution. The era of the Napoleonic Wars and the War of 1812 had allowed the Barbary States to operate with a free hand, but following their conclusion the Barbary States no longer engaged in a system of state-sponsored piracy. This American action encouraged the British, who in 1816 sent ships of their own under Lord Exmouth against Algiers. More than a decade later, in 1830, France landed an expeditionary force and seized Algiers as a colony.

Michael K. Beauchamp and Spencer C. Tucker
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Allan, William

Birth Date: ca. 1770

Death Date: July 17, 1853

Canadian militia officer. William Allan was born at the Moss, near Huntly, Scotland, circa 1770. He left his homeland at age 17 to immigrate to Montreal as a clerk in a fur-trading company, one of many young Scots who sought their future in British North America. Allan soon moved to the company’s store near the mouth of the Niagara River, where he was involved with the shipment of fur and provisions up and down the lakes and the supply of goods to military and naval posts.

In 1795 Allan obtained property in the town site of the village of York (as well as a 200-acre grant on York’s northern perimeter), which was just becoming the province’s capital. Because he had a strong connection to a powerful Montreal company, Allan soon established himself as the key merchant in the capital, handling the increasing amount of public and private commerce that developed there. A man of varied interests and talents, he built the first commercial wharf at York in 1801, worked through a number of different partnerships, and obtained a number of public duties, including local magistrate; treasurer for the Home District; collector of customs; district inspector of flour, potash, and pearl ash (he owned a potashery); postmaster for York; a returning officer; treasurer for the Anglican parish; and people’s warden for the church. Allan also became a militia officer in 1795, and in 1812 he was the major of the 3rd Regiment of York Militia.

Allan performed his duties as militia major at York from the outset of the war and was present there during the American attack of April 27, 1813. There is no clear evidence about his participation in the actual fighting, although he was active through the day, and when Major General Sir Roger Sheaffe retreated with his surviving regulars, Allan was left with Lieutenant Colonel William Chewett to negotiate the surrender terms with the Americans. The process was a difficult one, and in the days that followed American soldiers and sailors and local vandals pillaged York, causing havoc. Allan and the other leading citizens tried to control the situation, but his store and storehouses were among those plundered. Allan also joined the group that wrote a detailed narrative about the battle, criticizing both Sheaffe and Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost for failing to provide York with adequate defenses and support.

When the Americans returned to York briefly at the end of July, some of them wanted to seize Allan because he had raised their ire during their previous visit. Before they landed, he had some of the local stores and matériel hidden and then fled to avoid capture.

During the rest of the war, Allan continued his role as a militia officer. He also made considerable sums as a merchant. His success continued after the war as he rose in local and provincial prominence through the rest of his life. Allan died in Toronto (York) on July 17, 1853.
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Allen, William Henry

Birth Date: October 21, 1784

Death Date: August 18, 1813

U.S. naval officer. Born in Providence, Rhode Island, on October 21, 1784, William Henry Allen received a midshipman’s appointment on April 28, 1800. He began active service a month later aboard the frigate George Washington. Under the command of Captain William Bainbridge, the frigate carried American tribute to Algiers that year and later was forced by the dey to proceed to Constantinople. Allen resented his frigate’s forced transportation of Algierian tribute to the Ottoman sultan, and this undoubtedly heightened Allen’s strong sense of national and personal honor.

Retained in the navy after the end of the 1798–1800 Quasi-War, Allen next served several tours in the Mediterranean, first aboard the frigate Philadelphia under Captain Samuel Barron (1801–1802), then aboard the frigate John Adams under Captains John Rodgers and Hugh Campbell (1802–1803), and finally in the frigates Congress, Constitution, and Essex, again under John Rodgers (1804–1806), the last time as sailing master and then acting lieutenant.

Confirmed as lieutenant in early 1807, Allen, now a protégé of Rodgers, was next assigned to the frigate Chesapeake under Rodgers’s rival, Captain James Barron, in January 1807 in preparation for another Mediterranean cruise. When the Chesapeake was intercepted by the British fourth-rate Leopard off Cape Henry on June 22, 1807, Allen personally fired the only shot in the Chesapeake’s defense, and he harshly criticized Barron’s actions in the affair during the latter’s subsequent court-martial.

Allen served as first lieutenant of the frigate United States from early 1809 under Captain Stephen Decatur, who had replaced Barron aboard the Chesapeake and been impressed by the young lieutenant. The outbreak of hostilities with Great Britain in 1812 saw Allen taking part in the unsuccessful first cruise of the United States before participating in the victory over the British frigate Macedonian on October 25, 1812. Following that, he served as prize captain of the Macedonian and brought the ship safely to Newport, Rhode Island, where he was feted.

Allen’s reward for this service was command of the brig Argus in February 1813 and promotion to master commandant, although bureaucratic delays prevented him from learning of his promotion before going to sea with his new command in June. After conveying newly appointed U.S. minister to France William H. Crawford to his post, Allen embarked on a commerce raiding cruise in British home waters.

From July 23 to August 13, 1813, Allen took 20 prizes in and around St. George’s Channel. His cruise ended on August 14, when the Argus engaged and was captured by the British brig Pelican in a short but bloody battle off St. David’s Head. Mortally wounded in the engagement, Allen died in Plymouth, England, on August 18, 1813, and was interred there.
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Allen, William Howard

Birth Date: July 8, 1790

Death Date: November 9, 1822

U.S. naval officer. William Howard Allen was born on July 8, 1790, in Hudson, New York. After being sent to London for a year to study, he returned to New York, where he attended a local academy and seminary. Allen secured a midshipman’s warrant on January 1, 1808. Three years later, he began serving aboard the brig Argus (20 guns), captained by Master Commandant William Henry Allen (no relation). William Howard Allen was promoted to lieutenant on July 24, 1813.

On August 14, 1813, the Argus, which had been plying the waters of the English Channel and the Irish Sea for several weeks, encountered HMS Pelican, a large Cruizer-class brig mounting 21 guns. In the course of the ensuing engagement, Captain Allen was mortally wounded, and the first lieutenant was also incapacitated and unable to command, leaving Lieutenant Allen in charge. Although he performed effectively, the Argus proved no match for the more heavily armed Pelican, and Allen was compelled to strike. He was detained as a prisoner of war at Ashburton, England, for nearly 18 months until after the end of the war.

Allen subsequently served on frigates and on the ship of the line Independence (74 guns). Beginning in 1819 he served on the frigate Congress (44 guns) in the Far East. In June 1822 he took command of the schooner Alligator (12 guns) and on August 2, 1822, sailed from New York for the Caribbean as part of the U.S. Navy’s efforts to suppress piracy there. On November 9 he personally led an attack in the ship’s boats against a pirate ship anchored in shoal waters off Matanzas, Cuba. Although the pirate schooner was taken, Allen was mortally wounded in the attack.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Alston, Joseph

Birth Date: 1779

Death Date: September 19, 1816

Governor of South Carolina. Joseph Alston was born in All Saints Parish, South Carolina, in 1779, the son of an affluent rice planter. He attended the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University) without graduating in 1795, returned home, and studied law under Edward Rutledge. Once admitted to the bar, Alston started his own plantation and ultimately acquired 300 slaves. In 1801 he married Theodosia Burr, daughter of Vice President Aaron Burr, while visiting New York.

Alston, encouraged by his father-in-law, subsequently entered politics as a Democratic Republican and won a seat in the South Carolina General Assembly in 1802. A gifted politician, he rose to Speaker in 1805 and held that position until 1809. He was also tangentially embroiled in Burr’s reported scheme to erect an independent republic in the West but was never implicated and escaped prosecution. However, Alston did pay fellow conspirator Harman Blenderhasset $12,000, apparently to compensate him for money lost when the scheme collapsed. Alston lost the speakership in 1810 but he remained active in the legislature, and on December 10, 1812, he was elected governor of South Carolina by a secret vote.

Alston performed useful work while in office by establishing a state bank and surveying and fixing the boundary line between North and South Carolina. His tenure also coincided with the War of 1812, when many inhabitants and politicians were fearful of an attack by the Royal Navy. He wholeheartedly supported the James Madison administration’s war policies and was active in mobilizing militia and strengthening coastal defenses.

A controversy arose, however, when the government insisted that all state forces be subject to the U.S. Army Articles of War, which incurred great resentment and disobedience. Confusion so overwhelmed the state military establishment that on August 23, 1813, Alston disbanded the militia and demanded that the legislature grant him complete control of all local troops. This request was initially granted and then just as soon revoked owing to its unpopularity, and Alston’s reputation suffered in consequence. Even worse were the deaths of his only son to disease in June 1812 and his beloved wife Theodosia, who vanished at sea on a voyage to New York in January 1813. Alston, greatly dispirited, left the governor’s mansion on December 10, 1814, and withdrew from public life altogether. He died in Charleston on September 19, 1816.
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Amelia Island

Small barrier island located off the coast of northeastern Florida (near present-day Jacksonville). The northernmost of Florida’s barrier islands, Amelia Island is part of a chain of barrier islands extending along the East Coast of the United States from central South Carolina to Florida. Amelia Island, which is some 12 miles long and 4 miles wide at its greatest width, was loosely controlled by Spanish colonial authorities in St. Augustine and was also a haven for smugglers immediately prior to the War of 1812.

Initially inhabited by the Timucuan people, Amelia Island was first visited by Europeans in 1562 when French Huguenot Jean Ribault arrived with a group of settlers and named the island Isle de Mai (May Island). Spanish forces, led by Pedro Menéndez de Avilés, the founder of St. Augustine, arrived in 1565, killed the French settlers there, claimed the island for Spain, and renamed it Isla de Santa María.

Because of the island’s deep natural harbor and strategic location, the British began to take an interest in it during the early 18th century. Although Georgia’s founder and first governor, James Oglethorpe, renamed it Amelia Island in 1736 in honor of Princess Amelia, the second daughter of King George II, the British did not acquire sovereignty over the island until the 1763 Treaty of Paris, which concluded the French and Indian War. Following the 1783 Treaty of Paris, which ended the American Revolutionary War, the British returned Amelia Island to Spain.

Because of French and British violations of U.S. neutrality during the Napoleonic Wars, President Thomas Jefferson issued the Embargo Act of 1807, which closed American ports to foreign trade. Amelia Island’s location and lack of adequate Spanish colonial supervision resulted in the island becoming a haven for smugglers and pirates. With the tacit support of President James Madison, who was fearful of a British invasion of East Florida, George Mathews, a former governor of Georgia who had been temporarily commissioned a brigadier general in the U.S. Army by Madison, led an invasion of Amelia Island on March 17, 1812. Mathews’s invasion force, organized in Georgia and reluctantly supported by U.S. Navy gunboats under the command of Hugh Campbell, quickly captured the Spanish garrison on Amelia Island at Fernandina, which was protected by just 10 Spanish soldiers. The next day, Mathews’s band of filibusters, known as the Patriots of Amelia Island, ceded the island to the United States.

Angry Spanish authorities in St. Augustine immediately protested this action with the Madison administration. Cognizant of the impending war with England and unwilling to initiate hostilities with Spain, the U.S. government declined the annexation offer and denied support to the filibusters, who eventually abandoned the island in May 1813. Regardless, Spanish colonial authorities in St. Augustine were ultimately unsuccessful in imposing order on the island. Following the ratification of the 1819 Adams-Onís Treaty, Spain formally ceded the island to the United States in 1821.
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American Fur Company

The dominant institution in the U.S. fur trade industry in the early 19th century, founded by John Jacob Astor. Astor was a German émigré who went to the United States in 1784. He began as a clerk to a fur merchant in New York City and eventually coordinated the purchase of furs from upstate New York. His growing business connections allowed him to go into business for himself, and by 1792 he was playing an important role in the North West Company’s first trade venture to China. Astor continued the profitable China trade, eventually purchasing his own ships to carry the furs and other goods. He also invested his growing fortune in New York real estate.

In April 1808, Astor formed the American Fur Company to challenge British and Canadian traders in the western regions. He then created two subsidiaries. The first was the Southwest Company, which concentrated on the fur trade in the Great Lakes area. The other was the Pacific Fur Company. With the latter, Astor hoped to found a trading post at the mouth of the Columbia River to capitalize on the huge fur trade in the Pacific Northwest. The post, built in 1811 and known as Fort Astoria, would also offer a jumping-off point for the China trade. After a slow start, the group began to collect furs there. The outbreak of the War of 1812, however, caused the traders to surrender their post to British traders and to sell their furs for a fraction of their value. Fort Astoria became a fiasco that cost Astor nearly $400,000 and forced the Pacific Fur Company into bankruptcy. Perhaps the most lasting contribution of the effort was to spur discovery of the South Pass and utilization of the Oregon Trail.

Until the late 1830s, the American Fur Company had few serious competitors, and it expanded its infrastructure between the Mississippi River and the Rocky Mountains. In 1834, the Rocky Mountain Fur Company sold out to the American Fur Company, eliminating Astor’s last serious competitor. That same year, Astor sold off his own company, realizing that tastes in clothing were changing and that the demand for fur was being replaced by demand for textiles. He received more than $20 million from the sale of his company, but by 1840 the American Fur Company’s business had declined to the point where it largely ceased operations.
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American Fur Company buildings, Fond du Lac, in present-day Wisconsin. The British occupied the area until after the War
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Ammunition

See Artillery Ammunition, Land; Artillery Ammunition, Sea

Ancaster Assize

Start Date: June 7, 1814

End Date: June 21, 1814

Special Court of Oyer and Terminer convened at Ancaster, Upper Canada, during June 7–21, 1814, to try inhabitants of the province charged with high treason for abetting the enemy. Those who characterized the matter as draconian later called it the Bloody Assize.

Although the majority of people in Upper Canada were loyal to Britain during the War of 1812, some openly joined invading American forces or spied for them. Others fled to the United States, where they launched plundering raids against former neighbors. On November 13, 1813, Colonel Henry Bostwick, commander of the Oxford Militia, learned that a party of 30 marauding turncoats had rendezvoused near Naticoke Creek on Lake Erie. In a surprise attack, his men killed 3 of the offenders and captured 18. A month later, Lieutenant Henry Medcalf of the Norfolk Militia attacked another party of treasonous citizens in a house near Chatham, capturing 15. All these prisoners were dispatched to York under armed guard.

On April 12, 1814, Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond, chief administrator of Upper Canada, with the consent of the provincial Parliament, suspended habeas corpus and established martial law for the procurement of supplies and the setting of prices. On May 23, John Beverley Robinson, acting attorney general of Upper Canada, also convened a Special Court of Oyer and Terminer at Ancaster to hear charges against 19 of the citizens being held at York, plus 70 other former residents who had fled to the United States. Chief Justice Thomas Scott of the King’s Bench and his judicial colleagues William Drummer Powell and William Campbell agreed to preside. The proceedings took place before a jury.

On May 23, all the accused were officially charged with high treason, and the 19 under arrest were remanded to close confinement until hearings began. Between June 7 and June 21, Attorney General Robinson ably prosecuted the cases. Fourteen of the defendants were found guilty, and Cornelius Hovey pleaded guilty. The judges decreed that these 15 men were to be hanged on July 20. All other defendants were acquitted.

After the trials, Chief Justice Scott and his judicial colleagues agreed to delay the executions of seven of the least guilty defendants while they pleaded for royal mercy. These prisoners, plus Dr. Calvin Wood, who was suspected of high treason but not convicted, were transported to a Kingston jail to await their fate. While in transit, one escaped. Three others died in March 1815 of a typhus-like fever while languishing in confinement, and Dr. Wood escaped on June 9, 1815. The others ultimately received pardons on condition that they abandon Upper Canada for life. Meanwhile, the condemned prisoners had been hanged on July 20, 1814, at Burlington Heights.
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Antiwar Sentiment, U.S.

The declaration of war by Congress against Great Britain on June 18, 1812, exposed deep political and regional divisions in the United States and gave rise to strong and vocal opposition to that conflict. This antiwar movement was also the first of its kind in American history.

Support for the war was centered mainly in the Midwest, where Native Americans, with suspected British assistance, blocked white expansion and harassed settlers, and in the South, where anti-British sentiments that had arisen during the bloody southern campaigns of the American Revolution remained strong. By comparison, the war was demonstrably least supported in the Northeast, especially New England.

Although New York and New England had suffered the most from the seizures of their trading vessels by the British Royal Navy, a majority in those states opposed the war because high prices for cargoes smuggled into Europe, past the British blockade, more than offset the losses. Their anger was further stoked when news arrived in July 1812 that the British government had actually repealed its hated Orders in Council (restrictions on American trade)—the chief American grievance against Britain—two days before Congress had declared war.

Sensing an opportunity to use the issue against President James Madison and his Democratic Republicans, Federalist Party leaders immediately began denouncing the war. Antiwar editorials in a Federalist newspaper in Baltimore, Maryland, sparked riots in June and July, and former president John Adams warned that the war might produce a powerful general who would use the military to usurp civilian authority. Other Federalists expressed concern that the war might undermine representative government and ultimately lead to despotism of one kind or another.

Federalist officials did everything in their power to thwart the war effort. Governors in New England refused to provide militia to support the army when called upon to do so. In New York, large numbers of militiamen failed to report when called to duty, and many of those who did stood upon constitutional scruples and refused to cross the Canadian border. Desertion was rampant during the following winter, and only 1,500 men obeyed Governor Daniel Tompkins’s call for 5,000 militiamen to serve in the 1813 campaign. Meanwhile, the Federalists also began pressuring Madison to negotiate a quick end to the war. At a convention in Northampton, Massachusetts, in July 1812, delegates from 53 towns denounced the war as unjust and unnecessary and petitioned the president to open peace negotiations. New York Federalists also gathered signatures on antiwar petitions and organized a rally against the war in New York City that August. The following month, they organized a committee of correspondence to cooperate with opponents of the war in other states, not unlike the opponents of British colonial tax policies during the previous century.

The Federalists’ antiwar stance soon paid political dividends, helping them win or maintain control of legislatures in Massachusetts, New York, and other northeastern states. In the District of Maine, Federalist opponents of the war won six of the state’s seven seats in Congress during the 1814 elections.

Not all opposition to the war was politically motivated, however. Many clergymen denounced the war, and while some evinced Federalist leanings, others took an antiwar position because they believed that the war was unjust and thus, from a religious standpoint, immoral. They won over many of the laity, including David Low Dodge, a Presbyterian who founded the New York Peace Society in 1815. Dodge and his supporters spoke against the war and distributed antiwar literature.

The battle between supporters and opponents of the war reached its climax during the showdown over conscription. The army’s inability to recruit sufficient numbers of troops, which was partly the result of antiwar sentiment, led Secretary of War James Monroe to propose drafting up to 4 men out of every 100 militiamen for service in the U.S. Army. Introduced in Congress in November 1814 and in the wake of the destruction of the national capital, the plan ignited a firestorm of opposition. New Englanders and other opponents of the war railed against the measure as unconstitutional, and although the Senate approved the bill, it was defeated in the House.

The electoral victories of 1814 and the defeat of the conscription bill marked the zenith of the antiwar movement. From the start of the war, some of its opponents had engaged in activities that could be considered disloyal or even treasonous. When President Thomas Jefferson had imposed an embargo on foreign trade in 1807, several northeastern merchants violated the law by shipping goods across New York and New England to Canada. Many of them continued the practice after the war began, and a few New Englanders went so far as to openly trade with and loan money to Britain.

Antiwar Federalists also took extreme political steps to further their agenda. Massachusetts governor Caleb Strong, for example, dispatched an envoy to Halifax, Nova Scotia, in November 1814 to confer with the British commander as to how Britain would react should the dispute between Massachusetts and President Madison worsen. This maneuver, along with the actions of an organization called the Reunion of the Original Thirteen States, indicated that some Federalists were contemplating secession from the Union.

The Reunion movement led to creation of the Essex Junto, a group of wealthy families from Essex County, Massachusetts. They feared that the creation of new states in the Midwest had eroded New England’s political eminence in the national government, and more radical members, such as John Lowell, hoped to either expel midwestern states from the Union or have New England secede altogether. Reunion leaders also proposed that representatives from the 13 original states write a new federal constitution that would safeguard their interests. The movement won some support in New England, New York, and Maryland. Consequently, delegates chosen by the Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island legislatures and unofficial representatives from Vermont and New Hampshire convened at Hartford, Connecticut, on December 15, 1814.

Ultimately the Hartford Convention recommended the adoption of seven new amendments to the Constitution, with an implied threat of secession if their demands were not met. The amendments included limiting the president to one term and requiring a two-thirds vote in Congress to admit new states or declare war. However, news that a peace treaty had been signed on December 24, along with Andrew Jackson’s startling victory over British troops at New Orleans on January 8, 1815, made the convention’s proceedings appear both irrelevant and disloyal. The Federalist Party never recovered from the stigma of its antiwar activity and soon ceased to be relevant to national politics.
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Apalachicola River

A waterway that begins at the confluence of the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers on the Florida-Georgia border and runs 112 miles due south through the Florida Panhandle to the Gulf of Mexico. During the War of 1812, the Apalachicola River marked the boundary between the Spanish provinces of East and West Florida.

In 1814 British forces constructed a fort on the east bank of the river near Prospect Bluff, approximately 30 miles from its mouth. There they hoped to attract disaffected Indians to their side and divert American forces from New Orleans. In this the British failed, and at the conclusion of the war in 1815, Spanish authorities found a well-constructed and well-armed military installation in their territory.

The Spanish, however, were unable to stop the occupation of the so-called Negro Fort by the growing concentration of fugitive slaves and Native Americans in the Apalachicola River Valley. In 1816 Major General Andrew Jackson, commanding at New Orleans, ordered American forces to open a water route to supply the new Fort Scott north of the Florida-Georgia border.

On July 27, 1816, Brigadier General Edmund P. Gaines, with elements of the 4th U.S. Infantry Regiment and two navy gunboats, assaulted the Spanish fort. The naval gunfire exploded the magazine, killing approximately 270 occupants. Feeble Spanish protests over this action had no effect.

Jackson ordered a new post built at the site in 1818 that came to be known as Fort Gadsden. The Apalachicola River, draining an area of approximately 19,500 square miles, soon became the locus for the American settlers pouring into the region. Fort Gadsden survived until the 1860s.

Harold W. Youmans
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Appling, Daniel

Birth Date: August 25, 1787

Death Date: March 5, 1817

U.S. Army officer and commander of a rifle regiment during the War of 1812. Daniel Appling was born in Columbia County, Georgia, on August 25, 1787. In 1808 he joined the Regiment of Riflemen as a lieutenant. Prior to the War of 1812, Appling achieved the rank of captain and participated in the Patriot War in Florida. In April 1814, he was promoted to major and ordered to Sackets Harbor, New York, and assumed command of a rifle battalion. At the time, the British had blockaded Sackets Harbor to prevent the flow of supplies required for construction of American warships.

On May 28, 1814, Appling led some 130 riflemen to escort a flotilla of 19 large boats transporting naval ordnance from Oswego to Sackets Harbor across Lake Ontario. On May 29, the boats moved into Sandy Creek, but one boat that had strayed from the rest in fog was captured by the British, who then sent 3 gunboats, 3 cutters, and 1 gig, with nearly 200 sailors and marines, to capture the others. Learning of the British movement, Appling deployed his riflemen and 120 allied Oneida warriors into an ambush position in woods along Sandy Creek. The British remained offshore during the night but landed the next morning and moved along the shoreline until Appling’s riflemen and the Indians opened fire. Within 15 minutes, Appling’s men and the Oneidas had killed 14 of the British and captured 143. Appling’s actions ensured that the needed supplies reached Sackets Harbor and led to his brevet to lieutenant colonel.

During the approach of the large British force to Plattsburgh, New York, in early September, Appling and his riflemen conducted a number of highly successful delaying actions along Beekmantown Road. For his actions here, Appling was brevetted colonel.

Appling resigned from the army in June 1816 and moved to Montgomery County, Alabama. He died there of illness on March 5, 1817.

Steven J. Rauch
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Armistead, George

Birth Date: April 10, 1780

Death Date: April 25, 1818

U.S. Army officer. Born in New Market, Virginia, on April 10, 1780, George Armistead joined the peacetime army in 1799 as a second lieutenant in the 3rd Infantry Regiment. Promoted to major in March 1813 and assigned to the 3rd Regiment of Artillery, Armistead distinguished himself during the capture of Fort George on May 18 that brought the parts of the Niagara Peninsula under American control.

Ordered to Fort McHenry in July 1813, Armistead assumed command of the fort, its 1,000-man garrison, and the Lazaretto Battery and a number of small gunboats. Fort McHenry guarded the entrance to Baltimore Harbor, and the energetic Armistead worked to improve McHenry’s defenses. Once the stronghold was deemed fit enough to withstand attack, he sought to impress the British and ordered that a huge flag be sewn to fly over the fort. Mary Pickersgill, a widow in a family of local flag makers, labored with her daughter to produce a 42-by-30-foot American flag.

Following their capture of the nation’s capital and destruction of its public buildings, the British launched a pincer movement of ground and naval forces against Baltimore. The naval bombardment of Fort McHenry conducted by Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane began on the morning of September 13, 1814, and included Congreve rockets, fire from cannon, and large mortars. Fortunately for the Americans, shallow waters near the fort and a string of barges in the channel prevented the British from maximizing their firepower. With the fleet out of range of his own guns, Armistead opted to wait out the initial cannonade and dispersed his powder barrels.

The British shelling achieved little effect, but by midfternoon, Admiral Cochrane positioned three bomb ships within reach of the citadel’s guns. The U.S. counterbattery proceeded to inflict severe damage on the vessels and rendered the naval engagement a stalemate. A British attempt to get 1,200 troops ashore underneath McHenry’s guns also proved fruitless when the British boats were discovered and came under a withering fire. Meanwhile, the shelling of McHenry continued for 25 straight hours, into the morning of September 14; Armistead’s casualties were light, with 4 killed and 24 wounded.

Most scholars contend that a smaller storm flag made by Pickersgill flew during most of the engagement at McHenry. Perhaps only once, when the British broke off the assault, was the giant flag displayed. Aboard a truce ship amid the British flotilla, Francis Scott Key, inspired by the sight of the flag flying amid the shelling, penned the words to what became the U.S. national anthem, “The Star-Spangled Banner.”

Brevetted lieutenant colonel for his leadership in the battle, Armistead remained in command of Fort McHenry until his death in Baltimore on April 25, 1818.

Jeffrey D. Bass
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Armistice Agreement

Short-lived armistice signed by Major General Henry Dearborn, commander of American forces headquartered at Albany, New York, and Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of British America, on August 9, 1812. The armistice agreement proved to be a debacle for the Americans, as the provisional cease-fire resulted in the precipitous surrender of Detroit. President James Madison repudiated the agreement, and it was declared null and void on September 8, 1812.

Shortly before the outbreak of war, Dearborn and Brigadier General William Hull, commander at Detroit, met to devise a plan for invading British Canada in the event of hostilities. Their strategy called for Dearborn to lead the main assault on Montreal while Hull marched eastward from Detroit and into Upper Canada. The success of Hull’s march was contingent upon Dearborn’s main offensive, however. Almost immediately Dearborn began delaying, claiming that support for the war was weak in New England and that raising troops was problematic. Consequently, when the war began, Hull advanced into Canada, intending to attack the British at Fort Malden (Amherstburg). He called for reinforcements from Dearborn, as British soldiers under the command of Major General Isaac Brock had begun arriving from York to reinforce that position. After four weeks of waiting without receiving reinforcements, Hull abandoned his invasion and returned to Detroit.

Secretary of War William Eustis repeatedly ordered Dearborn and his troops into action, but without success. Clearly, Dearborn was reluctant to engage the British. Dearborn believed that Hull was accountable to Eustis alone, thus absolving himself for his failure to act.

Meanwhile, Great Britain had imposed a trade embargo on the United States, which resulted in Congress declaring war on Britain on June 18, 1812. The British economy was suffering from a severe downturn, however, which a war with its former colonies could only exacerbate. Thus, on June 19, unaware of the American declaration of war and seeking to revive trade with the United States, Britain rescinded the orders imposing a trade embargo on the United States, allowing unabated trade. This information did not reach British America until August 1812.

When the news finally arrived, Prevost sent a messenger to Dearborn calling for a cease-fire and a cooling-off period to see if the new open trade policy would prevent the impending conflict. Dearborn agreed to the armistice but excluded the western army at Detroit under Hull, a fatal mistake as events turned out. The armistice provided that both sides would act only defensively and that either side could resume offensive operations provided that four days’ advance notice was given. Furthermore, the armistice was to remain in force until it was evaluated by the U.S. government. It was Dearborn’s belief that Hull could negotiate his own armistice independently or in concert with Eustis.

Meanwhile, Brock had devised a plan to follow Hull’s retreat to Detroit and attack the fort. Brock knew that Hull would not be receiving reinforcements from the East, which made his assault on Detroit enticing, even with the skeletal forces at his disposal. Along with Native American warriors under Tecumseh, Brock’s tiny detachment surrounded the American position. Dearborn had not sent Hull notice of his armistice or even the potential for such an agreement. Fearing the destruction of the fort and those within it, Hull ultimately surrendered Detroit on August 16, 1812, to an enemy one-third smaller than his own.

The American government did not recognize the agreement signed by Dearborn and Prevost, and by September 8 the armistice was negated. Abandoned by Dearborn, Hull understandably lost the respect of his army and his government for not defending Detroit. Hull would shoulder much of the blame for losing Fort Detroit, even though Dearborn and possibly Eustis were demonstrably negligent in their negotiations with the British and in their communications with Hull.

Jim Piecuch and Jason Lutz
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Armstrong, John, Jr.

Birth Date: November 23, 1758

Death Date: April 1, 1843

Military officer, diplomat, and U.S. secretary of war (1813–1814). John Armstrong Jr. was born in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, on November 23, 1758. When the American Revolutionary War began in 1775, he left school, enlisted in the Continental Army, and secured a commission. After serving as an aide to Brigadier General Hugh Mercer in 1776, Armstrong was an aide to Major General Horatio Gates in 1777. Toward the end of the war, Armstrong joined a cabal of Continental Army officers who hoped to intimidate Congress into awarding them half pay for life under the threat that the army would not disband until their demand was met. Armstrong also wrote the so-called Newburgh Addresses, stating the officers’ position, in March 1782. General George Washington, however, repudiated the action and ended the movement.

In 1787, Armstrong was elected to represent Pennsylvania in Congress. Two years later, he moved to New York. In 1798, his opposition to the Alien and Sedition Acts led him to abandon the Federalist Party and align himself with the Democratic Republicans. He became a U.S. senator in 1800 but resigned the following year. He returned to the Senate in 1803, and President Thomas Jefferson appointed him minister to France in 1804.
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John Armstrong fought in the American Revolutionary War, represented Pennsylvania in Congress, and served as U.S. secretary of war during 1813–1814. His tenure in the latter post was marked by controversy and he was forced from office after the debacle of the British occupation of Washington, D.C.

Armstrong’s tenure in Paris proved difficult, and he protested unsuccessfully against French seizures of American merchant ships. Ignoring Armstrong’s demand that American vessels and cargoes be restored to their owners, French emperor Napoleon I sold all such property and, under the terms of the Rambouillet Decree of 1809, confiscated all American property entering France after May 20, 1809. Armstrong and Napoleon strongly disliked and distrusted one another, making any resolution of Franco-American disputes impossible.

In August 1810, French officials surprised Armstrong by implying that they would lift their restrictions on American trade. Armstrong seized the opportunity provided by this diplomatic success to resign his position in October and return to his New York farm. Napoleon’s duplicitous offer helped convince President James Madison that Britain was now the sole power interfering with American trade, a factor contributing to the War of 1812.

Armstrong resumed active military service when the war began, accepting a commission as brigadier general and taking command of the defense of New York City. After American forces suffered repeated defeats in the first months of the war, Madison appointed Armstrong secretary of war in February 1813 to replace outgoing secretary William Eustis. Armstrong found his department in a chaotic state, and the army was chronically short of troops and supplies. To impose order, he issued the first of The Military Laws and Rules and Regulations for the Armies of the United States and divided the United States into nine military districts. Preferring to rely on a strong regular army rather than fortifications or militia, Armstrong was disappointed when recruiting efforts failed to meet expectations. He proposed conscription to strengthen the army, but Congress rejected his request outright.

Although Armstrong recognized and promoted capable generals such as Andrew Jackson, George Izard, Winfield Scott, and Jacob Brown, his relations with commanding officers remained poor. This was a result of Armstrong’s tendency to interfere excessively in some areas while neglecting others and his habit of ignoring the chain of command and issuing orders directly to subordinate officers.

During the 1813 campaign, Armstrong virtually ignored Brigadier General William Henry Harrison in the Northwest and Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry on Lake Erie, leaving them to operate with little supervision while he focused his attention on efforts to take Montreal. The resulting invasion ended in failure. While distracted by this campaign, Armstrong neglected operations along Lake Ontario, which likewise came to naught.

Armstrong again turned his attention to western Canada in 1814 by authorizing a campaign in the Niagara region. These operations, while spectacular, accomplished little, and Madison, angered by Armstrong’s failure to secure presidential approval for officer promotions, formally reprimanded him on August 13, 1814. Meanwhile, the British had launched an offensive in Maryland, and Armstrong and Brigadier General William Winder, commanding the Washington defenses, quarreled over strategy. On August 24, British troops defeated the Americans at Bladensburg, Maryland, and then occupied and burned Washington, D.C.; Armstrong was widely blamed for the debacle. Three days later, Madison appointed James Monroe to replace Armstrong as secretary of war.

Discredited and embittered, Armstrong returned to New York and retired from public life. He died in Red Hook, New York, on April 1, 1843.

Jim Piecuch
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Armstrong, Robert

Birth Date: September 28, 1792

Death Date: February 23, 1854

Soldier, politician, and diplomat. Robert Armstrong was born on September 28, 1792, at Abingdon, Virginia. He moved to Tennessee as a youth, and when the War of 1812 began he enlisted as a sergeant of artillery in a unit of Tennessee Volunteers. During the Creek War, he met Major General of Volunteers Andrew Jackson, who gave him a lieutenant’s commission. Armstrong performed heroically at the January 24, 1814, Battle of Enitachopco Creek, where he was wounded. Jackson credited his actions for having staved off a humiliating U.S. defeat. After his recovery, Armstrong served the remainder of the war as one of Jackson’s staff officers, and at the Battle of New Orleans (January 8, 1815), Armstrong was the general’s aide-de-camp.

Armstrong returned to Tennessee after the war and became involved in politics; his career received a considerable boost thanks to his friendship with Jackson. Armstrong became a businessman in Nashville, and in 1829 President Andrew Jackson named him that city’s postmaster. In 1835, when the Second Seminole War commenced in Florida, Jackson appointed Armstrong a brigadier general of volunteers, in command of two Tennessee regiments. Armstrong deployed to Florida for a brief time and was credited with fighting the Seminoles to a draw at the Battle of Wahoo Swamp on November 21, 1836. He soon returned to Tennessee, where he ran unsuccessfully for governor as a Jacksonian Democrat the following year. Undeterred, he remained active in state and national politics, supervising the 1840 election for the Democrats in Tennessee and helping to orchestrate James K. Polk’s presidential nomination in 1844.

In June 1845, when President Jackson died, Armstrong inherited his officer’s sword, an assuring sign of the affection that the chief executive held for him. That same year, Polk appointed Armstrong U.S. consul to Liverpool, England, a post he held until 1849. In 1851 he purchased a Washington, D.C., newspaper and was awarded a contract as the official printer for the U.S. House of Representatives. Armstrong died in Washington on February 23, 1854.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Art

British forces were embroiled in combat in Spain and Portugal when war broke out in North America in June 1812. For more than a decade, Britain had been at war with France, and this fighting quite naturally consumed the interest of the public, which was reflected in the popular art and entertainment of the period. The fighting in North America had little impact on popular culture in Britain, but for the new American republic, the conflict proved to be a critical moment. The American press covered the campaigns as best it could, and artists and printmakers saw an opportunity to exhibit their talents in this first flourishing of national art. A number of popular engravings were produced depicting the various battles, sieges, and generals, while smaller images were printed in the various histories of the war, such as John Lewis Thomson’s Historical Sketches of the Late War, published in Philadelphia in 1816. In the decades following the war, the War of 1812 drew further artistic attention from several historical artists and illustrators, such as the celebrated engraver and painter Alonzo Chappel (1828–1887), and wartime events were immortalized in popular lithographs published by Nathaniel Currier (1813–1888) and Daniel Wright Kellogg (1807–1874) in the 1840s.

Two significant paintings relate to the events in and around Baltimore in 1814. These were the work of Irish-born artist Thomas Ruckle (1776–1853), who served as a soldier in the American army. The first piece, titled Defense of Baltimore: Assembling of the Troops, September 12, 1814, is panoramic in style and depicts American forces in battle at North Point with a view of Baltimore Harbor in the distance. The same battle was the subject of a companion piece, which was a close-up from the American position opposite distant British forces.

A number of prints were also published in the United States during the war for mass distribution to the public. One contemporary engraving titled Admiral Cockburn Burning & Plundering Havre de Grace on the 1st of June 1813, Done from a Sketch Taken on the Spot at the Time, depicts the attack on that town by British troops. The source of the picture is unknown, but it was unquestionably rendered as a piece of anti-British propaganda. Another similar example is a hand-colored engraved cartoon showing a British officer rewarding Indians who are scalping soldiers. The cartoon, titled Scene on the Frontier as Practiced by the Humane British and Their Worthy Allies, was designed to evoke hostile feelings toward Native Americans along the northwestern frontier. Another contemporary image published in Connecticut by Shelton and Kensett in December 1813 depicted the attack on a small party of British troops and Native Americans near Moravian Town in October 1813. Once again, the artist of the work is not known, but it was engraved by Ralph Rawdon.

[image: image]

Painting depicting the sack of Havre de Grace, Maryland, on the Susquehanna River on May 3, 1813. Royal Marines burned some 40 of 60 homes there, as well as a nearby cannon foundry, before turning their attention to Georgetown and Fredericktown. (The Bridgeman

The American victory in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815, proved appreciably popular with American printmakers for many years after the conflict had ended. The first prints appeared within a few months of the battle and were based on sketches from various artists, including Samuel Seymour, William Edward West, Francisco Scacki, and Jean Hyacinthe Laclotte. One of the significant losses for the British at New Orleans was the death of Lieutenant General Edward Pakenham, and this became the focal point for several scenes, while the picture by Laclotte, who was an architect and assistant engineer in the Louisiana Militia, provides a bird’s-eye perspective of the action. Later artists also painted the battle, including a huge canvas measuring 15 by 18 feet showing masses of troops in the final moment of victory. This piece was created in 1838 by the celebrated French military painter Eugène Louis Lami (1800–1890). Another picture by an obscure artist named Merritt shows British troops attacking the American defenses. Portraits of victorious U.S. major general Andrew Jackson were also popular, including a scene of him writing his dispatch after the battle painted by Thomas Sully (1783–1872).

Many of the naval events of the war were also represented in engravings and lithographs, among which is Perry’s Victory on Lake Erie, painted by English-born American painter Thomas Birch (1779–1851); this was published as an engraving in Philadelphia in 1815. The painting depicts Commodore Oliver H. Perry leaving the U.S. Navy brig Lawrence for the brig Niagara during the battle on September 10, 1813. The same artist also painted several other naval action scenes, including the duel between the U.S. sloop Wasp and the British sloop Frolic on October 18, 1812. All told, the wartime experience provided additional impetus for the development and dissemination of a distinct national art, which by and large sustained the popular belief that the War of 1812 was a positive experience.

Peter Harrington
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Artillery, Land

Artillery employed by both the British and Americans in the War of 1812 consisted of various smoothbore pieces that fell into three basic categories: the gun, the mortar, and the howitzer. Long in relation to the size of its bore, the gun had a relatively long range and fired its projectile on an essentially flat trajectory. Mortars fired on a steep trajectory and were employed to lob explosive shells behind defenses and fortifications. Usually their firing angle was fixed, and range was adjusted by means of the size of the powder charge. Mortars ranged in size from small coehorns that could be handled by two to four soldiers to enormous siege pieces. The howitzer was a hybrid weapon, shorter than a gun but longer than a howitzer, that was capable of firing at a higher trajectory than a gun but with greater range than a mortar of comparable size. Howitzers, which had come into widespread use in the mid-18th century, were mounted on a wheeled carriage like a gun.

On the American side, one new type of weapon made its appearance. This was the columbiad, a shorter gun intended to fire shell that probably was named for the Columbia Foundry. The columbiad saw primary employment in coastal fortifications. The carronade, another short weapon with a large bore intended to project shell for sea fights at short ranges, also occasionally appeared on land.

Within these three broad categories, artillery pieces were designated by either the weight of their shot or the diameter of their bore (e.g., a 6-pounder gun, an 8-inch mortar, etc.). Depending on their weight, the various pieces might then be classified as either field artillery, which was mobile enough to operate with an army on the battlefield, or as heavy artillery, which was typically used in fixed positions such as siege operations or coastal batteries. All of these pieces were direct-fire weapons, meaning that there was no method for specifically aiming at a target that was not visible to the gun crew.

The Americans generally followed the British standardized system of ordnance rather than that of the French. Thus, they retained the 3-, 6-, 12-, 18-, 24-, and 32-pounder sizes rather than the French system (4-, 8-, and 12-pounder field guns), while the 5.5-inch howitzer was the typical field piece for both sides.

Sights were crude. Heavy artillery might be expected to be reasonably effective at ranges as distant as 1,500 yards, while the 12-pounder could be effective at 1,000 yards, the 6-pounder at roughly 800 yards, and the 3-pounder and field howitzers at ranges of 500–600 yards. The guns had also undergone some design changes and tended to be more streamlined than those of the Revolutionary War era.

The type of ammunition used depended on the situation and the artillery piece. Guns were loaded with solid shot (known as shot) for distance and accuracy. A gun’s range could be extended by ricocheting solid shot off the ground, from where it might bounce through enemy ranks. Both guns and howitzers could fire an assortment of antipersonnel rounds that were effective at ranges within 500 yards such as grapeshot, a collection of balls (most usually nine, that together made up the weight of the ordinary solid shot used in that particular gun) in a sack that was lashed to a wooden spindle with twine, the whole resembling a bunch of grapes that broke apart on firing. At closer range, canister was preferred. Made of thin sheet metal resembling a can, it contained musket balls or scrap metal. It too broke apart on firing and had the effect of a modern shotgun. Explosive shells, known as bombs, were most usually fired from howitzers and mortars and were hollow carcasses filled with powder and fused to detonate above or among the enemy.

The outbreak of war in 1812 had caught the U.S. Army in the process of introducing some new artillery equipment, but older matériel remained in service as well. The army had only recently begun adopting certain precepts of French general Jean-Baptiste de Gribeauval’s more mobile carriage designs, which had profoundly affected European artillery in the last half of the 18th century. The Americans also tended to employ the less expensive and more readily available iron rather than brass as the standard material for the manufacture of field guns. When Henry Dearborn became secretary of war in 1801, one of his first actions was to order a conversion in casting from brass to iron for reasons of economy. Iron was, however, heavier than brass, and it was also less pliable and hence more likely to burst.

The U.S. Congress took a step toward greater standardization and efficiency on May 14, 1812, when it established the Ordnance Department under Major Decius Wadsworth. The department was to oversee the procurement and development of artillery pieces and equipment. Nonetheless, little had been accomplished toward standardization by the beginning of the War of 1812. The artillery inventory contained a wide variety of new and old carriages and bronze and iron cannon, all in use.

The British had introduced three major innovations and led in these. They had moved beyond the Gribeauval system to the even more mobile and robust system of block-trail carriages introduced by Sir William Congreve in 1792. They also employed rockets. By 1806 Congreve’s son and namesake introduced a system of artillery rockets that ranged up to 32 pounds in weight and were capable of propelling an explosive shell or case shot warhead as far as 3,000 yards. Although not terribly accurate, the rockets were fairly light in comparison to guns firing similar projectiles and were useful in sieges and area bombardment.

Finally, in 1784 Henry Shrapnel had invented the spherical case shot that would eventually be named for him. The British had begun employing this new type of antipersonnel ammunition in the first decade of the 19th century. Instead of the shell simply fragmenting, it was filled with iron pellets that would continue traveling forward in a cone-shaped pattern at much greater range than grapeshot and canister shot.

Theoretically, the basic tactical unit for artillery employment on both sides was the company or troop of 81–144 men and six guns. In addition, both sides augmented their regular artillery establishments with various militia formations. Most American companies were ill-prepared for field artillery service; often they were simply being armed and organized as infantry. American artillerymen frequently had little training or understanding of how to operate mobile artillery in the field in the manner of contemporary European armies. Under combat, however, they proved extremely effective, especially toward the end of hostilities.

Most often, artillery was simply employed in relatively fixed positions, where it could nonetheless still be quite effective, as evidenced at the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. British artillery employment was limited to some extent by what could reasonably be spared for service outside Europe. In the early part of the war, the British had few field artillery companies available for the defense of Canada. In practice, particularly in the Canadian theater, it was not uncommon for small detachments and even single pieces to operate independently. In Mississippi during the Battle of Rock River in August 1814, a single British gun thwarted an American amphibious campaign under Major Zachary Taylor. In the Chesapeake region in 1814 and at New Orleans in 1815, the transport problems inherent in moving inland on tenuous lines of supply with few horses limited the amount of artillery that the British were able to bring into action and hampered their mobility and effectiveness, although the British did employ rockets with particularly good effect at Bladensburg on August 24, 1814.

Joseph R. Frechette
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Artillery, Sea

Warship guns during the War of 1812 were muzzle loaders, and virtually all the larger types were of iron mounted by means of trunnions in wooden ship carriages that rolled on wooden wheels known as trucks and were little changed from the century before. The longer, heavier guns were capable of greater range. Both American and British guns were quite similar in design and were denominated by the weight of their solid shot rather than by the diameter of their bore, as is now the case. Thus, a 6-pounder fired a shot weighing 6 pounds.

Most guns of the War of 1812 were long guns, but there were also carronades (short howitzers carried in the fighting tops of larger warships and utilized as antipersonnel weapons) and swivels.

The latter were small guns of cannon form that were mounted in the rail of smaller warships and also employed in the ship’s boats in landings or cutting-out expeditions. One of the great advantages to the small guns was their portability, most being movable by one man, although some were heavier. Tube lengths ranged from 19 inches to some 42 inches, with weights averaging 25 to 150 pounds. Bore sizes were between 1 inches and 3 inches. Howitzers and swivels were normally not counted as part of a ship’s armament rating, however.

The carronade was the most important innovation in naval ordnance at the end of the 18th century. This short, light gun of large bore was employed extensively in the War of 1812. Named for the Carron Company of Scotland, which produced the first prototype in 1776, its relative light weight enabled it to be employed where a heavier gun could not be supported, such as on the poop or forecastle. The savings in weight made the carronade especially popular for smaller ships, and in fact it became the principal armament of brigs. Generally speaking, the carronade replaced the small 4- to 12-pounder long guns on board naval vessels. While in the smaller ships there was a shift to carronades, in the larger warships the long gun remained in favor—although there, too, some carronades were included.

The carronade was ideally suited for close actions but had its disadvantages, chief among them its lack of range. If the fighting was at long range, the carronade was a liability, as was revealed during the War of 1812. British carronade-armed vessels on Lakes Erie and Ontario were at a decided disadvantage when they confronted American long-range guns. Late in the war the tables were turned on the U.S. Navy when the frigate Essex, armed almost exclusively with carronades, was defeated at long range by the British frigate Phoebe and sloop Cherub, both armed with long guns. This engagement considerably tarnished the reputation of the carronade and reinforced the conclusion that vessels should not be armed exclusively with them.

[image: image]

Reproduction of 24-pounder long guns aboard the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution. Rated as a 44-gun frigate, during the War of 1812 the Constitution actually mounted a battery of 55 guns: 30 24-pounder and 1 18-pounder long guns and 24 32-pounder carronades.

In positioning ordnance, the heaviest guns were mounted on the lower or gun decks to aid in ship stability. The lighter guns were on the upper deck, and still lighter guns were on the forecastle and quarterdeck. In addition, one or more long pieces, known as chase guns, were situated on the top deck forward in order to engage the enemy at long range in pursuit.

The largest gun at sea during the War of 1812 was the 68-pounder carronade, carried by some British ships of the line. On the American side, the largest guns in general use were the 24-pounder long gun and the 32-pounder carronade, although 32-pounder long guns and 42-pounder carronades did see naval service.

American guns of this period were of many patterns and nationalities, including a substantial number purchased from Britain during the Quasi-War with France. In addition, during this time there was considerable swapping of ordnance between army and navy, the bulk of it in loans from the navy to the army. For all these reasons, it is difficult to identify with any precision the exact types of guns carried by a particular vessel.

In design, American naval ordnance tended to follow British patterns. (The Americans did accept the French practice in omitting the chase astragal from their guns.) Trunnions, the lugs that held the gun in its carriage, were also located on the center line, whereas those of British guns were below. The standard length of U.S. Navy long guns was 18-shot diameters, but this varied widely. Chase guns, which had the greatest range, were always the longest; lower deck guns were the shortest. U.S. guns also tended to be somewhat heavier in proportion to shot weight than their British counterparts. The ideal weight of long guns was considered to be approximately 200 pounds of metal per pound of shot.

Range of guns varied according to powder charge and elevation. For example, in 1812 the shot for a long gun charged with powder one-third the weight of the ball and at an elevation of 2 degrees would reach 1,200 yards on the first graze. A charge of one-fourth the weight of the ball and the same elevation would propel the shot to 1,000 yards for a first graze (double shot with the same charge and elevation would reach only 500 yards). At a 7-degree elevation and a charge of one-fourth the weight of the ball, a single shot would reach 2,020 yards at first graze.

Although the British had many larger warships (first rates mounted 100 or more guns), the workhouse of the Royal Navy at the time of the War of 1812 and the most likely ship of the line in North American waters was the third-rate 74-gun ship. Indeed, other than sloops, during this period it was the most numerous ship of the Royal Navy. Again, armaments between classes of ships could vary widely and did not necessarily correspond to the total number of guns mounted.


Naval Artillery Used during the War of 1812





	Type
	Length
	Weight
	Powder Charge
	Bore Diameter
	Shot Diameter




	68-pounder carronade
	5'2''
	4,032 lbs.
	6 lbs.
	8.05''
	8''


	42-pounder long gun
	10'
	7,504 lbs.
	14 lbs.
	7.018''
	6.684''


	42-pounder carronade
	4'3.5''
	2,492 lbs.
	4 lbs. 8 oz.
	6.85''
	6.684''


	32-pounder long gun
	10'
	6,496 lbs.
	10 lbs. 11 oz.
	6.41''
	6.105''


	32-pounder carronade
	4'0.5''
	1,918 lbs.
	4 lbs.
	6.25''
	6.105''


	24-pounder long gun
	10'
	5,824 lbs.
	8 lbs.
	5.824''
	5.547''


	24-pounder carronade
	3'7.5''
	1,456 lbs.
	3 lbs.
	5.67''
	5.547''


	18-pounder long gun
	9'6''
	4,704 lbs.
	6 lbs.
	5.292''
	5.04''


	18-pounder carronade
	3'3''
	1,008 lbs.
	2 lbs.
	5.14''
	5.04''


	12-pounder long gun
	9'6''
	3,808 lbs.
	4 lbs.
	4.623''
	4.403''


	12-pounder carronade
	2'2''
	  654 lbs.
	1 lb 8 oz.
	4.5''
	4.403''


	9-pounder long gun
	9'6''
	3,388 lbs.
	3 lbs.
	4.2''
	4''


	6-pounder long gun
	9'
	2,688 lbs.
	2 lbs.
	3.668''
	3.498''


	4-pounder long gun
	6'
	1,372 lbs.
	1 lb. 5 oz.
	3.204''
	3.053''


	3-pounder long gun
	4'6''
	  812 lbs.
	1 lb.
	2.913''
	1.775''





The largest American ships to take part in the war were frigates. Generally speaking, American frigate armament was in advance of its British counterparts. While the Americans had 24-pounders on the gun decks, the British mounted mainly 18-pounders.

Guns of U.S. warships during the War of 1812 included 24-pounder long guns and 32-pounder carronades on the larger frigates, 12- and 18-pounder long guns and 18- and 24-pounder carronades on the smaller frigates, 9-pounders on sloops of war, and 6-pounders on the smaller brigs and schooners. Armament also varied widely from ship to ship, even those of the same class, for individual captains had their own preferences, and there were frequent changes in regulations. Armament varied even more widely on privateers.

Theodore Roosevelt probably erred in his observation in his naval history of the war that American ordnance was not as good as that of the British and was more likely to burst. Several guns did burst aboard American ships during the war. A bow chaser gun burst on board the General Pike, and another burst on board the frigate President when it was engaged in chasing the British frigate Belvidera, wounding Commodore John Rodgers. Despite these accidents, American naval ordnance was generally as good as that of the British. Certainly, American gunnery and tactics were often the equal or superior to their British counterparts and were thus quantitative factors in the early American victories at sea.

Of new gun designs during the war, on the American side there was the columbiad, while the British produced the Congreve gun. Designed by Sir William Congreve in 1814, it appeared in only one class: a 24-pounder, 7.5 feet in length and weighing approximately 4,592 pounds. It had a plain tapered muzzle and the first ring cascabel. The Congreve gun’s relatively smooth exterior form and single-curved breech may have influenced subsequent designs of General Millar in England and Lieutenant John Dahlgren in the United States.
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Artillery Ammunition, Land

Artillery ammunition of the War of 1812 period had not changed dramatically from the American Revolutionary War period. The basic projectile was still solid round, large sphericals cast of iron and known simply as shot. Fired at low trajectory, shot had a bowling ball effect against massed infantry formations. Fired from larger guns, these could also be employed to batter down the walls of forts. As manufacturing techniques improved, shot was made more perfectly round, and windage (the difference in the diameter of the shot and that of the bore) was reduced; the tighter fit captured more of the propelling gases, resulting in greater distances for projectiles. Shot was usually fired one at a time, but guns might, with a reduced charge, be double-shotted for close-in fire. Shot could also be heated in a furnace, carefully loaded into a gun with wads protecting it from the powder, and fired. Heated shot, or hot shot, was used to set fire to wooden structures such as forts and ships.

Carcass was an incendiary projectile. A carcass was essentially a hollow shot (shell) with four vents equally spaced around its middle. The carcass would be packed with a difficult-to-extinguish incendiary mix and was designed to set a target afire. Such ammunition was designed to burn for 8–10 minutes and set fire to surrounding areas.

For closer ranges, artillerists employed grapeshot and canister. Grapeshot in the War of 1812 consisted of a number of balls grouped around a wooden spindle on a wooden base (later an iron plate with an iron spindle that passed through its center, the whole being known as a stool). It was enclosed in a canvas bag, secured by a strong line. Individual grapeshot varied according to the size of the gun and might weigh up to 3 to 4 pounds each. The whole, however, weighed about the same as one standard solid shot for the gun. Thus, a 9-pounder gun firing a 9-pound solid shot would fire 9 1-pound shot in its typical grapeshot round. The name “grapeshot” is derived from the fact that the finished article looked very much like a bunch of grapes. It differed from case or canister in that the individual balls were larger.

When the gun was fired, the shock of the discharge broke the cloth, and the grapeshot scattered on exiting the muzzle. Grapeshot was used on land against concentrated formations of enemy troops. Although it carried farther than canister, grapeshot was employed only at short ranges, usually not more than 500 yards. The overall effect was that of an enormous shotgun.

Case shot, also known as canister or canister shot, was ammunition intended for extremely short-range actions against personnel. It took its name from the container with many smaller projectiles that was fired from an artillery piece. In its earliest form, the case was made of wood or canvas, which was then filled with many small pieces of trash metal, musket balls, or even stones. Later, case shot was made of a cylindrical tin case containing iron balls packed in wooden shavings or sawdust. The iron balls weighed from as little as 2 ounces each to as much as 1 pound, as in the case of a 32-pounder gun. The thin case split in the bore of the gun and then broke open entirely on clearing the muzzle, producing an effect much like a shotgun. On land, case shot was used primarily against enemy troops in the open but not at ranges beyond 500 yards.

The only dramatic change in artillery ammunition was the invention of spherical case shot or shrapnel by British Army lieutenant (later lieutenant general) Henry Shrapnel. Shrapnel came up with the idea in order to extend the range of highly effective grapeshot and case or canister shot against enemy troops. During the Spanish siege of Gibraltar (1779–1783), the British fired 5.5-inch mortar shells from their 24-pounder long guns, but in 1784 Shrapnel enhanced this improvisation by inventing what he designated as “spherical case shot.” Also known initially as case, the new artillery ammunition more famously took on its designer’s name. Spherical case, or shrapnel, consisted of a thin-walled hollow round shell filled with a small bursting charge and small iron or lead shot. A time fuse set off the charge, scattering the shot and pieces of the shell casing among opposing troops. The bursting charge was only a small one, allowing the scattered balls and burst casing to continue on the same trajectory as before the explosion. (A greater charge would increase the velocity but scattered the balls more widely and reduced their effectiveness.) Explosive shells had for some time been utilized in high-trajectory fire mortars but had not before been widely projected in horizontal fire by guns. Shrapnel shells had thinner walls than other shells and had to be carefully cast. Their empty weight was about half of that for solid shot of the same caliber, but their loaded weight made them comparable to solid shot. Early shrapnel had a wooden plug and a paper fuse. Shrapnel was most effective against troops in the open, for its explosive force was insufficient to seriously affect troops under cover. In today’s usage, the term “shrapnel” describes fragments of a shell of a bomb.

The sabot, which had also come into general use by the War of 1812 period, was a wooden disk, slightly hollowed out on one side to take the shot, and secured to the shot by two tinned iron straps. The sabot took the place of a wad and also enabled a powder bag to be secured to the other side, thus introducing fixed ammunition. Such fixed rounds were most generally used in rapid firing. Powder bags or cartridges had taken the place of loose powder and were usually made of flannel, which burned cleanly and was unlikely to leave smoldering residue in the bore of the gun. Although primitive by today’s standards, artillery ammunition of this period rendered cannon and howitzers into extremely efficient man killers on the battlefield.
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Artillery Ammunition, Sea

Ammunition for naval cannon of the War of 1812 was virtually identical to that of the American Revolutionary War period. The basic projectile was solid round shot cast of iron and known simply as shot. Solid shot was unlikely to sink a large ship, but it was used primarily to damage masts and also for its antipersonnel effects. Shot hitting wood sent out showers of splinters, and these were the primary means of killing or wounding crew members. Shot fired against the relatively weak bow or stern of a warship could also produce a bowling ball effect in the cramped space between decks. As manufacturing techniques improved, shot was made more perfectly round, and windage (the difference in the diameter of the shot and that of the bore) was reduced, enabling a reduction in powder charge.

Shot was usually fired one at a time, but guns might, with a reduced charge, be double-shotted for close-in fire. The range of shot could be extended by firing it at a very low angle and bouncing it along the surface of the water.

Hot shot was also employed at sea. Shot could be heated in special brick furnaces, and the resulting hot shot was fired at a wooden ship in an effort to set it on fire. Carcass shot was also employed with similar effect. An incendiary projectile, carcass was a hollow shot (shell) with four vents equally spaced around its middle. The carcass would be packed with a difficult-to-extinguish incendiary mix and was designed to set a target afire. One carcass composition in the Royal Navy consisted of two parts pitch, four part saltpeter, one part sulfur, and three parts corned gunpowder. In the U.S. Navy the mix was of white turpentine, spirits of white turpentine, and a portfire composition. Carcass shells were designed to burn for 8–10 minutes.

For closer ranges, naval gunners employed grapeshot and canister. Grapeshot in the War of 1812 consisted of balls grouped around a wooden spindle on a wooden base (later an iron plate with an iron spindle that passed through its center, the whole being known as a stool). It was enclosed in a canvas bag, secured by a strong line. Individual grapeshot varied according to the size of the gun and might weigh up to 3 to 4 pounds each. The whole, however, weighed about the same as one large solid shot for the gun. Thus, each of the nine grapeshot in an individual round for an 18-pounder long gun would weigh 2 pounds. The name “grapeshot” is derived from the fact that the finished article looked very much like a bunch of grapes. Grapeshot differed from case or canister in that the individual balls were larger.

When grapeshot was fired, the shock of the discharge broke the cloth, and the balls scattered on exiting the muzzle. Grapeshot was used at sea primarily against enemy boats or to sweep exposed decks of an enemy ship or a beach, but it could also be effective against rigging. Although it carried farther than canister, grapeshot was employed only at short ranges, usually not more than 500 yards.

Case shot, also known as canister or canister shot, was intended for extremely short-range actions against personnel. It took its name from the container with many smaller projectiles. At first the case was made of wood or canvas, which was then filled with many pieces of small trash metal, musket balls, or even stones. Later, case shot was made of a cylindrical tin case containing iron balls packed in wooden shavings or sawdust. The balls could weigh as little as 2 ounces each. The thin case split in the bore of the gun and then broke open entirely on clearing the muzzle, producing an effect much like a shotgun. At sea, case shot could be used against light boats but primarily to clear the decks of an enemy vessel.

Explosive shells had also come into use. Spherical case had been invented by Lieutenant (later lieutenant general) Henry Shrapnel of the British Army in 1784. He came up with the idea in order to extend the range of highly effective grapeshot and case or canister shot against enemy troops. During the Spanish siege of Gibraltar (1779–1783), the British successfully fired 5.5-inch mortar shells from their 24-pounder long guns, but in 1784 Shrapnel improved on this improvisation by inventing what he called spherical case shot. Also known simply as case, the new artillery ammunition was later known by its designer’s name. Spherical case or shrapnel consisted of a thin-walled hollow round shell filled with a small bursting charge and small iron or lead shot. The bursting charge was only a small one, allowing the scattered balls and burst casing to continue on the same trajectory as before the explosion. (A greater charge would increase the velocity but scattered the balls more widely and reduced their effectiveness.)

Explosive shell was not used in general naval engagements at sea in the War of 1812. Gun crews were especially skittish of loading explosive shell in the close confines of a ship, where a premature discharge might do frightful damage. Their officers also opposed the use of shell, which they considered unsporting. This changed in the 1820s when it became clear that shell could be projected at low velocity (and thus larger shell could be fired by lighter guns) to lodge in the side of an enemy ship and there explode, tearing large irregular holes that would be difficult for a ship’s carpenter to patch and thus might actually sink the opposing ship.

Shell was regularly employed during the War of 1812 by special shore bombardment vessels known as bomb vessels or simply bombs. Bomb vessels of both Great Britain and the United States of the War of 1812 typically carried one 13-inch or several 8-inch mortars. The shell for the 13-inch mortar weighed 196 pounds and could be fired 4,200 yards with its maximum powder charge of 20 pounds.

Specialized shot was also developed for naval use, primarily to attack spars and rigging on an opposing ship. These included chain shot (two shot connected by a chain), bar shot (two hemispheres connected by a bar), expanding bar shot (two hemispheres connected by connecting bars, the whole expanding in flight), and star shot (a ring with attached bars that opened up like a star on firing). Such shot would tumble in flight, tearing sales and rigging and destroying spars.

Powder bags, known as cartridges, took the place of loose powder and were marked according to the gun and whether they were for near or distant firing. Cartridges were usually of flannel, which burned cleanly and was unlikely to leave smoldering residue in the bore of the gun.
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Artillery Practice, Land

Land artillery practice embraced the loading, aiming, and firing of an artillery piece. Two essential concerns dictated the practice of serving the piece: a scrupulous concern for safety to avoid accidental explosions and the speed with which the piece could be readied to fire. To achieve these ends, both British and American artillerists followed essentially the same procedures, with only minor variations.

An ideal gun crew of the period could number as high as 15 men, with each assigned a number and a specific duty. Gunners were, by nature, fit men with a high degree of training necessary to work the pieces effectively. Owing, however, to casualties and other factors, actual crews were often fewer than half the optimum number of men, and crews were cross-trained to perform the duties of fallen comrades. A typical gun crew of the period was commanded by a noncommissioned officer often designated Number One (the numbering system at times varied) who was charged with giving commands and aiming the piece. The Number Two, equipped with the sponge-rammer, stood to the right of the muzzle with the loader, designated Number Three, facing him across the piece. At the rear, the Number Four crewman, also known as the ventsman, stood to the right of the piece, and the firer, the Number Five, or matross, stood opposite. Apparently following French practice, American Numbers Four and Five often reversed their traditional positions, thus requiring the Number Five to face rearward during the drill. Other crewmen manned the limber parked behind the gun and prepared ammunition for a runner, who then carried it to the loader.

For transport, the piece was attached to its horse-drawn two-wheeled limber, which also carried an ammunition chest for quick access. Additional ammunition was carried in separate wagons. Upon arrival at the firing position, the crew unhitched the piece from the limber and, in rough terrain, used drag ropes to manually haul it into place. The prolonge, a French innovation, was a long rope that, in the event of a fighting withdrawal, could be attached to the limber to haul the piece at a relative safe distance from the limber yet still maintain fire.

In actual firing, at the Number One’s command to load, the Number Two soaked the sponge end of the sponge-rammer in the sponge bucket and swabbed the bore to extinguish any smoldering debris. The Number Four simultaneously “served the vent” by placing his thumb, protected by a leather thumbstall, over the touchhole. Serving the vent was one of the most critical actions of the loading process, as it prevented air from escaping. If the ventsman failed to serve the vent properly, the compressed air could act as a bellows to reignite any sparks and prematurely fire the fresh powder charge, possibly removing the spongeman’s hand or arm. As the Number Two stepped back and reversed the sponge-rammer, the Number Three, or loader, placed the projectile and powder charge in the muzzle of the piece, which the Number Two then rammed home. The ventsman next inserted a pointed metal pricker into the vent to pierce the cloth bag containing the powder charge to ensure a more reliable ignition.

The final firing sequence required the Number One to aim or “lay” the piece. Gunners carried various sighting instruments such as the gunner’s quadrant and levels for more sophisticated aiming, yet many preferred relying on their own experience and eye. To lay the piece, the Number One first traversed the barrel on the horizontal plane to align it with the target and then adjusted elevation for range by adjusting a wooden wedge, or quoin, under the breech or turning an elevating screw. The ventman then placed a powder-filled priming tube into the vent. As guns generally recoiled violently more than three feet, the crewmen stationed at the rear of the piece then stepped outside the wheels to avoid injury. At the command to fire, the Number Five, having lit his portfire from the linstock, would then apply it to the priming tube to ignite the charge. After the discharge, the crew would then manhandle the piece back into position before loading the next charge. In the very best of situations a well-trained crew could achieve up to nine rounds a minute, but under battlefield conditions, rates of fire were considerably lower.
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Artillery Tactics, Land

Land artillery tactics refer to the deployment and application of flat-trajectory guns and high-trajectory howitzers and mortars in field operations. During the War of 1812, both the British Army in North America and the U.S. Army made extensive use of land artillery and employed similar organization and tactics. Artillery was organized into batteries at the battalion and brigade levels and was used to support friendly forces or to disrupt those of the enemy. It was also employed to defend and to reduce fortifications.

British field artillery in North America was organized according to standards used against the French during the Peninsula Campaign in Spain, with 6-pounder and 9-pounder guns and 5.5-inch howitzers. The United States had a standardized artillery system after 1808 that included 6-pounder and 9-pounder guns and 6-inch howitzers. British and American artillery batteries typically consisted of approximately six smoothbore guns in varying sizes and one or two howitzers. The artillery was the smallest organizational unit on the battlefield, with most guns having a nine-man crew commanded by a sergeant and two guns commanded by an officer. Batteries had a great deal of tactical freedom during battle, often enabling artillery commanders to direct their guns independent of the brigade or division commander. Most engagements did not have a large number of artillery and often saw significantly uneven numbers on the opposing sides. The Battle at Lundy’s Lane (July 25, 1814) was a notable exception, with the British fielding eight conventional pieces to the Americans’ nine.

While guns and howitzers were the typical types of artillery used in the War of 1812, the British also employed rocket artillery, known as Congreve rockets for their inventor Sir William Congreve. They were used in many engagements during the war, including their first use on land at the Battle at Lundy’s Lane, where two launchers of the Royal Marines were engaged. Other actions included the Patuxent River campaign and, most famously, Fort McHenry in Baltimore Harbor, where they inspired a line of the American national anthem, “The Star-Spangled Banner.” Rockets were relatively inaccurate, however, and were rarely used except in combination with other forms of artillery. However, Congreve rockets could be effective psychological weapons, as was proved at the Battle of Bladensburg (August 24, 1814) when many of the untrained American militia simply fled the field after being barraged by them.

Artillery was also used to bombard or defend fortified positions. Often the mere threat of artillery bombardment would bring capitulation, as when Brigadier General William Hull surrendered Fort Detroit in August 1812, but artillery was most often used in the field against enemy infantry and cavalry. Solid shot was employed against concentrations of infantry and cavalry in long-distance firing, while shell was employed, usually by howitzers, at intermediate ranges and over obstacles. Grapeshot and canister shot were for short-range use against personnel.

Firing against attacking troops, especially cavalry, required well-trained crews able to deliver a rapid rate of fire, as the guns were always a primary enemy target and were subject to counterbattery fire. Guns taken by an attacker could be, and often were, turned against their original owners, as at Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812, when the Americans captured the British redan battery. If their guns were in danger of imminent capture, artillerymen would attempt to spike them. This was accomplished by driving a metal spike down the touchhole to prevent the use of the piece by the enemy. If the piece was recaptured, the touchhole could be drilled out and the weapon again made operable.

In many engagements, artillery proved decisive to the outcome of the battle. At the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, American artillery broke up British infantry assaults with canister fire at close range. Later in that same campaign at Lundy’s Lane (July 25, 1814), British and American artillery were engaged heavily and caused severe casualties on both sides. At the January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans, massed American artillery tore huge gaps in the advancing close-packed British infantry formations and caused the British to withdraw.
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Aspinwall, Thomas

Birth Date: May 23, 1786

Death Date: August 11, 1876

U.S. Army officer and diplomat. Born in Brookline, Massachusetts, on May 23, 1786, Thomas Aspinwall graduated from Leicester Academy and, in 1804, from Harvard College. He then pursued a career in law. With war with Britain looming, Aspinwall left his practice and accepted a commission as major in the 9th Infantry Regiment in March 1812. In March 1813, he was promoted to lieutenant colonel and transferred to the 15th Infantry Regiment.

Aspinwall commanded a detachment of new recruits at Sackets Harbor, the largest American naval base on Lake Ontario. On May 29, 1813, a British force landed nearby and began a relentless assault on the shipyard. Aspinwall led his largely untested soldiers in a desperate fight against the British, managing to stop the attackers before they destroyed the facility. For this action he was brevetted lieutenant colonel. Aspinwall transferred back to the 9th Regiment that September and frequently commanded Winfield Scott’s brigade, to which Aspinwall’s regiment was attached.

Following the Battle of Lundy’s Lane (July 25, 1814), U.S. forces sought refuge in Fort Erie at the entrance of the Niagara River. On the night of August 15, 1814, the British assaulted the fort. Aspinwall, then commanding the remnants of the 1st brigade, repulsed one of the three attacking British columns. Later, on September 17, 1814, the Americans attacked the British lines in order to break the siege. During the assault, a British musket ball shattered Aspinwall’s left arm, which had to be amputated. For this action, he received a brevet promotion to colonel. Aspinwall was discharged in June 1815.

In May 1815, President James Madison appointed Aspinwall the U.S. consul to London, a post he held for 37 years until he was removed by President Franklin Pierce in 1853. Aspinwall returned to Boston in 1854, where he engaged in legal work and commerce. He also served as director of the Boston Board of Trade. Aspinwall died there on August 11, 1876, one of the oldest surviving U.S. officers from the War of 1812.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Astor, John Jacob

Birth Date: July 17, 1763

Death Date: March 29, 1848

German-born American fur trader, entrepreneur, real estate magnate, and America’s first multimillionaire. John Jacob Astor was born in Walldorf, Germany, on July 17, 1763, the son of a poor butcher. In 1780, he left Germany and made his way to London, where an elder brother lived. Together they opened a music store. In 1783, Astor traveled to the United States and settled in New York City, where he worked as a delivery boy. Soon he had earned enough money to open his own store, and he also traded in German toys and instruments imported from London.

Astor soon began venturing into the wilderness, following old Indian trails, to trade furs. He bought the furs from Indians, trappers, and Canadian fur traders, and because he was not allowed to import his furs directly into the United States due to British law, he shipped them to London and transshipped them from there to New York. The 1794 Jay’s Treaty greatly facilitated Astor’s import business, as it now became possible for him to import furs directly from Montreal.

Although Astor became a famous fur trader, the bulk of business remained in the hands of two powerful Canadian companies: the North West Company and the Hudson’s Bay Company. With the encouragement of President Thomas Jefferson and Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin, Astor founded the American Fur Company in 1808 to anchor control of the fur trade within U.S. territory. He established trading outposts from St. Louis to the Rocky Mountains, and in 1810 he engaged in some new endeavors. He dispatched two expeditions to the Pacific, one of which was to go overland, winning the confidence of the Native Americans and exploring locations for new trading posts, while the other sailed around Cape Horn with a full cargo of supplies needed for establishing a settlement and trading post along the Columbia River, later known as Fort Astoria.

During the War of 1812, both British and Canadian rivals tried to discourage the Astorians at the Columbia River. Finally, in 1813 a British warship reached Fort Astoria, and, under pressure, the Astorians sold the outpost to the British-held North West Company before it was confiscated outright. The establishment was renamed Fort George.

Although the war had destroyed Astor’s Pacific plans, he had another iron in the fire. Initially, like most merchants from the East Coast, Astor has opposed war with Britain, but later he helped finance the American war effort by purchasing war loans. He thus had a vital interest in the founding of the Second Bank of the United States after the war and sold his loans back to the U.S. government at a handsome profit. Eventually Astor became the president of the New York branch. Nevertheless, he continued his businesses in the fur trade and dabbled in trade with China and in the New York real estate market. Finally, after three long voyages to Europe, Astor sold his company and retired from the fur trade  in 1834. He died in New York City on March 29, 1848, leaving an estate of some $20 million.
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John Jacob Astor was the dominant figure in the North American fur trade. He also established trade with China out of Fort Astoria, Oregon. The War of 1812, however, caused the traders to surrender that post to British traders and cost Astor a fortune.

Alexander Emmerich
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Autosse, Battle of

Event Date: November 29, 1813

Clash between Georgia militiamen and a militant faction of the Lower Creeks on November 29, 1813. The town of Autosse was located at the confluence of the Tallapoosa River and the Calabee Creek in the Mississippi Territory (present-day Alabama). Shawnee chief Tecumseh and British and Spanish agents had previously incited the Red Sticks to attack while U.S. forces were heavily engaged elsewhere. Following the massacre at Fort Mims on August 30, 1813, recruits volunteered in large numbers for the newly organized Georgia Militia commanded by Brigadier General John Floyd.

Floyd’s original plan was to link up militia under Major General Andrew Jackson, but lack of supplies throughout the autumn of 1813 reduced his forces to fewer than 1,000 militiamen and about 450 Creek allies led by William McIntosh. Despite his depleted force, Floyd decided that he must act to curtail Red Creek activity. He then led his men west some 60 miles to attack the Red Stick town of Autosse on the southern bank of the Tallapoosa River.

Floyd intended to envelop the town and send his Creek allies across the Tallapoosa to prevent a retreat. His men discovered upon reaching Autosse, however, that there was another smaller encampment about 500 yards downriver, which would overextend his planned envelopment. Also, the river was too dangerous to cross at that point, and the element of surprise was lost when the militiamen were spotted by a Red Stick hunter.

The U.S. forces were nevertheless committed, and supported by two pieces of artillery, they attacked at dawn on November 29. For the next two hours, a fierce battle ensued. Floyd’s artillery and a final bayonet charge proved too much for the Red Sticks, who had earlier evacuated their women and children, and they retreated. The Georgia militiamen then burned both towns and destroyed all the livestock. The Creek suffered more than 200 dead and some 400 of their dwellings destroyed. The Georgians counted 11 killed and 53 wounded.

After this victory Floyd withdrew, holding off another Red Stick attack six weeks later in the Battle of Calabee (January 27, 1814). That engagement effectively ended the Georgia militia’s participation in the War of 1812 that, while brief, proved militarily significant to the overall campaign.

William E. Whyte
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Bacon, Ezekiel

Birth Date: September 1, 1776

Death Date: October 18, 1870

Lawyer, politician, and jurist. Ezekiel Bacon was born on September 1, 1776, in Boston, Massachusetts. He graduated from Yale College in 1794. Bacon subsequently read for the law, was admitted to the bar in 1800, and opened a law practice in Stockbridge, Massachusetts.

Bacon entered politics as a Democratic Republican and served in the Massachusetts House of Representatives during 1805–1806. The following year, he was elected in a special election to the U.S. House of Representatives to complete the term of Barnabas Bidwell, who had resigned his seat. In 1808 Bacon was elected in his own right, and he served continuously during the 11th and 12th Congresses, from 1809 to 1813.

During the 12th Congress, which convened in March 1811, Bacon was elected chairman of the important Ways and Means Committee. In the winter of 1812, as war with Great Britain seemed increasingly likely, the James Madison administration proposed a plan to fund the conflict, relying on Bacon, a staunch supporter of its policies, to shepherd the legislation through the House of Representatives. Many in Congress, even some Democratic Republicans, were highly suspicious of the administration’s move. The plan called for the securing of a $10 million loan, the levying of taxes, and an increase in customs duties. Bacon fought hard to gain approval of the bill, but the House was not willing to enact it as proposed. The loan was approved, but Congress refused to raise taxes or duties unless and until war had been declared. Nevertheless, the White House was grateful for Bacon’s hard work.

After the war began in June 1812, Bacon’s role in administration policies decreased, and his popularity as a Democratic Republican in a heavily Federalist district dropped off markedly. He sealed his own fate politically later that year by supporting a controversial bill that made it illegal for authorities to arrest soldiers because of unpaid debts while they remained on active duty. The Madison administration had pushed for the measure over the vocal objections of many Federalists, and it ultimately passed because a number of soldiers had been falsifying debts so that they could be arrested and evade military service. Federalists maintained that the measure only encouraged men to evade paying off their debts.

Bacon vacated his seat in March 1813, but President Madison rewarded his loyalty by appointing him the first comptroller of the U.S. Treasury. Bacon held that post from February 1814 to February 1815. He later served as a judge in New York state and served in the New York State Senate. In 1824, he ran unsuccessfully for the U.S. House. For many years, he continued his law practice until his death at Utica, New York, on October 18, 1870.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Bainbridge, William

Birth Date: May 7, 1775

Death Date: July 27, 1833

U.S. Navy officer. Born in Princeton, New Jersey, on May 7, 1775, William Bainbridge joined the merchant marine at age 15. An excellent seaman, he commanded his own ship within 4 years. Bainbridge secured a lieutenant’s commission in the U.S. Navy on August 3, 1798, during the 1798–1800 Quasi-War with France and assumed command of the former French privateer schooner Retaliation (14 guns). While cruising off Antigua, however, the Retaliation fell in with two French frigates and was captured on

November 20, 1798. Bainbridge thus became the first U.S. Navy captain to surrender his ship, commencing his run as a hard-luck officer. He was promoted to master commandant (commander) on March 3, 1799, and took command of the brig Norfolk (18 guns), with which he captured a number of French privateers.

Retained in the navy at the conclusion of hostilities, Bainbridge was promoted to captain on May 20, 1800. That October he was in Algiers on a tribute-bearing mission in command of the converted merchantman frigate George Washington (32 guns) when the dey, Bobba Mustapha, forced him to bear gifts to the Turkish sultan in his ship under the Algerian flag.

Bainbridge sought and received command of the frigate Philadelphia as part of Commodore Edward Preble’s squadron during the Tripolitan War (1801–1805) but on October 31, 1803, ran his ship aground off Tripoli Harbor while chasing a Tripolitan vessel in shoal waters in defiance of Preble’s instructions. Bainbridge and his crew were unable to refloat their ship and were subsequently forced to surrender it to Tripolitan gunboats. Bainbridge endured 18 months of captivity before being released in June 1805. A court of inquiry subsequently cleared him of wrongdoing in the grounding of his ship.
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U.S. Navy commodore William Bainbridge, who commanded the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution in its victory over the British frigate Java on December 29, 1812. (BiographicalImages.com)

After the end of the Tripolitan War, Bainbridge briefly returned to the merchant marine but was reinstated in the navy as commander of the Charlestown Navy Yard following the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair. On the eve of the War of 1812 Bainbridge argued for dispersing the ships of the navy widely; he believed that even those retained in American harbors should be separated among as many ports as possible to avoid attracting a British strike. In the end, the government adopted Commodore John Rodgers’s strategy of combining most of the warships into a single squadron, thereby forcing the British to do the same.

On July 28, 1812, Bainbridge secured command of the frigate Constitution (55 guns) and sailed for the coast of Brazil. On December 29, 1812, the Constitution met and engaged the smaller but faster British frigate Java, rated a 38 but actually carrying 46 guns. A battle of maneuver ensued, and Bainbridge, though twice wounded, forced his opponent into submission through superior firepower. The badly crippled Java had to be scuttled, but Bainbridge returned home to national applause and a gold medal from Congress. For the remainder of the war, Bainbridge headed the Portsmouth Navy Yard, New Hampshire, and supervised construction of the 74-gun Independence, the first U.S. Navy ship of the line.

In 1815 hostilities with England ceased, but conflict with Algiers flared anew. Command of the two naval squadrons dispatched there went to Bainbridge and Stephen Decatur. Bainbridge was the senior captain, but he was slow to depart because of delays in readying the Independence for sea. Decatur was more resourceful, and by the time Bainbridge arrived in the Mediterranean, Decatur had already forced a peace settlement with Algiers. Bainbridge returned home without fanfare. Thereafter, he entertained a simmering dislike for Decatur but served as his second during the fatal duel with James Barron in 1820. (It has been charged that Bainbridge secretly encouraged the duel and refused to facilitate a reconciliation.)

During 1816–1819 Bainbridge held various shore assignments, and from 1819 to 1821 he commanded the ship of the line Columbus, flagship of the Mediterranean Squadron. During 1824–1827 he was a member of the Board of Naval Commissioners in Washington, D.C. He then commanded the Philadelphia Station before taking command of the Charlestown Navy Yard until November 1832, when he was granted leave. Bainbridge died in Philadelphia on July 27, 1833.

John C. Fredriksen and Spencer C. Tucker
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Baker, Louisa

Birth Date: ca. 1770

Death Date: ca. 1830

Pen name likely assumed by author Nathaniel Hill Wright in the popular yet fictitious accounts of an American woman claiming to be the first female U.S. marine, and to have served in the War of 1812. The Adventures of Louisa Baker, released in 1815, was a bogus firsthand account of a Massachusetts girl, Louisa, who supposedly left her home and family around 1809 because of an illegitimate pregnancy. Louisa, upon taking shelter with a brothel mistress in the Negro Hill District of Boston, lost her child soon after birth and was subsequently forced to earn her keep through prostitution.

In 1812, however, Louisa disguised herself as a man and enlisted as a marine aboard the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution at Boston. Assuming the name “George,” Louisa allegedly served for three years and participated in three different naval engagements, all the while concealing her sex and identity. Piecing together various references in the book, it is believed that the first battle Louisa participated in occurred in August 1812 in the Gulf of St. Lawrence, where the Constitution engaged and defeated the British frigate Guerriere. Louisa’s second battle involved the destruction of the British frigate Java off the coast of Brazil, a hotly contested fight in which she allegedly discharged her musket 19 times. Finally, Louisa was believed to have been present for the capture of the Cyane and Levant, two British warships taken after the conclusion of hostilities.

Following the War of 1812, The Adventures of Louisa Baker became a popular story of American patriotism and sacrifice. Women admired the narrative for its depiction of a heroine protagonist, and men enjoyed the bawdiness of its early chapters. The book sold so many copies that a sequel titled The Adventures of Lucy Brewer, alias Louisa Baker, was printed. This sequel claimed to offer a more honest, complete account of Baker’s life and professed that Lucy Brewer of Plymouth, Massachusetts, was the true identity of the author previously publishing under the pseudonym of Louisa Baker. Readers eagerly purchased copies, and after several more chapters of the Lucy Brewer drama were published, all versions were consolidated into The Female Marine, which went through nine editions between 1816 and 1818.

Although much of the public originally accepted the accounts of Lucy Brewer as factual, 20th-century historians have all convincingly argued that the accounts were indeed fictitious. Nevertheless, the legend of Lucy Brewer remains important because of its widespread popularity in New England, its patriotic underpinnings, and how parts of the fictional story accurately reflect gender roles, society, and urban culture in late 18th-century and early 19th-century Boston.

Wesley T. Joyner
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Baldwin, William

Birth Date: April 25, 1775

Death Date: January 8, 1844

Canadian physician and lawyer. William Baldwin was born in Knockmore, Ireland, on April 25, 1775, and was educated as a doctor at the University of Edinburgh during 1794–1797. The family fell into bankruptcy during this period, and in 1798 the senior Baldwin relocated to Upper Canada, where he had strong ties with a local government official.

The family first lived in a rural area east of York. William Baldwin moved into the town in 1802. Here he discovered that there were too many doctors, so he opened a school. This enterprise made little difference in Baldwin’s income, which prompted him to study law. In 1803 he became a lawyer. He subsequently married into an influential family and received a number of appointments, including master in chancery, registrar of the Court of Probate, and district court judge. Sensitive to the proprieties of conduct between gentlemen, Baldwin challenged the lawyer John Macdonell to a duel in 1812 for comments he made in court. Macdonell, who later became the aide-de-camp to Major General Isaac Brock and was mortally wounded at the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812, accepted Baldwin’s pistol shot at him but refused to fire back, ending their dispute.

Baldwin had no direct involvement with the War of 1812 other than to act as a surgeon when required and to help expedite court cases resulting from local matters. During the American attack on York on April 27, 1813, Baldwin sent his family away and tended to the wounded of the garrison. When Major General Sir Roger Sheaffe retreated from York with his regulars, he also took his surgeons, which left Baldwin to provide service with the help of local chemist Joseph Cawthra. When the Americans had secured the town, their surgeons looked after their own wounded and provided Baldwin with assistance. After the Americans departed, Baldwin joined a group of leading local officials in writing a detailed narrative about the battle, criticizing Sheaffe and Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost for not providing York with adequate defense. Baldwin also participated in the identification of local residents who had engaged in plunder and antiloyal behavior during the affair.

After the war Baldwin continued to serve as a circuit judge while his law office flourished and his landholdings began to turn a profit. He was elected to the provincial assembly in 1820 and played a key role in bringing responsible government to the province after its troubles in the 1820s and 1830s, a task that his son Robert carried on after the elder Baldwin died in Toronto on January 8, 1844.

Robert Malcomson
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Baltimore, Battle of

Start Date: September 12, 1814

End Date: September 14, 1814

Important battle fought for the port city of Baltimore, Maryland, between American and British forces during September 12–14, 1814. Following the defeat of French emperor Napoleon I in April 1814, Great Britain was able to commit substantial additional military resources to its war with the United States. This included both an expansion of its naval blockade and the launching of new offensive operations, including a joint army-navy expedition in the Chesapeake Bay area. Theater commander Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane entrusted Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn and Major General Robert Ross to carry out the two key objectives of the campaign. The first was to attack the U.S. capital of Washington, D.C., ostensibly in retaliation for the American sacking and burning of the provincial capital of York (now Toronto) in Canada the year before. The second was to draw American military forces away from the main British thrust down Lake Champlain in the direction of Albany, New York.

British forces under Cochrane and Ross forced the destruction of Commodore Joshua Barney’s Chesapeake Flotilla in the Patuxent River and then proceeded to move against Washington, D.C. After easily brushing aside a far larger American force composed predominantly of militia at Bladensburg, Maryland, the British troops entered Washington on August 24. After torching the Washington Navy Yard and a number of government buildings, including the White House, they departed the following day and boarded Royal Navy ships at Benedict, Maryland.

There was now considerable discussion as to the next British target. Emboldened by their success at Bladensburg and Washington, Ross wanted to move against Baltimore immediately. Cochrane, however, remembered that British landings on hostile American shores had not always been successful and believed that the available resources for this assault were insufficient and that it would require an additional 4,000 men. He was also wary of malaria and yellow fever outbreaks in the Chesapeake Bay area during the summer. Cochrane’s preference was to sail north toward Rhode Island and there apply pressure on New York and Boston. Ross and Cockburn, however, finally convinced Cochrane that American militia forces posed no serious obstacle and that Baltimore, long a hotbed of privateering activities, should be the next target. Nonetheless, debate over the issue and Cochrane’s delay in giving his consent held up the British attack for eight important days, giving the people of Baltimore a vital respite to prepare their defenses.

With some 40,000 inhabitants, Baltimore was the third-largest city in the United States. Founded in 1729 and situated at the mouth of the Patapsco River, it was a significant commercial hub and busy seaport and provided numerous fast and effective privateers for the war effort. Certainly, Baltimore was an inviting target. Cockburn and Ross were drawn to capturing a major city with pronounced anti-British sentiments and laden with substantial cargoes on its docks as a consequence of the British naval blockade. Destruction of its privateering facilities, long a thorn in the side of British commerce, was another strong incentive.

The citizens of Baltimore had been expecting a British attack since the outbreak of war. In April 1813 they had formed a Committee of Public Safety to coordinate enhancement of the city’s defenses. Ever since a British naval force appeared in Baltimore Harbor in April 1814, militia major general and U.S. senator Samuel Smith had been working diligently on improving the city’s defensive posture. Smith was both capable and strong-willed. When Brigadier General William Winder, the loser at Bladensburg, arrived in Baltimore from Washington, Smith refused to yield command to him. Smith was determined to remain firmly in charge throughout upcoming events.

Fortunately, Smith enjoyed strong support from the city leadership and citizens. The day of the Battle of Bladensburg, a Committee of Vigilance and Safety had been established in Baltimore under Mayor Edward Johnson. It now resolved to draft all able-bodied males between ages 16 and 50 and provide each with a firearm and all requisite equipment. Nearly 9,000 men were ultimately assembled. Wagons were also requisitioned to haul ammunition and sustenance as needed. Virtually the entire population was mobilized to defend the city, with private citizens and slaves joining militiamen to work around the clock constructing a system of trenches, barricades, and fortifications to deter attacks. This included fortifying Hempstead Hill on the city’s east side. Because it was not possible to defend all the land approaches to the city, Smith largely abandoned these, gambling correctly that the British would come by water. Baltimore was situated on the northwest branch of the Patapsco, with the entrance protected by a boom, a number of sunken hulks, and 11 barges of the Chesapeake Flotilla. Commodore John Rodgers had command of all naval detachments, including men from the frigate Guerriere.
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The city’s principal defensive works, star-shaped Fort McHenry, was located on Whetstone Point. The fort mounted 36 42-pounder guns and boasted a garrison of some 1,000 men commanded by Major George Armistead. Fort McHenry had been repaired, and two smaller forts, Babcock (6 18-pounders) and Covington (up to 10 guns), had been built to provide supporting fire.

On the evening of September 11, the British ships finally anchored at the mouth of the Patapsco River. Cochrane had hoped that his ships would be able to offer the troops ashore flank protection, but the water proved too shallow for this. Nonetheless, beginning at 3:00 a.m. on September 12, 4,000 British troops debarked and came ashore at North Point near the tip of Patapsco Neck, some 14 miles southeast of Baltimore. About another 1,000 British sailors and troops were in reserve aboard 19 warships.

The British set off at about 8:00 a.m., moving along a good road. Ross’s three brigades had with them six guns and two howitzers. About halfway to Baltimore, Ross encountered a prepared American fortification that included pilings, was manned by 3,185 men, and was located between Bear Creek and Black River where the land was about a mile across. Baltimore Militia brigadier general John Stricker had command. He had positioned some 150 riflemen of his force out in front of the fortification, although most of these had retired back behind the pilings by the time the British arrived. Either Daniel Wells or Henry McConnas, 2 boys among the riflemen who had remained behind, shot and mortally wounded General Ross as he rode ahead of his main column to reconnoiter. Both boys were subsequently slain, and the British refused quarter to all the riflemen who had not withdrawn earlier.

Colonel Arthur Brooke now assumed command of the British land force. At about 10:00 a.m. he ordered his artillery to open fire on the American lines. Cannon fire exacted some damage, and Brooke then ordered a general assault that appeared to promise success, but the Americans merely fell back some 300 yards to another prepared position and then withdrew about a half mile to a reserve line. Sometime before 4:00 p.m. Stricker ordered another withdrawal to his final position. That night the victorious British camped on the battlefield. American resistance had been such that Brooke estimated the defenders’ strength at 6,000 men, or double their actual numbers.

Although Cochrane knew that his large ships could not get close to Baltimore, he hoped to be able to position some of them so as to shell Fort McHenry into submission. Once that was accomplished, he planned to move up the northwest branch of the Patapsco in order to outflank the American positions. At dawn on September 13, five British bomb vessels and the rocket ship Erebus moved into position and commenced shelling and launching Congreve rockets at Fort McHenry, the key to Baltimore Harbor. With the greater range of the British guns preventing his own cannon from making effective response, Major Armistead ordered the defenders not to return fire. The British barrage continued for more than 25 hours, only ending at 7:00 a.m. on September 14, but of the 1,500 rounds estimated by the Americans to have been fired by the British, only some 400 fell within the confines of the fort. All the shelling had claimed only 4 men killed and 24 wounded in Fort McHenry. Francis Scott Key, a Georgetown lawyer dispatched to discuss a prisoner exchange with the British, penned the poem from which “The Star-Spangled Banner” is derived while aboard a Royal Navy warship as he witnessed the spectacular pyrotechnics. The “bombs bursting in air” that he described were premature shell bursts.

The same morning that the shelling began, Colonel Brooke again put his men in motion, advancing toward Baltimore. Following a five-mile-long march, the British again found their way blocked by very strong American defensive works. Mindful of Cochrane’s explicit instructions not to attack any position works unless he was certain of carrying them, Brooke called a council of war of his senior commanders. Despite a wildly exaggerated estimate of 15,000 defenders and 100 guns, the council voted for a night assault. However, once efforts to lure the Americans out of their defenses that night failed, and with a communication from Cochrane that British ships would not be able to take up a position where they could assist, Brooke called another meeting of his senior officers and informed them that he would not order an assault of the American position unless he had the unanimous consent of his officers. When this was not forthcoming, Brooke called off the attack. The British left their campfires burning and retraced their steps back to the landing site, there to embark unmolested.

The next morning when the Americans discovered that the British had departed, Smith authorized a pursuit, but it was only halfhearted. His objective was the defense of Baltimore rather than defeat of the British, so Brooke’s men would be allowed to depart.

Late on the night of September 13, Cochrane ordered 1,200 sailors in barges to proceed over the hulks sunk as a barrier in the main channel of the Patapsco in order to try to approach Baltimore from the southwest and draw off any defenders there, but they were discovered early on September 14, and fire from the American auxiliary forts drove the sailors back to their ships.

By the evening of September 14, Cochrane had concluded that the city could not be taken with the resources available to him. All the men landed were back aboard ship by September 15, and the British then departed. Cochrane sailed for Halifax, while Cockburn headed for Bermuda. American loses in the fight for Baltimore were 28 killed, 163 wounded, and 50 taken prisoner; the British lost as many as 46 killed and 296 wounded.

Gregory J. Dehler and Spencer C. Tucker
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Baltimore Riots

Start Date: June 22, 1812

End Date: July 29, 1812

Civil unrest in Baltimore, Maryland, beginning on June 22, 1812, and extending more than five weeks until July 29. The Baltimore Riots were precipitated by the U.S. declaration of war against Great Britain on June 18, 1812. The unrest was a violent backlash by members of the Democratic Republican Party—who viewed opposition to the War of 1812 as virtually synonymous to treason—and was carried out against antiwar Federalists. The Baltimore Riots were exacerbated by the presence of a large population of working-class Irish, German, and French immigrants who fostered a deep hatred of the British and a strong distrust of elite authority figures.

The Federal Republican and Commercial Gazette, a vocal antiwar Federalist newspaper edited by Alexander Contee Hanson, was published in Baltimore. Prior to the War of 1812, proadministration newspapers such as the National Intelligencer had repeatedly warned Hanson that his persistent criticism of the James Madison administration could incite the local populace to violence. Hanson, however, argued that it was his constitutional right to publish his newspaper as he saw fit, and he continued to attack the Madison administration.

On the evening of June 22, 1812, just days after the United States declared war, a mob of some three dozen men, angered by Hanson’s virulent criticism of the Madison administration, attacked the newspaper’s printing office. The mob proceeded to dismantle the office brick by brick. Demolishing buildings had been a common practice of American mobs during the 18th century. During the American Revolution, anti-British mobs frequently destroyed the printing offices of newspapers that did not support the revolutionary movement.

The individuals involved ignored the call of Baltimore pro-Madison mayor Edward Johnson for an end to the violence. Significantly, nobody was injured in the melee. During the next week, crowds of demonstrators continued to sporadically destroy the property of those considered to be pro-British. Specifically targeted were freed blacks, Protestant Irish, Spaniards, and Portuguese.

Hanson, who was not in Baltimore on June 22, 1812, resumed publication of his newspaper in Georgetown, a suburb of Washington, D.C., with a large pro-Federalist population. Hanson returned to Baltimore on July 26, 1812. The next day he selected a three-story house on Charles Street in Baltimore as the distribution center for his paper and listed the address on the masthead of the Federal Republican.

Hanson and 22 armed Federalist supporters, believing that a show of force would deter the mob, barricaded themselves in the house on Charles Street. The anti-Federalists accepted the challenge, and on the evening of July 28, 1812, rioters began to pelt the house with stones. To dissuade the mob from further violence, the Federalists in the house fired a warning shot. This led the mob to storm the house. The attack was repulsed, and 1 member of the mob was killed. As the crisis escalated, local authorities finally intervened. On the morning of July 29, 1812, Hanson and the 22 other Federalists surrendered to the local militia and were taken to the jailhouse. That afternoon the mob destroyed the house on Charles Street, and looters made off with its bricks, lumber, and furnishings.

On the evening of July 29, 1812, another mob, gathering on rumors that the Federalists might be released on bail, approached the jailhouse. Ignoring the mayor’s plea to disband, the mob stormed the jail. In the confusion, 13 of the Federalist prisoners escaped. The others, including Hanson and Revolutionary War heroes Henry Lee III and James McCubbin Lingan, were stripped and beaten for three hours. Lee never recovered from injuries received, but Lingan was the only fatality. Hanson escaped to Georgetown, where he again resumed publication of the Federal Republican, which was then subsequently mailed to Federalists in Baltimore. When a mob threatened to attack the post office in protest, the authorities called out the militia to guard the building. The mob retreated.

By now, numerous Federalist families, fearful of reprisals, had abandoned Baltimore. Meanwhile, most proadministration newspapers across the country expressed outrage over the mob tactics and Lingan’s death. In November 1812, Hanson was elected to Congress as a Federalist representing the third district of Maryland. Publication of the Federal Republican ceased on December 24, 1813.
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Banking in Canada and Great Britain

During the war years Canada had no native banking system, and thus no currency. As colonies, New France as well as Lower and Upper Canada had suffered a massive drain of wealth to Europe under mercantilism, and no monetary system could be established. Also, there was a strong bias against paper money among the rural population, and Canada was largely rural.

Merchants in the 18th century had used a type of promissory note called bons as currency, and the British continued to use bons after they took control of Canada in 1763. Attempts had been made in Montreal in 1792 and 1807, at Kingston in 1810, and at Halifax in 1811 to incorporate banks, but all had failed. Thus, it appeared as war with the United States commenced in 1812 that Canada’s economic and monetary future was grim.

The Canadian provinces nevertheless prospered between 1812 and 1815, as British Army and Royal Navy forces in Canada provided a strong market for Canadian goods and services. Of equal importance, the British military provided a crucial banking function: a dependable currency in the form of army bills, signed by commanders and payable at the Army Bill Office in Quebec in cash or drafts on London. These promissory notes, with a total value of £250,000, took the place of bullion in Canada. All classes of society, including farmers, accepted them, and they unleashed a general and widespread prosperity. Only along Canada’s borders, where wartime activities wreaked some damage, did the war have some negative results. Thus, Canadians overcame their lack of a banking system while also getting used to the idea of paper money. In 1817 Canada’s first bank was chartered in Montreal, and the way was opened for the widespread use of such institutions.

The British, unlike the Canadians, had a long tradition of wartime banking by 1812. Beginning in 1793, the conflict with France was financed in a traditional manner, with 90 percent of war costs covered by borrowing and 10 percent covered by property taxes. The Bank of England, which was on the gold standard, was the instrumentality through which the government issued bonds. By 1798, the national debt was £400 million. The Napoleonic Wars required far greater expenditures, deficits, and taxes. By 1815, the national debt was £860 million. At first, the Bank of England absorbed government securities, but competition with private concerns led to unprecedented interest rates. Meanwhile, the bank’s dwindling gold reserves also hindered the government’s war finance. On February 26, 1797, the government allowed the bank to suspend specie payments in order to avoid a total collapse of the banking system. Afterward, the government was able to sell its debt to the bank and to pay its many military obligations, including those of the War of 1812. The bank contributed to governmental finance by increasing the money supply and inflating currency. In 1799, the government for the first time instituted income taxes, in addition to property taxes, to finance the war and raised the total amount of expenditures covered by taxes to 30 percent.

Meanwhile, the House of Rothschild assisted the British government in fighting the Napoleonic Wars and, indirectly, the War of 1812. From 1813 to 1815, Nathan Mayer Rotshchild, head of N. M. Rothschild and Sons in London, provided large loans to finance the shipment of bullion to the Duke of Wellington’s army in Portugal and Spain. Additionally, Rothschild arranged loans to pay British subsidies to continental allies; in 1815 alone, he provided £9.8 million for this purpose. By 1817, N. M. Rothschild and Sons had garnered 40 percent profits from support of the British government’s wars against Napoleonic France and the United States.
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Banking in the United States

Banking in the United States during the War of 1812 was marked by decentralization that bordered on chaos. Shaped by an ongoing constitutional debate (particularly the clauses permitting the federal government to coin currency and emit bills of credit), commitment to a hard currency policy, and its experience of the preceding 15 years with the First Bank of the United States, Congress had allowed the bank’s charter to expire in 1811 for reasons of political expediency. Critics pointed out that the dissolution of the bank made $7 million payable to shareholders abroad, creating a potential drain on the supply during a time of great tension with Great Britain. Moreover, the failure to renew the bank’s charter hampered the ability of the U.S. Department of the Treasury to collect revenue and provide emergency war funding, two central premises of the bank’s charter. Indeed, the United States entered the War of 1812 without a single source of emergency financing.

Banking during the period of the War of 1812 was marked by the rise of state banks to compensate for the loss of the national bank and by the expansion of the overall credit market. In 1811 the United States had 1 public bank chartered by Congress and 88 state banks, whereas by 1815, the country had 208 state banks and no central bank. Unlike the public bank, state banks did not transfer funds between states. This fact nearly paralyzed the Treasury Department because it was unable to collect revenue and pay interest on time.

With the country devoid of central banking, Congress authorized its first of five subscriptions to Treasury notes in $100 and $1,000 denominations on June 30, 1812. These enabled the payment of duties and debts owed to the government and served as a nonspecie reserve for state banks. Subsequent subscriptions in 1814 included $20 denominations, and with later 1814 and early 1815 subscriptions, notes were issued in $3, $5, $20, $50, and larger denominations. This created a de facto medium of exchange and factored into the defeat of a congressional bill to create a new Bank of the United States.

The Bank of Stephan Girard (also known as the Bank of Girard, Stephen Girard’s Bank, and Girard’s Bank), founded in New York City by Stephan Girard (the wealthiest man in the country at the time) as a nonchartered bank on May 12, 1812, played a prominent role in the war. The bank assumed a trustee role for the assets of the First Bank of the United States during the latter’s dissolution and acted as an agent during the 1813 War Loan subscription. The latter resulted in nearly $2.5 million in the Treasury’s deposit account. A broader analysis of the bank’s records from the period reflects a larger number of smaller deposits in smaller denominations, indicating a broadening of banking customers but a subsequent gradual decline in total deposits and showing a change in credit as whole. The Bank of Stephen Girard was indicative of banking in the Mid-Atlantic region but not necessarily all regions of the country.

New England, already opposed to the war because of its trade-based economy, also eschewed the subscription of Treasury notes, instead holding firmly to prewar support of a hard currency policy. Congress ordered a universal suspension of specie payments, which occurred on August 31, 1814, when its credit was exhausted, but New England held firm and continued to deal in specie-backed currency. Some New England merchants speculated on the bills and bought them at a premium, anticipating a postwar boom.

Not until April 10, 1816, was the Second Bank of the United States founded to deal once again with an expanding economy and need for credit. In a major postwar readjustment, Republican ideologues had come full circle and finally embraced the Federalist notion of centralized finance.

Marcel A. Derosier
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Baratarian Pirates

The Baratarian pirates played a key role in the important Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. It is possible that without their assistance the Americans might have lost that battle, and it is equally probable that had the Baratarians aided the British, the Americans would probably have been defeated.

Barataria Bay (Lake Barataria) in Louisiana lies south of the city of New Orleans on the Gulf of Mexico. During the War of 1812, the bay was considered one of the possible British invasion routes to the city, although the lakes and bayous from Barataria Bay could be navigated only by flatboats of very shallow draft. Barataria itself, however, afforded a good harbor for gunboats.

On Grand Terre Island at the mouth of the bay, slave runners, smugglers, and pirates had established a thriving community. They claimed legitimacy on the basis of letters of marque purchased from the government of Cartagena, the first city of New Grenada (Columbia) to declare its independence from Spain. Sailing under Cartagenian colors, fast Baratarian ships captured a number of Spanish vessels in the Gulf of Mexico, including slavers from Africa. On occasion the Baratarian pirates also attacked ships of other nations, including those of the United States. The Baratarians were led by French expatriates Jean and Pierre Lafitte. While Jean Lafitte operated chiefly from the pirate stronghold, Pierre Lafitte looked after Baratarian business dealings in New Orleans. Dominique You was another important Baratarian leader.

In January 1814, the Baratarians attacked a number of revenue officers, killing one of them and serious wounding two others. This helped end sympathy in New Orleans for their operations, and in July 1814 a federal grand jury indicted the pirate leaders. In Washington, Secretary of the Navy William Jones, despite the war with Britain, made it a priority to eliminate the pirates and issued explicit orders to that effect to Master Commandant Daniel T. Patterson, commanding the New Orleans Naval Station. Jones dispatched the schooner Carolina from Charleston to New Orleans for the express purpose of assaulting the pirate stronghold. The Carolina arrived at New Orleans on August 20, 1814.

On September 3, 1814, Royal Navy captain Nicholas Lockyer, accompanied by Major Edward Nicolls of the Royal Marines, went to Barataria under a flag of truce and offered the pirates a blanket amnesty, providing that they surrendered their ships and stronghold to the British and ceased their piratical ways forever. Those who participated in the planned British assault on New Orleans would receive special compensation in ranks and pay. Reportedly the British offered Jean Lafitte 30,000 pounds, which he would have been expected to share with others, but there is no definite proof of this. In effect, this was an ultimatum that signaled the end of their careers as freebooters. At the same time, the Baratarians were well aware that U.S. authorities were equally as determined to end their freebooting ways. Lafitte told Lockyer that he would give him an answer in two weeks and then promptly informed the Americans.

It must therefore have come as something of a shock when U.S. Navy ships and army troops moved against the Baratarians in a previously planned operation. On September 11, Patterson set out from New Orleans down the Mississippi River with a naval force that ultimately included the Carolina and six gunboats. Colonel George T. Ross commanded the accompanying land force of a company of the 44th Infantry Regiment. The squadron and the troops departed the Southwest Pass of the Mississippi on the evening of September 15 and arrived at Grand Terre on Lake Barataria at 8:30 a.m. on September 16.

A number of pirate vessels were in the harbor, and at 9:00 a.m. the pirates formed 10 of them, mounting a total of 20 cannon, into a line of battle near the harbor entrance. Patterson, with his flag in gunboat No. 156, made his own preparations, forming a battle line of his gunboats, the tender Sea Horse, and a launch mounting a carronade. The Carolina had to be excluded from the attack because it drew too much water to cross into the harbor. At about 10:30 a.m. two gunboats grounded, but the other four entered the harbor. On the approach of the naval force, the pirates quickly abandoned their ships and endeavored to escape in a number of small boats. One pirate schooner was set afire by its crew, but Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones boarded it and put out the flames.

While the navy took possession of the pirate vessels and their prizes, Colonel Ross’s men secured the pirate stronghold ashore. Patterson was disappointed that the pirate force, which he estimated in his report of the battle to be 800–1,000 men “of all nations and colours,” had fled; he expressed confidence that had they stood and fought, he would have been able “to destroy or make Prisoners of them, and their leaders.” The Lafittes were not present, but You was among those taken.

On the morning of September 20, the American squadron captured the pirate armed schooner General Bolivar (four guns). Its captain, unaware of what had transpired, was making for Grand Terre. When he realized what had transpired and tried to escape, the schooner grounded and was then taken by boats commanded by U.S. Navy lieutenant Robert Spedden.

After burning the town of Barataria, the Americans and their prizes, 17 vessels in all, departed Grand Terre on the morning of September 23. One prize schooner escaped the first night out, but the remaining vessels were brought to New Orleans on October 1. Patterson recommended that 3 prize schooners be taken into U.S. Navy service. The rest were condemned and sold.

Subsequently learning that some pirate vessels were still operating from Grand Terre, Patterson ordered Lieutenant Jones to return there with three gunboats, the Sea Horse, and the prize schooners General Bolivar and Peter. This squadron cleared the Southwest Pass on October 16 and took additional pirate vessels, including a schooner. Subsequently, another half-dozen additional pirate vessels were taken. Reducing the Baratarian pirates meant that there would be no threat to New Orleans from that quarter.

Despite what had transpired, or perhaps because of it, Jean Lafitte now offered his services to Major General Andrew Jackson, U.S. commander at New Orleans during the British attack. Jackson accepted the offer, and the Americans released from imprisonment and armed the Baratarians they held, among them You, who was given command of one of two 24-pounder cannon manned by Baratarian gunners in Line Jackson. The Baratarians took part in battles on December 28, 1814, and January 1 and 8, 1815. The services of these artillerists were so valued during the January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans that Jackson’s general order of January 21 specifically commented “Captain Dominique” (You) and Renato Beluché, who commanded the other gun, for their “gallantry” in the action. In recognition of their role in this important American victory, all proceedings against the Baratarians were dropped, and in February 1815 President James Madison pardoned them and other Baratarians.

After the war Jean Lafitte repurchased his vessels that Patterson had captured and sold as prizes. Lafitte, his brother, You, and many other Baratarians sailed to Port-au-Prince, Haiti, where they expected to be welcomed and hoped to set up operations. They were allowed only to take on supplies. They then sailed to Galveston Island. Mexican revolutionaries commissioned Jean Lafitte to attack Spanish vessels from his settlement on Galveston, known as Campeche and modeled after Barataria Bay. But those with Lafitte at Campeche were more lawless and less honor-bound. Beset by internal factionalism and a devastating hurricane in 1818, Lafitte’s newest enterprise was doomed. Indeed, anxious to smooth relations with Spain, U.S. officials forced the evacuation of Campeche in 1820.
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Barbary Wars

See Algerine War

Barbour, James

Birth Date: June 10, 1775

Death Date: June 7, 1842

Governor of Virginia. James Barbour was born in Orange County, Virginia, on June 10, 1775, the son of a politician. Lack of money prevented Barbour from attending college. Apprenticed to a Richmond lawyer, he passed the state bar at the age of 18 and quickly gained a reputation as an excellent orator.

Barbour won election to the House of Delegates in 1798 and garnered renown for his eloquent stand against the Alien and Sedition Acts. His strident stance on behalf of emerging Jeffersonian Republicanism led to a rapid rise in party ranks. With the help of notable friends such as Thomas Jefferson and James Madison, Barbour rose to Speaker of the House of Delegates in 1809. He subsequently ran for governor in 1811 and was defeated, but following the death of Governor George W. Smith in a fire, the state legislature appointed Barbour the new chief executive on January 4, 1812.

Barbour entered office on the cusp of the War of 1812 and, as an ardent supporter of now President Madison, forcefully marshaled state resources to support him. That February, Barbour requested funding to strengthen and enlarge the state militia, toured the Tidewater region, and suggested that a fort be constructed on Craney Island to protect the port of Norfolk. The following March he mobilized 12,000 militia in anticipation of renewed conflict with Great Britain. He also mobilized state forces several times to halt British depredations along the largely undefended coastline and pledged his personal fortune to provide the necessary funding.

Barbour’s energy and activity in war preparations led to an ­easy reelection without opposition in November 1812, and he was easily reelected to third and fourth terms in 1813 and 1814. One of his final wartime acts was submitting a plan to organize 10,000 Virginia militia under federal control, but the onset of peace in the spring of 1815 obviated its implementation.

On December 1, 1814, the state legislature appointed Barbour to the U.S. Senate, succeeding Richard Brent. As previously, Barbour established himself as a vigorous political leader in the Senate, championing nationalism and internal improvements. Barbour introduced legislation calling for rechartering of the Bank of the United States in 1816, and in 1825 President John Quincy Adams appointed him secretary of war. During 1828–1829 he was U.S. minister to Great Britain.

[image: image]

As governor of Virginia during 1812–1814, James Barbour strongly supported war with Britain and mobilized the state’s resources accordingly. His distinguished record of public service included speaker of the Virginia House of Delegates, U.S. senator,

By 1830 Barbour had become closely associated with the Whig Party, and he helped campaign for both Henry Clay and William Henry Harrison as president. Barbour, a stalwart of the Democratic Republicans and an effective wartime leader, died at Barboursville, Virginia, on June 7, 1842.
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Barclay, Robert Heriot

Birth Date: September 18, 1785

Death Date: May 8, 1837

Royal Navy officer. Robert Heriot Barclay was born in the village of Kettle Hill, Scotland, on September 18, 1785 (some sources cite dates in 1786). His uncle, Rear Admiral William Duddingstone, arranged for him to enter the Royal Navy in 1798. Barclay immediately saw action against the French and Spanish and was promoted to lieutenant in 1804, after which he was in the ship of the line Swiftsure as part of Vice Admiral Horatio Lord Nelson’s fleet at the battle of Trafalgar on October 21, 1805. Later appointed to the frigate Diana, Barclay was involved in various minor engagements and suffered the amputation of his left arm in 1808 after being wounded in a skirmish. The next year he was sent to Halifax, with the expectation that he would soon gain promotion. He then had at least one independent command in an armed schooner.

In March 1813 Barclay was at Bermuda in Admiral Sir John B. Warren’s squadron when Warren responded to Sir George Prevost’s plea for experienced naval officers by promoting Barclay to commander and sending him to Canada with two commanders, six lieutenants, and several warrant officers. They went to Halifax and then Saint John, New Brunswick, and overland to Quebec. Barclay traveled ahead and reached Kingston, Upper Canada, during the final week of April and was soon joined by most of the others.

Commander Barclay officially began the Royal Navy’s tenure on the lakes and was busy reorganizing the former Provincial Marine vessels and dockyard when Commodore Sir James Yeo arrived. Yeo offered Barclay command of the gunboats on the St. Lawrence River, but when he turned this down, Yeo sent him to command on Lake Erie at Amherstburg. Barclay enjoyed control of the lake at first, but his squadron was small, underequipped, and badly undermanned. He asked his superiors for a military detachment so he could attack U.S. Navy master commandant Oliver Perry’s shipyard at Erie, Pennsylvania, but his request was denied. Barclay’s colleague at Amherstburg, Major General Henry Procter, was busy confronting the Americans at Forts Meig and Stephenson while Barclay patrolled the lake and waited for reinforcements, supplies, and guns to arrive at Long Point for final delivery to Amherstburg. Early in August he missed the opportunity to harass Perry’s squadron as it struggled over the bar of the harbor at Erie; this serious lapse has never been sufficiently explained.

Once Perry was on the lake, Barclay withdrew to Amherstburg. A new 20-gun ship, the Detroit, was launched in August, but there was a shortage of equipment for it, and it was ultimately armed with a hodgepodge of artillery. Shortages threatened the British base so severely that Procter and Barclay agreed that he must try to fight Perry for control of the lake and reopen their supply lines. This predicament resulted in the loss of his squadron at the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813. Barclay suffered two wounds in the engagement, and Perry arranged for his quick parole and transport back to Canada.

Yeo criticized Barclay’s decision to do battle, but the court-martial held in September 1814 in England revealed how poorly manned and equipped his squadron had been. Barclay was consequently absolved of blame for the defeat but was left unemployed on half pay. His brief appointment to a warship in 1824 allowed for his promotion to captain, and thereafter he supported his wife and large family with his pensions and half pay. Barclay died on May 8, 1837, in Edinburgh.

Robert Malcomson

See also

Fort Malden; Fort Meigs, Sieges of; Fort Stephenson; Kingston, Upper Canada; Lake Erie, Battle of; Lake Erie Campaign; Perry, Oliver Hazard; Prevost, Sir George; Procter, Henry; Provincial Marine; Warren, Sir John Borlase; Yeo, James Lucas

Further Reading


Buckie, Robert. “‘His Majesty’s Flag Has Not Been Tarnished’: The Role of Robert Heriot Barclay.” Journal of Erie Studies 17 (1988): 85–102.

Douglas, W. A. B. “The Honor of the Flag Had Not Suffered: Robert Heriot Barclay and the Battle of Lake Erie.” In War on the Great Lakes: Essays Commemorating the 175th Anniversary of the Battle of Lake Erie, edited by Jeffrey William Welsh and David Curtis Skaggs, 5–29. Kent, OH: Kent University Press, 1991.

Malcomson, Robert. “The Barclay Correspondence: More from the Man Who Lost the Battle of Lake Erie.” Journal of Erie Studies 20 (1991): 18–35.



Barclay, Thomas

Birth Date: October 12, 1753

Death Date: April 21, 1830

British Army officer, agent for prisoners of war, and consul general for British affairs in the United States during the War of 1812. Born in New York City on October 12, 1753, Thomas Barclay graduated from King’s College in 1772. He spent three years studying law under John Jay and became an attorney in 1775. In 1776 Barclay volunteered for service of the Crown as a Loyalist in New York. He received a commission as a captain in the Loyal American Regiment in 1777. After a promotion for gallantry, he received command of the Provincial Light Infantry in 1780, remaining in this position until his capture in 1781. At the end of the war, he moved his family to Nova Scotia, where he resumed the practice of law. He also became active in local politics and was a leader in the provincial militia. In 1799, Barclay returned to New York as the British imperial consul general.

When the War of 1812 commenced, Barclay remained in his post, although he was recalled to London for consultations. In November 1812, Barclay’s duties increased, as he was named the British agent for prisoners of war. This position required him to relocate to Bladensburg, Maryland, to better consult with his American counterpart, John Mason, U.S. commissary general of prisoners. Mason and Barclay essentially determined the conditions of captivity for all prisoners held by the United States during the war.

On May 12, 1813, Barclay and Mason concluded negotiations for a prisoner of war exchange cartel, commonly called the Cartel of May 12. This document required that all prisoners, regardless of nationality or location of capture, were to be treated “with humanity conformable to the usage and practice of the most civilized nations during war.” Most importantly, they would be exchanged on a rank-for-rank basis without delay. Barring equal numbers of prisoners being held by each side, the cartel also established an equivalency table for prisoners of war. In a major departure from earlier practice, the cartel also allowed the exchange of naval personnel for army troops. Compared with similar agreements from the Revolutionary War, this cartel was remarkably simple and effective.

When British forces marched toward Washington, D.C., in the summer of 1814, Barclay received several British officers in his home at Bladensburg. This fact outraged Mason, who believed that Barclay had used his role as agent for prisoners to gather intelligence on American military forces, to be passed on to British commanders. This unfortunate incident poisoned what had otherwise been a very positive relationship, one that had undoubtedly ameliorated the conditions of captivity for thousands of British prisoners of war.

After the war Barclay remained in the United States, serving as a boundary commissioner and an agent for the British government in settling the provisions of the Treaty of Ghent. Barclay retired to a country estate on Manhattan Island, where he died on April 21, 1830.
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Baring, Alexander, First Lord Ashburton

Birth Date: October 27, 1774

Death Date: May 13, 1848

Influential British businessman, financier, and politician. Alexander Baring, who became the first Lord Ashburton in 1835, was born on October 27, 1774, at Longleat, Wiltshire, the second son of Sir Francis Baring, a wealthy financier and merchant. Alexander Baring was educated mostly by private tutors, and when Baring was at a young age his father determined that the boy would follow in his footsteps as a principal in Hope & Company, a Dutch bank with considerable holdings in London. Beginning in the 1790s, Baring began to embark on extensive travels to the United States, where he befriended many influential Americans and made possible a number of financial transactions. He also married an American woman in 1798. In 1803 Baring helped negotiate the financial conditions upon which the Louisiana Purchase was based. In 1810, upon the death of his father, he became head of Hope & Company, which he consolidated into Baring Brothers & Company the following year.

After 1805 or so, Baring concentrated most of his attention and travel on Europe. He served in Parliament during 1806–1835, representing three different districts. Like many businessmen who abhorred war chiefly because it disrupted trade and commerce, Baring did not support British policies vis-à-vis the United States. He vociferously opposed the Orders in Council in 1812, which greatly restricted trade with the United States, and authored a treatise titled An Inquiry into the Causes and Consequences of the Orders in Council and an Examination of the Conduct of Great Britain towards the Neutral Commerce of America.

By the mid-1820s, Baring had largely disengaged from his business concerns. In 1832, he was offered the important position of chancellor of the exchequer but declined the post. Two years later, he became president of the Board of Trade and master of the mint, positions that he held until April 1835. In 1842, he accepted a diplomatic assignment to the United States, which resulted in the Webster-Ashburton Treaty. That document resolved several border disputes between the United States and British-held Canada. Baring died on May 13, 1848, at Longleat, Wiltshire.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Barker, Jacob

Birth Date: December 17, 1779

Death Date: December 26, 1871

American financier. Jacob Barker was born in Kennebec County, Maine, on December 17, 1779, the scion of a Quaker family. He was also a distant relative of Benjamin Franklin. In 1785 Barker moved to New York City to work as a clerk in a commission house where, industrious and thrifty, he eventually acquired controlling interest in several merchant ships. Rising wealth paralleled his participation in politics, and as a staunch Democratic Republican, he was one of the founders of Tammany Hall. In concert with many Federalist merchants of the city, Barker opposed war with Britain. Once war was declared, however, he gave his unequivocal support to the James Madison administration.

During the next three years Barker helped raised money for the war effort in New York City, although the Royal Navy eventually captured all his ships and essentially ruined him financially. Nonetheless, he still managed to arrange a $10 million loan for the cash-strapped administration. His subsequent claims against the government were never satisfactorily resolved.

Barker’s best-known activity during the war years came in the summer of 1814 when he was in the capital attempting to raise additional money for the war effort. Chaos reigned following the British victory at Bladensburg on August 24, and Barker was on hand in the White House to assist Dolly Madison in removing and relocating the famous portrait of George Washington. The following day Barker appeared at U.S. Army headquarters at the Montgomery County Courthouse; upon learning that the leadership lacked rations to feed the men, he rode to Baltimore, purchased several wagonloads of food, and then paid to have them transported back to camp.

After the war Barker resumed commercial activities in New York with considerable success, regaining his former affluence. However, his fortunes fluctuated wildly following the economic depression of 1826, and the following year he and six partners were indicted for fraud in the failure of an insurance company. Although eventually cleared of all charges, Barker resettled in New Orleans, Louisiana, to pursue law. He was again wildly successful and in the 1840s assisted in the release of several free African Americans who were being illegally detained as escaped slaves. Barker was among the leading capitalists of the South when the American Civil War commenced in 1861, and the following year he contested the military administration of Union Army major general Benjamin Butler. After the war Barker secured election to the U.S. Senate from Louisiana, but insomuch as that state had not been readmitted to the Union, he was not seated. In 1867 he declared bankruptcy and relocated to Philadelphia to live with his son. Barker died there on December 26, 1871, largely overlooked for the important role he had played in the War of 1812 six decades previously.

John C. Fredriksen
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Barlow, Joel

Birth Date: March 24, 1754

Death Date: December 26, 1812

American writer and diplomat. Born in Redding, Connecticut, on March 24, 1754, Joel Barlow graduated from Yale College in 1778 and served as a chaplain with a Massachusetts unit in the final years of the Revolutionary War. A contemporary of Timothy Dwight, John Trumball, and David Humphreys—with whom he founded the Hartford Wits—Barlow established a weekly newspaper and composed epic poetry, publishing three books of poetry and one book of essays; his best-known work was The Hasty Pudding, published in 1796. As an agent of the Scioto Land Company, he spent considerable time in London and lived in France during the French Revolution, fostering contacts among the moderate elements in French society and developing a thinly veiled dislike of Napoleon Bonaparte. While in Europe, Barlow managed to make himself somewhat wealthy, mainly through his writing and land speculation, before serving as a diplomat for the United States. Serving as American consul to Algiers during 1795–1797, Barlow helped negotiate the release of numerous imprisoned American sailors and also negotiated a treaty of friendship with Tripoli. He later married Ruth Baldwin, and the couple became members of Washington society after returning to the United States in 1804.

In 1811 President James Madison selected Barlow, who was now a staunch Democratic Republican, to be minister plenipotentiary to France, replacing future secretary of war John Armstrong. As such, Barlow was involved in efforts to resolve trade-related issues that threatened to drag the United States into war with France. Barlow was unable to negotiate a resolution to the problem, as Napoleon had no real interest in improving relations with the United States. The fruitless negotiations were suspended when Napoleon invaded Russia in 1812; however, when Barlow informed the French that the revocation of the British Orders in Council would likely lead to a quick end to the War of 1812, the minister was summoned to Vilna, Lithuania, to meet with the French minister of foreign affairs, who now believed that negotiating a treaty with America would be in France’s best interest.

Despite misgivings about traveling in winter, Barlow left Paris in late October 1812 at the same time that Napoleon and his army began their withdrawal from Russia. The failure of the emperor’s campaign and the subsequent collapse of the army led the French foreign ministry and foreign ambassadors to abandon Vilna in early December, not long after Barlow arrived.

Traveling in the frigid winter weather did in fact break Barlow’s health, and he soon contracted pneumonia. He succumbed to the illness in Zarnowiec, a village approximately 25 miles from Krakow in present-day Poland, on December 26, 1812. Barlow was succeeded as minister by another future secretary of war, William H. Crawford.

Stephen Svonavec
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Barney, Joshua

Birth Date: July 6, 1759

Death Date: December 1, 1818

U.S. Navy officer. Born in Baltimore County, Maryland, on July 6, 1759, Joshua Barney went to sea at an early age, commanding his first vessel while still in his teens. He served with distinction in the Revolutionary War as a captain of privateers and in the Continental Navy. He was an officer in the French Navy from 1796 to 1802 and left that service as a commodore. Returning to Baltimore, in May 1812 he sold his home and retired to a farm at Elkridge.

When the War of 1812 began, Barney despaired of a navy command because of the loss of seniority while he was in French service and thus turned to privateering. Late in 1812, in one of the most successful privateering ventures of the war, his 12-gun Rossie took 18 British prizes, 2 of them in hard-fought engagements. Unfortunately for Barney, financial return from the cruise was slight, and he again retired.

In the summer of 1813 Barney drafted a comprehensive defense scheme for the Chesapeake Bay area and sent it to Secretary of the Navy William Jones. Much of the bay and its tributaries were navigable only to shallow-draft vessels, and the British often had to rely on barges. Barney’s plan was to build a flotilla of shallow-draft rowed vessels capable of seeking out the British barges when the latter were away from the cover of Royal Navy warships. In August 1813 Jones offered Barney command of an upper Chesapeake flotilla at Baltimore. To avoid offending high-ranking naval officers, he gave Barney no regular or permanent rank in the navy; Barney’s commission was that of sailing master commandant, “Captain in the Flotilla Services of the United States.”

Initially, Barney’s flotilla consisted of eight barges and galleys being built for the navy at Baltimore, some city barges, and other vessels to be supplied by the navy. He added to this by purchase and construction. The British, meanwhile, increased their presence in the bay and also built barges.

Barney was eager for battle, and beginning in April 1814 he made several forays in an effort to engage the British. Unfortunately for the Americans, the end result was that Barney’s flotilla was bottled up in the Patuxent River. In June the flotilla fought several battles with the British but could not escape the Patuxent, and a British advance by water and land forced him to destroy his boats at Pig Point on August 22. He and his men then marched overland with some of their guns to Washington.
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Joshua Barney, a leading privateer captain during the American Revolutionary War and War of 1812, drafted a comprehensive defense scheme for the Chesapeake Bay area and was named to command a gunboat flotilla there. Defeated by the Brtish in the Patuxent River, he and his men were virtually the only

Barney’s flotillamen and marines were defending one of two bridges over the eastern branch of the Potomac, guarding access to the Washington Navy Yard, when news came of the British advance on Washington. In a conference with President James Madison, Barney insisted on marching to Bladensburg and adding his men to the American defenses forming there to meet the British.

In the ensuing Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, Barney and his flotillamen and marines were virtually the only Americans to gain credit. During the fighting, Barney directed a battery of five guns. Wounded in the thigh by a musket ball, he was among those taken prisoner. Washington, D.C., subsequently awarded him a sword for his efforts in trying to defend the city. Barney died at Pittsburgh on December 1, 1818.
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Barrie, Robert

Birth Date: May 5, 1774

Death Date: June 7, 1841

Royal Navy officer. Robert Barrie was born on May 5, 1774, at St. Augustine, Florida. His father, a surgeon’s mate in the British Army, died the next year, and his mother returned to England with Robert and remarried in 1784. Her brother, Captain Alan Gardner of the Royal Navy, arranged for Barrie to join Captain George Vancouver’s voyage of exploration to the Pacific Ocean in 1791. Upon his return from that voyage in 1795, Barrie advanced to lieutenant.

Barrie gained his first war experience in the West Indies during the fighting against France and won promotion to commander late in 1801, followed by advancement to post captain in April 1802. As captain of the frigate Pomone from 1806, Barrie was actively involved against the French on the European coasts, conducting numerous operations, one of which, in 1810, saw him capture a French ship carrying Napoleon Bonaparte’s brother Lucien. The Frenchman was so impressed with Barrie’s conduct that he offered him a cash reward, which Barrie refused on a point of honor. The Pomone was wrecked at the Isle of Wight, England, in October 1811. The resulting court-martial absolved Barrie of blame; he is said to have been greatly admired by his crew and peers.

Barrie took command of the 74-gun ship of the line Dragon in the spring of 1813 and began his service out of Halifax and Bermuda. For nearly two years, the Dragon was continuously employed in hostilities against the Americans, particularly in Chesapeake Bay during the campaigns of first Admiral Sir John B. Warren and then Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane. Barrie acted as senior officer in the Chesapeake late in 1813, and during that period his forces captured more than 80 prizes. He worked closely with Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn, supporting numerous raids and other skirmishes such as the pursuit of Captain Joshua Barney’s flotilla in June 1814. Barrie ended his war service as part of the force that occupied Cumberland Island, off Georgia, in January 1815.

Barrie was knighted in 1815 and was posted to Canada as commander of the Royal Navy forces on the Great Lakes from 1819 until 1834. He rose to rear admiral in 1837 and died on June 7, 1841, probably at the family home near Lancaster, England.

Robert Malcomson
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Barron, James

Birth Date: September 15, 1768

Death Date: April 21, 1851

U.S. Navy officer. Born in Norfolk, Virginia, on September 15, 1768, James Barron came from a distinguished naval family. He enlisted as a midshipman during the American Revolutionary War, probably in 1781. After the war he entered the merchant service and became a captain. Commissioned in the navy as a lieutenant on March 9, 1798, during the 1798–1800 Quasi-War with France, Barron served aboard the frigate United States under Captain John Barry.

Regarded as an enterprising officer, Barron developed the first U.S. Navy uniform code of signals. He was also known for his seamanship and courage, helping to save the United States during a storm. For this Barry commended Barron to the secretary of the navy, leading to his promotion to captain on May 22, 1799.

Barron then served as flag captain for Commodore Barry on the United States. In October 1800 Barron commanded the ship Warren, but he contracted yellow fever and in April 1801 was sent home. During the Quasi-War he only had the opportunity to distinguish himself in seamanship.

Barron was one of only nine captains retained after the war. During fighting against Tripoli he commanded the frigate President in Commodore Richard Dale’s squadron. In a second Mediterranean cruise, Barron commanded the frigates Chesapeake and New York under Commodore Richard Morris. During 1803–1804 Barron directed gunboat construction in the United States. In September 1804 he was again in the Mediterranean, commanding the frigate Essex in the blockade of Tripoli. Fame and glory again eluded him, however. After service as president of the court of inquiry to investigate Captain William Bainbridge’s loss of the Philadelphia, Barron returned home in command of the President.

Following shore leave, Barron helped supervise gunboat construction. Then in January 1807 he was appointed commodore of the U.S. Mediterranean Squadron with his flag in the frigate Chesapeake. He spent little time supervising preparation of the frigate, which was, however, the responsibility of flag captain Charles Gordon.

When the Chesapeake sailed for the Mediterranean on June 22, 1807, it was unprepared for action and thus was unable to respond effectively when the 50-gun British ship Leopard pulled alongside and its captain demanded the right to search for British deserters aboard. Barron refused, and the Leopard opened fire. Three American seamen were killed, and 17 were wounded; the injured included Barron himself.
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U.S. Navy captain James Barron commanded the U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake during its June 22, 1807, encounter with the British warship Leopard and was suspended from the navy for five years. This Chesapeake-Leopard Affiar was one of the causes of war with Britain five years later. (Library of Congress)

In January 1808, Barron was court-martialed for his role in the affair. Although acquitted on several charges, he was found guilty of having failed to clear his ship for action on the probability of an engagement; he was suspended from the service for five years without pay, an event that sharply divided the navy. It was 1809 before Barron could find employment as a merchant captain. He spent the War of 1812 in Denmark, not returning to the United States until 1818. When he sought reinstatement in the navy, Captain Stephen Decatur attacked him publicly for staying abroad during the war. The two men then fought a duel on March 22, 1820, in which both were wounded—Decatur mortally.

Barron did secure reinstatement in the navy in 1822, although not afloat. He commanded the Philadelphia and Gosport (Norfolk) Navy Yards, the former twice. He resigned in 1837 but was reinstated in March 1842 to command the Philadelphia Naval Asylum. He retired altogether that November. Barron at least had the satisfaction of outliving the other principals in the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair. At the time of his death in Norfolk, Virginia, on April 21, 1851, he was the oldest living U.S. Navy officer.
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Basden, James Lewis

Birth Date: 1785

Death Date: May 22, 1856

British Army officer. Born in 1785, James Lewis Basden began his military career as an ensign in the Scots Brigade in 1801, rising to lieutenant the next year and then going to India with the regiment (renamed the 94th Foot in 1802), which saw action under the future Duke of Wellington in 1803. In Britain three years later, Basden transferred, as a captain, into the newly raised 2nd Battalion of the 89th Foot. That regiment went to Gibraltar, from where it participated in the October 1810 Battle of Fuengirola on the southeast coast of Spain, which resulted in a disastrous British defeat and heavy casualties for the 89th Foot. Reconstituted under the leadership of Lieutenant Colonel Joseph W. Morrison, the regiment was sent to Canada, arriving at Quebec in October 1812.

Basden commanded the light company that reached York in June 1813, but he lost his appointment, by order of Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost, on July 14 because of the company’s misconduct in transit. Basden was reinstated in September, joining the army on the Niagara Peninsula and taking part in the raid against Black Rock and Buffalo on December 30.

During the winter of 1813–1814, the light company took post at the village of Delaware on the Thames River about 8 miles southwest of present-day London, Ontario. There the company again drew public protest for its unrestrained behavior while conducting patrols in search of American infiltrators and local renegades. One patrol resulted in the Battle of Longwoods, 15 miles southwest of Delaware, on March 4, 1814. There Basden rashly led two companies of regulars and some militia and Indians to stop an American force under Captain Andrew Holmes. The Americans beat back the British charges against their quickly fortified position, inflicting heavy losses, and Basden was wounded before ordering a withdrawal. Prevost complained about him again, commenting to Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond about Basden’s “injudicious arrangement” of the attacking force.

Basden and his company joined Drummond in June and earned official recognition for their role in the actions at Lundy’s Lane (July 25), Conjocta Creek (August 3), and fighting at Fort Erie through August and September. As proof of his good service, Basden received a brevet promotion to major in 1815, with the appointment backdated to December 1813.

Basden remained in the army after the war, advancing to full major in 1821 with a brevet as lieutenant colonel in 1830. He was knighted in 1826 and returned to Canada during the rebellions of 1837 before retiring with full pay in 1843. Basden died on May 22, 1856, near Portsmouth, England.

Robert Malcomson
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Bathurst, Henry, Third Earl Bathurst

Birth Date: May 22, 1762

Death Date: July 27, 1834

British politician and secretary of state for war and the colonies during the War of 1812. Born at Maidwell, Northamptonshire, on May 22, 1762, Henry Bathurst was educated at Eton College and Christ Church, Oxford. In 1783, he became a member of Parliament for Cirencester, a post he held until succeeding to the peerage in 1794.

While in Parliament, Bathurst also served as a lord of the Admiralty from 1783 to 1789 and a lord of the Treasury from 1789 to 1791. In 1793 he was appointed as a commissioner of the Board of Control, where he remained until 1801. He was subsequently appointed to the Privy Council. He also served as teller of the exchequer from 1790 until his death and as clerk of the Crown in chancery from 1800.

From 1804 to 1806, Bathurst served as master of the Royal Mint, and from 1807 to 1812 he was a member of the cabinet as president of the Board of Trade. Throughout these years in the cabinet, he remained as master of the Royal Mint. From October to November 1809, he served as foreign secretary. Bathurst’s final promotion came in June 1812, when he was appointed secretary of state for war and the colonies.

In his new post, Bathurst played an influential role in the conduct of the War of 1812, engaging in frequent correspondence with Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, military commander in and governor in chief of British North America, to whom Bathurst proffered his advice, instructions, and commands at great length. Throughout the years of the war in North America, Bathurst understandably remained more preoccupied with the struggle against Napoleonic France than the smaller war against the United States.

Despite being largely supportive of Prevost throughout the war years, in March 1815 Bathurst followed the advice of Arthur Wellesley, Lord Wellington, and recalled Prevost to England. Prevost had become unpopular with some of his officers for what they regarded as his unnecessary caution and unfair treatment of some officers. On Prevost’s return to England, the official report of the Battle of Plattsburgh was published along with complaints by British commander on the Great Lakes Commodore Sir James Yeo that Prevost had prematurely forced Royal Navy captain George Downie into battle at Plattsburgh in September 1814. Prevost requested a court-martial to clear his name but died in January 1816 before witnesses could travel from Canada and the matter could be fully resolved.

Following the War of 1812, Bathurst remained secretary of state for war and the colonies until 1827, at which time he resigned after being asked to move from the Colonial Office to the Home Office. His most significant contributions at the Colonial Office following 1815 were his stabilization of the Ionian Islands protectorate after the 1821 Greek Revolt and, after 1823, his efforts to reform slavery and the slave trade before its eventual abolition in 1833. Following his resignation from the Colonial Office, Bathurst remained in government for three more years, serving as lord president of the council under Prime Minister Wellington during 1828–1830. Bathurst died at his London home on July 27, 1834.

Benjamin J. Grob-Fitzgibbon
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Bayard, James Asheton

Birth Date: July 28, 1767

Death Date: August 6, 1815

Lawyer, diplomat, and Federalist congressman and senator who played a major role as a member of the American delegation that negotiated the 1814 Treaty of Ghent. Born on July 28, 1767, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, James Asheton Bayard graduated from Princeton College in 1784. After studying law, he was admitted to the bar in 1787 and settled in Wilmington, Delaware. Recognized as an able attorney, and with his political connections through his father-in-law, Bayard quickly rose in Federalist ranks. In 1796 he ran for Congress and served in the House of Representatives from 1797 to 1803.

While in Congress, Bayard took a lead role as manager in the impeachment of Senator William Blount during 1798–1799. Bayard also supported the Quasi-War with France during 1798–1800 while opposing hostile actions against British violations of American neutral rights. As a Federalist partisan, he denounced the Democratic Republicans as agents of France, and he actively supported passage of the Alien and Sedition Acts. In 1801 Bayard turned down President John Adams’s offer of appointment as minister to France. After the tie in the electoral college between Thomas Jefferson and his running mate Aaron Burr in the 1800 presidential election, Bayard initially favored Burr but, fearing the chaos of a constitutional deadlock, permitted Jefferson’s victory in the House. Losing the 1802 congressional election to Caesar Rodney by only 15 votes, Bayard turned the tables and defeated Rodney in the 1804 election.

Bayard did not take his seat, however, because the Delaware state legislature had elected him U.S. senator. Bayard served in the Senate from January 1805 to March 3, 1813. Following the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopoard Affair, Bayard hoped that President Jefferson would take forceful action, even if it meant war, but when the president opted for the Embargo Act of 1807, Bayard refused to support economic coercion. In February 1809, Bayard denounced the supplementary embargo enforcement acts and Jeffersonian foreign policy in general. At this point, Bayard favored direct negotiations with the British and attacked Jefferson in March 1809 for his failure to submit the 1806 Monroe-Pinckney Treaty to the Senate for approval. Bayard also opposed the Non-Intercourse Act of 1809 and efforts to use economic coercion under President James Madison.

[image: image]

James A. Bayard was a Federalist senator from Delaware during 1805–1813. President James Madison selected Bayard as one of the U.S. representatives to the peace talks with Britain that culminated in the Treaty of Ghent of December 24, 1814. (Library of Congress)

As the nation approached war with Great Britain in the spring of 1812, Bayard called for caution and for supplemental defense appropriations, especially for the navy, before opting for war. Despite his initial opposition to the war and support for DeWitt Clinton, Madison’s Republican opponent in the 1812 presidential election, President Madison selected Bayard in April 1813 as a member of the peace mission. Russian czar Alexander I had proposed mediation, and Madison nominated Bayard, along with John Quincy Adams (who was then the minister to Russia), and Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin to participate in the talks. Refusing Russian intervention, the British instead suggested direct negotiations in January 1814.

Anglo-American negotiations began in Ghent, Belgium, in August 1814 with the addition of Jonathan Russell, minister to Norway and Sweden, and Congressman Henry Clay, as additional peace negotiators. The talks ended with the Treaty of Ghent on December 24, 1814. As a result of his service, Madison asked Bayard to serve as minister to Russia, but he refused. Bayard died at Wilmington, a few days after returning there, on August 6, 1815.

Harvey Strum
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Baynes, Edward

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: March 1829

British Army officer. Nothing is known of Edward Baynes’s birth and early years, but he entered the army as an ensign on May 13, 1783. Much of his early career was spent in the West Indies, including commanding a detachment of army troops assigned to a British frigate. On August 18, 1790, Baynes became a lieutenant. Between December 1794 and May 1806, he served as aide-de-camp to Lieutenant General Sir James Craig. Baynes rose to captain on March 25, 1795. He was brevetted major on April 23, 1800, and brevetted lieutenant colonel on April 29, 1802.

In May 1806 Baynes returned to England, and on August 20 he gained appointment as adjutant general of the forces in British North America. On September 17, 1806, he became commander of the Nova Scotia Fencibles. On June 4, 1811, Baynes received a brevet colonelcy, and on February 6, 1812, he became lieutenant colonel of the recently raised Glengarry Light Infantry Fencible Regiment, based in Upper and Lower Canada. Baynes also served briefly as military secretary to Major General Isaac Brock.

As adjutant general of British North America during the War of 1812, Baynes was Lieutenant General George Prevost’s principal staff officer and drafted most of the latter’s general orders and much of his official correspondence. Baynes also corresponded personally with many officers and officials in Canada and Britain, and he conducted the negotiations for the Prevost-Dearborn Armistice of August 1812.

Baynes accompanied Prevost and Commodore James Lucas Yeo to Kingston during May 1813, but Baynes’s only opportunity for command came when he led British forces in the raid on Sackets Harbor during May 27–29, 1813. During the passage Baynes considered canceling the raid, but he decided to continue following a successful skirmish against reinforcements heading for Sackets Harbor. He landed with the troops and, once American resistance intensified, sought Prevost’s concurrence with his decision to retreat and return to Kingston. Baynes’s decision proved unpopular with the troops but was probably tactically correct, given the situation.

Prevost then appointed Baynes to negotiate a cease-fire proposed by American secretary of state James Monroe at Champlain, New York, on May 1, 1814. While Baynes received detailed instructions from Prevost, his American counterpart had no authority to negotiate, and the talks ended that day without result. Baynes continued as the adjutant general and, upon the recommendation of Prevost, was promoted to major general on June 4, 1814. During the Plattsburgh campaign of September 1814, Baynes served as adjutant general of the British left division.

Baynes returned to England after the war. Despite his efficient and lengthy service in North America, he was largely unknown in the army. He went on half pay in 1816 and retired from the army in 1828. Baynes died in March 1829 at Sidmouth, England.
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Bayonet

A blade (knife or small sword) attached to the end of a rifle or musket used to engage in hand-to-hand combat. The term “bayonet” comes from the French word baïonnette, meaning “small knife or dagger.” The origin of this instrument probably involved a makeshift weapon used by conscripts or peasants. It was not formally issued as a military weapon until adopted by the French in the 1660s; the British Army adopted it in 1672. The bayonet all but eliminated the long pike, used alongside muskets to defend against infantry or cavalry. In the War of 1812, the socket bayonet was the most widely distributed; it had a length of 15 to 17 inches.

Although it was designed to be employed against enemy forces at close quarters after initial volleys had been fired, a bayonet’s utility was perhaps greater in threat than in overall effectiveness. After all, in an all-out melee, officers would have little control over their men if a fight was to be decided by cold steel. The weapon would also be useless to attackers against unbroken lines of armed soldiers with significant reserves. Thus, rarely if ever did bayonets decide the outcome of a battle.

Yet the bayonet did have its uses. In addition to providing a psychological effect, it was also good as an ambush weapon. It could be used to eliminate pickets and sentries and to surprise garrisons without the initial use of gunfire. The bayonet played an important role in the November 29, 1813, Battle of Autosse, when it was employed by the Georgia Militia against the Creeks; in attacks around Forts Niagara and Erie; and in a nighttime skirmish in Louisiana a few days before the January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans. Bayonets remain standard-issue weapons to the present day.
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Beanes, William

Birth Date: January 24, 1749

Death Date: October 12, 1828

Maryland physician whose detention by the British Army during August–September 1814 was the inadvertent catalyst for the writing of the poem “The Star-Spangled Banner” by Francis Scott Key. William Beanes was born near Croome in Prince George’s County, Maryland, on January 24, 1749. He is believed to have trained as a doctor under local physicians. On November 25, 1773, he married Sarah Hawkins Hanson, niece of John Hanson, later the president of the First Continental Congress. During the American Revolution, Beanes served as a doctor at a general hospital in Philadelphia.

On August 22, 1814, when invading British forces under Major General Robert Ross camped in Upper Marlboro en route to attack Washington, D.C., Beanes allowed Ross to use his house on Academy Hill as headquarters. In the opinion of Lieutenant George Robert Gleig of the British 85th Regiment, the physician seemed to show himself to be sympathetic to the British cause. Gleig was subsequently shocked to see Beanes arrested after the sack of Washington, when the old doctor was brought back into camp on the back of a horse. Apparently, Beanes and other locals had arrested some British stragglers and imprisoned them in Queen Anne’s Town. News of this development angered Ross. Ross was content to see Beanes clapped in irons on board the British flagship, the 80-gun third-rate ship of the line Tonnant.

Beanes’s arrest set in motion a mission by the U.S. agent for prisoner exchange Colonel John Stuart Skinner, along with Francis Scott Key, to negotiate Beanes’s release. President James Madison had personally requested that Key go on the mission. The two men boarded a truce vessel in Baltimore Harbor and sailed down the Chesapeake Bay to rendezvous with the British fleet near Tangier Island around September 7. With the aid of letters from wounded British officers left at Bladensburg attesting to the good treatment they had received from the Americans, Skinner and Key managed to persuade the British to release Beanes.

Because the agreement to allow Beanes’s release coincided with the British attack on Baltimore, the British compelled the Americans to accompany the fleet during their attack on the city. It was from the deck of the British third-rate ship of the line Minden (74 guns) on the night of September 13–14 that Key watched the bombardment of Fort McHenry at the entrance to Baltimore Harbor. Realizing that the fort had held out, Key penned the now-famous lines of the poem that later became the lyrics of the national anthem. Beanes was released, survived the war, and died on October 12, 1828.
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Beasley, Daniel

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: August 30, 1813

American militia officer, best known for his inept preparations and defense of Fort Mims that led to the massacre of its inhabitants on August 30, 1813, which triggered the Creek War of 1813–1814. Virtually nothing is known about the circumstances of Daniel Beasley’s birth and early years. Some sources claim that he was a lawyer, but he does not enter the historical record until sometime in 1813, when he was assigned by Brigadier General Ferdinand L. Claiborne, Mississippi territorial militia commander, to take 120 Mississippi Territorial Volunteers to Fort Mims. Beasley was a militia major at the time.

Fort Mims, situated some 40 miles northeast of Mobile, Alabama, was little more than a stockade spanning several acres around the home of Samuel Mims, a wealthy farmer. Inside resided 300–500 people—whites, friendly Creeks, and a number of slaves. There were also several houses inside the post, in addition to the Mims residence.

Although he had received frequent warnings of a possible Creek raid from several sources, Beasley appears to have done little to heed them. He did not fully fortify the fort, and he failed to build blockhouses and kept the gate open on a regular basis. Additionally, reports focused on the lax discipline among Fort Mims’ garrison.

A pair of slaves, who reported seeing “Red Creek” warriors massing nearby on August 29, 1813, were whipped when scouts failed to find a trace of the Creeks. On August 30, 1813, as the noontime meal drumbeat began, the Red Creeks attacked Fort Mims in force, eager to avenge the ambush that Americans and their allies had attempted at Burnt Corn Creek on July 27, 1813. Beasley reportedly ran to the gate and was tomahawked to death as he vainly attempted to shut it. Roughly 750 Creeks, led by William Weatherford and Peter McQueen, used the portholes to fire into the stockade, killing most of the panicked residents. The dead included soldiers and noncombatants such as women and children. Survivors took refuge in houses, which were later torched. Only about 20 people reportedly survived by dashing into the woods to evade capture.

The event, known as the Fort Mims Massacre, galvanized Americans in general and Tennesseans in particular to action. Major General Andrew Jackson then raised an army of volunteers, later augmented by army regulars, to wage a vengeful war against the Red Sticks.

John Anthony Tures
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Beaumont, William

Birth Date: November 21, 1785

Death Date: April 25, 1853

U.S. physician who served as a surgeon’s mate during the War of 1812 and who conducted extensive research on human digestion after the war. William Beaumont was born on November 21, 1785, in Lebanon, Connecticut. He apprenticed under Dr. Truman Powell in St. Albans, Vermont. With the beginning of the War of 1812, Beaumont joined the U.S. Army as a surgeon’s mate on September 13, 1812. He was subsequently assigned to the 6th Infantry Regiment in Plattsburgh, New York.

During the war, Beaumont successfully treated more than 200 soldiers for typhus with a mixture of opium, wood resin, and turpentine. In August 1813, Beaumont and several other physicians spent almost two full days amputating arms and legs of soldiers who had been badly wounded during the 6th Regiment’s assault on York in Upper Canada. He also participated in the Battle of Plattsburgh in August 1814. After the war Beaumont practiced medicine in Plattsburgh until 1819, when he rejoined the U.S. Army as a surgeon and was posted to Fort Mackinac, Michigan.

Beaumont’s interest in human digestion began on June 6, 1822, when Alexis St. Martin, a Canadian employee of the American Fur Company on Mackinac Island, Michigan, was accidentally shot in the stomach. Although Beaumont expertly treated the wound, most people in the early 19th century died of such injuries to the stomach region. St. Martin, however, survived the operation, although he was left with a small hole in his stomach from which his internal organs could be observed.

Beaumont subsequently hired St. Martin, who was unable to continue working for the American Fur Company, to be his handyman and general assistant. In 1825, Beaumont was transferred to Fort Niagara, New York, and St. Martin continued in Beaumont’s employ. At Fort Niagara, Beaumont began a series of digestion tests on St. Martin. He would tie various tidbits of food, such as beef, pork, bread, and cabbage, to a piece of string and inset the piece of food into St. Martin’s stomach through the hole left by his gunshot wound. At periodic intervals, Beaumont would remove the particle of food to examine the digestive process. At the same time, Beaumont was able to extract a sample of gastric acid from St. Martin’s stomach for medical analysis. From 1826 to 1827, Beaumont was stationed at Fort Howard, Wisconsin. During this interval, St. Martin moved to Canada with his family, and the digestive tests were temporarily halted.

From 1828 to 1832, Beaumont was stationed at Fort Crawford, Wisconsin. At this point, St. Martin returned to the United States and again worked as Beaumont’s handyman. Beaumont then resumed his digestive tests. He examined the impact of both temperature and emotion on the digestive process. In 1832, Beaumont temporarily retired from the U.S. Army, and St. Martin returned to live with his family in Canada. After living in Washington, D.C., for a year, Beaumont and his wife returned to Plattsburgh, where he wrote Experiments and Observations on the Gastric Juice and the Physiology of Digestion, a groundbreaking study.

Beaumont rejoined the U.S. Army in 1833 and served at Jefferson Barracks near St. Louis, Missouri, until 1839, when he permanently retired. He then entered private practice in St. Louis, where he died on April 25, 1853. Beaumont’s medical experiments, beginning during the War of 1812, earned him the sobriquet “the father of gastric physiology.” Several U.S. hospitals are named in his honor, including the William Beaumont Army Medical Center in El Paso, Texas.
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William Beaumont, a surgeon’s mate during the War of 1812, later conducted important studies on human digestion. Here he is depicted collecting a specimen of gastric juice from the stomach of Alexis St. Martin. Beaumont established that digestion is a chemical
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Beaver Dams, Battle of

Event Date: June 24, 1813

Battle fought on June 24, 1813, between U.S. forces and British-allied Native Americans that effectively ended the U.S. Army offensive on the Niagara Peninsula for that year. Most of the Indians involved in the operation were Mohawks, Quebecs, and Caugnhnawagas.

On May 25, 1813, an American force under Major General Henry Dearborn captured Fort George in Upper Canada, located at the northern end of the Niagara River. The British commander there, Brigadier General John Vincent, successfully withdrew his battered yet intact forces to Burlington Heights, approximately 48 miles distant. A large American force pursued Vincent, but the results were disastrous. When a smaller British force attacked in the darkness at Stoney Creek on June 6, the American contingent was surprised in camp. The British captured two American generals in the fighting, and their troops withdrew to the protection of Fort George. As a result of this setback, Dearborn, now ill and feeble, abandoned much of the region he had previously occupied and concentrated his troops around Fort George.

Dearborn now authorized his second-in-command, Brigadier General John P. Boyd, to plan the next operation. Boyd accordingly ordered Lieutenant Colonel Charles Boerstler to raid a known British outpost at the house of John De Cou, 18 miles from Fort George.

Boerstler set out at night on June 23 with approximately 570 men of his own 14th Infantry, several smaller detachments, and two cannon. As the column passed through Queenstown, Canadians loyal to Britain learned of its destination, and Laura Secord walked 20 miles through wilderness territory, much of the distance in the dark, to warn British lieutenant James FitzGibbon of the impending attack. For this deed, she became an iconic Canadian heroine.

FitzGibbon commanded an elite force of British regulars trained in irregular warfare. He immediately called in British troops and allied native warriors. The next morning, Boertler’s column pressed on and soon entered dense woods. There several hundred warriors—perhaps as many as 400—under Canadian Indian agent Francois Dominique Ducharme waited in ambush. When the more numerous Americans had all passed into the ambush zone, the natives opened fire. Boerstler unsuccessfully attempted an advance to break the ambush.

Following three hours of intense combat under a hot sun, casualties mounted, and Boerstler drew his force together. His attempts to break out failed repeatedly in the face of deadly musket fire loosed by natives firing at close range and from behind trees and thick undergrowth.

Arriving after the fighting had begun, FitzGibbon approached the American lines and demanded surrender. The wounded and luckless Boerstler did not know at the time that he considerably outnumbered his adversaries. In any case, the Americans’ cannon were useless in the thick woods, and Boerstler’s men were nearly out of ammunition. Fearing a massacre by the Indians, Boerstler surrendered to the young British officer. FitzGibbon and Ducharme managed to protect their captives while the Indians disarmed them and stripped clothing and equipment as their reward for victory.

Soon other British regulars arrived to take control of the 462 American prisoners. In the battle, the Native Americans suffered 15 dead and 25 wounded. U.S. losses were as many as 80 dead or wounded. Boerstler himself managed to escape in the confusion. After the war Boerstler faced a board of inquiry and was acquitted of any wrongdoing in his surrender. However, the Battle of Beaver Dams so discredited Henry Dearborn that he was removed from command of the army on the northern frontier. Penned up in Fort George for the remainder of 1813, the Americans ultimately decided to withdraw from the Niagara Peninsula late that winter.
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Belligerent Rights at Sea

International law evolved slowly in early modern Europe, and it was not until the 17th century that Western nations achieved broad consensus on the basic rules. By this time, the law recognized that belligerent nations (i.e., nations at war) and neutral nations (i.e., those at peace) enjoyed respective rights at sea. These differed from the rights enjoyed on land because no one owned the sea. Rather, it was held in common, and everyone was free to use it. However, because there was no tribunal to adjudicate disputes and define the law, international law on the topic was often vague. Moreover, because effective enforcement machinery was lacking, each nation was free to interpret the law as it saw fit or simply ignore the law altogether. By the 18th century, most Western nations sought to comply with international law (or at least give the appearance of doing so) but only so long as their vital interests were not jeopardized. In cases where vital interests were at stake, international law might receive an occasional nod, but might usually made right.

In the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars (1792–1815), the conflict lasted so long and the stakes were so high that the two leading belligerents, France and Great Britain, often found themselves in open contravention of international law. The French were more culpable. Having undergone a revolution that shattered the underpinnings of the traditional society, the French of this era showed little interest in complying with international law except when it suited their interests or enabled them to obtain some kind of diplomatic or economic advantage. Moreover, the French government was perennially short of funds, which meant that civil servants, including judges who might be expected to uphold international law, were poorly paid and thus had to find other ways to make ends meet.

Admiralty judges, who lived off fees earned in prizes case, had a vested interest in colluding with the commanders of warships and privateers who brought prizes in for adjudication. This was especially true in far-off jurisdictions such as the West Indies. Nor could an aggrieved party secure any relief from appeals courts in the mother country. A combination of pervasive corruption and a lack bargaining power meant that these courts could not, or would not, assist appellants seeking redress for wrongs suffered in lower courts. No appellant, no matter how compelling his claim or how successful his court case, was likely to win monetary damages outright, and if he did, it was impossible to collect from governments on a war footing and consequently short of cash.

Great Britain, on the other hand, generally showed greater respect for international law and usually made reasonable efforts to comply with its terms. British courts also tended to be fairer. When wrongs were committed in colonial admiralty courts, there were reasonable expectations of securing justice from appellant courts in the mother country, and there was an excellent chance of collecting any monetary damages that might be awarded. The appellants might incur heavy costs, but the British believed in the rule of law, and in the end justice was usually rendered impartially.

In spite of their willingness to accomodate international law, Great Britain repeatedly clashed with the United States because of differing views on belligerent and neutral rights. As Mistress of the Seas, Great Britain took a broad view of belligerent rights (and a correspondingly narrow view of neutral rights) in order to maximize the effectiveness of the Royal Navy in its ongoing war with France. The United States, by contrast, was eager to maximize commercial opportunities in a world at war and assumed a correspondingly narrow view of belligerent rights and a broader interpretation of neutral rights. Maritime friction between the leading naval power and the leading neutral proved unavoidable, and ultimately the two nations found themselves on a collision course resulting in the War of 1812.

The leading catalyst of conflict was the British Orders in Council, a series of executive orders issued in the name of the Crown between 1807 and 1809 to restrict neutral trade with the European continent. These restrictions were not fixed, however, and changed over time. At one point the Orders in Council required neutral ships to stop at a port in Great Britain and pay duties before proceeding to the continent. The British acknowledged that this flagrantly violated international law but justified it by invoking the principle of retaliation. The French had barred all British maritime commerce from ports under their control with the Berlin and Milan Decrees (1806 and 1807), themselves a violation of international law. The British counterargued that they were merely protecting their national interests by responding directly to French lawlessness.

Although the British subsequently modified the Orders in Council to prohibit continental trade with a more conventional naval blockade, this too created problems because the law concerning its conduct remained vague. Were blockades legal if they were applied to an entire coastline (as the British insisted), or did they have to be limited to ports (as the United States claimed)? What if a blockading naval squadron was blown off station by the weather or left on another mission only to return later? Did an enemy port or coast in question remain under blockade in the interval? Finally, what sort of notice could neutral carriers receive that a specific port was under blockade before they could be seized while en route for violating the same? These remained gray areas, and a clear-cut legal resolution proved elusive.

No less controversial was the British practice of impressing seamen from American merchant ships. Under international law, a belligerent nation had the right to claim the services of its citizens even if they were in the service of a foreign merchantman. Hence, British warships frequently stopped American merchant vessels, mustered the crew, and impressed any sailors who were suspected of being British. What if, through accident or negligence or even design, American sailors were illegally caught in the British dragnet? And what was the status of people born in Great Britain who had become naturalized American citizens? Were they still bound to their original sovereign? These were matters over which legal scholars differed because international law and the precedents behind it remained vague.

The two English-speaking nations were at odds over other rights as well. Although belligerent warships were entitled to confiscate all declared contraband on neutral ships headed for the enemy, there was no concise agreement as to which goods qualified as contraband. The British favored a broad definition that embraced not only war matériel but also naval stores, masts, food, and even money. Americans, by contrast, insisted that war matériel were the only items capable of being treated—and confiscated—as contraband.

The two nations also differed strongly over violations of territorial waters. Although both sides generally agreed that a nation’s waters extended three miles out to sea, British warships frequently violated this principle by searching or impressing from American ships inside national waters or by chasing and even capturing French warships or privateers seeking sanctuary there.

Yet another source of conflict concerned the status of enemy-owned property on neutral shipping. The British, upholding the older rule recognized by the Consolato del Mar, a 14th-century maritime code originally published in Portugal, claimed that all enemy property found on neutral ships was liable to seizure. Americans, championing the newer doctrine of free ships and free goods developed by the Dutch in the 18th century, countered that a neutral flag protected all property on board a merchantman, regardless of who actually owned the property.

Finally, certain British practices had no standing under international law, nor could they be justified by the principle of retaliation. Such was the Rule of 1756, also known as the Rule of War of 1756. This held that trade closed to neutral merchant ships in time of peace could not be opened to them in time of war. The British insisted on enforcing this rule to ensure that enemy states did not continue trading through neutrals once the Royal Navy had driven their own merchant vessels from the sea.

In the end the United States overwhelmingly declared war on Great Britain in June 1812 to vindicate its rights at sea, basing these on its own interpretation of international law. But the war ended in a military draw, and the Treaty of Ghent restored everything to the status quo ante bellum. Because the maritime issues associated with this dispute were not cogently addressed by this treaty, international law remained unchanged, and belligerent rights continued to be subject to widely varying interpretations for decades to come.
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Belvidera, HMS, Capture of USS Vixen

Event Date: December 23, 1813

The second U.S. warship to bear this name (the first Vixen, a schooner of 12 guns, had been taken at sea by the British frigate Southampton of 32 guns), the Vixen was purchased at Savannah, Georgia, by the U.S. Navy in 1813. Regarded as an excellent ship with great potential as a warship, it was the former British privateer Snapper that had been renamed the General Horsford. In late September, Lieutenant George C. Read was ordered to Savannah in order to take command and prepare the vessel for sea. After some preliminary repairs in November, he sailed the ship, rated at 12 guns and now renamed the Vixen, to Wilmington, North Carolina. There he received orders from Secretary of the Navy William Jones to have a sailing master take command to sail the ship to New Castle, Delaware, where it would receive its armament and stores. Read was ordered to proceed by land to Washington, D.C., where he would receive his orders and then rejoin the Vixen. The Vixen departed Wilmington under command of Sailing Master Thomas Hall, but the second Vixen proved no luckier than the first, for it was overtaken off the Delaware Capes and captured by the British frigate Belvidera (36 guns) under Captain Richard Byron on December 23, 1813. Byron sent the prize to Bermuda.
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Belvidera, HMS, vs. USS President

See President, USS, vs. HMS Belvidera

Benton, Thomas Hart

Birth Date: March 14, 1782

Death Date: April 10, 1858

Attorney, Democratic Party politician, and one of the greatest proponents in the United States of Manifest Destiny. Thomas Hart Benton was born on March 14, 1782, in Hillsboro, North Carolina. He attended the University of North Carolina and the College of William and Mary, and in 1801 he moved to Tennessee to tend to a family estate near Nashville. In 1805, he was admitted to the state bar and commenced a legal practice the following year.

Benton was elected to the Tennessee Senate in 1809 and served until 1811. After the beginning of the War of 1812, he recruited a unit of Tennessee volunteers to serve under Major General Andrew Jackson. Benton was soon a colonel and began serving as Jackson’s aide-de-camp. When the unit was activated by the federal government to fight against the Red Stick Creeks, Benton marched his men south, but the expedition was canceled before it could be pressed into service, and Jackson’s force was disbanded. Benton then returned to Tennessee and saw no combat during the war.

Benton then moved to St. Louis, Missouri, where he practiced law and became editor of the St. Louis Enquirer. In 1820 he was elected to the U.S. Senate from Missouri, a seat he would hold for the next three decades during which time he became a fixture in Missouri and national politics. Benton stood against restricting slavery in that state, but by 1828 he had come to favor its gradual abolition. He was also a firm advocate of acquiring new territory and improved road and river communications nationwide. Benton consequently began viewing slavery as an impediment to western development, an issue that attained prominence in his political agenda. Meanwhile, he backed Andrew Jackson’s Democratic Party ideals and helped Jackson defeat legislation that would have created another national bank. Benton was also a strong supporter of America’s expansionist agenda during the Mexican-American War, and he endorsed President James K. Polk’s war policies, although the two men later experienced a falling-out.
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Thomas Hart Benton, one of the most prominent U.S. statesmen of the antebellum period, gained fame as an advocate of sound currency, one of the leading proponents of westward expansion, and a staunch supporter of Andrew Jackson, having been

While Benton opposed outright abolition, he did endorse the right of Congress to legislate on slavery in the territories. Eventually he perceived the intransigent defense of slavery by Southern leadership as a grave threat to peace and the preservation of the Union. Benton’s opposition to Southern demands during the debate on the Compromise of 1850 cost him his support in Missouri, and he subsequently lost the Senate seat he had occupied for 30 years.

Undeterred, Benton rebounded by winning a seat in the House of Representatives in 1852, and there he fought against the repeal of the Missouri Compromise (necessary for the passage of the Compromise of 1850), only to lose his seat in 1854. He was defeated in a run for the Missouri governorship in 1856 and retired altogether from political life. Benton died on April 10, 1858, in Washington, D.C.
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Berkeley, George Cranfield

Birth Date: August 10, 1753

Death Date: May 16, 1818

Royal Navy officer. George Cranfield Berkeley was born into a family of nobility and influential naval connections at Berkeley, England, on August 10, 1753. After education at Eaton, he entered the Royal Navy in 1766 in a squadron commanded by his cousin, Admiral Augustus Keppel. Berkeley next served for two years on the Newfoundland Station and then in the Mediterranean. He received his lieutenant’s commission in 1774. About that time, he won election to Parliament and remained without naval employment for four years. He later represented Gloucester in Parliament from 1783 until 1810.

Berkeley returned to the sea in the ship of the line Victory under Keppel in 1778 and was soon made master and commander, again ending up at Newfoundland. Here Berkeley captured privateers and won promotion to post captain and secured command of a frigate in 1780. He was employed continuously through the 1780s and early 1790s and was present at Lord Howe’s victory against the French on June 1, 1794, during which Berkeley’s third-rate (74-gun) Marlborough was dismasted and suffered more casualties than any other British ship. Berkeley was later accused by political enemies of shirking his duty by seeking treatment for a slight wound, prompting him to sue his accusers for libel. He won the case and a £1,000 award for damages in 1804.

Berkeley rose to rear admiral in February 1799 and held several posts until the spring of 1807, when he was vice admiral commanding the Halifax Station. Here he received frequent information about British seamen deserting in American ports, and after describing the situation to the Admiralty and asking for instructions, he ordered his captains to search for and recapture any deserters, naming specific American ships, including warships, wherever they might be found. This directive led to the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair of June 22, 1807, in which Captain Salusbury Humphreys of the fourth-rate Leopard implemented Berkeley’s orders by demanding to muster and inspect the crew of the U.S. frigate Chesapeake; when that was refused, he fired on the ship and, after it struck, boarded it and removed several alleged deserters. The incident produced outrage in the United States, and the British government recalled Berkeley and Humphreys for this unauthorized act. Neither man was publicly reproved, however.

In December 1808, Berkeley was ordered to take a squadron to Lisbon to support the British Army campaign there against the French. Between then and July 1812, during which time he rose to the rank of full admiral, Berkeley worked effectively to reinforce and supply the army in Portugal under Sir Arthur Wellesley, later Viscount Wellington. Berkeley was knighted in 1813. He died on May 16, 1818, in London.
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Bermuda

Small cluster of islands located in the North Atlantic 670 miles east of Cape Hatteras, North Carolina, and 690 miles south of Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts. During the War of 1812, Bermuda was the staging area for the British amphibious assault on the Atlantic coast of the United States that resulted in the burning of much of Washington, D.C., on August 24, 1814.

Although commonly referred to in the singular, in reality Bermuda is a configuration of 138 islands occupying just 20 square miles of territory. The main and largest island and the location of Hamilton, the capital, is frequently called Bermuda by tourists. Officially, the name of the territory is the Somers Isles, in honor of George Somers, who established the first English colony in Bermuda in 1609. In spite of sharing the same latitude as North Carolina, Bermuda has a semitropical climate that is free of hard frosts and snow.

Prior to the American Revolution, the British used timber from its 13 North American colonies to develop and maintain maritime supremacy in the North Atlantic. Ports on the North American seaboard were employed as bases for British shipping and naval activities in the Western Hemisphere. However, following the loss of the 13 American colonies in 1783, the British shifted their North Atlantic naval operations to Bermuda and began to exploit timber resources there and in Canada. Beginning in 1795, when faced with the expanding threat of French privateers in the Atlantic, the British improved Bermuda’s natural harbors, developing it as the principal naval base guarding North Atlantic shipping lanes. Although the British port in Halifax, Nova Scotia, was also a viable port, its proximity to the United States left it seemingly vulnerable to American attack.

In 1795, the British government commissioned three 12-gun sloops of war from Bermuda shipyards. Over the next 15 years, the British commissioned dozens of merchant and naval ships from local shipyards; they were built with Bermudian cedar, which, unlike oak, did not have to be seasoned. After finding a channel that would allow large ships to enter the harbor, in 1809 the British opened a dockyard on Ireland Island, which forms the northwestern coast of the Great Sound. More than 9,000 convicts were sent from England to construct the Royal Naval Dockyard there. Some 2,000 of them died of yellow fever in the effort.

During the War of 1812, the British coordinated their blockade of American ports from Bermuda. British naval forces occupied several coastal islands in the Chesapeake and liberated hundreds of black slaves, who were transported to Bermuda to work in the shipyards. Bermudian privateers also captured 300 American merchant vessels throughout the conflict.

From Bermuda, the British also launched expeditionary forces that ravaged the Chesapeake Bay area. On August 24, 1814, units of this force burned public buildings at Washington, D.C., in retaliation for the American attack on and burning of York, Canada (now Toronto), on April 27, 1813. These same British forces then moved against Baltimore but were rebuffed at Fort McHenry on September 13, 1814.

After the War of 1812, Bermuda became the permanent seat of British naval operations in the North Atlantic, and the royal dockyard became the most important component of the Bermudian economy. Given Bermuda’s geographic location, it was an important entrepôt for Confederate blockade runners in the American Civil War. During both World War I and World War II, Bermuda served as a staging area for transatlantic convoys. After the establishment of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949, however, the strategic importance of Bermuda declined, and the Royal Navy closed most of its dockyard facilities in 1958. Royal Navy activities in Bermuda formally concluded in 1995. Currently, Bermuda’s thriving economy, based on the tourist industry and a vibrant financial sector, provides the territory’s 68,000 people with the world’s highest per capita income.
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Bibb, William Wyatt

Birth Date: October 2, 1781

Death Date: July 10, 1820

Politician and physician who served as the first governor of Alabama, responsible for establishing the foundations of the state’s government. Born into an affluent family in Amelia County, Virginia, on October 2, 1781, William Wyatt Bibb accompanied his family to Elbert County, Georgia, at the age of eight. After attending the College of William and Mary, Bibb earned a medical degree from the University of Pennsylvania in 1801.

After graduation, Bibb subsequently returned to Georgia and began practicing medicine in Petersburg. Located in the prosperous Broad River Valley, Petersburg was then at the peak of its prosperity and was also the third-largest city in Georgia after Savannah and Augusta. A member of the Democratic Republican Party, Bibb divided his interests between medicine and politics. In 1802 he won election to the Georgia House of Representatives, serving there from 1803 to 1805.

After Thomas Spalding resigned his seat in the U.S. House of Representatives in 1806, the Georgia General Assembly elected Bibb to fill the vacancy. He served in the U.S. House from January 26, 1807, until November 6, 1813. In 1812, the hawkish Bibb supported President James Madison’s declaration of war against the British. After Bibb served for six years in the U.S. House, the Georgia General Assembly appointed him to fill a vacant seat in the U.S. Senate created when William H. Crawford resigned to serve as U.S. ambassador to France. Bibb remained in the U.S. Senate from November 6, 1813, until November 9, 1816.

As a senator, Bibb supported Madison’s unsuccessful attempt to adopt a national military draft. Realizing that the Federalists strongly opposed any plan for forced conscription, Bibb proposed a compromise conscription bill in 1814 that called for drafting 80,000 men into state militias. The militiamen, however, would serve only in their home state or an adjoining state. Exemptions would be made for any man able to provide a recruit for the regular army, provided that the exempted man pay the expenses associated with the new recruit’s enlistment. The bill also doubled the land bounty for new recruits to 320 acres. The compromise bill, however, was unsatisfactory to Democratic Republicans, who desired another invasion of Canada, and also to Federalists, who believed it was a scheme emulating Napoleonic conscription tactics. The War of 1812 ended before Bibb’s enlistment bill could be enacted.

In 1817 President James Monroe, appreciative of Bibb’s efforts during the War of 1812, appointed him the governor of the newly created Alabama Territory. When Alabama became a state in 1819, Bibb was also elected its first governor. While still establishing the foundations of the new state’s government, he died after falling from his horse near Cahawba, Alabama, on July 10, 1820. His brother, Thomas, the president of the Alabama Senate, automatically became the acting governor. In December 1820, the Alabama legislature renamed Cahawba County in Bibb’s honor. In 1822, the Georgia legislature also created Bibb County.
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Biddle, James

Birth Date: February 18, 1783

Death Date: October 1, 1848

U.S. Navy officer. James Biddle was born into a prominent Philadelphia family on February 18, 1783. Between 1798 and 1800, he attended the University of Pennsylvania but did not earn a degree. Biddle received a warrant as a midshipman in the navy on February 14, 1800. During the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800), he served under Captain Thomas Truxtun. Although President Thomas Jefferson reduced the size of the navy in 1801, Biddle was one of 150 midshipmen retained in the service.

Biddle was subsequently assigned to the frigate Philadelphia under Captain William Bainbridge and sailed to the Mediterranean against Tripoli. On October 31, 1803, while in pursuit of a Tripolitan vessel, the Philadelphia ran aground on uncharted Kaliusa Reef near Tripoli Harbor. Bainbridge was subsequently forced to surrender his ship, and Biddle was held captive at Tripoli with the rest of the ship’s crew until June 1805. Thereafter, he was promoted to lieutenant and served on gunboat duty until he was assigned as first lieutenant to Commander Jacob Jones in the sloop of war Wasp.

During the War of 1812, the Wasp defeated and captured the British sloop Frolic on October 18, 1812, off the Virginia coast. Biddle had charge of the boarding party and personally took down the British flag. Both ships were severely damaged in the engagement and shortly thereafter were recaptured by the British ship of the line Poictiers that happened upon the scene. Biddle was held prisoner with Jones in Bermuda for several weeks until a prisoner exchange could be arranged.

Promoted to commander upon his release, Biddle received command of the sloop Hornet in 1813, but because of the British blockade, he was not able to get to sea until November 1814. On March 23, 1815, the Hornet defeated the slightly larger Penguin off the coast of Tristan da Cunha in the South Atlantic. During this encounter, Biddle was severely wounded. Later, the British ship of the line Cornwallis chased the Wasp for several hours, and the American ship was able to escape only because Biddle ordered its cannon thrown overboard. He returned his ship to New York City to receive a gold medal and promotion to captain on February 28, 1815.

In August 1818, the Navy Department dispatched Biddle to the Columbia River to formally claim the Oregon Territory for the United States. In 1830, Biddle participated in negotiating the first commercial treaty between the United States and the Ottoman Empire.

In March 1845, Secretary of the Navy George Bancroft assigned Biddle command of the East India Squadron, and on December 31, he arrived off Guangzhou (Canton), China, in the ship of the line Columbus. Here he helped formalize the Treaty of Wangxia (1844), the first written diplomatic agreement between China and the United States. In July 1846, he sailed into the mouth of Tokyo Bay in an attempt to open Japan to American trade, but the shogunate rebuffed his efforts.

In September 1846, the navy recalled the Columbus to the United States for the war with Mexico. A northern Whig, Biddle personally opposed the war. On March 3, 1847, Commodore Biddle arrived at Monterey, California, and encountered fierce rivalry among the U.S. military leaders. As senior U.S. military officer in California until July 25, 1847, Biddle selected Captain William Shubrick over Captain Robert Stockton to command U.S. naval operations along the California coast. Biddle canceled Stockton’s ineffectual paper blockade of the entire Mexican Pacific coast, ordered an effective blockade of Mazatlán and Guaymas, and ordered Shubrick to capture towns in Baja California and to treat the Mexicans with respect. Biddle then sailed for Hampton Roads, Virginia, on July 25, 1847, and died at his brother’s estate north of Philadelphia on October 1, 1848.
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Biddle, Nicholas

Birth Date: January 8, 1786

Death Date: February 27, 1844

Lawyer, diplomat, and banker. Nicholas Biddle was born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, on January 8, 1786, to an influential and wealthy family. Brilliant and precocious, Biddle graduated from the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) in 1801 at age 15. He also received a master’s degree there. Biddle studied law and was admitted to the bar when he was 18. In 1804 he went to France to serve as secretary to the U.S. minister in Paris. Two years later Biddle went to London, where he served as secretary to James Monroe, then minister to Great Britain. During Biddle’s time in Europe, he became well versed in international law and commerce.

Biddle returned to the United States in the summer of 1807 and practiced law in Philadelphia. He also was a frequent contributor to scientific and literary periodicals and served as editor of the well-regarded Portfolio. During 1810–1811, Biddle sat in the Pennsylvania legislature as a Federalist. There he earned a reputation as an expert on banking and finance. Biddle opposed the dismantlement of the First Bank of the United States and presciently warned that lack of credit and rampant inflation would become serious problems if the United States went to war.
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A lawyer by profession, Nicholas Biddle was also a U.S. diplomat and became recognized as an expert on banking and finance. He opposed the dismantlement of the First Bank of the United States and supported the James Madison administration in the War of 1812. In 1823, Biddle became president of the Second Bank of the United States. (Library of Congress)

Despite his Federalist affiliations, Biddle supported the War of 1812 and denounced radical Federalists who refused to cooperate with the federal government. By 1814, Biddle had changed party affiliation and now considered himself a Democratic Republican. He served as an adviser to Secretary of State James Monroe during the conflict and in 1814 gave a noteworthy speech in which he lambasted the Hartford Convention. Biddle, concurrently, also continued writing, practicing law, and managing his large estate.

In 1817 President James Monroe named Biddle one of the directors of the newly charted Second Bank of the United States. In 1822, Biddle gained appointment as president of the bank. Between 1832 and 1836, he participated in the so-called Bank War with the Andrew Jackson administration, which refused to support the bank’s rechartering. In April 1836, the bank lost its charter and became virtually moribund. Biddle finally resigned his position in 1839. In 1841, he was charged with fraud resulting from his stewardship of the Bank of the United States but was eventually cleared of any wrongdoing. Biddle died in Philadelphia on February 27, 1844.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Biddle, Thomas

Birth Date: November 21, 1790

Death Date: August 30, 1831

U.S. Army officer. Born on November 21, 1790, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Thomas Biddle was the son of Charles Biddle, a member of the Supreme Executive Council of Pennsylvania, and the brother of Nicholas Biddle, a well-to-do financier who served as president of the Second Bank of the United States from 1822 to 1839. At the outset of the War of 1812, Biddle’s father headed Philadelphia’s Committee of Safety, tasked with coordinating the civilian defenses of the city.

In the spring of 1812, Thomas Biddle enlisted in the U.S. Army and was commissioned a captain in the 9th U.S. Infantry Regiment. In July he transferred to the 2nd Infantry Regiment. Biddle participated in the May 1813 Battle of Fort George, which resulted in the American capture of the British fort located across the Niagara River from Fort Niagara, New York, in Ontario, Canada. The U.S. Army used the fort as a base from which to invade Upper Canada. American invasions of Upper Canada, however, were repelled by British forces at the June 1813 Battle of Stoney Creek, in which Biddle also participated.

Biddle was wounded early in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane in July 1814, distinguishing himself by holding a British artillery position that had been taken by U.S. infantrymen and then defending it against three successive British counterattacks. Toward the end of the action he even managed to bring off a British artillery piece. Biddle was wounded and, although not fully recovered, nonetheless participated in the Battle of Fort Erie that August, once again distinguishing himself. For his performance here, Biddle was brevetted major. In December 1814 he was assigned as an aide to Major General George Izard, who assumed command of American military affairs along the Niagara frontier. In May 1815 Biddle took command of an artillery company.

Continuing in the peacetime army, Biddle commanded Fort Mifflin in Philadelphia. In 1820 he was appointed army paymaster in St. Louis, Missouri. A competent administrator with influential social ties, Biddle was keenly interested in the political development of the new state. Like his brother Nicholas, he strongly opposed President Andrew Jackson’s attempts to dismantle the Second Bank of the United States. In 1830 during a campaign speech, Spencer Pettis, a Jacksonian Democrat who was seeking reelection to the U.S. House of Representatives, sharply criticized Biddle’s brother Nicholas and the Second Bank of the United States. The controversy escalated into a series of letters to the local newspaper in which Biddle called Pettis a “dish of skimmed milk” and Pettis questioned Biddle’s masculinity. Taking umbrage at Pettis’s comments, Biddle went to the congressman’s hotel room and horse-whipped Pettis while he was convalescing from an illness. Notwithstanding the beating, Pettis won reelection to Congress in a landslide. In 1831, Pettis, now fully recovered from his illness, challenged Biddle to a duel. Because Biddle was nearsighted, he chose the relatively short distance of five feet to separate the two men in the duel.

Biddle and Pettis met on Friday August 27, 1831, at 5:00 p.m. on Bloody Island off St. Louis in the Mississippi River. The duel was witnessed by hundreds of spectators. Both men were wounded fatally. Pettis died the next day, and Biddle succumbed on August 30 in St. Louis.
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Bigelow, Abijah

Birth Date: December 5, 1775

Death Date: April 5, 1860

Lawyer, Federalist politician, U.S. congressman, and vocal opponent of the War of 1812. Abijah Bigelow was born on December 5, 1775, in Westminster, Massachusetts, and graduated from Dartmouth College in 1795. He read for the law in Connecticut, was admitted to the bar in 1798, and opened a law practice later that year in Leominster, Massachusetts. From 1807 to 1809, he served in the Delaware House of Representatives as a Federalist. In 1810 he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, serving in that body until 1815.

As with many of his Federalist colleagues, Bigelow looked askance at American policies toward Great Britain, and he voted against the war declaration in 1812. He especially disliked the way in which the James Madison administration was financing the war and he vociferously opposed Treasury Secretary Albert Gallatin’s plans to raise money via loans, which Bigelow believed would ruin the economy through hyperinflation. Instead, he urged the government to raise revenue by broad-based taxation, a burden that would be shared by all more or less equally. Bigelow also decried the reliance on tariffs to supply government revenues, arguing that doing so was making a bad New England economy even worse. Until the end of the war in 1814, Bigelow remained one of the Madison administration’s staunchest opponents. Bigelow did not run for reelection in 1814, as the political fortunes of antiwar Federalists had begun falling precipitously.

In 1817 Bigelow moved to Worcester, Massachusetts, where he practiced law and served as the clerk of Worcester County courts until 1833. He continued practicing law and also sat on the board of trustees of Leicester Academy for two years before serving as its treasurer, a post he held from 1830 to 1853. He died in Worcester on April 5, 1860.
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Big Warrior

Birth Date: ca. 1760

Death Date: 1825

Upper Creek leader and chief of Tuckabatchee, one of the major towns of the Creeks along the Tallapoosa River in Alabama. Big Warrior was born circa 1750 near Tuckabatchee, although little is known of his early life. He probably got his name from his muscular and imposing appearance. By 1812, he was one of the principal chiefs of the Creeks.

Big Warrior championed U.S. Indian agent Benjamin Hawkins’s plan for “civilizing” the Creeks, although this placed Big Warrior at odds with the militant Red Stick faction, who adamantly opposed the American invasion of their lands. In 1811, Shawnee leader Tecumseh sought aid from the Creeks for his rebellion against the United States and traveled to Tukabatchee to solicit allies, but Big Warrior refused to endorse his call for war.

On August 13, 1813, the Red Sticks massacred 500 settlers and soldiers at Fort Mims, just north of Mobile. Big Warrior condemned the attack and vowed to bring the aggressors, including their chief, Little Warrior, to justice. The Red Sticks, in turn, pledged to kill Big Warrior and ransack Tuckabatchee. To protect himself and his allies, Big Warrior built a fort at Tukabatchee, which was soon besieged by the Red Sticks. Big Warrior was rescued by 200 friendly warriors who then hid him at the home of friendly Creek chief William McIntosh in Coweta. Big Warrior and other Creeks opposed to the Red Sticks now requested—and received—support from the United States, and many Creeks accompanied the military campaign of Major General Andrew Jackson during the ensuing 1813–1814 Creek War.

On August 9, 1814, following the Red Stick defeat at Horseshoe Bend, Big Warrior signed the Treaty of Fort Jackson, which forced the Creeks to yield 22 million acres in Georgia and Alabama to the U.S. government. Even though he tried to reason with General Jackson, the treaty’s author, Big Warrior’s call for justice fell on deaf ears. Humiliated and betrayed, he refused to abide by the treaty but retracted his protests when Jackson threatened to renew warfare against the Creeks. In early 1815, Big Warrior solicited British support in regaining Creek lands, but the end of the War of 1812 dashed his hopes.

Big Warrior subsequently profited from his collaboration with the United States, and he became a wealthy plantation owner. He continued to be a spokesman and principal chief of the Creeks, signing treaties in 1818 and 1821. Big Warrior died in 1825 while attending treaty negotiations in Washington, D.C.

Clay Ouzts
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Bisshopp, Cecil

Birth Date: June 25, 1783

Death Date: July 15 or 16, 1813

British Army officer. Cecil Bisshopp was born on June 25, 1783, at Parham House, England, and entered the 1st Foot Guards as an ensign in September 1799. In 1802 he served as private secretary to Rear Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren at St. Petersburg and participated in the British expeditions to La Coruña, Spain, and Walcheren, Netherlands, in January and July 1809, respectively. Bisshopp briefly went on half pay during 1802 and 1803 and then rejoined the 1st Foot Guards and was promoted to brevet major on November 1, 1811; he then briefly served with the 98th Foot. He was a member of Parliament for Newport from 1811 to 1812.

Bisshopp was appointed inspecting field officer of militia in Upper Canada on April 23, 1812, with the local rank of lieutenant colonel, and sailed for Canada in the autumn of that year. Bisshopp was briefly at Montreal before moving into Upper Canada, where he took command of troops between Fort Erie and Chippawa on the Niagara Peninsula. On November 28, 1812, Bisshopp repulsed an attempt by American regulars and U.S. Navy personnel to establish a bridgehead that would have cut his line of communications from Fort Erie to Frenchman’s Creek farther to the north. When the Americans attacked the Niagara Peninsula in strength on May 27, 1813, Bisshopp destroyed Fort Erie before retiring to Burlington Bay along with the British forces on the Niagara Peninsula. Bisshopp was present at the Battle of Stoney Creek on June 6, 1813, where he led the reserve and temporarily took command of the British forces after Brigadier General John Vincent was temporarily missing. Following the withdrawal of American forces back to Fort George, Bisshopp played a minor role in the Native American victory at Beaver Dams on June 24, 1813.

With the Americans now blockaded at Fort George, the British commenced a series of raids across the Niagara River. Bisshopp proposed and commanded the highly successful British raid against Black Rock (now part of Buffalo), New York, which occurred on July 11, 1813, and resulted in the capture and removal of four cannon and a number of muskets and stores. His men also spiked four guns, and they destroyed two schooners as well as blockhouses, barracks, a navy yard, and storage sheds. Bisshopp decided to remove a considerable quantity of salt, and while the barrels were being moved to the beach, the Americans had time to regroup and counterattack, supported by Native American allies. In the ensuing melee, Bisshopp received wounds to his left thigh, left wrist, and upper right arm. He was taken back across the river and died on either July 15 or 16.

John R. Grodzinski
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Black Hawk

Birth Date: ca. 1767

Death Date: October 3, 1838

Native American leader of the Sauks and Foxes and an inveterate foe of American expansion. Black Hawk (Makataimeshekiakiak) was born around 1767 and grew up at Saukenuk in northeastern Illinois. A chief since 1788, he resented American interference in Native American affairs and became stridently pro-British in outlook. This conflicted directly with most tribal elders, who were friendly toward the United States and received gifts and annuities in return.

By 1804, Black Hawk’s dislike turned to hatred when Indiana territorial governor William Henry Harrison persuaded several Sauk and Fox chiefs to sell most of their land east of the Mississippi River. Black Hawk refused to sign the treaty and remained at his village of Saukenuk. When the War of 1812 erupted eight years later, his warrior band joined Tecumseh’s pan-tribal alliance in their struggle against the Americans. Pan-Indian unity proved fleeting, however. Despite Black Hawk’s best efforts, the Sauk and Fox Nation split into a British band under himself and a pro-American faction allied to Chief Keokuk.
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Black Hawk was a chief of the Sauk and Fox Indians who allied with the British during the War of 1812 and helped defeat the Americans in the Battle of Frenchtown on January 22, 1813. Black Hawk again went to war in 1832 to halt the encroachment of white settlers on tribal lands. (Library of Congress)

Black Hawk fought and helped defeat the Americans at the Battle of Frenchtown in January 1813 and subsequently attended the unsuccessful siege of Fort Meigs that May. When British forces failed to dislodge Major George Croghan from Fort Stephenson in August 1813, however, Black Hawk grew disillusioned and withdrew for the winter. He reentered the fray in July 1814, when his warriors ambushed and defeated a detachment of the 1st U.S. Infantry Regiment on Campbell’s Island in the Mississippi River.

In September, Black Hawk enjoyed similar success when he drove off an expedition under Major Zachary Taylor at Rock River, Illinois. Black Hawk was understandably upset with his British allies when they agreed to end the war with the Americans and abandoned all their western conquests to the United States. Throughout the spring of 1815, Black Hawk raided several settlements near Fort Howard, Missouri, in protest. The following year, he sullenly concluded a peace treaty with the United States.

For the next 20 years, Black Hawk lived in an uneasy truce with his white neighbors at Saukenuk, but by 1829 the Illinois State government applied pressure on the Native Americans to move. When the old chief refused, Governor John Reynolds called out the militia in June 1831 to evict them by force. Ultimately the showdown resulted in the Black Hawk War of 1832. Black Hawk was eventually defeated, captured, and taken east to meet with President Andrew Jackson. After several months of confinement at Fort Monroe, Virginia, Black Hawk was released into the custody of rival chief Keokuk.

Back in Iowa, Black Hawk dictated his memoirs, a stinging indictment against white injustice. When published in 1833, they became a national best seller. Black Hawk died in Keokuk’s village on October 3, 1838. Black Hawk’s defeat had signaled the collapse of northwestern Native American resistance to white expansion east of the Mississippi.

Bruce E. Johansen
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Black Hoof

Birth Date: ca. 1740

Death Date: 1831

Shawnee leader. The life of the Shawnee leader Black Hoof (Catecahassa) in many ways paralleled the life of his tribe. He often said that he was not sure where he was born, but most historians agree that it was in Florida and likely around 1740. By the time Black Hoof was a young man, he was living with the rest of his tribe in the Ohio Country. The Shawnees had crossed the Ohio River and settled between the Miamis to the northwest and the Delawares to the east.

Black Hoof was well known among the Ohio tribes as an excellent orator and warrior. While no primary sources about Black Hoof’s early life have survived, he claimed to have participated in the 1755 Battle of the Monongahela (Braddock’s Campaign) during the French and Indian War. He also claimed that he joined in every major battle against the Americans in the proceeding 40 years.

Black Hoof finally entered the historical record in 1795, when he placed his mark on the Treaty of Greenville. The defeat that the Native Americans had suffered at the 1794 Battle of Fallen Timbers changed Black Hoof greatly. He realistically concluded that war against the Americans was impossible. If the tribes were to survive, he opined, they must become year-round farmers.

Black Hoof retired to the village of Wapakoneta in present-day Shelby County, Ohio. There he encouraged the Shawnees to live in peace with the Americans and adopt their ways. In 1808 he went to Philadelphia, where he asked the Society of Friends (Quakers) to help his people. Quakers subsequently traveled to Wapakoneta, where they taught the Shawnees how to raise livestock, build barns and fences, and operate flour mills and sawmills.

Black Hoof was an outspoken critic of Tecumseh and Neolin, the Prophet, and was able to keep most of the Ohio Shawnees loyal to the Americans during the War of 1812. Black Hoof signed the Treaty of Greenville in 1814, the Treaty of Spring Wells in 1816, and the Treaty at the Foot of the Rapids in 1818, by which the Shawnees gave up most of their remaining lands in northwestern Ohio. Black Hoof received a 10-mile-square grant around the council house at Wapakoneta as part of the last treaty.

As with so many chiefs who had been loyal to the United States, Black Hoof was stunned when the government forced his tribe west following passage of the Indian Removal Act in 1830. Black Hoof died in Wapakoneta, Ohio, in 1831 shortly after the Shawnees living in Wapakoneta had surrendered their land to the Americans. Before he died, he told his friend John Johnston, who had asked him why he agreed to sell his land to the Americans, that “I never knew them to undertake anything without accomplishing it. I knew that I might as well give up first as last, for they were determined to have our lands.”

Mary Stockwell

See also

Shawnees; Tecumseh

Further Reading


Clark, Jerry E. The Shawnee. Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 2007.

Johnston, John. Recollections of Sixty Years by John Johnston, Indian Agent for the U.S. Government (1915). Whitefish, MT: Kessinger, 2010.



Black Rock, New York

A small village located near Buffalo, New York, on the Niagara River, the site of a ferry departure point to Canada, a customshouse, a U.S. naval yard, and British attacks during the War of 1812. Black Rock was annexed by the city of Buffalo in 1853.

Navy lieutenant Jesse D. Elliott, assisted by Captain Nathan Towson of the U.S. Army, led a boat raid from Black Rock early on October 12, 1812, and captured the British brigs Detroit and Caledonia off nearby British Fort Niagara. On July 11, 1813, British lieutenant colonel Cecil Bisshopp, in command of 250 regulars and Canadian militia, raided the naval yard at Black Rock, burning a schooner, barracks, and a small blockhouse. They also destroyed guns, small boats, and other equipment and captured supplies. Militia brigadier general Peter B. Porter counterattacked with a force of some 250 militia and regulars and more than 40 Seneca warriors, ultimately forcing the British to withdraw. The Americans and Senecas suffered 16 casualties; the British sustained 38 killed or wounded, including Bisshopp, who was mortally wounded. U.S. Indian agent Erastus Granger had previously recruited the Seneca volunteers. The decision by the Senecas to aid the Americans at Black Rock led to a split between the American and Canadian Iroquois, ending their neutrality.

On December 19, 1813, British major general Sir Gordon Drummond captured Fort Niagara, while Brigadier General Phineas Riall attacked and burned Lewiston, New York, on December 18. Riall attacked again with a large force of regulars, Canadian militia, and Native Americans during December 30–31, burning Black Rock and Buffalo and sending several thousand civilians fleeing eastward to Batavia and Canandaigua for safety.
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Black Rock, New York, Destruction of

See Buffalo and Black Rock, New York, Destruction of

Black Swamp

The Black Swamp (also called the Great Black Swamp) once extended over 12 counties in present-day northwestern Ohio and northeastern Indiana. Geologists believe that this region was created by the passing of the glaciers at the end of the Ice Age. As the earth warmed and the glaciers melted, they left behind an ancient lake called the Glacial Maumee Lake. The southwestern corner of this lake became the Black Swamp as the earth grew even warmer and the shores of the ancient lake receded to the outlines of present-day Lake Erie. Today the Maumee, Auglaize, and Portage Rivers are the major waterways in the region. Other rivers that once ran through the swamp included the Sandusky, Ottawa, Tiffin, and Blanchard.

Parts of the Black Swamp were flat and inundated by water most of the year. Here ash, elm, cottonwood, and sycamore trees grew so tall that they blocked out the sun. In other places slightly more elevated and less prone to flooding, beech, maple, linden, and tulip trees thrived. Oak and hickory stood on the highest sandy ground that was well drained. Still other parts of the Black Swamp were marshes or prairies where grasses and wild flowers grew so thick that they were virtually impassable.

Mosquitoes in the Black Swamp often infected people with malaria. The humidity in summer could be unbearable, while the swampy ground in rainy seasons made it impossible for people or animals to cross through it. Still, the Ottawas made the Black Swamp their home in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. The bottomland along the rivers was excellent for farming, while the shallow rivers provided excellent fishing.

Because it was so difficult to pass through, the Black Swamp was used for defensive purposes by Native Americans. Little Turtle, the Miami leader of Ohio’s confederated tribes in the 1790s (Little Turtle’s War), was certain that the swamp would act as a barrier to protect the tribes from an American attack. He was surprised when Brigadier General “Mad” Anthony Wayne marched his army through the Black Swamp in the summer of 1794 and defeated the confederated tribes at the Battle of Fallen Timbers. But even Wayne did not think that the region was valuable, and he surrendered it to the Ohio tribes in the Treaty of Greenville (1795).

Settlers who poured into Ohio after the end of the War of 1812 generally avoided the Black Swamp. But by the 1830s and 1840s, when the best land in the state had already been settled, the Black Swamp suddenly seemed valuable. Many German immigrants entered the region once the Miami and Erie Canal was completed, and they realized that there was excellent soil beneath the tangled trees and thick prairie grass. By the 1850s, a concerted effort was under way to drain the Black Swamp. By 1890, most of the Black Swamp had been drained and settled. Today, some of the most productive farmland in the world can be found along the rivers of the Black Swamp. Vestiges of the swamp can still be found in marshy wildlife preserves along the shore of Lake Erie.
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Bladensburg, Battle of

Event Date: August 24, 1814

Important battle in the defense of Washington, D.C., on August 24, 1814. In 1814 the British took the offensive in America on several fronts, including a Mid-Atlantic amphibious campaign. Toward that end, substantial land reinforcements arrived from Bermuda, including 2,500 battle-hardened regulars detached from British forces in France and commanded by Major General Robert Ross. Preceded by naval units under Vice Admiral Alexander Cochrane, this force arrived in the Chesapeake Bay on August l5. Counting the forces of Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn already on hand, Cochrane had at his disposal 20 warships, including 4 ships of the line, and a large number of transports and storeships. Total British ground strength was more than 4,500 men, since a battalion of 700 marines was detached to operate ashore with the soldiers.

In order to mislead the Americans as to his real intent, Cochrane detached two squadrons of frigates—one up the Potomac River and the other up the bay to a point above Baltimore. At noon on August 19, 14 British ships started ascending the Patuxent River. Cochrane was able to mask the descent on Washington by making it appear that his target was Captain Joshua Barney’s flotilla anchored there.

British troops disemebarked at Benedict, 25 miles from the mouth of the river, and on August 20 began the march along the west bank of the Patuxent, flanked by light British vessels in the river. On August 22 the land forces reached Upper Marlborough, 40 miles from the mouth of the Patuxent. The American flotilla was cornered on the river at Pig Point, abreast of Upper Marlborough. Recognizing the inevitable, Barney abandoned his boats on August 21 and scuttled them a day later just as the British approached.

Cockburn now argued strongly for a descent on Washington, and finally Ross agreed. They ignored a letter from Admiral Cochrane calling on them to return to Benedict, but Cockburn successfully argued that they were past the point of return. One approach to the capital was along the eastern branch of the Potomac to a point where two bridges spanned the river. This was the most direct route, and Barney’s flotillamen were soon defending the bridge that led to the navy yard. The second route, eight miles longer, was for the British to continue northwest to Bladensburg. Ross and Cockburn opted for the latter as less risky and more likely to afford surprise. During the night of August 23–24, British troops reached Bladensburg. The British marines remained at Upper Marlborough in case the expedition met with failure and needed to retire.


Battle of Bladensburg, August 24, 1814
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	26
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	  Wounded
	54
	185
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Contemporary drawing of the Battle of Bladensburg of August 24, 1814. This British rout of a far larger American force allowed them to take Washington, D.C., and burn its public buildings. (Library of Congress)

The resultant defense of the national capital, commanded by Brigadier General William H. Winder, was one of the most embarrassing defeats ever sustained by American arms. Although Winder was severely handicapped in having to rely on what was essentially a militia force, and virtually nothing had been done to prepare against a British attack on Washington. Even the last-minute felling of trees and the destruction of roads and bridges might have prevented the descent on the capital.

[image: image]

As early as July 1, President James Madison had warned a cabinet meeting that he expected an attack on Washington. Madison selected Winder to command the newly created Tenth Military District covering Maryland, northern Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Winder was chosen in part because his uncle, Levin Winder, was governor of Maryland and a critic of the war. Winder had only some 500 regulars available, and the bulk of these were manning forts. As a result, on July 4 the federal government informed nearby states of a massive call-up of 93,500 militia, although Winder was prohibited from ordering any of them into active service until there was imminent danger.

On August 24, Winder had some 6,000 men mustered at Bladensubrg and arrayed in three lines within 30 miles of Washington to oppose the advance of perhaps 4,500 British soldiers. That very morning, Barney received permission to march his 400 seamen and marines to Bladensburg and immediately did so. They did not reach the field until after the battle had begun at 1:00 p.m. but were positioned to prevent a British advance down the Washington Pike. Some served a battery of five naval guns; the remainder of the men served as infantry. The blue jackets and marines were virtually the only Americans to gain credit that day. Many of the militiamen simply broke and ran after a few volleys, terrified by the British Congreve rockets. Winder himself contributed to the defeat by ordering the militiamen to retire when many were still fighting well. Insufficiently trained to retire in good order, the militia prematurely stampeded, causing the battle to be known derisively as the Bladensburg Races. Only the sailors and marines held firm, but the British were able to work around them. Barney was among those wounded and taken prisoner.

The battle was over by 4:00 p.m. British casualties were 64 killed and 185 wounded; American casualties were 10–12 killed, 40 wounded, and about 100 taken prisoner.

The rout at Bladensburg allowed the British to take Washington that night and burn its public buildings. The British departed the next day and reembarked at Benedict on August 30 without interference.
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Blakeley, Johnston

Birth Date: October 7, 1781

Death Date: ca. October 9, 1814

U.S. naval officer. Johnston Blakeley (also spelled Blakely) was born in Seaford, County Down, Ireland, on October 7, 1781. His family immigrated to North Carolina in 1783. In 1796 he entered the University of North Carolina, but his father died the next year, and Blakeley lacked the financial means to remain in school. Instead, he entered the U.S. Navy on a midshipman’s warrant on February 5, 1800. He served on various ships during the Quasi-War and the Barbary War. In 1806 Blakeley took leave to serve aboard a merchant vessel until he learned of his promotion to lieutenant, dated February 10, 1807. In 1811 while still a lieutenant, he took command of the schooner Enterprise (12 guns).

Just prior to the outbreak of war with Britain in 1812, Blakeley sailed to New Orleans, where the Enterprise was severely damaged by a hurricane. It was the end of the year before his ship was back in service. Ordered back to the Eastern Seaboard, Blakeley was briefly at St. Marys, Georgia, before proceeding to Portsmouth, New Hampshire. There, he handed over command of the Enterprise to Lieutenant William Burrows in August 1813. Blakeley, promoted to master commandant (commander) on July 24, 1813, traveled to Newburyport, Massachusetts, where he oversaw the completion of the Wasp, a new sloop mounting 22 guns.

The Wasp escaped the British blockade into the Atlantic on May 1, 1814. After taking several merchant ships, the Wasp engaged and defeated HMS Reindeer (21 guns) in a sanguinary engagement on June 28. Blakeley’s prize was so shattered that he had to order the Reindeer destroyed; meanwhile, he took his own damaged ship into the French port of Lorient for repairs, returning to sea on August 27.

Blakeley took several more prizes in the English Channel and then on September 1 pursued three widely separated British sloops (each of 20 guns) that were chasing an American privateer. Determined to capture at least one of the British warships, Blakeley engaged and took HMS Avon. The other two sloops, which were ahead, then returned to aid the Avon. Blakeley prepared to engage the first of these, the Castilian, but with the third British sloop, the Tartarus, also closing, the odds were too great, and Blakeley sought to escape. With the Avon sinking, the Castilian broke off the pursuit to rescue its crew.

Blakeley sailed south, taking several more prizes. Northwest of the Cape Verde Islands on October 9, 1814, Blakeley encountered a Swedish merchant vessel. Sometime afterward, the Wasp disappeared at sea. In the five months that he commanded the Wasp, Blakeley took 14 prizes.
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Block Island

Small island located some 13 miles off the southern coast of Rhode Island and approximately 14 miles east of Montauk, Long Island, New York, the easternmost point on Long Island. Block Island encompasses 9.734 square miles and is separated from the Rhode Island mainland by Block Island Sound. Block Island was an isolated place during the War of 1812 and had a population of probably fewer than 500 people; its current population numbers just 1,100 permanent residents. The island’s only town is New Shoreham.

The island was named for the first European to explore the island in 1614, Dutch-born Adriaen Block. It was first settled by English colonists in 1661 and officially became a territory of Rhode Island in 1663. During the American Revolutionary War, from 1775 to 1783, Block Islanders declared neutrality in the conflict and traded with both sides. It should thus come as no surprise, then, that they likewise declared neutrality during the War of 1812 and traded with both sides. British ships stopped frequently at Block Island’s port to acquire freshwater, sheep, cattle, and other supplies. The island’s neutrality was not discouraged on the mainland of Rhode Island, as many of its citizens were Federalists who opposed the war in any case. Local officials kept the island in a somewhat loose state of martial law from 1812 to 1814 to prevent incidents of violence between locals and visiting U.S. or British forces.

Block Island had always been a fiercely independent place and remains so today. During the summer many tourists visit the island, which is accessible only by ferry from Rhode Island and Long Island.
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Bloomfield, Joseph

Birth Date: October 18, 1753

Death Date: October 3, 1823

Lawyer, Democratic Republican politician, and militia/army officer. Born in Woodbridge, New Jersey, on October 18, 1753, Joseph Bloomfield studied law with Cortland Skinner and joined the bar in 1775. After the American Revolutionary War began, he obtained a commission as a captain in the 3rd New Jersey Regiment on February 9, 1776. Upon reaching Albany, his regiment was sent to the Mohawk Valley to observe the Iroquois. He then served at Fort Ticonderoga and was promoted to major. After participation in the Battles of Brandywine Creek (September 11, 1777) and Monmouth Court House (June 28, 1778), he resigned in 1778 due to injuries sustained in combat.

In the autumn of 1778, Bloomfield resumed his legal practice in Burlington, New Jersey, and became clerk of the New Jersey Assembly. He subsequently served as registrar of the Admiralty Court prior to his election as the state’s attorney general in 1783, a post he held until 1792, when he resigned to become a trustee of Princeton College (1793–1801). During the 1794 Whiskey Rebellion, Bloomfield commanded a New Jersey militia brigade. Meanwhile, in 1792 he was a presidential elector, but his growing opposition to Federalism led to his loss of the post in 1796. While serving as mayor of Burlington from 1795 to 1800, he joined the Democratic Republicans.

Bloomfield served as governor of New Jersey from 1801 until he resigned in June 1812 to accept a brigadier general’s commission offered to him by President James Madison. Madison gave Bloomfield command of the Third Military District, based in New York City. However, when fellow Democratic Republican DeWitt Clinton of New York challenged Madison for reelection in the autumn of 1812 and approached Bloomfield for support, Bloomfield’s relationship with the president became strained. After Bloomfield expressed his reservations about the lack of military preparations prior to war as well as the poor levels of training for the soldiers defending New York City, Madison promptly removed Bloomfield from command and sent him to take charge of defenses at Plattsburgh, New York.
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Joseph Bloomfield of New Jersey was a lawyer and Democratic-Republican politician. He was serving as governor of his state in June 1812 but resigned to accept a brigadier general’s commission. (Library of Congress)

During the late summer and early autumn of 1812, Bloomfield recruited and trained some 8,000 men in preparation for an invasion of Canada. He also quarreled with New York Militia major general Benjamin Mooers over who would command the expedition. Madison had hoped that Bloomfield would neutralize internal political conflicts within the military, but this did not occur. After some ineffectual campaigning under Major General Henry Dearborn, Madison subsequently dispatched him to oversee Philadelphia’s defenses for the remainder of the war. Bloomfield resigned his commission on June 15, 1815, and returned to the political arena.

While his contemporaries criticized Bloomfield’s military leadership, he nevertheless remained the dominant figure in Democratic Republican politics in New Jersey. He served in the U.S. House of Representatives from 1817 to 1821, where as a committee chair he helped fund pensions for Revolutionary War veterans. Bloomfield died on October 3, 1823, from injuries sustained in a carriage accident in Burlington, New Jersey.
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Blount, Willie

Birth Date: April 18, 1768

Death Date: September 10, 1835

Governor of Tennessee during 1809–1815. Willie Blount was born in Bertie County, North Carolina, on April 18, 1768, the son of a prominent landowner. Educated at today’s Princeton and Columbia Universities, he was admitted to the state bar. In 1790 he relocated to Tennessee as private secretary to his half brother, William Blount, the territorial governor.

The younger Blount was both politically astute and ambitious, and he rose steadily through the political organization established by his brother. He served in the Tennessee House of Representatives during 1807–1809 and then defeated John Cocke to become governor. Blount proved himself to be a strong executive and was favorably disposed toward internal improvements, finance, commerce, and communications. A popular leader, he was easily reelected to three consecutive terms as governor.

The onset of the War of 1812 found Blount well positioned to decisively impact events through his patronage of Andrew Jackson, a longtime political ally. In November 1812 Blount appointed Jackson commander of 1,500 men sent to bolster New Orleans, Louisiana. In doing so, Blount ignored the War Department’s advice not to do so, as Jackson was a personal enemy of Major General James Wilkinson, then commanding at New Orleans. The expedition came to naught in February 1813 once Wilkinson induced the War Department to summarily cancel it, but Jackson gained his first national exposure by handling his affairs well. Therefore, following the Battle of Fort Mims in August 1813, Blount mobilized the Tennessee Militia on his own authority and again appointed Jackson as commander. The ensuing Creek War proved arduous for all involved, but Blount greatly assisted by continually raising more money and troops than authorized by the government. During the New Orleans campaign of 1814–1815, he also managed to provide a steady stream of men and supplies to the hard-pressed Jackson, greatly facilitating the American victory there. Consequently, Blount was widely praised by Secretary of War James Monroe and the Tennessee legislature for his wartime measures. By virtue of his association with Jackson and his own skill at raising and supplying troops and volunteers, Blount played a critical role in the outcome of wartime events in the South.

After the war Blount retired from office at the end of this third term in 1815 and resumed his legal career, although in 1827 his attempt at regaining the governor’s mansion was dashed by a loss to Sam Houston. In 1834 Blount chaired the committee on internal improvements during a constitutional convention. He died near Nashville on September 10, 1835.
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Blue-Light Affair

Event Date: December 12, 1813

An incident that occurred on December 12, 1813, at New London, Connecticut, in which blue signal lights were believed to have alerted British ships to American naval activity in the area. The American commander at the scene, Commodore Stephen G. Decatur, alleged that U.S. citizens opposed to the war had treasonously set the signals, while others claimed that British agents had done so.

Prior to and during the War of 1812, many people in New England saw the conflict with the British as a misguided and illegitimate Democratic Republican effort to subject New Englanders to a profound loss of trade and livelihood. They also pointed to the deprivations of the British as another sign of Democratic Republican malfeasance. The Federalist Party used repeated legislative means to register its opposition to the war. This created a context for skepticism regarding the loyalty of significant portions of American society, primarily in New England and especially in Connecticut.

On the night of May 24, 1813, Commodore Stephen Decatur Jr., commanding a squadron consisting of the frigates United States and Macedonian and the sloop of war Hornet, sailed from New York. That very night the United States was struck by lightning, shattering the main mast. More trouble lay ahead for the squadron, however, when on June 1 two British 74-gun ships of the line, the Ramilies and Valiant, and the frigates Acasta and Orpheus appeared from behind Montauk Point. Decatur believed that his only chance to escape the British was to set course for New London, which he promptly did. The American ships made it to the anchorage at New London, three miles up the Thames River. The British quickly blockaded the river and made plans to invade New London to capture the American force. Worried about a potential British attack on their town, New Londoners were not happy at the presence of Decatur’s ships. Some inhabitants of the town traded with the British squadron, and British sailors often came ashore and were treated as guests in some local homes.

Meanwhile, Decatur moved his ships upriver and ordered the construction of a fort ashore to help provide additional protection against a British attack. Chafing at the inaction and determined to escape the British blockade, Decatur led his ships downriver on the Thames on October 6 and anchored several miles from New London.

On the night of December 12, Decatur attempted to escape with his ships. Weather conditions were ideal, for it was an especially dark night and a heavy sea was running. As the ships prepared to enter Long Island Sound, Decatur saw blue lights ashore on both sides of the mouth of the Thames. Believing that these signals had been designed to alert the British blockaders to his escape attempt, he returned his ships to New London. Decatur was furious, believing the signals to have been lit by treasonous residents of New London, and so informed Secretary of the Navy William Jones, telling him that the editor of the New London Gazette had confirmed the existence of the lights and that they had also been seen by some 20 members of the squadron. Decatur and his ships remained bottled up at New London.

Once news of Decatur’s accusations became public, many inhabitants of New London vociferously disputed his charge, asserting that the signals had been imagined by Decatur, were the result of natural causes, or had been set by a British spy or British sailors who were ashore. Newspapers and public figures joined the debate, condemning or defending either Decatur or New Londoners, and there were calls for a congressional investigation. No one claimed responsibility for the signals, and Decatur’s attempts to discover those who had set them were unsuccessful. The origin of the signals remains undetermined to this day.

The Blue-Light Affair highlighted, and even reinforced, tensions between Americans supporting the war and those opposing it. The Blue-Light Affair became a shorthand reference for opposition to the war and even treasonous activity. The term “Blue-Light Federalists” was subsequently used by Democratic Republicans to disparage antiwar Federalists, referring to their opposition to the War of 1812 and implying a willingness to aid the British in a treasonous manner.
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Blue-Light Federalists

A term used by Democratic Republicans to deride the loyalty of members of the Federalist Party to the American cause during and after the War of 1812. It was inspired by the Blue-Light Affair, an event that occurred in New London, Connecticut, in December 1813 and that led to allegations of treasonous activity by citizens of that town.

The War of 1812 was not popular among Federalists, particularly those in New England. Many in that part of the country viewed the conflict as illegitimate and working against their clear commercial interests. Federalists in New England opposed the war through legislative means, public debate, and resisting federal attempts to control state forces.

In June 1813, an American naval squadron under Commodore Stephen Decatur Jr. took refuge on the Thames River at New London, Connecticut, to escape pursuing British forces. The port was soon blockaded by a larger British squadron, which was unable to sail up the river to engage Decatur. The inhabitants of New London were reluctant to support Decatur, fearing a British attack on the town. The British squadron also provided a commercial outlet for some New London residents who sold supplies to the blockading force. In addition, British sailors were often ashore and were even welcomed into local homes. In this context, Decatur had reason to doubt the sympathies of the town.

Decatur attempted to escape the blockade on the night of December 12, 1813, but reported seeing blue lights by the river’s mouth as he sailed. Concluding that these were signals to the British fleet alerting them to his escape attempt, he returned upriver to New London. Decatur believed that treasonous New London residents had betrayed his movements and attempted to identify them. Once word of the incident became public, New Londoners denied the charges and criticized Decatur. Soon newspapers and public figures were involved, defending or accusing one side or the other. The origin of the signals was never determined.

Democratic Republicans soon took to calling Federalists opposed to the war Blue-Light Federalists, implying that their opposition to the war even included aiding the enemy. The term enjoyed some popularity but faded in use as the passions of the war passed. The term highlights the tensions within the United States during the war and the sharp disagreement between those who favored it and those who opposed it.
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Boerstler, Charles G.

Birth Date: 1778

Death Date: November 21, 1817

U.S. Army officer. Born in 1778, probably at Funkstown near Hagerstown, Maryland, Charles G. Boerstler made an unsuccessful attempt to enter local politics in 1811. On March 12, 1815, a few months before the War of 1812, he was appointed a lieutenant colonel in the 14th U.S. Infantry Regiment.

Following the declaration of war on June 18, Boestler raised 300 men in western Maryland and marched them north to the Niagara frontier, where he reported to 14th Infantry commander Colonel William H. Winder. Supply and late payment problems persisted into the autumn. Nevertheless, Brigadier General Alexander Smyth directed Boestler and the 14th Infantry to lead an attack into Upper Canada.

Early on November 28, 1812, Boestler and his troops boarded 11 boats at Black Rock, New York, with a plan to destroy the bridge at Frenchman’s Creek. Seven boats came ashore on the Canadian side, but British pickets detected the landing. Boestler and his men fought their way to the bridge, only to discover that the axes to destroy the bridge had been left behind in the boats. The Americans then withdrew and returned to the American shore. The 14th Infantry subsequently wintered in Buffalo.

In March 1814, when Winder was promoted to brigadier general, Boestler succeeded to command of the 14th Infantry. Following the American capture of Fort George in May 1813, Boestler and his regiment were ordered to there. Then on June 23, Boerstler led 700 men, including his regiment and militiamen along with cavalry and artillery detachments, from the fort under orders from Brigadier General John Parker Boyd to attack the British outpost at the house of John De Cou, 18 miles distant.

Boerstler set out at night on June 23 with approximately 570 men and two cannon. As the column passed through Queenstown, Canadians loyal to Britain learned of its destination, and Laura Secord then walked some 20 miles to warn British lieutenant James FitzGibbon of the impending American attack, a deed that made her a Canadian heroine.

The next morning, June 24, the Americans entered a dense forest. Unknown to the Americans, there was a large Indian encampment of some 400 warriors in the vicinity, and they now attacked the Americans. Boerstler’s men reacted quickly and fought well, but because of the undergrowth Boerstler was unable to deploy his artillery, and he was unaware of the exact size of the force confronting him. In the fighting that became known as the Battle of the Beaver Dams, or the Battle of the Beechwoods, the Americans were not able to advance, and Boerstler withdrew a short distance. He was also wounded.

At this point, Lieutenant FitzGibbon arrived on the scene with a company of only 50 regulars. FitzGibbon decided on a ruse. Parading his men so as to make it appear that they were a larger force, he then approached under a flag of truce and duped Boerstler into believing that he was merely the advance guard of 1,000 British regulars and 700 Indians, that the Indians were difficult to control, and that he might not be able to prevent a general massacre of the Americans.

After some discussion, Boerstler, taking into account the fact that his men had just marched 11 miles and were exhausted after several hours of fighting and that any retreat was bound to be costly, agreed to surrender. Although Major De Haren arrived with 200 British reinforcements during the actual surrender, Boerstler had surrendered 542 men to an inferior force of only 50 British troops (or 250, depending on whether De Harens’s men are counted) and of course the Indians.

FitzGibbon paroled the militia and marched the regulars into captivity. Boestler managed to evade capture in the confusion and returned to the American lines. Boestler, promoted to colonel on June 20, 1814, before the battle, was exonerated by a court-martial in 1815 regarding his role in the battle. Discharged from the army that June after the end of the war, Boeslter died in New Orleans, Louisiana, on November 21, 1817.

Christopher T. George and Spencer C. Tucker
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Bomb Vessel

Warship employed exclusively for shore bombardment. The first bomb vessel may have been the French galiote à bombe. Based on the Dutch galeote or galliot, it was short in length and broad in beam, an ideal gun platform. Five of these French vessels took part in the shelling of Algiers in 1682 in which the forts were destroyed and more than 700 people ashore were killed. This success and another against Genoa in 1684 led the British to build their own bomb vessels. Such specially designed vessels were known in England as bomb vessels, bomb brigs, bombards, or simply bombs. In both the British and U.S. navies, they were given names of volcanoes (such as Aetna and Hecla) or names expressive of their might (such as Thunder and Spitfire).

The bomb was a two-masted square-rigged vessel. Its main mast was nearly amidships and had a course and square topsail and topgallant as well as a gaff sail. The mizzen mast carried the square sails of the ship and also a spanker. In general appearance it looked like a ship that was missing the foremast. This left the forward portion essentially clear for the mortar(s). The British deployed some bomb vessels to America during the Revolutionary War.

Bomb vessels were strongly built and fitted with more riders than any other vessel, a reinforcement needed to sustain the shock from the discharge of the heavy mortars they carried. Originally about 100 tons and 60–70 feet in length of deck, they were shallow-draft vessels, requiring only about 8–10 feet of water, which allowed them to maneuver close to shore. Early 19th-century bomb vessels were larger—about 300 tons, 92 feet in length of deck, 27.5 feet in breadth, and 12 feet in depth of hold. When loaded, they drew about 12 feet of water.

The danger of explosions aboard bomb vessels led to special precautions in their construction. These included bulkheads of planks between mortars and magazines. During firing, square wooden screens were hoisted on a boom over each mortar to screen the flash; wetted tarpaulins were lashed over the hatchways to the magazines. As additional precautions, crews might remain on tenders, usually brigs, until they were needed on the bomb vessels; shells could be prepared aboard the tenders and brought to the bomb vessel in longboats.

In addition to mortars, bomb vessels also employed carronades and howitzers. Eighteenth-century Royal Navy bomb vessels were armed with one 13-inch and one 10-inch sea mortar. They also mounted eight 6-pounder long guns and assorted swivels for their own defense, but by 1810 bombs in the Royal Navy carried two 10-inch mortars and four 68-pounder carronades. Later, the 13-inch mortar came back into use, and the carronades were removed.

Bomb vessels were intended for shore bombardment only, not to fight other ships. The best-known employment of such ships during the War of 1812 occurred in the British shelling of Fort McHenry in September 1814, although in this signature incident their firepower proved ineffective.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Bonaparte, Napoleon

See Napoleon I

Boxer, HMS
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Boyd, John Parker

Birth Date: December 21, 1764

Death Date: October 4, 1830

U.S. Army officer. John Parker Boyd was born in Newburyport, Massachusetts, on December 21, 1764. He entered the U.S. Army in 1784 as an ensign and two years later, during Shays’ Rebellion, served in a Massachusetts infantry regiment. He left the army in 1787, and in 1789 he traveled to India seeking military employment. After serving various native princes until 1798, he sold his command and returned to the United States.

Becoming active in Democratic Republican politics, Boyd was rewarded on October 7, 1808, with an appointment as colonel of the 4th U.S. Infantry Regiment. Three years later along with this regiment, he joined William Henry Harrison, governor of the Indiana Territory, as second-in-command of Harrison’s expedition into Indian country, which culminated in the Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811. Boyd served capably under trying conditions, and he received the thanks of the territorial legislature.

[image: image]

U.S. Army brigadier general John P. Boyd was widely blamed for one of the worst defeats suffered by the United States in the War of 1812: the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813. Boyd never again held a combat command. (North Wind Picture Archives)

On October 26, four months after the outbreak of the War of 1812, Boyd was promoted to brigadier general and given command of the Eastern District, comprising the New England coastline. In early 1813 he was posted to the Niagara border under Major General Henry Dearborn. On May 27, Boyd courageously led his brigade in the capture of Fort George. During that summer, he initiated an attack on a British outpost at Beaver Dams, sending an unsupported column under Lieutenant Colonel Charles G. Boerstler that was badly mauled on June 24.

In the autumn of 1813, Boyd took command of a brigade in Major General James Wilkinson’s army, which was assembling at Sackets Harbor, New York, to move by water against Montreal. Major General Wade Hampton, at Plattsburgh, was to support Wilkinson. At the Long Sault Rapids on November 10, Wilkinson landed Boyd with 2,000 men on Canadian soil to attack 800 British regulars and militia, commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Joseph W. Morrison. On November 11, in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm, Boyd committed his forces to combat piecemeal, lost control of the battle, and was compelled to leave the field. The next day Wilkinson, learning that Hampton refused to advance on Montreal, abandoned his offensive.

Boyd was widely criticized for his performance at Crysler’s Farm and never held another combat command. He was discharged from the army on June 15, 1815. Although he published a bombastic pamphlet in 1816 in an attempt to defend himself, he did not redeem his military reputation. Brigadier General Winfield Scott, who had served under him at Niagara, declared him to be a vacillating imbecile. Boyd died in Boston, Massachusetts, on October 4, 1830.

Paul David Nelson

See also

Beaver Dams, Battle of; Boerstler, Charles G.; Crysler’s Farm, Battle of; Dearborn, Henry; Fort George, Battle of; Hampton, Wade; Harrison, William Henry; Morrison, Joseph Wanton; Scott, Winfield; Tippecanoe, Battle of; Wilkinson, James

Further Reading


Boyd, John P. Documents and Facts Relative to Military Operations during the Late War. N.p., 1816.

Burton, M. Agnes, ed. “Orderly Book of Col. John P. Boyd and Extracts 1811–1812.” Manuscripts from the Burton Historical Collection 1 (1917): 145–187.

Cruikshank, Ernest, ed. The Documentary History of the Campaign on the Niagara Frontier. New York: Arno, 1971.



Boyle, Thomas

Birth Date: June 29, 1775

Death Date: October 12, 1825

Arguably the most successful American privateersman of the War of 1812. Thomas Boyle was born into a seafaring family on June 29, 1775, in Marblehead, Massachusetts. He settled in Baltimore in October 1794 and became a merchant marine captain in command of a succession of ships.

When the War of 1812 began, the U.S. government, aware that the U.S. Navy was vastly inferior to the Royal Navy, issued letters of marque to permit merchant captains to operate as privateers and assail British commercial shipping. Their mission was to destroy or capture as many enemy ships as possible in order to bring pressure on the British government.

Equipped with a letter of marquee, Boyle began operating out of Baltimore and made the first of three successful cruises in the privateer schooner Comet (14 guns), built by Fells Point, Baltimore, shipbuilder Thomas Kemp. The Baltimore privateer schooners were built with a sleek body and raked masts that made them very fast. During the Comet’s third voyage, Boyle captured 20 British ships. After Boyle’s success with the Comet, Kemp asked Boyle to command another of his ships, the Chasseur (14 guns), with a crew of 80 men.

Most famously, while in command of the Chasseur, Boyle had the temerity to lampoon Britain’s blockade of the American seaboard by declaring a paper blockade of the coast of Great Britain. His declaration of the blockade was published in August 1814 as a broadside that he requested to be posted at Lloyd’s Coffee House in London. By early 1815, Boyle and the Chasseur had taken more than 30 British prizes, making him the most successful American privateersman of the war.

After the war’s conclusion when the Chasseur sailed back to Baltimore in April 1815, editor Hezekiah Niles of the Niles’ Weekly Register declared the ship the “Pride of Baltimore.” Today’s replica schooner, The Pride of Baltimore II, a goodwill ambassador for the City of Baltimore, is modeled after Boyle’s ship.

Following the War of 1812, Boyle took part in the South American wars of independence. He died at sea on October 12, 1825.

Christopher T. George
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Brady, Hugh

Birth Date: July 29, 1768

Death Date: April 15, 1851

U.S. Army officer. Hugh Brady was born in Standingstone, Pennsylvania, on July 29, 1768. In 1792 he enlisted in the U.S. Army as an ensign and was assigned to Major General Anthony Wayne’s Legion of the United States in the Northwest Territory, then engaged in Little Turtle’s War. Promoted to lieutenant in 1794, Brady saw combat during the pivotal Battle of Fallen Timbers on August 20, 1794. In 1796 Brady left the army, and in 1798 he was appointed captain of a local militia unit, which was disbanded two years later. Subsequent to that, he engaged in agricultural pursuits in western Pennsylvania. After the War of 1812 began, Brady reentered the army with a commission as a colonel of the 22nd U.S. Infantry Regiment. He spent the first two years of the war on recruiting duty, but in the summer of 1814 he joined his regiment on the Niagara frontier. Brady saw action in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, July 25, 1814, where he was badly wounded. Nevertheless, the 22nd Infantry managed to keep the British at bay until Major General Jacob Brown arrived with reinforcements. After the battle, Brady and other officers became angry with Brown because they believed that the general had not given them adequate credit in his battle report.

Brady remained in the army after the war. In 1822, he was promoted to brigadier general and assigned command of Fort Detroit in 1828. In 1832, he participated peripherally in the Black Hawk War. He subsequently headed Military Department Number 7, headquartered at Detroit. In this capacity, he was instrumental in staunching the flow of rebel troops to Canada during the so-called Patriot War of 1837–1838. Too old to take a field command during the Mexican-American War, Brady helped assemble troops for combat and aided in their supply and transportation to the war front in Mexico. He was promoted to major general in 1848 and died at Detroit in an accident on April 15, 1851, still on active duty at the time of his death.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Brewer, Lucy

See Baker, Louisa

Brig

A square-rigged vessel with a foremast and main mast was known as a brig, a term derived from “brigantine.” Sometimes the spanker or driver would be set upon a supplementary mast, known as a trymast, inserted between the main mast tops and the deck, which prompted the vessel to be referred to as a “snow.”

As warships, brigs were smaller in dimension, scantling, armament, and crew than a sloop of war or one of the larger rates of ships. The British Admiralty developed numerous classes, the most widely launched being the Cruizer class. Commissioned to Royal Navy commanders, the Cruizer-class ships were known as brig sloops and measured about 100 feet on their flush upper decks, nearly 31 feet abeam and with a hold of nearly 13 feet deep. They usually mounted 2 6-pounder long guns and 16 32-pounder carronades and had a crew of 121.

These and other brigs saw frequent service in home waters and along the American coast during the War of 1812, where in all encounters with ships of the U.S. Navy they were beaten except for the capture of the U.S. brig Argus by the brig sloop HMS Pelican near the Irish Sea on August 14, 1813.

The U.S. Navy had four brigs launched before the war that saw action. The ill-fated Argus measured only about 95 feet on deck. It mounted 2 12-pounder long guns and 18 24-pounder carronades. The smaller Syren (2 9-pounder long guns, 2 42-pounder carronades, and 12 24-pounder carronades) was captured by HMS Medway (74 guns) in July 1814. Another small brig, the Vixen (never armed) was taken in December 1813.

Brigs were used by both sides on the Great Lakes, sometimes in the instance of merchant schooners being altered to be more efficient for war duty, such as the Governor Simcoe on Lake Ontario, which the Royal Navy sailed as the brig Sir Sidney Smith, later renamed the Magnet. The U.S. Navy’s first warship on the lakes was the U.S. brig Oneida, launched at Oswego in 1809, armed with 1 32-pounder long gun and 16 24-pounder carronades on a flush upper deck. The Jefferson and Jones, constructed by master shipwright Henry Eckford at Sackets Harbor in 1814, were sleek in shape, about 123 feet long on their flush decks and capable of carrying 4 24-pounder long guns and 16 42-pounder carronades, which probably made them the most powerful brigs during the war.

Robert Malcomson
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Brigantine

Ship type. A brigantine was a two-masted vessel resembling a brig except that its main mast was fully rigged with fore and aft sails, while the foremast had square sails. The brigantine closely matched the hermaphrodite brig, which had only fore and aft sails on its main mast. Neither the Royal Navy nor the U.S. Navy had any brigantines in their service during the War of 1812, although there were numerous privateers operating with this sail rig.
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Britain

See Great Britain

British North America

The American Revolutionary War, concluded by the signing of the Treaty of Paris in 1783, created two new entities in North America. The United States of America was the most apparent formation, and the treaty was kind to the new republic, ensuring that it gained considerable land at the expense of the colonies to the north of the original 13 (those that remained loyal to Britain), with the U.S.-Canadian border being set at the 45th Parallel. New Englanders were also granted fishery rights in the waters off Nova Scotia and Newfoundland.

A second nation was also set in motion, although the process of nationhood took another six decades. Some 20 percent of America’s colonial population, close to half a million residents, chose to remain loyal to Great Britain, and upon conclusion of the war more than 40,000 fled north to the British colonies of Quebec, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island. Because of the demographic challenges created by this sudden influx of migrants, the British government was forced to reorganize its North American colonies. In 1784, New Brunswick was formed from the western shore of the Bay of Fundy, previously part of Nova Scotia. And in 1791, Quebec was divided into two colonies, Upper Canada (present-day Ontario) and Lower Canada (present-day Quebec). Together, the five colonies of Upper Canada, Lower Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island constituted British North America. That territory remained unchanged until after the War of 1812.

From 1783 to 1812, there was great fluidity along the border between British North America and the United States. A number of Canadian Loyalists (several thousand) returned from Nova Scotia to the United States during the 1790s. Yet at the same time, some 15,000 New Englanders moved north to Lower Canada, and 50,000 Mid-Atlantic Americans (mainly New Yorkers and Pennsylvanians) settled in Upper Canada, attracted there by inexpensive land and low taxes.

The porous nature of the border extended beyond population movement to economics. In the years immediately following 1783, New Englanders established economic contacts with those in Nova Scotia, and artisans, merchants, and entrepreneurs along both sides of the border conducted extensive business with neighbors on the other side. American lumbermen, masons, saddlers, and tailors found work in the Canadian provinces, and British North American manufacturers relied on Americans as their chief consumers.

Coastal trade between Boston and Portland and between Boston and Halifax, Nova Scotia, flourished. Individuals moved freely between the two regions and intermarried with little difficulty. Even the print media became involved in this economic flow of goods, with newspapers and other periodicals advertising trade in both the United States and British North America. Indeed, for many Canadians, the economic and political news emanating from the United States was of infinitely more relevance to their daily lives than that from Great Britain.

Despite these connections, however, a distinct British North American identity began coalescing by 1812, particularly in Upper Canada and New Brunswick, the chief beneficiaries of post-Revolutionary Loyalist immigration. By the early years of the 19th century, Canadians had erected British-style brick and stone dwellings in many towns, had built courthouses and jails to carry out British law and justice, and had installed Church of England ministries in settlements, however rural.

These physical testaments to notions of Britishness were matched by rhetoric, habits, and ideology. Every Fourth of June, for example, toasts were given to the birth of King George III, a direct repudiation of the Fourth of July celebrations occurring south of the border. Colonial governors with all the trappings of royalty were placed at the top of British North American hierarchy, and colonial legislatures were assembled to represent the more conservative and, according to British North Americans, rational form of governance of constitutional monarchy. British North America, despite its proximity to and close economic and social ties with the United States, would remain emphatically British in form as well as substance.

During the War of 1812, these sentiments intensified. The war, ostensibly fought over maritime issues and commercial trade restrictions, also had much to do with the continued American desire to expand westward and the opposition to this encountered from the Pan-Indian confederacy organized by Tecumseh. American settlers in the western and southern states claimed that the British were arming the Indians and that only through British support were the Native Americans able to resist American designs on their lands. It was no coincidence that when Congress debated President James Madison’s war resolution, representatives from New England, the region most affected by encroachments on American maritime rights, were least enthusiastic, while representatives from the southern and western regions, which had a direct stake in the acquisition of tribal lands, were most in favor of war.

American war leaders presumed that the population in British North America, especially the recent American immigrants living in Upper Canada who were American-born, would flock to the side of the republic, only too happy to accept American notions of liberty and democracy. Many British North Americans, however, were more concerned with the British struggle against France and identified the American attack on British forces as at one with the tyranny of Napoleon. For that reason, Canadian militias, together with British regulars and their Indian allies, offered stiff, if episodic, resistance to American arms.

Although the war ultimately ended in stalemate, it proved a decisive event in the formation of a national identity for both the Americans and the Canadians. For the United States, the conflict represented the second and final stage of the American Revolution, reaffirmation of the ultimate declaration of independence from the British, with Andrew Jackson added to the growing list of national heroes for the young republic.

For British North America, the effect was no less significant. Just as the war affirmed American independence from the British world, so too did it confirm Canadian allegiance to the same, and for Canadians the war represented a second expression of loyalty to Crown and empire. More important, it gave Canadians their own homegrown national heroes, such as Sir Isaac Brock and Laura Secord, men and women who were distinctly British North American, that is, neither wholly American nor wholly British.

Following the War of 1812, British North America was secure as a territory within the British Empire. There would be subsequent border skirmishes and disputes over exactly where the line on the map would be drawn, but never again would the United States attempt to terminate the British presence in North America, nor would Great Britain dispute the sovereignty of the United States.

In 1840, Upper and Lower Canada united to form the United Province of Canada. In 1867, the Constitution Act merged the United Province, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick to create the Dominion of Canada, composed of the four provinces of Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick. The province of Manitoba was added in 1870, British Columbia was added in 1871, and Prince Edward Island was added in 1873. In 1905, the provinces of Alberta and Saskatchewan also joined. Finally, in 1949, Newfoundland was added, and the Dominion of Canada was complete. None of this would have been likely without the events of 1812–1815, however.

Benjamin J. Grob-Fitzgibbon
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Brock, Sir Isaac

Birth Date: October 6, 1769

Death Date: October 13, 1812

British Army officer. Isaac Brock was born into a family of comfortable means at St. Peter Port, Isle of Guernsey, on October 6, 1769. He was educated at home and entered the 8th Regiment of Foot in March 1785 as an ensign, his commission having been purchased. He rose to lieutenant in 1790 and two years later obtained a captaincy in the 49th Foot by raising a new company for it. Brock purchased his majority in 1795 and his lieutenant colonelcy in 1797.

Except for a brief posting in Jamaica, where Brock took ill in 1793, he spent most of his career in garrison. His only experience in battle occurred on October 2, 1799, when the 49th Foot participated in an action near Egmont-op-Zee during a brief British campaign in Holland. A spent musket ball struck Brock in the throat and left him temporarily dazed but otherwise unscathed. Brock then took part with the 49th Foot in the fleet of Admiral Sir Hyde Parker for operations against Denmark in 1801. Vice Admiral Lord Horatio Nelson negated the need for Brock to lead his regiment ashore when he destroyed much of the Danish fleet at Copenhagen on April 2, bringing a peace settlement.

[image: image]

British major general Isaac Brock’s victory over the American forces at Detroit and his role in the Battle of Queenston Heights, where he was killed, saved Canada from American conquest in 1812. Brock is rightly regarded as Canada’s first military hero. (Library of Congress)

Ordered to Canada in 1802, the 49th Foot arrived at Quebec in August. During the next decade, detachments of the regiment served at various posts in Lower and Upper Canada, and Brock gained experience as a garrison commander on the frontier. He was promoted to colonel in 1805, to brigadier general in 1807, and to major general in 1811. He made one visit home during 1805–1806 and returned to Canada, where he was the senior commanding officer at Quebec for a period in 1807.

During his decade in Canada, Brock earned a reputation for efficiency and affability. Nevertheless, he considered his appointment in Canada akin to “retirement.” In 1811 he requested permission to return to England and seek employment with the army fighting Napoleon in Europe. In the meantime, Lieutenant Governor Francis Gore of Upper Canada went home on leave, and Sir George Prevost arrived at Quebec to take command as governor in chief of British North America. Brock was appointed to take Gore’s civil post and to command the forces in Upper Canada. Early in 1812 Brock received permission to leave Canada, but he chose to stay, in part because he felt honor-bound to prepare for the coming war with the United States. Also, his two senior positions brought him additional income, which he needed to pay off large debts that his family had incurred during a bank failure in 1811.

Brock realized that the militia of Upper Canada was hardly fit for active service, and he formed new flank companies of the best officers and men in the various regiments. However, he had grave doubts about the overall loyalty of the populace, a large percentage of which consisted of recent settlers from the United States. Anti-British sentiments were evident in the debates of the province’s legislative assembly, frustrating some of Brock’s efforts to gain firm support across the province. He also doubted the dependability of the Indian allies but managed to arrange their tentative backing through his close association with Chief John Norton of the Grand River Six Nations.

Prevost’s defensive strategy retained most of the regular troops in Lower Canada, leaving Brock to defend the 600-mile border of Upper Canada with fewer than 5,000 regulars, militia, and Indians. Brock combined them to occupy the main posts on the St. Lawrence, Niagara, and Detroit Rivers, supported on the lakes by the Provincial Marine.

Brock hoped to carry out preemptive strikes against American forts, but Prevost, following orders from London, prohibited any action that might rouse support for the war among the Americans. Nevertheless, Brock gave tacit consent for the assault and capture of American Fort Mackinac on July 17, 1812. When he learned the details of the invasion across the Detroit River launched by U.S. Army brigadier general William Hull on July 12, Brock acted with his customary dispatch. He and his aides put together a reinforcement of regulars, militia, and Indians and proceeded by boat to Fort Amherstburg during the second week of August. Hull had withdrawn to Detroit by this time, and Brock worked with Colonel Henry Procter and Tecumseh to threaten Detroit with bombardment, which prompted Hull to surrender his army without a fight. The victory raised the spirits of the citizens across Upper Canada, who now lauded Brock as the savior of the province. The Crown honored him with a knighthood on October 9.

The armistice negotiated by Prevost and U.S. Army major general Henry Dearborn prevented Brock from working with Tecumseh to execute a campaign into the Old Northwest, much to Brock’s frustration. He returned to Niagara, expecting an attack on Fort George or Fort Erie. When the Americans crossed at Queenston on October 13, Brock rode from his headquarters to inspect the action. He was killed there while leading a small detachment of regulars and militia in an attempt to recapture a battery taken by the invaders.

Brock was buried at Fort George on October 16 in a ceremony that drew thousands of spectators and martial displays of respect from the American side of the river. His loss was lamented throughout the war, and no commanding officer captured the public’s admiration in Canada that he had enjoyed. His body was reburied in 1824 below a monument built in his honor by the government of Upper Canada.

Robert Malcomson
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Broke, Sir Philip Bowes Vere, First Baronet

Birth Date: September 9, 1776

Death Date: January 2, 1841

Royal Navy officer, known as the “Master Gunner.” Phillip Bowes Vere Broke was born on the family estate of Broke Hall, Nacton, Suffolk, England, on September 9, 1776. When he was 12 years old, his father enrolled him in the Royal Naval Academy at Portsmouth. Broke entered active service at age 16, being appointed a midshipman in 1792. He was commissioned as a lieutenant in late 1796 and took part in the British naval victory of the Battle of Cape St. Vincent on February 14, 1797. His naval skills were further honed over the next three years while patrolling the coasts of Ireland to prevent French aid from reaching Irish rebels during the 1798 uprising and its aftermath. His was promoted to commander in 1799 and to post captain on February 14, 1801, but did not obtain a ship command until 1805, when he took charge of the frigate Druid off Ireland. In August 1806, he assumed command of the newly launched 38-gun frigate Shannon.

Early on, Broke was noted for his expertise in gunnery. During the next five years, with the Shannon on patrol duty in the North Sea and the Bay of Biscay, he trained his crew to a high state of efficiency, particularly in gunnery. Broke also developed a new technique of concentrated fire wherein all the guns of a broadside were concentrated on a single aiming point. This technique and Broke’s rigorous training of his crew gave the Shannon the reputation as the most efficient ship of its class in the Royal Navy.

In 1811 Broke was ordered to join the North American Squadron at Halifax, Nova Scotia. With the beginning of the War of 1812, in the summer and autumn of 1812 and the spring of 1813 Broke patrolled the American coast, helping to maintain a blockade of the U.S. Atlantic coast. In July of that year the Shannon was part of the British squadron under Broke’s command that chased the famous American frigate Constitution for several days. Broke also took several American ships that ran the blockade, but he invariably burned his captures rather than reduce the crew of the Shannon by sending the ships to Halifax with prize crews. The British had already suffered a series of humiliating defeats by U.S. Navy frigates.

In May 1813, Broke commanded a small squadron off Boston. There the U.S. frigate Chesapeake, rated at 36 guns, was completing a refit and would soon be ready for sea. The ship’s commander, Captain James Lawrence, had a new crew but was anxious to challenge the Shannon.

On the morning of June 1, 1813, the Chesapeake sailed out of Boston Harbor to engage the Shannon. The battle between the two ships was sanguinary, and the Shannon’s superior gunnery was the decisive difference. The engagement ended when Broke led a boarding party onto the Chesapeake and was victorious. Lawrence had been mortally wounded earlier in the battle; Broke suffered a serious head wound from a cutlass but survived. A total of 228 men died on both sides in the battle. The Shannon then escorted its prize to Halifax.

News of Broke’s victory resounded throughout the British Empire, and he was created a knight baronet on September 25, 1813. However, his wound was serious enough to prevent further active sea service. He stayed on the inactive navy list and returned home to Suffolk. He continued to move up the seniority list, however, and on July 22, 1830, he was promoted to rear admiral. Broke died in London on January 2, 1841, having gone there to receive medical treatment for injuries sustained 28 years earlier.

Ronald J. Dale
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Brooke, Sir Arthur

Birth Date: 1772

Death Date: July 26, 1843

British Army officer. Born in Ireland in 1772, Arthur Brooke was commissioned an ensign in the 44th Regiment in 1792. He served with his regiment in Flanders and Bremen in 1794–1795, in the expedition to the West Indies in 1796, and in the Egyptian campaign of 1801. Advanced to command of the 44th Foot, Brooke took it to Sicily in 1808. He captured the island of Procida in the Bay of Naples in June 1809 and was present at the defeat of a French landing near Messina in September 1810. In August 1813 Brooke landed his regiment in eastern Spain. Promoted to colonel in June 1813, he was appointed to command a brigade and participated in several engagements.

After the surrender of Napoleon in April 1814, Brooke and his brigade were released for service in North America. As commander of the 2nd Brigade, Brooke joined the expedition against the East Coast of the United States under Major General Robert Ross. On August 19, 1814, the small army landed at Benedict, Maryland. After ensuring the destruction of the American flotilla on the Patuxent River, the British advanced on Washington, D.C. At Bladensburg on August 24, the British defeated the American militia attempting to prevent them from moving on the capital. During the battle, Brooke commanded the right flank and decisively routed the American left. The British entered Washington that evening and proceeded to sack and burn public buildings before withdrawing and reembarking on their ships.

The British next moved to attack Baltimore, with their army landing at North Point on September 12 to make a 13-mile march on the city. General Ross, however, was mortally wounded that same day in a skirmish with the Americans, and command devolved upon Brooke.

Brooke decided to follow the original plan for the assault on Baltimore with support provided by warships in the Patapsco River. After careful preparation, he defeated a large American militia force at the Battle of North Point. He was, however, unable to trap the Americans, who simply withdrew in good order to their entrenchments. After a slow advance, Brooke hesitated for the entire day of September 13 in front of American defenses as he sought a weak point to attack. He abandoned the operation after he learned that support from the navy, under Vice Admiral Alexander Cochrane, would not be forthcoming because the navy had failed to reduce the American batteries and because sunken ships blocking the mouth of Baltimore Harbor. After vainly trying to lure the Americans from their entrenchments, Brooke withdrew and reembarked his force on September 15 without interruption from the Americans.

After the conclusion of the War of 1812, Brooke returned to England. He was promoted to major general in 1819. He served as governor of Yarmouth from 1822 to 1825 and was promoted to lieutenant general in 1837. Brooke died in London on July 26, 1843.

Bradley P. Tolppanen
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Brooke, George Mercer

Birth Date: October 16, 1785

Death Date: March 9, 1851

U.S. Army officer with an exemplary combat record in the War of 1812. George Mercer Brooke was born at Mantapike in King and Queen County, Virginia, on October 16, 1785. He entered the army in 1808 as a lieutenant in the U.S. 5th Infantry Regiment. Promoted to captain on May 1, 1810, Brooke served with that unit until May 1, 1814, when he was transferred to the 23rd Infantry Regiment as a major.

Brooke jointly commanded a battalion during the 1814 Niagara campaign with Major Daniel McFarland and succeeded him when the latter fell in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814. Brooke subsequently distinguished himself throughout the ensuing siege of Fort Erie, being brevetted lieutenant colonel for actions during the nighttime British attack on August 15 and colonel for distinguished leadership during the sortie of September 17. He gained particular notoriety during the British bombardment by stealing out to British lines one evening, escorted only by a dismounted dragoon, and then scaling a tree, where he hung a partly covered lantern just outside a British battery. Captain Nathan Towson’s gunners were thus enabled to aim their cannon at the British, wreaking considerable havoc among them. Thereafter, “Who hung the lantern there?” became enshrined as a popular army password.

Brooke was retained in the peacetime establishment after the war, serving with the new 4th Infantry Regiment. During the course of the next four decades he had a varied and far-ranging career. Brooke took part in Major General Andrew Jackson’s Florida campaign in 1817–1818. In 1824 he supervised the construction of Fort Brooke at the site of present-day Tampa, Florida. He rose to brevet brigadier general on September 17, 1824, and to full colonel commanding the 5th Infantry Regiment as of July 15, 1831.

Brooke next took charge of the 4th Military District (Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Wisconsin, Illinois, Iowa, and Missouri), and on June 10, 1846, he succeeded Major General Edmund P. Gaines as commander of the Western Division, headquartered at New Orleans, Louisiana. In this capacity Brooke garnered great praise for efficiently forwarding supplies to the armies of Major General Zachary Taylor and Major General Winfield Scott in Mexico. Brooke subsequently presided over the court-martial of Lieutenant Colonel John C. Frémont.

Brooke rose to major general on May 30, 1848, and the following year took command of Department No. 8 in eastern Texas. He died in San Antonio, Texas, on March 9, 1851. His son, John Mercer Brooke, was a U.S. Navy and later Confederate Navy officer who helped design the ironclad CSS Virginia as well as heavy naval guns for the Confederacy.

John C. Fredriksen

See also

Fort Erie, Siege of and Sortie from; Lundy’s Lane, Battle of

Further Reading


Brooke, St. George Tucker. “The Brooke Family of Virginia.” Virginia Magazine of History and Biography 11 (1903): 444–446.

Fredriksen, John C. Officers of the War of 1812 with Portraits and Anecdotes. Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen, 1989.



Brown, Jacob Jennings

Birth Date: May 9, 1775

Death Date: February 24, 1828

U.S. Army general. Jacob Jennings Brown was born on May 9, 1775, in Bucks County, Pennsylvania, to a prosperous Quaker farming family. After Brown graduating from the University of Pennsylvania in 1790, he was forced to support himself because of his father’s financial setbacks. Beginning in 1793, Brown taught school in Crosswicks, New Jersey, for three years and then surveyed land in Ohio for another two. He moved to New York in 1798 and opened a select school there. Brown wrote several articles for local Federalist newspapers, attracting favorable attention from fellow New Yorker Alexander Hamilton. When Hamilton was appointed inspector general of an army being raised in 1799 during the Quasi-War with France, he appointed Brown as his secretary.

[image: image]

U.S. Army major general Jacob J. Brown, who commanded on the Niagara front, was one of the more capable American generals of the War of 1812. In the 1820s, he was the army’s commanding general. (Library of Congress)

By 1800, Brown had purchased a large tract of land in upstate New York, bordering Lake Ontario. He founded the town of Brownsville and enjoyed financial success, although part of his income came from smuggling potash across the border into Canada. In recognition of Brown’s financial acumen and social standing, he was named colonel of the Jefferson County Militia in 1809. His energy and efforts to improve his regiment led to a promotion to brigadier general of militia in 1811.

When the United States declared war against Great Britain in June 1812, Brown was given responsibility for patrolling a sector from Oswego, New York, to Lake Francis. He commanded a mixed group of regulars and militia. On October 4, 1812, he successfully defended Ogdensburg against an attack by British raiders.

By May 1813, Brown was in charge of the defenses at Sackets Harbor, the main American naval base on Lake Ontario, with only 160 men. While the American squadron was absent, British troops under Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, commander in chief of British forces in Canada, sailed from Kingston to capture and destroy the base.

When Brown heard that the British squadron had set sail, he immediately assembled all regulars and militia in the area. By May 29, when the British landed at Sackets Harbor, Brown had collected 400 soldiers and 500 militiamen. Recognizing that the militiamen were untrained and unable to stand against British regulars, he placed them in the front line, hoping they could draw courage from the regulars and at least get off several rounds. The militia broke almost immediately. The American regulars, however, gave ground slowly, making use of obstacles and fortifications hurriedly thrown up. In an inspired bit of leadership, Brown caught up with the fleeing militia and told them that the British had been routed. He invited them to take part in the chase and capture the booty. About 300 militia men followed Brown back to the harbor, where they made an appearance on the British flank. Fearing that Brown had received reinforcements, Prevost hastily reembarked his men.

Brown’s victory lent a significant lift to American morale, and Secretary of War John Armstrong awarded Brown with a commission as a brigadier general in the regular army, effective July 19, 1813. He was assigned as a brigade commander in Major General James Wilkinson’s attack on Montreal in November 1813. Brown commanded the advance guard, where his performance was exemplary. When Wilkinson abandoned the campaign, Brown was appointed to succeed him.

Brown was promoted to major general on January 24, 1814. After several difficult months in winter quarters, he was ordered to return to Sackets Harbor in February 1814. Brown spent the spring and early summer of 1814 planning a new campaign against British forces in Canada.

Brown’s chief subordinates were regular army brigadier generals Winfield Scott and Eleazer W. Ripley. Recognizing Scott’s talent for training, Brown appointed him drillmaster for the army at Buffalo, New York. By July, Brown divided his forces into three brigades—two of regulars and one of volunteer militia. Although his forces totaled only 3,500 men, his army was better trained and equipped than any previous American army in the war.

On July 3, 1814, Brown crossed the Niagara River and captured Fort Erie after only token resistance. Two days later, he fought a sharp engagement on the Chippawa River against a British force under Brigadier General Phineas Riall. Scott’s sturdy regulars soon forced Riall from the field. After marching down the Niagara River, the Americans reached Lake Ontario on July 10. The hoped-for naval support from Commodore Isaac Chauncey did not materialize, forcing Brown to feint a retreat toward Fort Erie, hoping that the British might follow.

On July 25, Brown encountered a reinforced British army at Lundy’s Lane. Both sides suffered heavy casualties in the battle, and Brown and Scott were both badly wounded and evacuated. Although the Americans held the field, Brown ordered his army to retreat to Fort Erie. The British then opened a formal siege of the fort. Brown ordered Brigadier General Edmund Pendleton Gaines to take command, but Gaines was wounded on August 29. Brown distrusted Ripley and thus returned to action despite his wounds. On September 17, Brown led a surprise attack on the British lines, during which the guns of two of the three siege batteries were disabled. On September 21, the British abandoned the siege. The war ended without further action on the northern frontier.

Brown remained in the army and commanded the Northern Division from his home in Brownsville. In 1821 he became the ranking general in the U.S. Army. He was ordered to Washington, D.C., where he served as the commanding general. Brown supported military training for officers, especially the military academy at West Point. He also cultivated good relations with Congress and ensured that the regular army would play a role on the frontier. Brown died in Washington, D.C., on February 24, 1828.

Tim J. Watts
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Brown, Noah

Birth Date: 1770

Death Date: Unknown

New York shipbuilder who was largely responsible for the construction of the U.S. squadrons on Lake Erie and Lake Champlain during the War of 1812. Noah Brown was born in Salem County in northern New York in 1770. The family relocated to New Stamford, New York, where he lived until 1780. That same year, Brown and his three brothers survived capture by Indians, who killed their father. Following these events, the family moved to Old Stamford, Connecticut, to be closer to his mother’s relatives.

Brown began working as a house carpenter in 1785 and followed this trade until 1792. He then relocated to New York City, where he worked as a house joiner. In 1804 he began to work in the shipbuilding industry. Traveling to Newark in Upper Canada, opposite Fort Niagara, Brown worked on the schooner Work for the North West Company. Returning to New York that same year, he and his brother Adam then worked at the Foreman Cheeseman Yard until the spring of 1805. In 1807 the two brothers worked at George Peek’s shipyard. They then cut live oak in North Carolina for the frigate New York, and the following year the two brothers opened their own shipbuilding business near Corlears Hook on the East River. One of their first projects was the construction of U.S. Navy Gunboat No. 1; by 1809, they had built five gunboats for the navy. When the War of 1812 began, the Brown brothers immediately became involved in U.S. government work. They built the privateers Paul Jones, General Armstrong, and Prince of Neufchatel, and they also converted the ship China into the privateer Yorktown.

In January 1813, Brown went to work with Daniel Dobbins on the warships being constructed on Lake Erie under the supervision of Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry. Brown arrived at Erie in early March and by the end of June had finished construction of the brigs Lawrence and Niagara and the schooners Porcupine, Scorpion, Tigress, and Ariel. These ships represented the bulk of Perry’s squadron in the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813.

During July to September 1813 at Corlears, New York, Noah and Adam Brown constructed the sloop Peacock. By March 1814, the brothers had been contracted by Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough to build warships on Lake Champlain. This work resulted in the construction of the ship Saratoga and nine gunboats and the conversion of the Vincennes into the schooner Ticonderoga. A brig, the Eagle, was completed in August.

The Brown brothers then returned to New York to build Robert Fulton’s steam battery, the Demologos, the world’s first steam warship, and the torpedo boat Mute. The following February, the Browns were at work on the ships of the line Chippewa and New Orleans at Sackets Harbor on Lake Ontario. These were to be among the largest warships in the world, but the war ended before they could be completed.

After the war, Noah Brown was elected an assistant alderman of New York’s Tenth Ward in 1815 and 1816. He retired from ship construction in 1833 but apparently fell on hard times shortly thereafter and was found at the age of 70 working in a shipyard as a journeyman. The particulars of his death are not known.

Christopher Thorn Golding
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Brownstown, Battle of

Event Date: August 5, 1812

Skirmish on August 5, 1812, between American and Indian forces near Detroit, Michigan. During June and July 1812, Brigadier General William Hull led an American force of army regulars and militia from Urbana, Ohio, through the wilderness to Detroit. On July 12, Hull and his army invaded Canada near Sandwich (present-day Windsor). The American force spent the remainder of July skirmishing with British, Native American, and Canadian militia forces between Sandwich and the main British base at Amherstburg.

Brownstown, a small Indian village some 12 miles south of Detroit on Brownstown Creek, was home to a number of Wyandots who had chosen neutrality in the conflict. Shawnee chief Tecumseh, however, challenged their neutrality and urged them to fight with the British. In light of this development, Hull began reevaluating his situation. He was now in enemy territory, his militia had proven far from reliable, and his field forces were dependent upon a supply line running 60 miles along the Detroit River and Lake Erie to the Maumee River. Consequently, his line of communications was subject to attack by Native Americans and, on water, by British forces.

In early August 1812, Ohio’s territorial governor dispatched Captain Henry Brush with a company of men with cattle and flour to resupply Hull’s army. Brush proceeded only as far as the Raisin River, where Native Americans under Tecumseh cut the road. Brush then halted to await reinforcements from Detroit, 33 miles distant. He also sent a message to Hull and requested that troops be sent from Detroit to help protect the supply column.

Answering this appeal, Hill dispatched Major Thomas Van Horne, an Ohio Militia brigadier general serving as a field officer, to assist Brush. Van Horne had a force of some 200 Ohio riflemen and was marching along the main road because he was unable to locate the secondary path he was supposed to take. Van Horne was to escort Brush to Detroit and carry mail from the army back to Ohio.

Major Van Horne set out on August 4 and reached the Ecorse River, about eight miles below Detroit, by twilight. The contingent encamped there for the night. Reportedly at a stop for water, a French settler warned Van Horne that Indians were lying in ambush. Perhaps Van Horne did not believe him, but in any case Van Horne took no special precautions. Tecumseh, meanwhile, had indeed laid an ambush in thick woods along the road near Brownstown with a party of 24 warriors.

Early on August 5, Captain William McCullough, part of a scouting party, was killed and scalped by the warriors, and when Van Horne’s main force came into view, Tecumseh and his men unleashed a torrent of arrows. The surprised Americans, not able to see their foe and believing that they faced a superior force, became disorganized and withdrew in small groups, making them more vulnerable. Seven officers and 10 enlisted men were killed, and 2 were captured during the short fight. Another 70 men went missing. On the Indian side, 1 man, a chief, was killed. The Americans also abandoned the mail, which the Indians duly turned over to the British at Fort Malden. The British thus learned of Hull’s growing desperation. The Native Americans scalped the dead, skewered them with stakes, and left them along the road.

The Brownstown engagement had tremendous consequences for subsequent events. Believing that he was outnumbered by British and Indian forces and increasingly uneasy about his situation, on August 7 Hull evacuated Canada and returned to Detroit. Two days later, on August 9, he sent 600 troops under Colonel James Miller to open the supply line, but they sustained heavy casualties and were ordered back to Detroit. With his army isolated and believing that he was surrounded by British and Native American forces, Hull ultimately surrendered Detroit on August 16, 1812.

Steven J. Rauch
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Bruyeres, Ralph Henry

Birth Date: ca. 1765

Death Date: May 15, 1814

British Army officer. Ralph Henry Bruyeres was born in Montreal, Lower Canada, around 1765 and graduated from the Royal Military Academy at Woolwich, England, with a commission as a second lieutenant, Royal Engineers, in December 1781. He was on duty at Quebec in 1784 and advanced to first lieutenant in 1790 and captain lieutenant in 1795. Before promotion to captain in 1799, Bruyeres saw active duty during campaigns in Flanders in 1793 and the Netherlands in 1799. He returned to Canada in 1800 and was first stationed at Montreal.

There was a significant shortage of Royal Engineers in British North America, and officers such as Bruyeres traveled through Upper and Lower Canada examining fortifications, roads, buildings, and dockyards and making recommendations about their upkeep. They also planned and supervised the construction of new structures, the work often being postponed because of a lack of funds. Bruyeres became the senior engineer in the Canadas in 1806 and was promoted to lieutenant colonel. Among his projects was a series of improvements to the fortifications of Quebec.

Bruyeres had established his reputation as a highly competent officer by the beginning of the War of 1812

and Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost relied upon him for information about the defenses and resources of the provinces, especially Upper Canada, which Prevost did not himself visit until 1813. In January 1813 Prevost sent Bruyeres to the upper province in January 1813 to examine the defenses and to recommend improvements. His reports clearly revealed many weaknesses at Kingston and York and on the Niagara Peninsula. They also made clear the reasons why Prevost’s decision to develop a new dockyard at York as the naval center was misguided. Arguing that its lack of resources and the difficulty of transporting naval armament and fittings made York less suitable than the already existing dockyard at Kingston, Bruyeres countered the long-held opinions of the late Major General Isaac Brock and others.

At York, Bruyeres helped to solve problems caused by Thomas Plucknett, whom Prevost had selected to supervise the building of the frigate Sir Isaac Brock, offering his frank assessment of the man’s incompetence. After he himself toured as far west as Fort Erie in February and March and had listened to Bruyeres’s advice, Prevost quietly reversed his strategic plan, ordering the Lake Ontario naval assets to be concentrated at Kingston during the spring.

On March 1, 1813, Prevost gave Bruyeres the local rank of colonel in charge of projects in Upper Canada. In August, Bruyeres traveled overland to York, where he prepared a proposal for the building of new fortifications there. Then he went to the Niagara Peninsula, where Major General Francis Rottenburg, who was closing in around the American force that had occupied Fort George, tasked him with arranging depots for food and with the accommodation of troops in private buildings. That autumn Bruyeres fell ill and received permission to return to Quebec to convalesce, but Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond’s urgent appeal for his services in January 1814 prompted Bruyeres to leave his sick bed and return to the Niagara war front.

At York again at the end of January, Bruyeres made recommendations for the establishment of a naval base on Georgian Bay and appealed for more engineers and more sappers and miners to be sent to the province. In March he wrote a lengthy report about the recently captured Fort Niagara, stating that there were too few skilled hands available to improve it. He also warned that it would probably be destroyed unless Commodore Sir James Yeo could transport enough men to the front to adequately man the fort, which was done. Bruyeres’s health again broke, and he returned to Quebec, where he died on May 15, 1814.

Robert Malcomson
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Buffalo and Black Rock, New York, Destruction of

Start Date: December 30, 1813

End Date: December 31, 1813

One of a series of attacks on civilian centers along the American side of the Niagara River in December 1813 that were the direct result of the wanton destruction of Newark, Upper Canada, by American forces 20 days earlier. New York Militia brigadier general George McClure had commanded Fort George, Upper Canada, after the regular soldiers departed for the advance on Montreal in November 1813. With the enlistments of McClure’s militia and volunteers running out, he feared that it was impractical to hold this fort, which had been in American hands since the previous May. Before he departed, McClure ordered the burning of about 80 homes and buildings in Newark, the nearby village, to deny its possible use to the enemy. Approximately 400 women, children, and elderly men were given two hours’ warning to evacuate their homes before the destruction began.

British retaliation came swiftly. Less than two weeks later, Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond orchestrated a surprise attack on Fort Niagara across the river from Newark. In the early hours of December 19, British troops entered the fort through a gate that had been inadvertently left open and quickly captured the venerable fortress at a high cost in American lives. Within a few hours of the fall of Fort Niagara, Major General Phineas Riall also led a mixed force of British regulars and Indians across the Niagara River. The warriors then spearheaded an attack on the village of Lewiston, and with only a few minutes’ warning, hundreds of civilians fled; the Indians killed and scalped dozens who were too slow to escape. Riall’s force then burned Lewiston under orders from Drummond, who stated that he destroyed the civilian homes to deprive the enemy soldiers of shelter, the same justification employed by McClure earlier. On December 21, the British continued their attack southward, burning the village of Manchester (present-day Niagara Falls) and warehouses and other structures at Fort Schlosser.

In the early hours of December 30, the British attacked the village of Black Rock. Black Rock and Buffalo were defended by some 2,000 U.S. militia and a few allied Iroquois warriors under Brigadier General Amos Hall. Hall sent four battalions to Black Rock to oppose 965 British regulars and some 400 allied Indians, but the militia fired only a few rounds before scattering. He tried again on December 30 with 1,200 men, but only about half of his men stood their ground, and Hall was soon forced to retreat. Dr. Cyrenius Chapin, a local militia leader at Buffalo, attempted to surrender the village to prevent its destruction, but he was taken prisoner.

During the course of the next two days, the British and native warriors torched both Black Rock and Buffalo, along with five vessels belonging to the Lake Erie Squadron. The terrified inhabitants braved the bitter cold and fled to the interior, while Indians killed and scalped perhaps as many as a dozen. More than 150 homes, barns, and businesses were burned in Buffalo and Black Rock. The inhabitants nevertheless returned and began rebuilding. By the following May, they had already constructed 50 new homes, stores, and taverns.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Bulger, Andrew H.

Birth Date: November 30, 1789

Death Date: March 2, 1858

British Army officer. Born in Newfoundland on November 30, 1789, Andrew H. Bulger accepted an ensigncy in the Royal Newfoundland Regiment of Fencibles in October 1804 and was promoted to lieutenant in July 1806. The regiment was then stationed in Nova Scotia and transferred to Quebec the following year.

In the early months of 1812, Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost sent most of the regiment to Upper Canada, where it was broken into detachments for service at the various posts and in ships of the Provincial Marine. Bulger was with the companies assigned to Amherstburg when the regiment participated in Major General Isaac Brock’s capture of U.S. Army brigadier general William Hull’s army at Detroit on August 16. Bulger’s detachment was then transported to Lake Ontario to act as marines in HMS Royal George for a couple of months and was involved in the capture of two small American merchant ships at the village of Charlotte, New York, on October 1. During the winter, Bulger’s acting marines were stationed on the upper Niagara River to guard against any possible American attack from Black Rock.

Bulger and a detachment of the fencibles subsequently formed part of the force that opposed the American landing at Fort George on May 27, 1813, their first major action of the war. Overcome by the invading Americans, the British withdrew to Burlington Heights and then attacked the camp of the pursuing American army at Stoney Creek on the early morning of June 6, routing the Americans. Bulger was part of the reserve force during this action. He then rejoined the squadron under Commodore Sir James Yeo, which exchanged sporadic fire with American ships under Commodore Isaac Chauncey, and transported troops and supplies. Bulger next served with the naval force that was trailing the American army under Major General James Wilkinson down the St. Lawrence River and then defeated them in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11.

In January 1814 Bulger joined a land force of 220 men that accompanied a small naval contingent to relieve the garrison at Fort Mackinac, 600 miles distant from Kingston. Here he acted as adjutant to expedition commander Lieutenant Colonel Robert McDouall. The men endured severe winter conditions, traveling by sleigh and on foot, and then built a flotilla of bateaux at the head of Georgian Bay for the trip to Mackinac, which they reached on May 18. Late in July an American squadron under Captain Arthur Sinclair arrived off the island and landed a military force on August 4, which McDouall defeated with his regulars, some militia, and native allies. Bulger played an important role in this action and in a follow-up engagement when a combined naval, military, and native detachment, traveling in canoes and bateaux, captured two of Sinclair’s gunboats, the schooners Tigress and Scorpion, in the northern reaches of Lake Huron on September 3 and 6, respectively. Bulger was wounded during the capture of the Tigress.

Bulger’s next assignment was to travel 500 miles west to Fort McKay at Prairie du Chien, the British post on the headwaters of the Mississippi River in present-day Wisconsin. The Americans had held the place briefly in the spring of 1814, but the British recaptured it. McDouall gave Bulger the local rank of captain and ordered him to nurture Indian alliances and maintain vigilance against another American attack. Bulger was in the process of preparing a spring campaign in 1815 when word of the Treaty of Ghent was confirmed. He returned to Quebec the following July and learned that his requests for promotion had been turned down, and when the Royal Newfoundland Regiment was disbanded in 1816, he was placed on half pay. Despite highly laudable recommendations, Bulger’s attempts to obtain promotion or a full-pay appointment earned him nothing until 1820, when he received a bounty of £500 and the half pay of a captain.

In 1822 Bulger went to work for the Hudson’s Bay Company as the secretary and registrar at the recently founded Red River settlement near present-day Winnipeg, Manitoba. Still suffering from the effects of his battle wound, he returned to Quebec in 1825 to work as a clerk for the military secretary. Bulger continued in the employ of the Crown until his death at Montreal on March 2, 1858.

Robert Malcomson
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Burbeck, Henry

Birth Date: June 8, 1754

Death Date: October 2, 1848

U.S. Army officer. Henry Burbeck was born in Boston, Massachusetts, on June 8, 1754. The exact date that he entered the Continental Army is uncertain, but he was commissioned a lieutenant on May 19, 1775, and served as an artillery officer for the duration of the war. Brevetted a major in 1783, Burbeck left the army in November 1783.

Burbeck reentered army service as a captain on October 20, 1786, and was named commander of West Point in August 1787, a post he held until April 1790. Appointed major commandant of the Battalion of U.S. Artillery in 1791, he served in the Old Northwest from 1792 to 1794 during Little Turtle’s War. In 1798, Burbeck was named lieutenant colonel commandant of the Corps of Artillerists and Engineers, a position he held for four years. In 1802 he was promoted to colonel and named commander of the Regiment of Artillerists, a post he held through May 1814. He was brevetted brigadier general in 1813, briefly commanded defenses at New York Harbor, and served at New London as commander of the Second Military District during 1813–1814.

While commanding the Second District, Burbeck had a confrontation with members of the Rhode Island Militia. The militia asserted that officers in the federal army had no jurisdiction over them, a position that Burbeck rejected outright. He then dismissed all state militia units from federal service, meaning that the state could expect no help from the federal government should the British attack there. Facing such a potential threat, the state militia promptly agreed to comply with federal authority.

[image: image]

A veteran of the American Revolutionary War, Henry Burbeck returned to military service in 1786 as captain in the newly formed battalion of U.S. artillery. During the War of 1812, the “Grand Old Man of U.S. Artillery” commanded the Regiment of Artillerists until 1814. (Hulton Archive/Getty Images)

Burbeck retired from the army in June 1815 and settled into civilian life in New London, Connecticut, where he remained until his death on October 2, 1848.

Thomas Sheppard
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Burlington, Canada

Burlington, Canada, is located on the western end of Lake Ontario, halfway between Niagara and the provincial capital of York. Throughout the War of 1812, Burlington Bay offered an important anchorage between Sixteen Mile and Seventeen Mile Creeks, which served the Provincial Marine and Royal Navy, while Burlington Heights, a peninsula surrounded by swamp and water overlooking the Little Lake of the inner harbor, became an ideal defensive position following the British evacuation of the Niagara Peninsula after the American capture of Fort George on May 27, 1813. Because Burlington Heights also afforded good access to the roads leading eastward into the Niagara Peninsula and to the west, toward Lake Erie, it constituted an important part of the British lines of communication between Kingston and Amherstburg.

During May and June 1813, all of these factors led Brigadier General John Vincent, the commander of Upper Canada, to cancel plans to withdraw to York. He also ordered the property of Richard Beasley commandeered by the Crown in order to establish a base on the heights. The surprise attack against the American camp at Stoney Creek during the night of June 6, 1813, was launched from Burlington Heights.

The site was surveyed by the Royal Engineers in September 1814, and an entrenched position remained on the heights until 1815. There earthworks forming two lines of defense, a powder magazine, a sally port, a depot, and a battery were erected. Gallows were also constructed during 1814 for the execution of those found guilty of treason, including the so-called Ancaster Eight who were hanged there in 1814.

American forces operated in the area on July 30, 1813, when 500 men under Colonel Winfield Scott landed near Burlington Heights. While one American party swept the area for livestock and information, another conducted a reconnaissance on the works upon the heights. Scott considered the possibility of a joint land-naval attack, but given the shallowness of the water and the lack of sufficient boats to carry the troops, he reembarked his men and proceed to York, which was subject to a second American raid.

Burlington Bay is perhaps best known for the refuge it provided to Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo’s Lake Ontario naval squadron following its engagement with Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s American squadron on September 28, 1813. During the battle, Yeo’s flagship was dismasted, but he was able to break off the engagement and sought refuge in Burlington Bay while being pursued by Chauncey the entire way. The so-called Burlington Races ended when Yeo reached the anchorage, at which point Chauncey decided to haul off, a move for which he was criticized.

Today, the Dundurn National Historic Site, managed by the City of Hamilton, Ontario, is located at the site. Various markers in the historic site and the cemetery across York Boulevard indicate the location of the first fortified line and other aspects of the War of 1812.

John R. Grodzinski
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Burlington, Vermont

Town located in northwestern Vermont along the eastern shore of Lake Champlain. Burlington was first settled in 1783, and two years later it was formally organized as a town. Burlington is situated on a thin strip of land that extends some six miles south of the mouth of the Winooski River. The town is built on a steeply ascending slope that rises about 325 feet above the lake surface; beyond that there are higher hills and peaks to its east. Because of its location on Lake Champlain, Burlington served as a major hub of trade, shipping, and commerce and was obviously of considerable importance to both sides during the War of 1812.

Despite the great unpopularity of the war in Vermont, Burlington became an important shipbuilding center, a large supply depot, and a temporary troop garrison. At one point, as many as 5,000 troops were quartered there, a development that overwhelmed the infrastructure and incensed the local population. An outbreak of disease, perhaps of typhoid fever, killed some 500 people during the war, including a number of local residents.

When U.S. Navy lieutenant Thomas Macdonough began constructing ships in Burlington in the spring of 1813, the town took on far greater strategic significance. The 1st U.S. Infantry Brigade was sent there, charged with defending the military stores there and protecting Macdonough’s shipbuilding facility. During the last week of July 1813, British forces attacked Swanton, Vermont, and Plattsburgh, New York. Fearing a similar assault on Burlington, Major General Wade Hampton, now in command at Burlington, readied its defenses.

After emptying the town of women and children, Hampton directed Macdonough to position three ships—two of which were not yet complete—along the shore, where they could be called upon to defend against a British waterborne assault. He also ordered the construction of a 12-gun battery that could fire in the direction of land or out over the lake.

The British never did attempt an assault on Burlington because of its steep cliffs and the fact that Hampton had so many troops in the vicinity. On August 2, 1813, however, British ships in the lake briefly appeared off the town and lobbed some 200 shells toward inland, doing little damage before they sailed away. The British did not again attack Burlington during the remainder of the war.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Burlington Beach, Engagement at

Event Date: July 29, 1813

Abortive American raid near Burlington (present-day Ontario), Upper Canada. During the summer of 1813, British and American strategies on Lake Ontario were quite similar: both sought to harass each other with sorties by small squadrons. These forces sought to raid and destroy supply depots and capture supplies and ships to reinforce their own side. This strategy was preferred to launching major and potentially costly offensives on or around the lake. By 1813, American naval forces on Lake Ontario enjoyed a significant advantage over the British. U.S. Navy commodore Isaac Chauncey and his army counterpart Major General Henry Dearborn planned to employ this strategy as part of a larger effort to secure the Niagara Peninsula.

On April 27, 1813, the Americans sailed out of Sackets Harbor to mount an amphibious assault on York (Toronto). The assault was a success. A great many stores were destroyed, and the Americans scattered the British garrison. U.S. forces left York a week later and then moved on Fort George at the mouth of the Niagara River, bombarding it for two days; on May 27, they landed and ejected the British garrison there. A British flotilla, under the command of Commodore Sir James Yeo, responded with a raid on Sackets Harbor during May 28–29, prompting the American naval force to return, while General Dearborn attempted to follow up his victory at Fort George by sending an expedition to attack the British at Burlington Heights.

Chauncey commanded the operation at Burlington Beach, launched on July 29. Its objective was the Burlington supply depot, commanded by Brigadier General Sir John Vincent. The attempt here was quickly aborted, however, after the Americans found the beach heavily defended. The Americans then moved on to the undefended York and raided it instead.

During the raid on York, Chauncey’s squadron numbered 2 ships, 1 brig, and 10 schooners. He was also able to employ his newest ship, the sloop General Pike, during the raid. U.S. Army forces were commanded by Colonel Winfield Scott of the 2nd U.S. Artillery. Chauncey ordered provisions seized and stores burned in retaliation for Commodore Yeo’s earlier actions against the Americans at Sackets Harbor. That accomplished, the invaders withdrew without interference.

Mark D. Mills
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Burlington Races, Battle of

Event Date: September 18, 1813

Late in September 1813, American major general James Wilkinson was about the depart Niagara and transport his large army in open boats for Sackets Harbor. This force was to join one already mustered there in preparation for Wilkinson’s long-planned campaign down the St. Lawrence River against Montreal. Having heard that Commodore Sir James Yeo’s squadron might be cruising across the lake and could threaten his expedition, Wilkinson asked Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s squadron to sail from Niagara and provide protection against marauding British vessels.

Yeo was in the vicinity, and he and Chauncey spotted one another at dawn on Tuesday, September 28. Yeo was then about six miles southwest of York, while Chauncey was about 12 miles south. Both squadrons slowly maneuvered closer toward the town until 10:30 a.m., when Yeo sailed due south and Chauncey wore his squadron around to follow him on a nearly parallel course. This would give Chauncey the wind gauge, since a gale was rising out of the east.

Around 12:30 p.m. Chauncey’s squadron of 11 ships (2 ships, 2 brigs, and 7 schooners) was nearing the rear of Yeo’s squadron of 6 ships (2 ships, 2 brigs, and 2 schooners) when Yeo tacked his line around and sailed to meet Chauncey head-on. The American flagship General Pike mounted 28 guns (28 24-pounder long guns) while Yeo’s flagship, the Wolfe, was armed with 23 guns (9 long guns consisting of 1 24-pounder and 8 18-pounders and 14 carronades consisting of 4 68-pounders and 10 32-pounders). The two flagships began exchanging fire at around 1:15 p.m., and within minutes the American fire was so effective that the Wolfe lost its main and mizen topmasts, which had to be cast overboard. With the British flagship in disarray, Commander William Mulcaster came up quickly in the Royal George (21 guns) to distract the Americans. The other British ships immediately followed. Fortunately for Yeo, Chauncey’s General Pike and his second and third warships were slowed because they were each towing a poor-sailing schooner. Yeo’s crew were able to clear the wreckage on the Royal George, and that ship and the rest of the British squadron now set sail to the west with the full wind behind.

Chauncey’s pursuit of the British westward under now gale-force conditions was seen by countless spectators along the shoreline and later named the Burlington Races because the ships were headed for Burlington Bay, at the west end of Lake Ontario (outside of present-day Hamilton Harbor, then known as Little Lake). In the pursuit there was an exchange of fire with some damage done, such as when one of the 24-pounders on the General Pike exploded and ruined the forecastle. Chauncey was not able to capture any of the British ships.

Around 3:00 p.m., Yeo anchored the Wolfe on the north shore of Burlington Bay, and his other captains soon joined him. Concerned that his own squadron could not attack the British with such powerful winds and that his schooners were more likely to be blown on the opposite shore, Chauncey ordered the squadron to make way toward the east. The gale persisted, and the Americans spent two days fighting the adverse weather conditions until reaching a safe anchorage at Niagara. Here, Chauncey resumed his coverage of Wilkinson’s flotilla. This had been another reason why he had chosen not to risk an uncertain action against Yeo, knowing that the army’s plan would be negated if his squadron was weakened or even destroyed on an unfriendly lee shore. Chauncey functioned in this role for the remainder of the campaign and did not encounter Yeo again.

Robert Malcomson
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Burns, Otway

Birth Date: 1775

Death Date: August 25, 1850

U.S. businessman, politician, and highly successful privateer during the War of 1812. Otway Burns was born near Swansboro, North Carolina, in 1775. At an early age, he went to sea to learn the trade of merchant shipping, eventually becoming successful with the assistance of Edward Pasteur, a physician and politician from New Bern, North Carolina, who helped finance Burns’s activities and partnered with him in the purchase of ships.

In the late spring of 1812, Pasteur and Burns purchased a 147-ton ship known as the Zephyr in New York City, with the intent to employ it as a privateer if war came. In August 1812 after war with Britain had commenced, Pasteur and Burns secured letters of marque for the ship, which they had rechristened the Snapdragon. They then sailed to New Bern to begin their privateering ventures, stopping in Norfolk, Virginia, where they recruited a crew.

Once Burns and Pasteur arrived at New Bern, the two men sold shares in the ship to eight other investors from eastern North Carolina, who would equally share any prizes taken. The Snapdragon was 85.5 feet long and 22.5 feet in beam and had a draft of just under 9 feet. It was armed with a pivot gun and six or seven carriage guns as well as a wide assortment of small arms. The crew numbered about 90 men.

Burns and Pasteur began their privateering venture in October 1812. The Snapdragon made three cruises in the Caribbean and several cruises off the coast of North Carolina, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland, in the process capturing an astounding 43 vessels and at least 300 sailors. The value of the prizes and their cargoes came to some $4 million, making Burns by far the most successful of any U.S. privateer during the war.

Using his now-considerable wealth, Burns purchased a 340-acre plantation near Beaufort, North Carolina, and became a shipbuilder there. In 1818 he built North Carolina’s first steamboat, the Prometheus. He engaged in numerous other business ventures and also owned slaves.

In 1821 Burns entered politics, first as a state congressmen and then as a state senator. He served continuously for 14 years but lost his fortune in the early 1830s during a sharp economic downturn. In 1835 President Andrew Jackson appointed Burns keeper of the Brant Island Shoal Lighthouse, a post he held until his death on August 25, 1850, at Portsmouth, North Carolina.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Burnt Corn Creek, Battle of

Event Date: July 27, 1813

The first battle of the Creek War (1813–1814) waged on July 27, 1813, at Burnt Corn Creek in southern Alabama. The battle was fought between U.S. militia forces and warriors of the Red Sticks, a subtribe of the Creeks returning from Pensacola, Florida, with guns and ammunition secured from the Spanish and British.

In mid-July 1813, a group of Red Sticks (probably so-named because they painted their war clubs red), led by Peter McQueen, Josiah Francis, and High Headed Jim, went to Pensacola to obtain weapons from Forbes and Company, the British trading company located there. They also sought weapons and ammunition supplies from the Spanish governor. Both McQueen and Francis were extremely pro-British at a time in which Britain and the United States were engaged in the War of 1812, which compromised Spanish neutrality. At first Forbes and Company was reluctant to provide any weapons, but eventually company officials gave in. The Spanish governor and merchants at Pensacola also provided additional weapons and military supplies to the Red Sticks.

News of the Red Stick departure from Pensacola northwest toward their villages soon reached American settlers in southern Alabama. In short order, a group of Alabama militiamen, under the command of Colonel James Caller and Captain Dixon Bailey, mobilized and moved to intercept the war party in a preemptive strike. The militia, which was stationed at Fort Mims, consisted of whites and mixed-blood Native Americans (including many of Creek ancestry) loyal to the United States.

The militia located the Red Sticks, now led by McQueen, at Burnt Corn Creek, about 90 miles north of Pensacola, and on July 27, 1813, Caller launched a surprise attack against them. The militiamen routed the Red Sticks in a battle lasting only several hours.

Caller, however, made a tactical blunder in not pursuing the Red Stick survivors. Instead, he and his men began rummaging through the equipment and supplies that they had captured. While they were thus preoccupied, the Red Sticks rallied and regrouped. Their swift counterattack drove the militia from the battlefield and the Red Sticks recaptured much of their lost equipment and supplies. Having suffered casualties, Caller’s force proved unable to regroup for another attack. The Americans sustained losses in the battle of 2 killed and 15 wounded. Creek losses are unknown but are presumed to have been equally light.

The Battle of Burnt Corn Creek marked the beginning of the Creek War, which pitted the United States, assisted by Creek and Cherokee allies, against the hostile Creek Red Sticks. The Red Sticks believed that the attack at Burnt

Corn Creek had been unprovoked and called for revenge against American settlers and their Creek allies. These sentiments led directly to the massacre at Fort Mims on August 30, 1813, where as many as 500 whites died.

Dallace W. Unger Jr.
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Burrows, William

Birth Date: October 6, 1785

Death Date: September 5, 1813

U.S. Navy officer. William Burrows was born on October 6, 1785, in Kensington, Pennsylvania, the son of Lieutenant Colonel William W. Burrows, the first commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps. The younger Burrows joined the crew of the frigate Portsmouth (28 guns) as a midshipman on November 10, 1799. A year later he served aboard the frigate Philadelphia (38 guns) in the Mediterranean. In 1802 he began serving in the frigate Constitution (52 guns) and fought in the Tripolitan War. He also saw duty in the schooner Vixen (14 guns), the brig Syren (18 guns), and the frigate Essex (36 guns). Promoted to lieutenant on March 19, 1807, he returned to the United States that same year.

In 1808 Burrows took command of the gunboat 119 on the Delaware River, enforcing the Embargo Act of 1807. He joined the frigate President (52 guns) as its third lieutenant in 1809 and then was assigned the same year to the brig Hornet (16 guns) as first lieutenant. Learning that former subordinates had been promoted above him, he resigned his commission in frustration.

Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton refused to accept Burrows’s resignation, however, giving him instead a year’s furlough, which he spent on the merchant ship Thomas Penrose in Indian and Chinese waters. While sailing home, the Thomas Penrose was captured by a British man-of-war; Burrows and his shipmates were temporarily incarcerated at Barbados. In early 1813, following his release and return to the United States, Burrows assumed command of the brig Enterprise (16 guns).

On September 1, 1813, Burrows sailed from Portsmouth on a cruise along the Maine coast to deter privateers. Off Pemaquid Point on September 5, he sighted and closed with the British brig Boxer (14 guns), commanded by Captain Samuel Blythe. A heated 45-minute battle ensued. Blythe was killed instantly early in the exchange of fire, and shortly thereafter Burrows was critically wounded. Continuing to give orders, he repeatedly shouted that the colors were not to be struck. Burrows died shortly after the Boxer surrendered. He and Blythe were buried side by side with military honors in Portland, Maine. Congress later honored Burrows with a gold medal.

Paul David Nelson
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Butler, William Orlando

Birth Date: April 19, 1791

Death Date: August 6, 1880

U.S. attorney, Democratic Party politician, and army officer. William Orlando Butler was born on April 19, 1791, in Jessamine County, Kentucky, and graduated from Transylvania University in 1812. After briefly studying law in Lexington, he enlisted as a volunteer private in September 1812, operating with Kentucky forces. That same month, he was dispatched to Fort Wayne to serve under Brigadier General James Winchester.
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William O. Butler served in the Kentucky forces under Brigadier General James Wilkinson and was wounded and captured in the Battle of Frenchtown in January 1813. Exchanged, he went on to become a captain in the Kentucky Volunteers and served under Major General Andrew Jackson in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. (Library of Congress)

On January 13, 1813, Butler was wounded and taken prisoner during action at the Raisin River (Battle of Frenchtown, also known as the Raisin River Massacre) in Michigan. After being incarcerated at Fort Niagara, Butler was exchanged and was later commissioned a captain of volunteers. He raised his own company of soldiers, and in 1814 he saw additional action at Pensacola under Major General Andrew Jackson. On the evening of December 23, 1814, in New Orleans, Butler helped spearhead an attack against a British landing party under Major General John Keane. Although this did not stop the British, it did slow them down, allowing more time for the Americans to prepare defenses for the major battle ahead. Butler was subsequently brevetted major for his performance on December 23 and at the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. During 1816–1817, he served on Jackson’s staff.

In 1817 Butler resigned his commission, returned to his legal studies, was admitted to the bar, and commenced a law practice in Carrollton, Kentucky. From 1817 to 1818, he served in the Kentucky House of Representatives. From 1839 to 1843, Butler, a Democrat, served in the U.S. House of Representatives, and in 1844 he ran unsuccessfully for the governorship of Kentucky.

At the outset of the Mexican-American War, Butler obtained a commission as a major general of volunteers from President James K. Polk on June 29, 1846. At the September 21, 1846, Battle of Monterrey, Butler was severely wounded in the leg and was sent home in early 1847 to recover.

In January 1848 President Polk chose to replace Major General Winfield Scott with Butler, who assumed overall command of U.S. forces in Mexico on April 22. He supervised the evacuation of American troops from Mexico City and left for home in June 1848.

That same year, Butler ran unsuccessfully on the Democratic ticket as the vice presidential nominee. He thereafter practiced law and remained active in Democratic politics. In 1855, President Franklin Pierce offered Butler the governorship of the Nebraska Territory, but he declined. During the Civil War, Butler remained loyal to the Union, and in February 1861 he served as a delegate to the abortive peace convention held in Washington, D.C., designed to avert the conflict. Butler died in Carrollton, Kentucky, on August 6, 1880.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Cabot, George

Birth Date: December 3, 1752

Death Date: April 18, 1823

Federalist politician and president of the 1814 Hartford Convention. George Cabot was born in Salem, Massachusetts, on December 3, 1752, and attended Harvard College for two years before abandoning his studies to work on one of his family’s merchant ships. An astute seaman and businessman, Cabot became a ship owner and successful merchant.

An early supporter of the American Revolutionary movement, in 1775 Cabot was elected to the Massachusetts Provincial Congress, America’s first autonomous government. He was a member of the Massachusetts Constitutional Convention from 1779 to 1780 and of the Massachusetts State Senate in 1783. Cabot was a delegate to the Massachusetts state convention that voted in favor of the 1787 Constitution on February 6, 1788. A personal friend of both President George Washington and Secretary of the Treasury Alexander Hamilton, Cabot represented Massachusetts in the U.S. Senate from March 4, 1791, to June 9, 1796, when he resigned.

A fervent supporter of Hamilton’s financial policies, in 1793 Cabot was named a director of the Bank of the United States and eventually became president of the Boston branch. When the position of secretary of the navy was created by the U.S. government in 1798, John Adams selected Cabot as his first choice to fill the job. Cabot, however, declined the offer.

As with most New England merchants and ship owners, Cabot opposed the anti-foreign trade policies embodied in the Embargo Act of 1807 and the Non-Intercourse Act of 1809. Resentment against the U.S. government increased dramatically after President James Madison declared war on England on June 18, 1812. Resentment in New England intensified following Madison’s 1812 reelection, a series of U.S. military failures, and the virtual cessation of maritime trade caused by a British blockade of the New England coastline.

On October 10, 1814, disgruntled politicians in the Massachusetts state legislature called for a meeting of delegates from the five New England states to discuss measures that could be implemented to protect New England’s interests. The Hartford Convention, which secretly met from December 15, 1814, to January 4, 1815, although proposing several antiadministration amendments to the Constitution, stopped short of advocating secession from the Union. Regardless, in the aftermath of the virtually simultaneous revelation of the American victory at the Battle of New Orleans and the Treaty of Ghent, the Hartford Convention and the Federalist Party became synonymous with disunion and treason for many Americans. Cabot’s participation in the Hartford Convention essentially ended his political career.

Cabot died in Boston, Massachusetts, on April 18, 1823. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Cabot’s great-grandson, led an antiadministration fight against American participation in the League of Nations, which had been championed by President Woodrow Wilson in the aftermath of World War I.

Michael R. Hall

See also

Antiwar Sentiment, U.S.; Embargo Act of 1807; Federalist Party; Hartford Convention; Madison, James; New England; Non-Intercourse Act

Further Reading


Banner, James M. To the Hartford Convention: The Federalists and the Origins of Party Politics in Massachusetts, 1789–1815. New York: Random House, 1970.

Cabot, John G. L. The George Cabots: Descendants of George Cabot (1678–1717) of Salem and Boston. Boston: New England Historic Genealogical Society, 1997.

Lodge, Henry Cabot. Life and Letters of George Cabot. Whitefish, MT: Kessinger, 2007.



Cadet Gray

Color of U.S. Army uniforms frequently worn during the War of 1812 because the British had successfully disrupted American commerce with Europe, the primary source of the dark blue cloth traditionally used to produce the proper blue dress uniforms. Prior to the War of 1812, there had been few regulations describing dress uniforms except as to color. Whereas dark blue was the national color of American military uniforms throughout the 19th century, from 1812 to 1821, cadet gray was often the color of military uniforms. After the U.S. Army returned to dark blue uniforms in 1821, the U.S. Army’s Corps of Cadets at the United States Military Academy at West Point continued to use gray cloth for uniforms, hence the nomenclature of the color.

Prior to the War of 1812, the blue dress uniform of the American soldier was his only formal uniform. Soldiers frequently wore discarded or tattered dress coats in order to preserve their official uniform for formal occasions. During the War of 1812, the U.S. Army began authorizing the use of gray wool uniforms because gray cloth was cheaper than blue cloth, which required expensive dyes. Virtually all blue cloth came from Europe, especially Great Britain, and the importation of blue cloth was difficult to procure because of the trade embargoes prior to the War of 1812. Once war was declared in 1812, the importation of blue cloth from Europe was terminated entirely. The U.S. Army therefore authorized that uniforms be fabricated of assorted colors from gray to brown. Gray fatigue-style jackets were readily available on the American market and were often worn into battle, frequently replacing the proper blue dress uniforms.
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U.S. Army regular infantrymen, 1814. (Getty Images)

In Buffalo, New York, Brigadier General Winfield Scott ordered new uniforms for his troops prior to the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814. Unable to procure blue cloth, he obtained the new uniforms made of gray cloth from a manufacturer in Philadelphia. On July 3, 1814, Scott’s well-trained troops easily surrounded and captured Fort Erie. The following day, Scott’s troops encountered a contingent of British troops at Chippawa Creek. Believing the American troops to be only militia because of the color of their uniforms, British major general Phineas Riall regarded them with contempt and prepared to cross the creek on July 5, 1814. Unprepared for a confrontation with the U.S. Army, the British suffered a major defeat, which proved that American troops could be victorious if properly trained and well led. The victory created a legend, fostered by Scott himself, that the Military Academy at West Point adopted gray as the official color of cadet uniforms in honor of the Battle of Chippawa. In reality, the color was chosen because it was cheaper and more durable than blue; gray remains the official color for West Point cadet uniforms. Concurrently, in 1814 the four new regiments of riflemen were assigned gray uniforms because of a shortage of green cloth. Members of the U.S. Army continued to wear uniforms of various colors, especially gray, until 1821, when dark blue was declared the official color of all uniform coats for officers and enlisted men.
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Cadore Letter

Event Date: August 5, 1810

A diplomatic message from French foreign minister Jean-Baptiste de Nompère de Champagny, Duc de Cadore, to John Armstrong, then the U.S. minister to France, that temporarily eased Franco-American tensions and helped nudge the United States toward war with Great Britain in 1812. The letter was officially dispatched on August 5, 1810.

After 1803, Great Britain and France, again at war, sought to disrupt each other’s foreign trade, including that with the United States. The United States increasingly found its commerce restricted, its ships and their cargoes seized, and American citizens impressed into the Royal Navy. President Thomas Jefferson and Secretary of State James Madison both sought to counter with economic coercion, pushing through Congress trade restrictions in the form of the Embargo Act (1807) and the Non-Intercourse Act (1809). Both failed to have the intended impact abroad, generated intense criticism at home, and even divided supporters of the Jefferson and Madison administrations. As a result, Congress repealed those measures and followed with Macon’s Bill No. 2 (1810) that restored foreign trade but stipulated that if either Great Britain or France lifted its restrictions on American commerce, the United States would sever ties with the other. France made the first move.

Because of changes in the French economic system and a desire to widen the Anglo-American rift, Napoleon communicated by means of the Cadore Letter that his Berlin and Milan decrees would no longer apply to the United States but also stipulated that the American government must secure removal of Britain’s restrictions, even if by force. Madison, now president, was convinced that Great Britain was the greater threat to U.S. security and thus eagerly accepted Napoleon’s gambit, ignored the qualifier, and severed relations with Britain. That decision hastened the United States down the road to war with England and divided the Madison administration, especially as French transgressions against U.S. shipping continued. Many historians have asserted that Madison reacted too hastily to the vague French overture and made the United States a de facto participant in Napoleon’s Continental System.
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Calabee, Battle of

Event Date: January 27, 1814

A night engagement on January 27, 1814, in what is now Macon County, Alabama, in which a Creek faction known as the Red Sticks attacked Brigadier General John Floyd’s Georgia militia troops and allied Creeks. The beginning of the Creek War, on August 30, 1813, saw the Red Sticks, the warring faction of the Creek Nation, launch a brutal attack on Fort Mims, approximately 30 miles north of Mobile, Alabama, then part of the Mississippi Territory. More than 500 white settlers and soldiers were killed. Responding to the assault, the State of Georgia authorized Brigadier General John Floyd to muster a volunteer militia to retaliate against the Red Sticks and to prevent them from joining with their British allies, then engaged with the United States in the War of 1812.

After defeating a large Creek force at the Battle of Autosse on November 29, 1813, Floyd initiated a new offensive in mid-January 1814. At Fort Mitchell on the Chattahoochee River, he mustered 1,300 Georgia and Carolina volunteers and close to 400 allied Creeks under Chief William McIntosh. Advancing along the Old Federal Road, Floyd set up a supply base in what is now Macon County, Alabama (not far from Tuskegee). Learning that the Red Sticks were constructing a camp at the nearby village of Hoithlewalle, Floyd promptly moved his forces to the Calabee Swamp on January 26, 1814, and secured the high ground bordering the wetland.

Floyd was unaware that the Red Sticks were planning a counterattack to wipe out his works, called Camp Defiance, on Calabee Creek. The Red Sticks assembled some 1,800 warriors, which may have been the largest contingent they assembled during the Creek War. William Weatherford, known as Red Eagle, proposed that the Creeks wait until Floyd’s troops had waded across the creek before staging their attack, but his plan was rejected.

Approximately an hour and a half before sunrise on January 27, Red Stick leader Paddy Welsh silently led his warriors toward Floyd’s camp. The defenders were taken by surprise but regrouped quickly. They used their artillery to good effect and, after bitter hand-to-hand fighting, repulsed the Red Sticks. Many of the allied Creeks meanwhile fled the carnage, disappearing into the adjacent swamp.

As the sun rose, Floyd ordered his troops to counterattack with the bayonet. The Red Sticks did their utmost to resist, but the militia drove them into Calabee Swamp. Captain Duke Hamilton’s cavalry troop, a rifle company, and a contingent of loyal Native Americans pursued. In the hour-long Battle of Calabee, the Red Sticks lost 70 killed and 132 wounded, allied Creek casualties numbered 5 dead and 15 wounded, and Floyd suffered 17 dead and 132 wounded. Alhough successful, Georgian troops never again conducted offensive operations against the Creeks.

Meanwhile, the Red Sticks soon again moved into the area and fortified a bend of the Tallapoosa River, thus setting the stage for the decisive battle at Horseshoe Bend two months later.

Charles F. Howlett
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Caldwell, William

Birth Date: ca. 1750

Death Date: February 20, 1822

British Army officer and trader. Born in Northern Ireland circa 1750, William Caldwell went to North America in 1773 as a soldier in the British Army. Later, he fought in the Revolutionary War as a captain in Butler’s Rangers, distinguishing himself in actions such as the Battle of Blue Licks, Kentucky. Once the war ended in 1783, he removed to Detroit, where he married into an influential local family. There, he became associated with Matthew Elliott, noted member of the British Indian Department. Caldwell formed an Indian trading business with Elliott in the mid-1780s, although it went under later in the decade. For Caldwell’s services, he was given substantial land grants near Amherstburg, Upper Canada, and along the northern shore of Lake Erie. In addition, he became a supplier to Fort Malden. Caldwell continued his association with Elliott, did work for the Indian Department, and actively headed the local militia company. During Little Turtle’s War (Northwest Indian War), Caldwell fought alongside the Wyandots at the Battle of Fallen Timbers (August 20, 1794).

With the onset of the War of 1812, Caldwell continued his military service to the British. In the winter of 1813, Colonel Henry Procter established a ranger unit with William Caldwell leading it, known as Caldwell’s Rangers, sometimes referred to as the Western Rangers. Composed of approximately 50 militiamen and some allied Indians, the outfit also included 2 of Caldwell’s sons. Although his precise rank is uncertain, Caldwell commanded his rangers at the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813, and the Battle of Longwoods (March 4, 1814). Upon the death of Elliott in May 1814, Lieutenant Governor Gordon Drummond appointed Caldwell deputy superintendent of the Indian Department, a post that he later bestowed upon his sons. After the war he continued as a trader and land speculator. Caldwell died on February 20, 1822, at Amherstburg.
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Caledonia and Detroit, HMS, Capture of

Event Date: October 8, 1812

British control of the Great Lakes by means of Provincial Marine warships gave them an advantage from the beginning of the war. British major general Isaac Brock’s quick trip to Amherstburg by water was safe from interception because the only armed American ship was the brig Adams (armed with six 6-pounders), which remained at Detroit. When Brock’s army took Detroit on August 16, the brig was captured, renamed the Detroit, and put into service along with other vessels that had been taken at Fort Mackinac on July 17. Through the last weeks of August and into September, the Provincial Marine traveled between Detroit, Amherstburg, and Fort Erie conveying American prisoners and all armaments and other cargo seized in these two victories. Meanwhile, Commodore Isaac Chauncey, commanding the U.S. squadron on the Great Lakes, had ordered Lieutenant Jesse D. Elliott to build several brigs and also obtain merchant vessels and begin refitting them as warships at the shipyard at Black Rock, New York. Elliott had been at Black Rock for several weeks when the Detroit and the brig Caledonia (two 4-pounders) anchored off Fort Erie on October 7. The Detroit, commanded by Provincial Marine lieutenant Frederic Rolette with a crew of 56 men, was transporting 40 American prisoners, while the Caledonia, commanded by Canadian Robert Irvine, had a crew of 12. The Caledonia was transporting 10 American prisoners and had a valuable cargo of furs.

That same day, October 7, Elliott welcomed to Black Rock 51 U.S. Navy personnel, the first detachment of personnel for his planned squadron, who were unarmed. Elliott immediately suggested to the military leaders present—U.S. Army brigadier general Alexander Smyth and New York Militia major general Amos Hall—that an attempt be made that night to capture the vessels. Smyth instructed Lieutenant Colonel Winfield Scott, 2nd U.S. Artillery, to assist, and Scott provided Elliott with cutlasses, pistols, and muskets as well as about 60 members of his unit. Some locals also volunteered, including Dr. Cyrenius Chapin, a noted partisan.

Two large boats set out from Buffalo Creek at 1:00 a.m. on October 8 with a total of 124 men. Elliott commanded one, and U.S. Army captain Nathan Towson had charge of the other, assisted by Sailing Master Samuel Watt. The men rowed against the current of the Niagara River and then up the lake several miles before turning to slip down toward the brigs.

Elliott’s boat pulled alongside the Detroit, and the men scrambled up its side, taking the ship by storm before its crew was aware of what was happening, although in the brief fight one American was killed and another wounded. The fighting alerted the crew of the Caledonia, however, and they put up more of a fight. All of its crew were either cut down or taken prisoner, however; one American was killed and four wounded.

The American plan was to sail onto the lake, but wind and current pushed the brigs into the Niagara River, where they came under bombardment from British land batteries. Trying to reach the safety of the Black Rock shipyard, both vessels sailed past it and ran aground near Squaw Island, the Caledonia closer to the main shore and the Detroit quite exposed to the British guns that hammered it through the day. Elliott exchanged fire with the British until he ran out of ammunition and then abandoned the Detroit with his prisoners. A detachment of the 49th Regiment of Foot crossed the river and boarded it, throwing its guns overboard in hopes of being able to refloat the brig and sail to the Canadian shore, but American artillery and musketry forced them off the brig. Late in the day, General Brock arrived from Fort George and was hoping that the schooner Lady Prevost, just arrived from Amherstburg, might sail down the river and retrieve the Detroit. Elliott, however, sent men aboard to fire the brig, and it was destroyed along with some artillery and small arms and munitions being shipped from Detroit.

The little Caledonia was later hauled into Black Rock where its cargo, including nearly 100 bales of fur, said by Chauncey to be worth $2,000, was retrieved. The ship became the nucleus of the American Lake Erie Squadron. The event was a much-celebrated success for the Americans and one of the year’s naval disappointments on the lakes for the British.

Robert Malcomson
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Calhoun, John Caldwell

Birth Date: March 18, 1782

Death Date: March 31, 1850

One of the most dominant political figures in the United States during the first half of the 19th century. John Caldwell Calhoun was born on March 18, 1782, in Abbeville, South Carolina. He graduated from Yale College in 1804, studied law, returned to South Carolina in 1807, and was admitted to the bar. Although a gifted lawyer, he disliked his chosen profession and devoted his attention to planting. Deciding that he could best serve his state and country in public service, he won election to the South Carolina legislature in 1808 as a Democratic Republican. In 1810 he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives for the first of three terms, serving until November 1817.

Calhoun quickly established himself as one of the so-called War Hawks, who called for an aggressive stance toward Great Britain during the Napoleonic Wars. In the run-up to that conflict, he emerged as one of few politicians in Congress who could successfully debate Virginia’s John Randolph. During the War of 1812, Calhoun was troubled by his country’s lack of military preparedness and repeatedly urged the James Madison administration to prosecute the war more vigorously. Calhoun did his best to raise funds to prosecute the war, resulting in an 1814 congressional resolution to secure loans for the war effort. He also tried to weed out unfit officers and cabinet members and strengthen the unity of the nation. He did occasional battle with antiwar Federalists and locked horns numerous times with Congressman Daniel Webster of New Hampshire. Calhoun also tried, but failed, to shepherd a bill through Congress that would have permitted the federal government to draft up to 80,000 militiamen into the U.S. Army.

After the war Calhoun earned a reputation as a staunch nationalist and called for federal support of internal improvements such as canals and roads. He drafted a bill to create the Second Bank of the United States and even supported a protective tariff earlier in his political career. From 1817 to 1825, Calhoun served in President James Monroe’s cabinet, proving to be one of the most effective secretaries of war in the nation’s history. In 1818 Calhoun wanted to court-martial Major General Andrew Jackson for his unauthorized invasion of Spanish Florida, but the president countermanded him.
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South Carolinian John C. Calhoun, while primarily known for his defense of slavery and states’ rights, was one of the so-called “War Hawks” in Congress advocating war with Britain. During 1817–1825 he was a highly effective secretary of war. (Library of Congress)

In 1824, Calhoun was nominated for vice president and was inaugurated in 1825, along with President-elect John Quincy Adams. Calhoun then joined a pro-Jackson faction, worked for Jackson’s election in 1828, and was again elected vice president. Calhoun soon became alienated from President Jackson, however, and Calhoun’s earlier attempt to censure Jackson over his invasion of Florida was certainly one source of the rift between the two men.

In 1832, Calhoun resigned the office of vice president and was elected senator from South Carolina. He held the office for the rest of his life except for a short interval as secretary of state under John Tyler (1844–1845). As senator, Calhoun helped negotiate the Compromise Tariff of 1833 that ended the Nullification Crisis. Now a strident southern sectionalist, he became known as a champion of slavery and states’ rights. In this capacity he frequently found himself in conflict with two other leading politicians, Daniel Webster and Henry Clay, but the three always managed to seek out a compromise on most issues. Calhoun also championed the annexation of Texas in 1845, but opposed the 1846–1848 Mexican-American War because he feared the implications of a large Mexican land cession, which he believed would inflame the slavery issue and grant too much power to the national government.

Toward the end of his life, Calhoun warned against the dissolution of the Union if the federal government did not protect slavery. He died on March 31, 1850, in Washington, D.C., just before the Compromise of 1850 was reached.

Tim J. Watts

See also

Clay, Henry; Congress, U.S.; Randolph, John; War Hawks; Webster, Daniel

Further Reading


Bartlett, I. H. John C. Calhoun: A Biography. New York: Norton, 1993.

Hempen, Edwin L., et al., eds. The Papers of John C. Calhoun. 28 vols. Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1959–2003.

Niven, John. John C. Calhoun and the Price of Union: A Biography. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1993.



Campbell, George Washington

Birth Date: February 9, 1769

Death Date: February 7, 1848

Democratic Republican politician, secretary of the treasury (1814), and diplomat. Born on February 9, 1769, in Tongue, Sutherlandshire, Scotland, George Washington Campbell immigrated with his family to Mecklenburg County, North Carolina, in 1772. He graduated from the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University) in 1794. Due to his patriotic rhetoric, Campbell acquired the nickname “Washington” and subsequently formally adopted it as his middle name. He studied law and opened a successful practice in Knoxville, Tennessee.

As a Democratic Republican, Campbell served in the U.S. House of Representatives during 1803–1809. In the course of his tenure there, he chaired both the Ways and Means Committee and the Committee on Foreign Relations. In 1809, Campbell became a judge of the newly created Tennessee Supreme Court of Errors and Appeals. He served in that capacity until his election to the U.S. Senate in 1811, having been elected on a platform advocating war with Great Britain.

Campbell’s Senate career included chairmanship of the Committee on Military Affairs as well as service on the important Committee on Foreign Relations. An avid War Hawk, he sponsored military legislation geared to promote a more effective army. Campbell’s greatest challenge, however, came with his appointment in February 1814 as secretary of the treasury in the James Madison administration.

When Albert Gallatin became one of the commissioners negotiating a peace treaty with England, his post as secretary of the treasury became vacant. Campbell, although not the best-qualified man for the position, seemed a logical cabinet appointee from the standpoint of practical politics and experience. He took over the office under the most trying conditions. The War of 1812 had nearly brought the nation to financial ruin, and the treasury department was in utter disarray.
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As part of the “War Hawk” faction in Congress, Senator George W. Campbell of Tennessee favored war with Great Britain and was a staunch supporter of the James Madison administration. In 1814, he took on the difficult post of secretary of the treasury. (Library of Congress)

Campbell’s measures to restore some economic stability included a recommendation to raise tariffs, the enforcement of all direct taxes, the authorization of government loans, and the selling of bonds. Still, by the autumn of 1814, little had been accomplished in terms of solving the treasury problems. Campbell’s report of late September 1814 painted a bleak picture, and he appealed to Congress to adopt methods designed to remedy the nation’s dire financial situation, such as the issuance of treasury notes. Citing ill health, a discouraged Campbell resigned his cabinet post in October 1814 shortly after submitting the dismal report.

Campbell continued his political career in October 1815, serving once again in the U.S. Senate until his resignation in April 1818. He then served as minister to Russia (1818–1821) before accepting an appointment as judge of the U.S. District Court of Tennessee. Campbell died in Nashville on February 7, 1848.

Tom Kanon
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Campbell, John B.

Birth Date: March 13, 1777

Death Date: August 28, 1814

U.S. Army officer. John B. Campbell was born on March 13, 1777, in Virginia, but moved to Kentucky sometime around 1807. He then read for the law and commenced a legal practice in Hopkinsville, Kentucky. On March 12, 1812, he was commissioned in the U.S. Army as a lieutenant colonel and was assigned to the 19th Infantry Regiment.

With the start of war with Britain, in late November 1812, Major General William Henry Harrison sent Campbell on a mission to destroy Miami villages in western Ohio along the Mississiniwa River. By December 15, Campbell’s force had made its way into Miami territory. The American force engaged the Indians in a brief skirmish and then razed a village. After gathering his men to push on toward other Miami strongholds, Campbell’s camp came under attack on December 18. Fighting in bitter cold, his troops managed to repulse the Indians, but Campbell soon learned that a much larger Indian force was in the vicinity, reportedly led by Shawnee chief Tecumseh. Campbell chose to withdraw to Greenville, Ohio, and eventually returned to the main U.S. force under Harrison. The general praised Campbell’s actions and brevetted him colonel, effective December 18, 1812.

In April 1814, Campbell was promoted to permanent colonel and assigned command of the 11th Infantry Regiment. In early May 1814 he was ordered to advance on Port Dover, Canada. His force sailed across Lake Erie, arriving off that place on May 15. Campbell then ordered his men to destroy all civilian and military targets in the town, allegedly in retaliation for the destruction of Buffalo the previous winter.

When the violence ended, outraged British major general Phineas Riall sent a communiqué to his U.S. counterpart, Major General Jacob Brown, demanding to know if the wanton destruction of Port Dover had been authorized by U.S. officials. In a highly unusual move, Brown allowed Campbell to submit his one reply to Riall, under Brown’s signature. Campbell freely admitted that he had personally ordered the destruction of the town and had not been ordered to do so by any superior officer. Brown, hoping to forestall British retaliation, reprimanded Campbell but took no further action against him. The British justified raids in the Chesapeake region that summer as retaliation for the destruction of Port Dover.

In early July 1814, Campbell participated in the capture of Fort Erie as part of General Winfield Scott’s 1st Brigade. Just a few days later, Campbell was serevely wounded in the July 5 Battle of Chippawa and was succeeded in command by Major John McNeil. Campbell died on August 28, 1814, of infection following the amputation of a leg near Chippawa, Ontario.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Campbell’s Island, Battle of

Event Date: July 19, 1814

Military engagement between U.S. forces and Sauk and Fox warriors on July 19, 1814. The battle took place along the Mississippi River, four miles upriver from present-day Moline, Illinois. In June 1814 American forces built Fort Shelby at Prairie du Chien, Illinois Territory. In July, Acting Major John Campbell of the 1st U.S. Infantry departed St. Louis for Fort Shelby to reinforce the garrison there. His force consisted of approximately 100 regular soldiers and rangers along with sutlers, contract boat handlers, women, and children. They traveled aboard three fortified keel boats and two supply barges.

On July 18, Campbell landed in Illinois some two miles upriver from the mouth of the Rock River. Soon, more than 150 Sauk and Fox warriors also arrived, led by Black Hawk. Campbell provided presents for the Indians, and the Americans spent a peaceful night. They then resumed their passage on the morning of July 19, with Campbell’s boat trailing. While navigating the Rock Island Rapids, the wind came up and blew his boat onto a nearby island.

During the previous night a message had arrived from the British at Fort Shelby directing the Indians to attack the Americans. Black Hawk’s band was thus shadowing the Americans and saw the boat driven ashore. The Indians quickly attacked as the Americans tried to push the boat back into the river. Campbell was seriously wounded early in the fight. The Americans were vastly outnumbered by 500 or more warriors, and reportedly Black Hawk personally shot flaming arrows into the boat to set it on fire.

The individuals in the other two keel boats heard the gunfire and returned to try to assist. One was held upriver from the action, while the other was swept by the current onto rocks below the fight. As the beached keelboat began to burn, rangers from the upriver boat jumped into the water and pushed their own craft toward the beached boat, using their craft as a shield. They were then able to rapidly transfer the Americans from the beached boat while men on the downriver keel boat held the Indians off with musket and swivel cannon fire. The rescue craft then pushed off downstream. The warriors paused to regroup, giving those on the downriver boat an opportunity to push off the rocks and drift downriver. In the fighting, the Americans lost 16 killed, including 1 woman and 1 child, and 21 wounded, including 1 woman. The Sauks and Foxes suffered 2 killed and an unknown number wounded. The Native Americans then plundered the abandoned boat and were rewarded with gunpowder, ammunition, and muskets.

The supply barges, which had been ahead of the keel boats, had anchored upriver from the fight. That afternoon, they were met by a gunboat retreating from the fight at Fort Shelby. The gunboat then escorted the barges back to St. Louis.

George Eaton
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Camp Blount

A major rendezvous point, mustering ground, and departure site for militia forces under the command of Major General (of volunteers) Andrew Jackson located near Fayetteville, Lincoln County, Tennessee, during the Creek War of 1813–1814. Camp Blount, named after Tennessee governor Willie Blount, was established on October 4, 1813, and is one of the few sites in Tennessee directly associated with the War of 1812 and the Creek War.

Alarmed by the massacre of settlers at Fort Mims, Tennessee, on September 20, 1813, Governor Blount called for troops from middle Tennessee under Jackson to rendezvous at the camp, prepared to engage the Creeks and to thwart any hostile Indian incursions into the populated regions of Tennessee itself. Camp Blount was situated among the sloping fields and oak groves south of Fayetteville along the Elk River.

On September 24, 1813, Jackson ordered some 2,000 troops to rendezvous at Camp Blount by October 4. They were to include the volunteer infantry that had accompanied him to Natchez earlier that year and 200 men each from five brigades within his own West Tennessee Division. Jackson himself arrived at Camp Blount on October 7 and assumed command of his army. While at Camp Blount, Jackson placed calls for more men necessary for the campaign plan under development, drilled the troops, established liaison with the governors of Georgia and the Mississippi Territory, and set up an intelligence and spy network, all while organizing the camp and his command.

Residents in the area soon found that posted sentinels restricted access to the camp, and liquor sales and absences were strictly controlled. A parade under arms was also initiated at which troops were drilled, practicing basic field maneuvers and marksmanship. When an urgent call for support arrived on October 11, 1813, from Brigadier General (of volunteers) John Coffee, who had advanced to Huntsville in the Mississippi Territory, Jackson moved forward from Camp Blount.

Historians differ on the number of troops actually mustered at the site. Although Governor Blount requested funds for 3,500 militiamen in his call for troops, 1,500 more were already in federal service, mostly under Coffee. Jackson was disappointed that the full call-up did not arrive before his departure.

Later in 1814, Camp Blount was used by successive Tennessee Militia levies. It was also the location for a rendezvous and muster during the First and Second Seminole Wars. During the Civil War, both Confederate and Union forces bivouacked at the site.

Although historically significant, there are no surviving structures. Several highway markers, the last of which was placed in 1998, call attention to the site.

Harold W. Youmans
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Canada, American Immigrants to

American Loyalists began migrating to Canada during the American Revolutionary War, and with the peace settlement granting independence to the United States, some 46,000 settled there. They formed the basis of the English-speaking society in the country and were distinct from the French inhabitants of Quebec. The Loyalists settled in Ontario, Quebec, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and Nova Scotia (including Cape Breton). Nova Scotia received the largest number, perhaps 34,000 of the total.

This Loyalist migration was soon followed by Americans who cherished their affiliation with the United States but were lured by the opportunity to obtain inexpensive land and lower taxes. Because a Canadian settler could acquire free land from the British Crown after taking an oath of allegiance, the number of American settlers in Canada grew rapidly.

Canadian immigrants born in the United States may have constituted 60 percent or more of Upper Canada’s population, nearly tripling the province’s inhabitants between 1791 and 1811. Many of the original populace, however, remained suspicious of the Loyalists as well as other recently arrived Americans. Furthermore, some British immigrants complained that the new arrivals were attempting to introduce American-style democratic ideas into the province’s legislature.

The onset of the War of 1812 proved that native Canadians had ample justification to worry about U.S. immigrants in Canada. Many Americans openly boasted of their allegiance to the United States, and the War Hawks in the United States also assumed that they would automatically side with the home country, rendering Canada “a mere matter of marching.” Major General Isaac Brock, the British Army officer appointed to administer Upper Canada, tried countering such sentiments. Indeed, he attempted to convince the provincial legislature to amend the Militia Act by adding a mandatory Oath of Abjuration for anyone serving in the militia. However, the legislature’s large contingent of representatives born in the United States made passage of any measure requiring an oath to the king or preventing an individual from maintaining neutrality nearly impossible. Some non-American inhabitants of the province even attempted to dodge military service by declaring themselves American. In November 1812, Sir Roger Hale Sheaffe, Brock’s successor, completely ended this practice. Sheaffe established boards that issued passports to American citizens and had them escorted to the border. Americans failing to do so appeared before a board by January 1, 1813, and were subject to imprisonment as spies or prisoners of war. Previously, Brigadier General William Hull, who invaded the Western District of Upper Canada in the summer of 1812, also attempted to capitalize on pro-American sentiment there by encouraging neutrality.

Many American immigrants suspected of sedition or treason by British officials had their property seized after they fled back to the United States. Others fought on the American side as so-called Canadian volunteers. After the War of 1812, the British restricted American immigration to Canada and countered future American influence by encouraging immigration from the Scottish Highlands. All told, U.S. immigrants in Canada hindered British attempts to protect Canada from American incursions.

Edward J. Martin
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Canada, Enemy Aliens in

At the beginning of the War of 1812, British officials in Upper Canada and New Brunswick were particularly worried about the presence of numerous American immigrants. In Upper Canada this anxiety was not unwarranted, for two-thirds or more of the population had come from the United States, either as Loyalist refugees or as post–Revolutionary War settlers in search of inexpensive land and low taxes. Many of these immigrants resided along Lake Erie and Lake Ontario, where they could encourage disaffection on the Canadian side of the border and aid any U.S. invasion. Indeed, Canadian historian Pierre Breton has written that without the war, it is probable that Canada—with its high percentage of American immigrant settlers—would have eventually become another state in the Union. But the war intervened and created Canadian nationalism.

Significant numbers of these immigrants reclaimed their American citizenship once war had been declared in 1812. When they argued that they could not take up arms against their former countrymen, British officials realized that loosening restrictions on prewar settlements had created a problem. In late July 1812, Major General Roger Sheaffe informed the Executive Council of Upper Canada of the arrest of a large number of people for refusing to take an oath of allegiance to the British Crown. When he asked about deporting immigrants as enemy aliens, the members of the council recommended that he allow just 10 Americans to leave the province. Under the 14th clause of the act passed on August 15, 1812, boards were established at Niagara, York, and Kingston to examine persons claiming American citizenship and exemption from military service. Individuals making claims of U.S. citizenship were subject to immediate deportation from the province if they convinced the board that their claim was true. If this was the case, the board would then issue the person making the claim a passport, and he or she would be escorted to the border. Americans who failed to appear before the board before January 1, 1813, risked being treated as either a prisoner of war or a spy.

In cases where Americans did not seem to be a threat to security and had not received Crown lands, the boards might allow them to remain, provided such individuals agreed to take a modified oath and give money as security for their good behavior. Americans who declared themselves U.S. citizens and refused to enroll in militia service, however, risked their safety even if they were not deported. Some Americans were arrested and jailed, while others were harassed by the local militia and regular soldiers. Indian warriors also threatened to kill some Americans in Upper Canada and occasionally followed through with this.

Despite these dangers, many Americans remained in Upper Canada. Sheaffe allowed wealthy Americans who bought land but refused the oath of allegiance to stay when he learned that they would be ruined if they were deported. Some Americans who had knowledge of the province’s defenses were also allowed to stay in Upper Canada.

Edward J. Martin
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Canada, Lower

See Lower Canada

Canada and the Causation of the War of 1812

When the United States declared war against Great Britain on June 18, 1812, a U.S. military force had been marching toward the Canadian frontier at Detroit since May in anticipation of conflict. The role that Canada played in the American decision to go to war is often misunderstood. Some argue that Canada was itself a cause of the war, while others point out that it was an American war aim to conquer, or at the very least occupy, Canada to extract diplomatic concessions from Great Britain. One important aspect of the decision to go to war was the demand by Americans on the Northwest Frontier that the British be expelled from Canada because they were encouraging Indian hostilities against them. With many Americans having settled in Upper Canada because of cheap land and other incentives, the firebrand War Hawks in the United States called for Canada to become part of the United States. Of course, the major cause of the war was to be found at sea (restrictions on American trade, the seizure of American merchant ships, and impressment). However, because the U.S. Navy was so weak vis-à-vis the Royal Navy and because the United States had a much larger population than Canada, apart from privateering, invading Canada was really the only effective means open to the United States of prosecuting the war.

Americans long regarded Canada as the orphan colony that failed to join with its brothers to the south in revolution against Britain. There was an expectation that Canada would eventually join the United States, and included in the Articles of Confederation was a provision that Canada could enter the Union whenever it chose. Indeed, that might well have happened naturally had the Americans not forced the issue.

During the 1790s, the British in Canada retained several Northwest military posts, controlled navigation on the Great Lakes, and encouraged the Indians in American territory to resist the white settlers’ advance in the Old Northwest. Many Americans interpreted this as a British attempt to obstruct U.S. control over its own territory.

There was also concern in the United States about growing Canadian trade with England, particularly in timber, naval stores, and wheat. If Canada could be developed to fill the role previously played by the former American colonies, Britain would have little incentive to meet American demands. The British government’s efforts to encourage Canadian economic growth were driven by a desperate need for timber and naval stores after the Baltic was closed to British trade due to Napoleon. The Canadian economy thus began to expand rapidly, even if by default.

By 1812 President James Madison concluded that the time had come to deprive Britain of Canada, although he did not advocate war on those grounds alone. Madison believed that invading Canada would be an effective means to compel British respect for American maritime rights. An American victory in Canada would leave the British little alternative but to accept American terms. If Britain did not do so, then American forces would occupy Canada and possibly retain it, although this was never a stated objective. U.S. possession of Canada would satisfy national security concerns, foster economic growth, and aid American settlement of the Old Northwest. The war, ironically, helped foster Canadian nationalism and ensured that it would not become part of the United States.

Steven J. Rauch
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Canada and the Prosecution of the War of 1812

Upper Canada was a major battlefront in the War of 1812. Americans considered Canada both a continuing threat to the security of their nation and an inviting object for possible conquest. The British, in turn, hoped both to maintain control of Canada and use it as a launching point for offensive operations against the United States. Native Americans who sided with the British in the war also aspired to win a separate country for themselves south of the Great Lakes and by so doing extend the borders of Canada to the Ohio River.

After the Revolutionary War, Americans remained concerned about the continuing British presence in Canada. Under the provisions of the 1783 Treaty of Paris, the British retained Canada but surrendered their claims to the Ohio Country, now called the Old Northwest Territory, which lay north of the Ohio River and south of the Great Lakes. Yet the British still carried on a fur trade with the many tribes living there and even refused to give up major frontier outposts in the region, such as Fort Detroit, until the matter of colonial-era debts was resolved.

British officers who had fought in the Revolutionary War and who now served in Canada, such as Guy Carleton and John Graves Simcoe, openly spoke of a day when the United States would again belong to Great Britain. Simcoe predicted another war with the fledgling republic and, as governor in chief of Upper Canada, began building that province’s first defenses system. Meanwhile, Major General Anthony (“Mad Anthony”) Wayne’s campaign against the Native Americans and the subsequent Treaty of Greenville (1795) and Jay’s Treaty, which went into effect in 1796, ended British plans to reorder the map of North America, at least for the time being.

Canada became an issue again in the years immediately preceding the outbreak of the War of 1812. Shawnee chief Tecumseh and his brother Tenskwatawa, the Prophet, sought to create an Indian confederation that included most of the tribes living in the Ohio Country and, with the support of the British in Canada, create a Native American state on U.S. soil, preferably in the Old Northwest Territory. In fact, many tribes of the region were appreciably upset by American rapacity toward acquiring tribal lands, and sought unity in an attempt to preserve their way of life. These dreams were shattered by William Henry Harrison, governor of the Indiana Territory, in the Battle of Tippecanoe (November 7, 1811). For many Americans living along the frontier, Tippecanoe afforded additional proof of British support for Tecumseh’s cause. It also ensured that many Indians would rally to the British side in the event of war between the United States and Great Britain. The War Hawks, moreover, saw Tecumseh as a tool of the British. If the United States went to war against Great Britain, then an American army could occupy or seize Canada and finally break the tie between the British and the Native Americans.

The American government rather unrealistically expected Canada to be an easy acquisition. There were relatively few British troops stationed there, and many Americans, attracted by cheap land, had settled in Upper Canada and were expected to rally to the United States during a U.S. invasion. Finally, because the United States had only a small navy, dwarfed by its British counterpart, the only effective way that U.S. forces could engage the British was by invading Canada. In 1812 Canada had a population of only 300,000, compared to 8 million people in the United States. Thus, expectations of a quick victory for the Americans seemed well founded. In reality, American bumbling, lack of preparedness, incompetent and cautious leadership, lack of coordination between militia and regular army troops, and failure to provide for sanitation and supply culminated in one American defeat after another.


Estimated Population of Canada, 1800–1820





	Year
	Population




	1800
	240,000


	1805
	433,000


	1810
	630,000


	1815
	684,000


	1820
	740,000





The United States declared war on Great Britain in June 1812, and a U.S. force under Brigadier General William Hull marched north to take western Upper Canada. Able British major general Isaac Brock, however, quickly marched his smaller but better-trained force to meet him. Brock, who ironically despised Canada and longed to return to Europe, had played a key role in preparing the province for the war that hardly anyone else expected, and he had the offensive spirit and sense of timing so sadly lacking in most of the American commanders. The second key figure in the early British successes was Tecumseh, a great motivator and military leader who now rallied a large number of Native Americans in support of the British.

After invading Upper Canada, the overly cautious Hull lost his nerve and withdrew back to Detroit, where Brock succeeded in convincing him that he was outnumbered and threatened to unleash the Indians, forcing Hull’s surrender in August 1812. The British and their native allies had already taken Fort Mackinac, and they then took or besieged other forts in the Midwest, including Fort Wayne and Fort Dearborn (Chicago). Given these British military successes, the recent Canadian immigrants had little reason to rally to the United States.

The Americans made two more attempts to take Upper Canada in October 1812. Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer led an invasion across the Niagara River into Canada at Queenston Heights. Although Brock was killed in the battle, the Americans were defeated when militiamen refused to follow the regulars into Canada. Another American army under Major General Henry Dearborn marched north into Canada from Plattsburgh, New York, but it too was compelled to turn back when the local militiamen, standing upon constitutional scruples, refused to leave American territory.

By the spring of 1813, Canada seemed firmly under British control along with much of the Old Northwest Territory. However, the tide now began to turn in favor of the Americans. Major General William Henry Harrison defeated Brigadier General Henry Procter and Tecumseh at Fort Meigs, while Commander Oliver Hazard Perry defeated the British squadron in the Battle of Lake Erie. Tecumseh was killed in October 1813 at the Battle of the Thames in Ontario. Harrison, however, was faced with a mass expiration of enlistments among his citizen-soldiers and returned to Detroit immediately after the battle. In so doing, he lost the best chance the Americans had of at least taking the western portions of Upper Canada. Skirmishes and major battles continued along the Niagara frontier in 1814, and major battles occurred at Chippawa and Lundy’s Lane, but the result was a bloody standoff.

The British meanwhile had not given up on their plans of extending Canada’s border southward or possibly biting off selected portions of the Maine border, and the infusion of seasoned veterans fresh from the fighting in Europe following the defeat of Emperor Napoleon I resulted in a three-pronged offensive against the United States, including an assault in the Chesapeake Bay area, and then a major effort to capture New Orleans. The third was a thrust southward from Montreal into northern New York that was directed by Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of Canada. The British hoped to conquer substantial territory in New York and New England and possibly form it into a new province, known as New Columbia. Despite superior numbers of crack troops, the British plan to dismember select parts of the United States in 1814 failed. The defeat of the British squadron on Lake Champlain (September 11) and the concurrent strong American defense on land at Plattsburgh led Prevost to ignore the pleas of his officers and order a withdrawal back into Canada.

Despite these setbacks, Canada remained securely in British hands. There was no possibility of its cession during the peace talks at Ghent, Belgium. The British negotiators felt emboldened enough to demand creation of an Indian nation north of the original Treaty of Greenville line as a sine qua non of any peace treaty and as a buffer zone between the United States and Canada to protect it from any future invasion by the Americans. But the results of the fighting and the less-than-enthusiastic appraisal of Arthur Wellesley, the Duke of Wellington, to continue the war with the United States led the British to drop this demand.

Canadian historian Pierre Berton claims that without war, Canada would have been gradually absorbed into the United States. Emigration from the United States would have continued to increase, and in the end the Americans would simply have taken over. As it worked out, however, the war created a strong sense of Canadian nationalism. Canadians had fought well in the war, but they tended to overlook the important role played by the Native Americans, particularly in the early going. The British victories of 1812–1813 on land were due not to the Canadian militia—as popular myth in Canada has it—but rather to the British regulars and their Indian allies. Tecumseh and his warriors were the real saviors of Canada, and yet they were the ultimate losers. The war also intensified American nationalism, and citizens of the United States could just as proudly assert that Great Britain would never again attempt to dismantle the young republic by way of Canada or harass its shipping and sailors at sea.

Mary Stockwell and Spencer C. Tucker
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Canard River Skirmish

Event Date: July 16, 1812

First clash between American and British ground forces on Canadian soil during the War of 1812. On July 9, 1812, Brigadier General William Hull received an order from Secretary of War William Eustis to invade Canada and seize Fort Malden (Amherstburg), located where the Detroit River emptied into Lake Erie. Hull acknowledged the order but explained that British warships controlled the river and that he believed that his force of 1,800 men was inadequate to capture the fort, hold positions at Detroit, and counter Indian threats along his line of communications to Ohio.

Hull’s officers were impatient to invade Canada; however, soldiers in one Ohio Militia company refused to take part, pointing out that they were not required to fight outside the United States. The U.S. invasion began early on July 12 when an Ohio Militia regiment commanded by Colonel Lewis Cass embarked in boats at Detroit and 15 minutes later landed at the town of Sandwich (present-day Windsor, Ontario) without opposition.

British forces meanwhile were busy trying to improve fortifications at Malden in anticipation of the American advance. Hull, however, had no intention of immediately attacking Fort Malden until he could secure the Detroit River with artillery batteries and prevent British warships from threatening American posts in the upper Great Lakes.

On July 16, Hull ordered Cass with a detachment of 280 men to reconnoiter a bridge on the Canard River (originally the Rivière aux Canards, or “Duck River”), the only natural obstacle between the Americans and Fort Malden. The Canard River was a deep stream that connected to the Detroit River about four miles north of the British fort. At the bridge, the British had stationed a small picket of men from the 41st Regiment of the Canadian Militia and some of Shawnee Indian leader Tecumseh’s warriors.

As the Americans approached, the British opened fire. Cass endeavored to flank the British position, but the marshy terrain forced his unit to march east almost three miles to a ford where it could then cross over to the south bank. The British detected the flanking movement and conducted an orderly withdrawal, abandoning the bridge to the American forces. During the brief skirmish, one British soldier was killed and another captured. There were no American losses.

Cass sent a message to Hull requesting permission to hold the position. Hull was concerned about having a small detachment beyond supporting distance, so he ordered Cass to abandon the bridge and return to Sandwich. Cass was furious and complied only after a council of officers advised that he follow Hull’s orders. On July 19 Hull sent another force to the bridge, but the British had then fortified the crossing, thereby denying access without a significant fight.

Hull’s subordinate commanders believed that he feared confronting the enemy, but Hull had experience besieging fortifications during the Revolutionary War and believed in proper preparations. Without what he believed were adequate resources, Hull ultimately decided to abandon the invasion and retreat back to Detroit, which he surrendered to the British on August 16, 1812.

Steven J. Rauch
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Canning, George

Birth Date: April 11, 1770

Death Date: August 8, 1827

British political leader and foreign secretary (1807–1809, 1822–1827). George Canning was born in London on April 11, 1770. His father, who had been disinherited for marrying an actress, died on Canning’s first birthday, and young Canning lived in poverty until 1778 when his wealthy uncle, Stratford Canning, became his guardian. Canning attended Hyde Abbey, Eton College, and Christ Church, Oxford, earning recognition as an outstanding scholar. In 1786, he inherited his grandfather’s estate.

Canning practiced law after completing his education but soon turned his attention to politics. He aligned himself with William Pitt (the Younger) and with the latter’s support was elected to the House of Commons in 1793. Canning was appointed an undersecretary in the foreign office in January 1796, but he found the duties burdensome and resigned in March 1799. He then secured a position as commissioner on the Board of Control for India. In May 1800, he assumed the additional office of joint paymaster of the armed forces, which gave him a seat on the Privy Council. Two months later he married Joan Scott, who brought a dowry of £100,000 that secured his finances along with a family connection to the politically powerful Duke of Portland.

Canning gave up his offices in February 1801 when Pitt resigned as prime minister. Canning remained in Parliament, where he controlled a small group of so-called Canningites. When Pitt again became prime minister in May 1804, Canning was named treasurer of the navy. Upon Pitt’s death in January 1806, Canning lost his post.

In the spring of 1807, the Duke of Portland became prime minister and appointed Canning secretary of state for foreign affairs. In this post Canning supported the sending of the British fleet to Denmark; the force carried out a successful preemptive attack on the Danish fleet at Copenhagen on September 8, 1807. He also supervised the beginning of operations against the French on the Iberian Peninsula and negotiated an agreement to give Britain control of the Portuguese fleet before the French could secure it for themselves.

In addition to the struggle against Napoleon, Canning found himself embroiled in a dispute with the United States. Beginning in 1805, British officials had imposed increasingly severe restrictions on American commerce, culminating in the 1807 Orders in Council banning all trade with France, its allies, and areas under French control. Napoleon retaliated with similar decrees, but British naval superiority meant that most of the hundreds of American merchant ships seized were taken by the Royal Navy. Furthermore, British warships frequently stopped American merchantmen and forcibly removed crewmen believed to be British subjects.

[image: image]

As British secretary of state for foreign affairs during 1807–1809, George Canning played a key role in the formulation of British policy toward the United States, including the orders in council that led to war between the two countries in 1812. (Library of Congress)

In response to British and French actions, President Thomas Jefferson imposed an embargo on America’s foreign trade in 1807. Hoping to resolve the dispute, the American minister to Britain, William Pinkney, opened talks with Canning in the spring of 1808. After five months of fruitless negotiations, Canning dismissed the American embargo as a toothless gesture and asserted his government’s right to use any means it chose against its European enemies.

The British minister to the United States, David Montague Erskine, made his own effort to settle the issue. He came to an agreement with President James Madison’s negotiators in April 1809: Britain would no longer enforce the Orders in Council against American shipping, and in exchange the United States would resume trade with Britain but continue the embargo against France. Canning, however, immediately rejected the proposal and recalled Erskine. Canning’s refusal to make a serious effort to address American grievances was a key factor leading to the War of 1812.

Canning faced other problems as well. Since becoming foreign secretary, he had frequently clashed over strategy with the secretary of war, Viscount Castlereagh. In the autumn of 1809, Canning blamed Castlereagh for British defeats on land in Spain and Holland, and the quarrel resulted in the resignations of both and a duel fought on September 21, 1809. Canning received a minor wound in the thigh.

Canning continued to sit in Parliament but refused an offer to join the cabinet in 1812 so long as Castlereagh, who had been appointed foreign secretary, retained a prominent role. Canning headed an unsuccessful diplomatic mission to Portugal in 1814, returned to Britain the following year, and in 1816 was appointed president of the Board of Control for India. He supervised successful military campaigns there before resigning in December 1820 over an unrelated political dispute. In 1822, Canning became foreign secretary again and served until 1827.

In August 1823, smarting from his failure to prevent a French intervention in Spain, Canning proposed to American minister to Britain Richard Rush that the United States issue a manifesto to prevent possible European intervention in the Western Hemisphere. With the understanding that this statement would be supported by the British government and backed by the Royal Navy, President James Monroe promulgated what became known as the Monroe Doctrine. He thus claimed to have saved the Spanish possessions in Latin America from Spanish despotism. Canning died on August 8, 1827, at Chiswick, England.
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Cannon Founding

Guns were cast of both bronze (90 percent copper and 10 percent tin) and iron. The process of manufacturing cannon was both time-consuming and expensive. It also required skilled workmen.

In manufacturing a cannon, the first step was to make a pattern for the finished gun. This was built on a wooden core or spindle. The spindle was wrapped with rope to approximate the size of the finished gun and then covered with a clay mixture. This was turned on its axis and shaped to conform to the gun pattern. Next, a clay mold was applied over the pattern, in sections. The inside wooden core was knocked loose and the rope unwound. Finally, this hollow mold, conforming on the inside to the desired shape of the gun, was inspected, cleaned, dried, and made ready for casting, with its several sections bound together. Up to the early 18th century, the guns were cast hollow with a core placed in the barrel mold. This core, consisting of iron wire and clay over an iron spindle finished to the diameter and dimensions of the intended bore, was removed after casting.

In 1715 in Bergdorf, Switzerland, Johann Maritz introduced a new system of manufacturing cannon, a technique that his sons soon took to France and Spain. Instead of the gun being cast around a core the size of the bore, the guns were cast solid with the cascabel, or rear of the gun, facing downward. This technique resulted in greater density of metal at the breach, where the shock of discharge was greatest. The bore was then cut out horizontally while the guns were turned on their axes. Turning the gun instead of the cutter produced a cannon bored true to its axis. The Maritz technique produced a smoother and more accurate bore. This system was greatly improved upon by Jan Verbruggen of Holland, who introduced a combination boring machine and finishing lathe. Verbruggen, with his son Pieter, later headed the foundry at Woolwich. There they established in the 1770s perhaps the finest boring equipment in Europe.

The technique of boring in the solid was probably not introduced in America until after the Revolutionary War. Louis Tousard, who inspected artillery cast for the U.S. government, wrote in 1809 that American founders had vastly improved on the European boring machines so that of about 2,000 cannon of different calibers he had inspected, he was never compelled to reject a gun on account of a defect in the bore. In 1812, there were three cannon foundries in the United States capable of boring and finishing guns cast in the solid.

By 1750, sand molds had come into use in the casting process. The form of the gun was obtained by impressing a pattern in sand and then withdrawing it. The pattern was made of well-seasoned hardwood or, for greater durability, of metal. Hollow patterns of iron or bronze, turned and polished in a lathe, could be used for years and would produce guns of uniform size and shape, but they were expensive. The disadvantage of wooden patterns was their vulnerability to weather; they contracted in heat and expanded in humidity.

In the sand-casting process, sand was packed around the pattern, which was contained in a box divided into two or more parts for ease of withdrawal. The pattern itself was made of five or more pieces. The first part comprised the body from base ring to chase ring. The second comprised the muzzle swell and sprue (or head), the third the breech, and the fourth and fifth the trunnions (lugs on either side of the gun that supported it in its carriage).

The sprue was an additional length given to the gun. Its purpose was to receive slag as it surfaced and to furnish any extra metal required as the cast shrank in cooling. Its weight was thought to compress metal in the cannon proper, increasing the density of lower portions of the gun where the strain was greatest during firing. A square projection further lengthened the breech. This enabled the gun to be held while it was turned and bored.

The flask, the wood or metal box containing the sand, consisted of several pieces, each of which had perforated flanges so they could be bolted together. To form the mold, the pattern for the sprue and muzzle was coated with pulverized charcoal or coke moistened with clay and water to prevent adhesion. The pattern was then positioned vertically, carefully surrounded by corresponding parts of the jacket. Previously prepared sand—also moistened, with water and clay for adhesion—was then rammed around the flask. The pattern for the body of the gun was placed on top of this, and corresponding pieces of the flask were secured and filled in succession with the molding composition. Patterns for the trunnions and rimbases were bolted to the pattern for the body, the bolts being withdrawn once the flask had been packed with sand. End plates were then screwed onto the trunnion molds. The rest of the mold for the body was finished section by section. After the pattern for the cascabel had been installed, the mold was complete.

The pattern was carefully covered with coke wash, and dry sand was sprinkled on top of each piece of the jacket to prevent adhesion and allow portions of it to be separated. A channel was also made in the mold cavity for the introduction of metal. When the mold was completed, the flask was taken apart and the pattern withdrawn. After inspection, any damaged part of the mold was repaired. The interior was then coated with coke wash. The parts were placed in an oven to be gradually dried and then were carried to the pouring pit, where they were joined together and secured in a vertical position, usually breech down. Meanwhile, the interior of the mold was inspected and covered with coke wash to prevent sand from adhering to the melted metal.

After being placed in the pouring pit, the flask was surrounded with sand, which filled the pit as high as or higher than the trunnions. This ensured against too-rapid cooling.

The metal was poured into the prepared channel of the mold. In short guns, this was from the top; in long guns, where the fall of metal might damage the mold, it was from the bottom. As molten metal rose in the mold, a workman agitated it with a long pole, sending impurities to the surface but preventing them from entering the trunnion cavities.

The gun was then allowed to cool. In the case of a 24-pounder, the sand was not removed from around the flask for three days. With heavier guns, it was allowed to remain longer—with the 10-inch columbiad, for example, it might be as long as seven to eight days. Once the metal had cooled, the sand was removed. The gun, still in the flask, was hoisted out. The flask was then taken away and the gun cleaned of sand.

The gun was now ready to be bored. This was the most important and time-consuming part of the manufacturing process. It took 6 to 10 days, according to the hardness of the metal, to bore a 24-pounder. The gun was carefully positioned in a rack to keep the axis perfectly horizontal. Machinery for revolving the gun was attached to the square knob on the cascabel. The sprue was first cut off by turning the gun and bringing a cutter to bear from the side.

A succession of cutters was fixed to the boring rod. The first of these, known as the piercer, was used until it reached the end of the bore. A second cutter, the reamer, drilled to the rounded bottom of the bore. If there was to be a chamber, the reamer bored only to its edge; a chamber cutter then shaped that portion of the bore. The piercer was not required if the gun was cast hollow around a core.

The exterior of the gun was turned during the boring process except for the portion between trunnions. This was planed later with another machine. The trunnions were also turned. Care had to be taken that the trunnions were the same diameter, perfectly cylindrical, and that their axes were perpendicular to the axis of the piece. The vent was bored by hand or machine. The entire process of producing cannon was a long one. It took three to four weeks to make a single 24-pounder.

Finally, before being accepted into service, all guns were inspected and test-fired. First, they were tested for preponderance (excess of weight behind the pivotal axis) and subjected to a minute examination to see if they were without flaw and conformed to the drawings furnished to the founder. External measurements were made, and the length and exact diameter of the bore were calculated. The bore was also examined with a mirror to look for cavities. Then an instrument known as a searcher was introduced into the bore. It had steel points attached to springs; if there were any cavities, the points would get caught in them, and the gun would be rejected. Exterior cavities exceeding a quarter inch in depth were also grounds for rejection. In another test, conducted by hydrostatic pressure, water was forced into the bore to reveal flaws such as cracks in the casting that the searcher had not detected earlier.

The gun was then fired to see if it was strong enough to sustain service charges. At the end of the 18th century, each cannon was subjected to two successive proof firings: the first with powder equal to two-thirds the weight of ball, the second with powder equal to half the weight of ball. The gun was double-shotted, with wads over and under the projectile. Only when a gun had passed all these tests would it be accepted for service.
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Carden, John Surman

Birth Date: August 15, 1771

Death Date: April 22, 1858

Royal Navy officer. John Surman Carden was born at Tewkesbury, Gloucestershire, England, on August 15, 1771. His father was an officer in the British Army whose regiment was sent from its base in Ireland to America 1775. After a brief formal education, Carden joined his father’s unit as an ensign, arriving at Charleston, South Carolina, in January 1781. He was with the army when it defeated Patriot forces under General Nathanael Greene at the Battle of Guilford Court House on March 15, where he saw his father and older brother killed and two uncles severely wounded. The following October, Carden witnessed the ignominious defeat of the British at Yorktown. Late in 1782, he returned to his family in Ireland.

Thanks to the influence of one of his uncles, Carden gave up his ensign’s commission and joined the Royal Navy in May 1788 as a captain’s servant. He advanced to midshipman in 1790 and was in the third-rate 74-gun Marlborough under Captain George Berkeley on June 1, 1794, when the ship was dismasted during Lord Howe’s victory over the French in the Battle of the Glorious First of June. Carden survived a severe wound and was advanced to lieutenant later in the month.

Distinguishing himself during a frigate action in 1798, Carden was promoted to commander. He next served in Egypt and then in India before being invalided home in 1803. He became a post captain in January 1806 and subsequently commanded the first-rate Ville de Paris (110 guns) and Ocean (98 guns) and the third-rate Mars (74 guns) on active stations off the coasts of Europe.

Carden took command of the large frigate Macedonian (rated at 38 guns but mounting 49) in April 1811 and discovered a crew nearly ruined by its previous captain, who had been removed for misconduct. The ship was actively employed on the French coast before being sent to the United States on a diplomatic mission and then back to England. In September 1812, following the beginning of war between Britain and the United States, Carden received orders to escort an East Indiaman bound for Bombay past Madeira, after which he was to cruise the western Atlantic. On October 25, 500 miles west of the Canary Islands, the Macedonian encountered the large U.S. frigate United States (rated at 44 guns but mounting 50) under Captain Stephen Decatur. After a severe action, Carden was forced to surrender his ship and was taken captive.

The court-martial held to investigate the loss of the Macedonian approved Carden’s conduct and exonerated him from blame. Even Admiralty secretary John Wilson Croker defended Carden’s actions before Parliament. Carden ultimately received praise from the government, but the Admiralty never gave him another command afloat. There was a brief appointment to a dockyard in 1825, and he rose to rear admiral in 1838 and vice admiral 10 years later, but he passed his years mainly on half pay and died at Ballycastle, Country Antrim, Ireland, on April 22, 1858.
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Carmick, Daniel

Birth Date: 1772

Death Date: November 6, 1816

U.S. Marine Corps officer. Daniel Carmick was born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 1772. He served as a provisional marine under Captain Richard Dale in the U.S. Navy frigate Ganges (26 guns) during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800). Carmick became one of four captains in the U.S. Marine Corps on July 11, 1798, and fought with distinction with Lieutenant Isaac Hull at Puerto Plata, Santo Domingo, on May 11, 1800.

Carmick was retained in the peacetime establishment, assigned to the frigate Chesapeake (42 guns), and fought in the Tripolitan War. In 1804 he was reassigned to oversee construction of a marine barracks at New Orleans, Louisiana. Carmick was active in the effort to suppress piracy and smuggling throughout the bayou regions. He was promoted to major on March 7, 1809. In 1811 he and his marines helped Colonel Wade Hampton contain a major slave insurrection north of New Orleans.

During the War of 1812, Carmick assisted Commodore Daniel T. Patterson in shoring up local naval defenses at New Orleans. In September 1814, Carmick’s marines accompanied Patterson’s raid on the pirate stronghold of Barataria, in concert with Colonel George T. Ross and 70 members of the 44th U.S. Infantry. The following December 14, several of Carmick’s men participated in the bloody battle of Lake Borgne under Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones and were captured.

Carmick performed his most useful service on land. On December 23, 1814, Major General Andrew Jackson, having learned that British forces under Major General John Keane had established a camp at Villeré Plantation south of the city, resolved to attack them that evening. Carmick, given his seniority, commanded the four-company volunteer battalion of Major Jean Baptise Plauche, while his marines were directed by Lieutenant Francis Barbin de Bellevue. Both men accompanied the main column under Jackson and were involved in the fighting. At one point, when the exposed American artillery seemed vulnerable to capture, Carmick’s battalion dashed in at bayonet point, rescuing them. The Americans subsequently fell back to a new defensive line and dug in, unpursued by the British.

During a skirmish around the Rodriguez Canal on December 28, 1814, Carmick was struck by a Congreve rocket and severely injured, and he missed the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. However, his marines, still under Lieutenant de Bellevue, held Jackson’s extreme right flanks against determined attacks by the 93rd Highlanders. Afterward Carmick was roundly praised by Commodore Patterson, and Congress also passed a resolution extolling his service. Unfortunately, Carmick remainded bed-ridden for more than a year and finally died of his injuries on November 6, 1816.

John C. Fredriksen
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Carroll, William

Birth Date: March 3, 1788

Death Date: March 22, 1844

Officer in the Tennessee Militia and later governor of Tennessee (1821–1826, 1829–1834). William Carroll was born near Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, on March 3, 1788. His father, Thomas, was an employee and later a partner in the hardware business with Albert Gallatin, secretary of the treasury in the Thomas Jefferson administration. With only a limited education, William Carroll was largely self-taught while working in his father’s store. Carroll sought to remedy this later in life through extensive reading.

In 1810 Carroll moved to Nashville, Tennessee. He arrived with a letter of introduction from Gallatin to Andrew Jackson. In Nashville, Carroll married and also established a nail store, which expanded into a successful hardware business, and he also dabbled in early steam vessels. Acquiring a taste for military affairs, Carroll subsequently joined the Tennessee Militia.

With the beginning of the War of 1812, Carroll organized the Nashville Uniform Volunteers, a militia company, and became its caption. That November, Major General Andrew Jackson, then commander of the Tennessee Militia, selected Carroll as brigade inspector, and he advanced to major. Jackson highly complimented Carroll’s leadership and organizing abilities, and it was during the Creek War of 1813–1814 that Carroll distinguished himself as a military leader.

Jackson had given Carroll responsibility for training and disciplining the hastily raised levies. At the Battle of Talladega (November 9, 1813), Carroll, now a colonel, led an advance unit to lure the Red Stick Creeks into the open, resulting in some 300 warriors killed. At the Battle of Emuckfaw Creek on January 24, 1814, Carroll held Jackson’s left flank and repulsed a Red Stick attack, ultimately leading to an American victory. At the Battle of Horseshoe Bend (Tohopeka) on March 27, 1814, the last major encounter with the Creek Nation, Carroll’s troops killed hundreds of Red Sticks as they attempted to cross the Tallapoosa River; he himself was wounded in the action.

[image: image]

William Carroll distinguished himself as a military leader during the Creek War of 1813–1814. Later he was governor of Tennessee. (BiographicalImages.com)

In 1814 after Jackson had been commissioned a major general in the regular U.S. Army, Carroll replaced him as a major general of the Tennessee Militia’s Second Division. When Jackson expected an invasion of Louisiana, he ordered Carroll to reinforce him at New Orleans. Carroll’s 3,000 men arrived there on December 20, 1814, having moved by boat down the Mississippi River and training en route on the decks. When the Battle of New Orleans commenced on January 8, 1815, Carroll commanded the American right wing, which was in effect the center of the American line behind Rodriquez Canal. Carroll’s forces delivered blistering fire on Lieutenant General Edward Pakenham’s advancing British troops, and in concert with heavy artillery support, they broke the back of the attack. Nearly 300 British soldiers were killed, including Pakenham; 1,262 others were wounded, and 484 were taken prisoner. Carroll’s force sustained only 6 men killed and 7 wounded. He became a regional hero, second only to Jackson himself.

After the war Carroll became one of the more influential figures promoting inland river transportation by steamboat. In 1821 he was elected governor of Tennessee. He held the office for three terms until 1826. Ineligible to run for another term by state law, he ran again in 1829 and served another two terms from 1829 to 1834. As governor, he was instrumental in carrying out a number of reforms involving the judicial system, the establishment of a court of chancery, the building of roads and improvement of waterways, the abolition of severe punishments for petty crimes, and the reorganization and strengthening of the militia. Indeed, his 12 years in office were marked by efficiency and strong leadership.

Carroll attempted to run for yet another term, claiming that a new state constitution of 1834 meant that he would only be running for a first time. A majority of voters disagreed, and he lost the election to former congressman Newton Cannon. Jackson then appointed his old friend as Indian commissioner to conclude negotiations leading to the removal west of the Cherokees, and in 1838 President Martin Van Buren appointed Carroll as special agent to the Creeks. Critics later charged that he had enriched himself through illicit land speculation. A successful militia commander and respected governor who held that office longer than any other in Tennessee, Carroll died in Nashville on March 22, 1844. Carroll County, Tennessee, is named for him.

Charles F. Howlett
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Carronade

The carronade was a major naval ordnance innovation at the end of the 18th century. Named for the Carron Company of Scotland, which produced the prototype in 1776, the carronade was a short, light gun of large bore. It appeared first in the Royal Navy beginning in the American Revolutionary War and was used extensively in the French Revolutionary and Napoleon Wars, reaching its greatest utilization in the War of 1812.

The lightness of the carronade enabled it to be employed where a heavier gun could not be supported, as on the poop or forecastle. Savings in weight made it especially popular for smaller vessels, and it became the principal armament of brigs. Generally speaking, it replaced the small 4- to 12-pounder long guns. At the turn of the century, carronades, up to 68-pounders aboard ships of the line, had permeated throughout the Royal Navy. U.S. Navy frigates in the War of 1812 mounted 32-pounder carronades in addition to 24-pounder long guns.

The French also employed the carronade, which they spelled “caronade.” The French Navy first adopted it in 1787 under the name obusiers de vaisseaux (“ship howitzers”). The first French carronades were of bronze. Throughout the period, until 1856, the French Navy introduced new carronade models.

The true carronade had no trunnions but was mounted on its bed by means of a bolt through a loop cast on the underside of the piece. All carronades were short in length, only about seven calibers (one caliber being the diameter of the bore). Carronades weighed about 50–70 pounds of metal for every 1 pound of shot. This is in contrast to as much as 150 to 200 pounds per 1 pound of shot in long guns.

The carronade used approximately one-third the powder charge of the long gun. Owing to its low muzzle velocity, windage was sharply reduced. The carronade’s ball moved at relatively slow velocity, but this produced a large irregular hole and considerable splintering, hence the popular Royal Navy name for it of “smasher.”

While ideally suited for close actions, the carronade had its disadvantages. One was its excessive recoil; another was that because of its short length, burning powder from it might ignite the ship’s side or rigging. Its chief weakness, however, was its lack of range. Carronades were employed at point-blank range, which meant about 450 yards for a 68-pounder and 230 yards for a 12-pounder. Carronades were also used for boat armament, and limited numbers of them were employed on land.

By the War of 1812, carronades had replaced the smaller long guns in the U.S. Navy and were also placed on the upper decks of frigates. For the most part, American frigates carried 32-pounder carronades; only the President and the United States mounted 42-pounders.

The U.S. Navy retained a preference for the long gun for chase purposes and as main armament, but on many smaller American vessels, carronades formed the entire armament. In a battle on October 18, 1812, fought at close quarters, 32-pounder carronades on the brig Wasp inflicted heavy damage on the Royal Navy brig Frolic, also armed largely with carronades. The same was true in the victory won by the American ship-rigged sloop Hornet over the British brig sloop Peacock, another contest where carronades were the principal armament.

The War of 1812 also revealed the carronade’s fatal weakness and heralded its end. While a formidable weapon at close range, at longer range the carronade was no match for long guns, even of smaller caliber. British carronade-armed vessels on Lakes Erie and Ontario were at a decided disadvantage when they confronted American long-range guns. Commodore Sir James Yeo reported on September 12, 1812, that the Americans were able to engage the British at long range with their long 24- and 32-pounders, while the British had been unable to close to employ their carronades.

Late in the war the tables were turned on the U.S. Navy when its frigate Essex, armed almost exclusively with carronades, was defeated at long range by the British frigate Phoebe and sloop Cherub, both armed with long guns. This engagement considerably tarnished the reputation of the carronade and reinforced the conclusion that vessels should not be armed exclusively with them.
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Cass, Lewis

Birth Date: October 9, 1782

Death Date: June 17, 1866

U.S. Army officer, politician, and diplomat. Lewis Cass was born on October 9, 1782, in Exeter, New Hampshire, and studied law at Dartmouth College, passing the bar in 1802 in Ohio, where he established a law practice. He entered politics in 1806, when he was elected to the Ohio House of Representatives, and became a devoted Democratic Republican. In the spring of 1812, Governor Return J. Meigs appointed Cass a colonel of the 3rd Ohio Regiment in William Hull’s Northwest Army. That June, Cass led his men to Detroit and then marched into Canada, taking Sandwich without a fight on July 12.

On July 16, Cass’s men captured a bridge over the Canard River, located just four miles from Fort Malden (Amherstburg), and suffered no losses. Hull had not issued further orders, so Cass fell back to Sandwich, the momentum of the campaign now lost. While leading an expedition to the Raisin River to relieve Captain Henry Brush, Cass learned of Hull’s surrender at Detroit. Disgusted with Hull’s timidity and indecision, Cass later offered damning testimony at Hull’s court-martial. In 1813, Cass was named a brigadier general and assigned to the army led by Major General William H. Harrison. Cass saw action at the October 5, 1813, Battle of the Thames.

Cass was subsequently named governor of the Michigan Territory on October 14, a post he held until 1831. His term in office saw impressive results. Cass successfully engaged local Indians in major land cessions in 1817, helped found the University of Michigan, and encouraged settlement at Detroit.

During 1831–1836, Cass was secretary of war, overseeing President Andrew Jackson’s Indian Removal Policy in the Southeast. Cass was then U.S. ambassador to France during 1836–1842. Representing the new state of Michigan, Cass served in the U.S. Senate from 1845 to 1848. In 1848, as the Democratic candidate for president, he supported the doctrine of popular sovereignty, which held that people in a territory had the right to decide if slavery would be permitted in that territory. His position caused many antislavery Democrats to vote for the Free Soil Party, which resulted in the election of Whig candidate Zachary Taylor. Cass returned to the Senate in 1849 and served until his defeat in the 1856 elections.
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American Lewis Cass provided highly effective service both as a colonel—later brigadier general—early in the War of 1812 and during 1813–1834 as governor of the Michigan Territory. (Library of Congress)

In 1857, President James Buchanan chose Cass to be his secretary of state. In early 1860, Cass argued that the federal government should reinforce the garrison at Fort Sumter in Charleston Harbor in South Carolina. Cass resigned on December 13, 1860, outraged that Buchanan had rejected his recommendation and had not pursued a stronger policy in the face of the threatened secession of the southern states. Jeremiah S. Black, the attorney general, succeeded him. Following his resignation, Cass returned to his home in Detroit, Michigan. He died there on June 17, 1866.

Michael R. Hall and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Castine, Maine

Situated at the mouth of the Penobscot River not far from present-day Bar Harbor, Maine, the town of Castine was strategically important. The French established a trading post there in 1613, followed by British traders associated with the Plymouth Company in 1628, but the French drove them from the area in 1635. Shortly thereafter, the French established a fort at the site. The Dutch briefly occupied Castine in 1674 and again in 1676.

In 1692 the British destroyed the French fort, and they again seized the site in 1759 during the French and Indian War (1754–1763). This action effectively established British control of the area. During the American Revolutionary War, the British occupied Castine, primarily for access to timber for masts. After the war Castine remained U.S. territory as part of the Maine District of Massachusetts.

In 1814 during the War of 1812, British and Canadian forces from Nova Scotia under the direction of Sir John Coape Sherbrooke began to raid and seize portions of the Maine District. The British sought to gain control of U.S.-held areas that impeded communications between Halifax and Quebec. The British also hoped that seizing the territory might lead to an adjusted U.S.-Canadian border after the war or, at a minimum, provide them a bargaining chip at the peace table. The Castine area allowed the British to make the best use of their naval assets, giving them a greater advantage than they enjoyed in other locales.

The War of 1812 was unpopular in Maine, and there was significant smuggling during the conflict with British Canada. Thus, the British faced little in the way of local opposition. In the summer of 1814, the British began to attack U.S. ships sailing out of the Penobscot River.

On July 11, 1814, British captain Sir Thomas Masterman Hardy and Lieutenant Colonel Andrew Pilkington seized Eastport and Passamaquoddy Island. Sherbrooke then launched the Penobscot Expedition with 2,500 men under Rear Admiral Edward Griffith and Major General Gerard Goselin. Lieutenant Colonel William Douglas took Castine on September 1, 1814, with little resistance, and the town officially surrendered two days later. The British then moved on to take Belfast on the other side of the bay before securing Hampden and Bangor upriver, destroying the U.S. frigate Adams in the process. A separate force captured Machias and Fort O’Brien on the coast.

The British held Castine, along with a number of other Maine towns, for eight months, and they made Castine a port of entry. They collected customs from the area and experienced little opposition from local inhabitants. Indeed, many took oaths of loyalty to the Crown and benefited from increased trade with Canada. The economic difficulties that other areas of the country faced because of British control of the sea no longer applied to Castine and much of Maine. Much of the money collected there by the British was used to establish present-day Dalhousie University, Halifax, Nova Scotia.

The capture of the port town and others on the Maine coast increased U.S. fears of a move against Boston. A planned U.S. expedition to retake Castine was postponed, and peace was then secured before the Americans were able to undertake it. At war’s end, the captured areas of Maine were returned to the United States as per the Treaty of Ghent, which established the status quo ante bellum in terms of territory.
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Castlereagh, Viscount

See Stewart, Robert, Viscount Castlereagh

Casualties

The total number of those killed or wounded on both sides of the War of 1812 is not known with certainty. However, it may have approached 105,000, a figure that includes estimates of casualties of American soldiers and civilians, British and Canadian combatants and civilians, those Indian tribes fighting for one or the other side, and the 1813–1814 Creek War, which was a subset of the larger conflict.

The casualty figure for the American side is determined from estimates from several sources, which are in agreement on the number of deaths from combat (roughly 2,000), factoring in an additional 7,500 deaths from disease or accidents. These fatalities occurred among American regulars, militia units from various states, and sailors in the U.S. Navy. Added to these numbers are civilians who died and crew in privateering ships, providing historian Donald Hickey with a total fatality figure of 15,000.

On the British side, the regulars, sailors, and Canadian militia sustained losses in battle similar to that of the Americans (close to 2,000 deaths). When considering civilians, sickness, accidents, or other factors, Hickey and others arrived at a number of 10,000.

Among the Indians (most of whom fought on the British side), combat deaths are lower (1,500), but deaths from disease are much higher. There are also incidents of Indians perishing from starvation and exposure, leading to an estimate of about 10,000 killed directly or indirectly as a result of the War of 1812. That brings the total number of fatalities in this conflict on all sides to 35,000.

Few sources list the total number of wounded. Colonel Jonathan Elting, whose numbers on deaths in battle are similar to those of Hickey, estimated the number of American wounded (who did not later perish) at 4,000. This may be low. Some other sources give a ratio of 3 to 1 of wounded to battle deaths. If the latter ratio is applied, the number of non–mortally wounded would be 3 times 5,500 for all sides (Americans, British, and Indians), for a total of 16,500 wounded. When added to the 35,000 death toll, a final figure of 51,500 for casualties is reached. It is important to note that these are estimates, reflecting poor record keeping, exaggerations of enemy losses, minimization of losses for one’s own side, and those who disappeared from the fighting on their own accord. Additionally, it does not include numbers of prisoners of war, which are covered in a separate entry and not considered as casualties.

While some historians may find the numbers for the three-year conflict to be well below the horrific casualty rates of the contemporary Napoleonic Wars, these numbers are still sobering when one considers the smaller size of armies and populations involved. This can be attributed to the poor quality of medicine, battles fought far from populated areas, harsh winter conditions along the Canadian frontier, and the absence of modern hygiene and sanitation practices.

John Anthony Tures
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Estimated Casualty Statistics of the War of 1812





	
	United States
	Great Britain
	Native Americans




	Killed in action or died of wounds
	 2,260
	 2,000
	1,500


	Died of disease or accident
	13,000
	 8,000
	8,500


	Wounded
	 4,505
	 3,500
	Unknown


	Captured
	20,000
	15,500
	Unknown


	Missing
	   695
	1,000
	Unknown
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Caulk’s Field, Battle of

Event Date: August 31, 1814

Military engagement won by American militia that occurred on August 31, 1814, near Fairlee (Kent County), Maryland, during British attacks in the nearby Chesapeake Bay. In support of British attacks focused on Baltimore, Maryland, and Washington, D.C., the commander of Royal Naval forces, Vice Admiral Sir Alexander F. I. Cochrane, ordered two seaborne operations in the Chesapeake. British captain James A. Gordon commanded forces on the west of the Chesapeake, and Captain Sir Peter Parker led those on the east. Parker’s assignment was to prevent American militia from crossing to the western side of the Chesapeake, where they might provide assistance against the British land force there.

Parker commanded the frigate Menelaus (38 guns) and another ship. Routinely employing a complement of sailors and marines, he raided several coastal farms between August 20 and August 30. During the August 30 attack on Frisby’s Farm, a slave informed the British that American militiamen were encamped at Moorfields near Chestertown, Maryland, on the Eastern Shore. Knowing that 1 in 5 men on the Eastern Shore had been called to militia duty, Parker believed that the camp might be a worthy target. Parker landed some 260 men in two divisions under Captain Henry Crease and Lieutenant Pearce. At Moorfields, Lieutenant Colonel Philip Reed commanded the 21st Maryland Regiment of 174 men. Reed, a former U.S. senator, a Federalist who opposed the war, and a veteran of the American Revolutionary War, learned of Parker’s landing at about 11:30 p.m. on August 30, some two hours after the British came ashore. Reed assumed the British objective to be the nearby farm of Isaac Caulk and only belatedly learned that it was his own camp that the British sought.

Reed ordered his men to strike camp. He then repositioned them some 300 yards beyond the Caulk house in an open area on a ridge. The field gave its name to the battle. The road ran east-west, just south of the ridge. Reed anchored the left side of his line on the road and his right on the ridge’s thickly wooded north side. He placed his artillery in the center. An advanced force of riflemen, under Reed himself, covered the road.

The battle occurred in the early hours of August 31. Reed instructed his infantry to hold their fire until the British had closed to within 70 paces. Parker led the attackers in person, but instead of surprising his foe Parker discovered that Reed was prepared to receive him. The fighting lasted more than an hour. The Americans drove back a British frontal assault, so Parker then ordered a flanking attack. Waving his sword and urging his men forward, Parker was felled by a musket ball that severed an artery in his leg, and he subsequently bled to death. Fortunately for the American militia, who had expended almost all their complement of 20 rounds each and all of their artillery ammunition, the British attack faltered when Parker fell. Despite suffering only three wounded men, Reed ordered his militia to move east behind partially prepared positions and distributed the remaining ammunition among them.

The British, however, made no effort to follow. Having 14 men killed, including their commander, and 27 wounded, they made their way west to the coast and reembarked on their ships. Although the British claimed a victory, the Americans knew otherwise. The Battle of Caulk’s Field improved American morale in the Chesapeake region, although no regiments from the Eastern Shore were able to reinforce defenders of Baltimore, which was precisely the point of Parker’s diversion.

Jeffery P. Lucas
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Causes of the War of 1812

The causes of the War of 1812 were both long-term and short-term in nature. The long-term causes centered on maritime issues involving trade and the impressment of American seamen. Other long-term causes included rising American nationalism, episodic desires to annex Canada, the settlement of the Old Northwest, and the belief that the British were stirring up the Native Americans living there. Short-term causes included an economic downturn related to trade issues, political pressures abetted by the so-called War Hawks, and national tensions exacerbated by the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair.

Between 1801 and 1812, the United States embraced diplomacy rather than confrontation in an effort to maintain neutral trading rights in the midst of the wars raging between Great Britain and Napoleonic France. Seeking a diplomatic solution to such issues had been the policy of U.S. presidents George Washington and John Adams, and despite his repudiation of most Federalist principles and his deep suspicion of Great Britain, it was also the path chosen by President Thomas Jefferson between 1801 and 1809. James Madison echoed this policy in the first two years of his administration as well, but following the congressional election of 1810, he was pressured to take a much tougher stand against Britain by new and young members of his party (the Democratic Republicans), collectively known as the War Hawks.

The War Hawks were predominantly members of the House of Representatives hailing from the South and Midwest. Led by charismatic Henry Clay of Kentucky and forcefully articulated by John C. Calhoun of South Carolina, the War Hawks believed that Madison was overly timid, that Britain would back down when threatened with war, that American embargoes against Britain could be successful, and that American honor demanded a strong response to British violations of U.S. rights. By the summer of 1812, they convinced Madison to take a hard line in negotiations and to push for a war against Britain, even though many knew that the United States was militarily unprepared.

Many Americans were frustrated by an economic downturn that they traced to French and British interference with U.S. trade, attacks on frontier settlements that they blamed on British agitation of Native Americans, continued British infringement of American rights on the high seas, and the inability of peaceful negotiations to resolve differences with Great Britain over the preceding decade. These feelings were particularly strong in the Midwest, whose inhabitants had a desire for territorial expansion and a pervasive feeling that conquering British Canada would be quick and easy. Midwesterners hoped that such a war would solve American frontier problems by eliminating Britain’s support for Indians and address maritime issues by forcing British concessions at the peace table.

Native Americans were also pursuing their own agenda in the build-up to war. By promoting Pan-Indian unity against white settlement and an Indian confederation in the Old Northwest Territory, Tecumseh and his half brother Tenskwatawa fueled fears of Indian attacks on the frontier. Governor William Henry Harrison of Indiana responded by marching an army against their settlement at Prophetstown in 1811, and after winning the ensuing Battle of Tippecanoe, he and other Americans remained convinced that Great Britain was actively supporting Tecumseh and his brother from bases in Canada. That conviction contributed to settler demands for removing Indians as a barrier to westward expansion once and for all.

Rising tensions between Great Britain and France, coupled with economic depression in the United States generated by the reduction in trade caused by European wars and American embargoes, contributed to a serious political rift between Federalists and Democratic Republicans. Federalists generally sympathized with Great Britain rather than France, were most powerful in New England, and were generally against the War of 1812 because they saw it as an unnecessary and pointless conflict that was contrary to American interests and disproportionately hurt New England’s economy. Democratic Republicans, on the other hand, generally supported France, were strongest in the Midwest and the South, and saw the war as unavoidable if westward expansion was to continue. Both sides waged furious debates in the press and in Congress, and the political atmosphere of the time may charitably be called acrimonious. Since Democratic Republicans controlled both the presidency and Congress, they were ultimately able to force a war on their Federalist peers, a war that they hoped would unite the country, strengthen their party, and show the world that the United States was a power to be taken seriously.

With Britain largely transfixed by the defeat of Napoleon, tensions were always higher in the United States than in Britain during the years preceding the war. Locked in a life-and-death struggle with France, the British required men to serve on the ships of the Royal Navy. Life was hard at sea in the navy, and many of the men were impressed into service. In their quest for seamen, the British often stopped merchantmen, their own and foreign (especially American) alike and removed any sailor they claimed to be a British citizen. (The British did not recognize the right of an individual to transfer his allegiance from one state to another: “Once an Englishman, always an Englishman.”) Such actions by the Royal Navy, just off the American coast, caused increasing anger among Americans. Two incidents occurred that brought nationalist fervor to a fever pitch on both sides of the Atlantic. In 1807, sailors had deserted from British warships off the Chesapeake, and some of them had found their way aboard American warships. Under orders on June 22, 1807, the Royal Navy’s fourth-rate Leopard stopped the U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake as it departed Norfolk, Virginia, for the Mediterranean, and its captain demanded the right to search for deserters. When Commodore James Barron refused, the Leopard opened fire, killing 3 Americans and wounding 18. Barron, unready to fight, submitted, whereupon the British mustered the American crew and removed 4 alleged deserters. Most Americans considered this an act of war, and it inflamed U.S. opinion across the country, despite the fact the British eventually disavowed the incident and paid compensation. Four years later, the United States returned the favor when the U.S. Navy frigate President under Commodore John Rodgers fired on the far smaller HMS Little Belt at night, killing 9 and wounding 23, an episode that met with general American approval and public outcry in England.

Throughout this entire process, strong U.S. executive leadership was conspicuously absent. Although James Madison is rightfully considered the “Father of the United States Constitution” and one of the greatest of all American Revolutionary leaders, he proved a very weak and ineffective chief executive. Madison consistently overestimated American economic power and therefore badly misjudged the ability of the United States to coerce Great Britain through self-imposed embargoes. He was also a poor politician and proved unable to control Congress, even though his own party enjoyed a majority in both houses. In addition, he had profound mistrust for the British, which led in turn to a somewhat blind faith in the French and a tendency to discount British statements or policies in favor of those from France.

French emperor Napoleon I adroitly used this tendency to dupe Madison by making pronouncements regarding French trading policy, such as the Cadore Letter of 1810, that kept the president from reconciling with Great Britain when there was still time to do so. Worse, Madison was so inconsistent in his policy statements that the British failed to perceive that war was on the horizon until it was too late, and he led the United States into conflict despite the country’s armed forces being largely unprepared.

In some respects, President Jefferson put the United States on a road toward war by deliberately turning away from good relations with Great Britain yet still neglecting military preparedness during his two terms as president. Most significantly, he refused to submit the 1806 Monroe–Pinkney Treaty to Congress. The treaty included significant trade concessions from Britain and might have ensured American economic growth and security by promoting trade with England and putting the Royal Navy in the de facto position of protecting U.S. ships from French aggression. Jefferson disliked treaties in general, however, and believed that U.S. rights were not open for debate or compromise. Moreover, he thought that France would defeat England, which would make such an agreement meaningless.

At the same time, Jefferson embraced the disastrous notion of peaceable coercion and pushed through Congress the Non-Importation Act of 1806 and the Embargo Act of 1807. These measures effectively strangled U.S. trade with Europe by blocking exports as a means of forcing Britain and France to the negotiating table. Unfortunately, neither country was nearly as dependent on American goods as Jefferson believed. They weathered his embargo with little notice while the U.S. economy went into a tailspin. The embargo also stimulated widespread smuggling along the American-­Canadian border, which continued unabated through the war years. James Madison continued the policy with his own Enforcement and Non-Intercourse Act in 1809 and another embargo in 1813, fueling the economic downturn that drove the push for war in many parts of the country. In sum, many streams of events and resentments culminated in a conflict that might have otherwise been avoided.

Lance Janda
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Cavalry and Light Dragoons

Terms often used interchangeably, referring to mounted troops. Cavalrymen were soldiers who fought on horseback, while dragoons were traditionally mounted soldiers who fought as light cavalrymen on attack and as dismounted infantrymen on defense. The term “cavalry” comes from the Italian term cavalleria, a derivative of cavaliere or cavalier.

The term “dragoon” is probably derived from the weapon used, a type of carbine or short musket carried by the French and called the dragon. In Europe, dragoons were originally organized in companies, and their officers and noncommissioned officers bore infantry titles.

In the United States, due to the undeveloped nature of the terrain, the very concept of a mounted arm was vastly different than in Europe, where it was used a shock weapon. In the American military establishment, mounted elements were traditionally used to conduct reconnaissance and to screen, raid, and disrupt the enemy when necessary. The Revolutionary War also produced scattered incidents where American cavalry were employed on the battlefield, but this was the exception. Thus, in the United States, military leaders saw their mounted arm as principally a form of mounted infantry. In the War of 1812, however, the U.S. Army relied more heavily on state militia and volunteer forces to provide mounted elements. These militia units varied widely in their training, uniforms, and weapons, but they rarely lacked motivation, especially when the mission involved the defense of their homes. The term “dragoon” was invariably used for mounted troops, although mounted riflemen from Kentucky and Tennessee were also employed.

U.S. Army light dragoon uniforms generally consisted of a short jacket known as a shell jacket, white riding pants, black riding boots, and a crested helmet sometimes called a jockey-style helmet. The armament of the regular regiment consisted of a.62-caliber pistol based on the British 1802 new land cavalry model, a Model 1777 carbine based on a French musketoon, and a light curved 1796 pattern sword similar to that used by European light cavalry. Like their flashy European counterparts, the uniform was both attractive and eminently impractical in the field.

Each state militia had complete freedom to dress and equip their mounted arm as they saw fit. In the militia, jacket colors, helmets, and equipment varied greatly from state to state. In many cases, the militia formations had no uniform at all and carried a mixed variety of weapons in several calibers.

In the post–Revolutionary War period, the first mounted unit formed by the U.S. Congress came into being on March 5, 1795, and was composed of a single squadron of dragoons formed into four troops commanded by Major Michael Rudolph. Congress soon realized that the cost of maintaining even a small mounted element was more than it was willing to bear and thus in 1799 established a provision for the mobilization of three mounted regiments in the event of a war. Horse equipment and weapons for 3,000 men and horses were subsequently procured and stored.

By 1808, war with England once again threatened the United States, and Congress sought to increase the size and formation of the regular army by adding eight regiments: one each of light dragoons, light artillery, and riflemen or sharpshooters and five regiments of line infantry. The dragoon regiment of eight companies constituted the only cavalry in the regular army until January 1812, when Congress authorized a second regiment, although it appears that neither of the two dragoon regiments came close to reaching their full complement of soldiers. These regiments were known afterward as the 1st and 2nd U.S. Dragoons. The regular establishment of dragoons saw action at Crysler’s Farm, Upper Canada; Bladensburg, Maryland; Fort Erie; and Lundy’s Lane, one of the bloodiest engagements of the war. In May 1814, however, in a major army reorganization, Congress amalgamated the two dragoon regiments into one, and they performed useful service more at the detachment-level than as squadrons.

Once the War of 1812 began, almost every state established a mounted element of volunteer militia. One example is Kentucky. There, Secretary of War John Armstrong Jr. granted Colonel Richard Mentor Johnson permission to raise two battalions of volunteer cavalry in 1813. Johnson recruited 1,200 men, divided into 14 companies. That autumn after a long and effective training program, Johnson’s volunteer cavalry clashed with the British 41st Regiment of Foot along the Thames River, about 90 miles east of Detroit, and the Kentuckians forced a British surrender. In Maryland, the government, alarmed by the increased presence of British warships in the Chesapeake Bay capable of landing raiding parties anywhere along the shoreline, authorized the creation of 24 mounted troop units consisting of 40–50 men each. Charged with scouting along Maryland’s extensive shoreline, they clashed with several British raiding parties until August and September 1814, when Major General Robert Ross of the British Army led a force of some 5,000 men to destroy Washington, D.C., and then advance on Baltimore. The Maryland dragoons fought the British at Caulk’s Field and during the defense of Baltimore.

Tennessee also formed a number of mounted elements that held various titles including Dragoon, Cavalry, Mounted Infantry, and even Mounted Gunmen. Tennessee mounted units fought primarily against the Creeks, but also served at Pensacola, Florida, and New Orleans. Other states that formed mounted militia include New York, Virginia, and Pennsylvania. Despite their sometimes disheveled appearance, midwestern mounted riflemen proved militarily effective against Native Americans and were a major factor in victories over Tecumseh’s confederation and the Creek Red Sticks.

Great Britain, for its part, deployed a large regular cavalry contingent in Spain against the French but only dispatched one regiment, the 19th Light Dragoons, to Canada in 1813. This unit saw some active skirmishing along the Niagara frontier, but the bulk of its personnel was employed as scouts and messengers. The Canadians also raised several small cavalry units that performed useful service. North America, by and large, was simply not good cavalry country.

With the end of the war, Congress disbanded the dragoon regiment on March 3, 1815, with the explanation that cavalry forces were too expensive to maintain as part of a standing army. Those officers and men who elected to stay with the regular army were folded into the Corps of Artillery by June 1815. It would be another 17 years until the regular army establishment again had any mounted formations.

Patrick R. Jennings
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Chads, Henry Ducie

Birth Date: 1788

Death Date: April 7, 1868

Royal Navy officer. Henry Ducie Chads was born in February 1788 at Farlington, England. In 1800 he enrolled at the Royal Navy Academy at Portsmouth, and in 1803 he served in the third-rate 74-gun Excellent in the Mediterranean. Chads was involved in a series of amphibious operations and naval skirmishes. He advanced to midshipman in 1804 and to lieutenant in 1806.

In July 1808, Chads joined the frigate Iphigenia under Captain Henry Lambert, then part of the British force that attacked French ports in the islands of the Mauritius Republic, east of Madagascar, in 1810. The frigate took part in landings and a particularly fierce battle during which four British frigates were burned or captured, the Iphigenia being among the latter. The British eventually conquered Mauritius, freeing captured ships and crews. Chads, whose conduct had been highly praised, returned to England.

Chads transferred to the fifth-rate Semiramis in 1811 but joined Lambert again as his first lieutenant in the frigate Java in August 1812. The ship was ordered to India with a delegation of dignitaries on board and two East Indiamen under convoy. Off Brazil on December 29, 1812, the Java encountered the large U.S. frigate Constitution commanded by Captain William Bainbridge. Lambert was mortally wounded in the middle of the more than two-hour battle. Chads assumed command, but his ship was outgunned and outperformed by the Americans. He was forced to surrender, but the resulting court-martial cleared Chads of blame for the defeat, and he was promoted to commander in May 1813. He won praise for his participation in a campaign against Guadaloupe in 1815. He then spent eight years on half pay before his next command afloat, which took him to India. There he won distinction in battle, was promoted to post captain in 1825, and knighted. He had two other terms of service in the East followed by land appointments in England. Chads rose to rear admiral in 1854, vice admiral in 1858, and full admiral in 1863. He died on April 7, 1868, at Southsea, England.

Robert Malcomson
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Chandler, John

Birth Date: February 1, 1762

Death Date: September 25, 1841

Politician, Massachusetts Militia officer, and U.S. Army officer. John Chandler was born in Epping, New Hampshire, on February 1, 1762. Destitute in childhood and barely literate, he joined the Continental Army in 1777 for the pay. He was captured at the Battle of Saratoga later that same year and escaped. In January 1779 he sailed from Newburyport, Massachusetts, in the privateer Arnold. Captured again in May, he was incarcerated on a prison ship in the Savannah River; in September he escaped again. Chandler finally made his way back to Epping and reenlisted in the army.

In 1784, Chandler and his family moved to Kennebec County, Maine (then part of Massachusetts). There he educated himself with the aid of the local schoolmaster, joined the Massachusetts Militia, and became a prosperous community leader and businessman. In 1803, as a Democratic Republican, Chandler won election to the Massachusetts Senate, and in 1805 he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives. After two terms (1805–1809), he resigned and became the sheriff of Kennebec County.

At the outbreak of the War of 1812, President James Madison appointed Chandler, a militia major general, to the largely honorific command of the 17th Division. Despite his lack of experience with high command, the ambitious Chandler, realizing the paucity of experienced army officers and his considerable political influence in Washington, resigned his militia office, and on July 8, 1812, he secured appointment as a brigadier general in the U.S. Army. Serving under Major General Henry Dearborn in the autumn of 1812, Chandler led an infantry brigade during Dearborn’s ill-fated invasion of Lower Canada. Chandler was subsequently present at the capture of Fort George in Upper Canada on May 27, 1813, but saw no combat. In early June, he took command of a brigade consisting of three infantry regiments plus an artillery company and some riflemen.

[image: image]

John Chandler of Massachusetts was a prominent political figure and militia and U.S. Army officer during the War of 1812. (Library of Congress)

With these troops Chandler accompanied Brigadier General William H. Winder on an advance into Canada. On the night of June 5, 1813, Chandler and Winder encamped carelessly, without sentinels, at Stoney Creek, 45 miles beyond Fort George. In the early morning darkness of June 6, the U.S. forces were attacked by 700 British troops under Brigadier General John Vincent. Chandler was injured when his horse was shot from under him, and he and Winder were both captured and taken to Montreal. Leaderless, the surviving Americans marched back to Fort George.

Chandler never fully recovered from his injuries. Exchanged in April 1814, he spent the remainder of the war in the quiet venues of the First Military District (New Hampshire and Massachusetts) and Portsmouth, New Hampshire. He was discharged on June 15, 1815, and returned to Maine to continue his business and political careers. He was subsequently a U.S. senator (1820–1829), customs collector, and trustee of Bowdoin College. Chandler died on September 25, 1841, at Augusta, Maine.

Paul David Nelson
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Chapin, Cyrenius

Birth Date: February 7, 1769

Death Date: February 20, 1838

American militia officer. Cyrenius Chapin was born on February 7, 1769, at Barnardston, Massachusetts. He trained as a physician under his eldest brother and subsequently opened a practice in Winhall, Vermont. Chapin moved his family to Sangerfield, New York, and in 1803 moved again to the new village of Buffalo. Unable to find a suitable place to live, he settled the family at Fort Erie until 1805, when he acquired a prime lot in the middle of Buffalo, where he built a home and opened a pharmacy.

An ardent Federalist, Chapin also held a captain’s commission in the New York Militia and was on duty from the beginning of the War of 1812, commanding a company of artillery at Black Rock while also tending to the sick in the military and naval camps there. On October 9, 1812, he commanded one of the three boats that captured the Provincial Marine ships Caledonia and Detroit (the former U.S. Army brig Adams) at Fort Erie. In mid-November he was promoted to major, helping New York Militia brigadier general Peter B. Porter organize volunteers for the army at Black Rock. Chapin was present during Brigadier General Alexander Smyth’s failed invasion on the upper Niagara River at the end of November but saw no direct action. Afterward, he wrote a detailed and harsh criticism of Smyth, which was published in the Buffalo Gazette.

Chapin remained on duty throughout the winter and was said to have been in the first wave attacking Fort George on May 27, 1813. Wanting to take a more active role in affairs, Chapin formed a voluntary platoon of mounted riflemen at Black Rock and crossed into Canada in late June. Chapin’s Forty Thieves, as the group was known, acted as an irregular wing of the army under Major General Henry Dearborn at Fort George. Its mission was ostensibly to protect the Canadians from looters in their neighborhood, but the men broke up into detachments to maraud through the back roads, interrupting British supplies and kidnapping citizens who opposed them or had been identified as enemies of the United States.

It was probably Chapin’s idea to destroy the British depot at the home of John DeCou that led to the Battle of Beaver Dams on June 24, 1813. Chapin and many of his men served as the advance party in the force under Colonel Charles Boerstler that lost the battle. Boerstler accused Chapin of misleading him about his knowledge of the depot and its vicinity and of cowardly behavior during the battle. When Secretary of War John Armstrong repeated these claims in the first edition of his Notices of the War of 1812 in 1836, Chapin immediately wrote an extensive rebuttal. Chapin and most of his surviving followers were taken prisoner by the British but, on July 12 while on route under guard in two bateaux from Burlington to York, he and 28 of his men overpowered their guards and rowed to the American-held Fort George.

Chapin resumed command of his irregulars. This force soon increased to more than 300 men and included Seneca Indians from New York state, and they roamed the Niagara Peninsula, collecting information about the British. Chapin’s force was active during the numerous skirmishes near Fort George through August and September. Promoted to lieutenant colonel in September, Chapin came under the command of New York Militia brigadier general George McClure. The local fighting decreased during the autumn as the British withdrew to Burlington Heights, but Chapin continued patrolling the peninsula. When the British under Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond closed in on Fort George in December, McClure ordered the burning of the town of Niagara. Chapin opposed this act and argued violently with McClure, who had him arrested. Chapin’s followers freed him a few days later and then openly threatened McClure, who withdrew from the frontier after the British attacked Fort Niagara on December 19 and elsewhere along the Niagara River. During their attack on Black Rock and Buffalo on December 30, Chapin commanded a battery until it was overrun and he was captured. Drummond sent Chapin alone under heavy guard to Quebec, where he remained for the rest of the war.

Chapin returned to Buffalo to find his home destroyed, causing him to move his family to Geneva, New York. They relocated in Buffalo in 1818, and Chapin spent the rest of his life there. He died in Buffalo on February 20, 1838.

Robert Malcomson
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Châteauguay, Battle of

Event Date: October 26, 1813

An engagement on October 26, 1813, in which a small Canadian contingent under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Charles-Michel de Salaberry defeated a much larger American force led by Major General Wade Hampton. The battle took place on the banks of the Châteauguay River in Lower Canada. The battle foiled one wing of the two-pronged American offensive against Montreal commanded by Major General James Wilkinson.

In September 1813, American secretary of war John Armstrong ordered Major General Hampton to move his division from Lake Champlain down the Richelieu River to the St. Lawrence River. There he was to link up with Wilkinson’s division for a coordinated attack on Montreal. Hampton and Wilkinson had been feuding for years, however, and Armstrong had no expectation of meaningful cooperation between the two antagonists.

Hampton, an arrogant, wealthy landowner from South Carolina, began moving his 4,000 men on September 19. They were mostly raw recruits, with their officers largely ignorant of their duties. Within a week, Hampton, anticipating a lack of freshwater on his chosen line of march paralleling the Richelieu River, ordered his division westward to Four Corners, New York. From there, he would conduct a march down the Châteauguay River.

Meanwhile, the experienced de Salaberry gathered a contingent of 400 Lower Canada fencibles, militiamen, and Indian warriors and constructed a series of breastworks on the left bank of the Châteauguay River. He also sent two small companies of militia to guard a ford behind his position. On October 25, Lieutenant Colonel George R. J. “Red George” MacDonell arrived with a strong reinforcement of nearly 1,400 Canadian militiamen.

Hampton, made aware of the ford behind de Salaberry’s formidable line, divided his attack force into two brigades. On the evening of October 25, Colonel Robert S. Purdy’s 1st Brigade crossed the Châteauguay to the right bank and moved throughout the night through dense scrub and swamps in an attempt to seize the ford and cut off de Salaberry’s line of retreat. Purdy’s brigade, however, became lost in the darkness and difficult terrain and could not gain the ford. After Purdy had departed the American camp, Hampton received an order that instructed him to establish winter quarters along the U.S.-Canadian border. Hampton interpreted this order as reflecting Armstrong’s lack of confidence in the American offensive.

At 10:00 a.m. on October 26, 1813, Brigadier General George Izard’s 2nd Brigade, on the left bank of the river, opened fire on the skirmish line in front of the British position. Meanwhile, de Salaberry’s two militia companies on the right bank (fewer than 80 men) attacked Purdy’s 1,700 men, precipitating an American withdrawal. Over the next five hours, Purdy’s failure to turn the British position and Izard’s inability to penetrate de Salaberry’s defenses prompted Hampton to call off the attack at 3:00 p.m.

Fewer than 400 Canadians had thwarted 4,000 American soldiers. In the skirmish, the British suffered 22 casualties; the Americans had approximately 70 killed or wounded. After the setback, Hampton withdrew his division to Plattsburgh, New York. Izard ably commanded the rear guard. Hampton then dodged an arrest warrant issued by Wilkinson by venturing to Washington, D.C., and subsequently resigned his commission the following March. Wilkinson’s force suffered a similar defeat in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813, signaling the end of the grandiose Montreal campaign.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Chauncey, Isaac

Birth Date: February 20, 1772

Death Date: January 27, 1840

U.S. naval officer who was commodore on the Great Lakes from 1812 to 1814. Born on February 20, 1772, in Fairfield County, Connecticut, Isaac Chauncey went to sea as a teenager and commanded the privately owned ship Jenny by age 19. He received one of the senior lieutenancies in the reconstituted U.S. Navy in 1799 and rapidly advanced under the tutelage of Captain Thomas Truxton and Captain Edward Preble.

Although promoted to captain in 1806 following the Barbary Wars, Chauncey followed many naval officers and took a furlough for merchant service, making a voyage to China. He soon returned to the navy and became superintendent of the New York Navy Yard, where he oversaw the construction of several warships. Chauncey became known as a fine naval administrator, but he had little combat experience when war with Great Britain began in June 1812.

The only senior naval officer willing to assume command on interior waters, Chauncey became the Great Lakes commodore in the autumn of 1812 and began a frantic effort to secure naval superiority for the United States on Lakes Erie and Ontario. Although ordered to emphasize Erie in his operations, Chauncey saw Lake Ontario as the more critical body of water and concentrated his forces at Sackets Harbor, New York, on its northeastern shore. This placed his headquarters only 40 miles from the main British naval installation at Kingston, Upper Canada.

The Lake Ontario campaign focused on a shipbuilding race. The U.S. Navy began with a 16-gun brig and had two ships of the line, each mounting more than 100 cannon, under construction at war’s end. Chauncey’s administrative skill, combined with the experienced shipbuilding talents of Henry Eckford and Noah Brown, allowed the Americans to match British ship construction on the lower lake and to surpass it on the upper one.

Early in his lake service, Chauncey cooperated with Major General Henry Dearborn in attacks on York (present-day Toronto) on April 27, 1813, which he shifted from Kingston, and on Fort George on May 27, 1813. But the British attack on his base at Sackets Harbor on May 29, 1813, caused him to concentrate on the defense of that port. Thereafter, his reluctance to support joint operations with the army sharply reduced chances of American military success in the St. Lawrence Valley and on the Niagara frontier in late 1813. In 1814 this reluctance forced the withdrawal of army forces under Major General Jacob Brown from Upper Canada.

In early 1813, Chauncey dispatched Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry to Erie, Pennsylvania, to supervise the construction of a squadron there. When demands on his time on Lake Ontario precluded Chauncey from directing the Lake Erie Squadron, Perry boldly fought a successful battle off Put-in-Bay, Ohio (Lake Erie), on September 11, 1813.

[image: image]

Commodore Isaac Chauncey, shown here in an 1816 engraving, had charge of U.S. naval forces on the Great Lakes during 1812–1814. (BiographicalImages.com)

Chauncey received the largest prize portion as the lakes commodore, but he never fought a conclusive engagement with the British on Lake Ontario. Although he caught his British opponent, Sir James Lucas Yeo, in the so-called Burlington Races on September 28, 1813, Chauncey refrained from delivering a decisive blow, and Yeo escaped. Thereafter, the two commodores avoided direct combat when one side or the other was perceived to have a tactical advantage. Both men preferred constructing warships rather than fighting with them.

Chauncey, while competent, was often quarrelsome and petty with both superiors and subordinates. His command on the lakes and of the Mediterranean squadron during 1816–1818 was marred by personality conflicts between him and both the secretary of the navy and his officers. Chauncey spent most of his last 22 years in the navy as either commander of the New York Navy Yard or as a member of the Board of Navy Commissioners in Washington, D.C., where he died on January 27, 1840.

David C. Skaggs
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Chausser

The 16-gun schooner Chasseur, a privateer based in Baltimore and known as the “Pride of Baltimore.” The Chasseur was a 356-ton Baltimore clipper, built and launched in the Fell’s Point, Maryland, shipyard of Thomas Kemp. From January 1814, the ship sailed in European and West Indies waters as a privateer under the command of William Wade, reaching New York on June 1, 1814. After replenishing and rearming (it now mounted 16 12-pounders), the Chasseur sailed under the command of Captain Thomas Boyle. Boyle, who had previously commanded the successful privateer Comet, took command of the Chasseur (of which he was part owner), putting to sea from New York on July 24, 1814. He set sail for the British Isles and during a three-month cruise captured or sank 18 prizes before returning to New York on October 24, 1814.

The Chasseur was especially known for its speed. During time off the British coast, Boyle boldly and mockingly proclaimed a blockade of the United Kingdom. A copy of his proclamation reached the Lloyd’s Coffee House in London, after which British shipping rates and insurance rates rose dramatically. Setting to sea again in late December 1814, Boyle set a course for the West Indies. On February 25, 1815, the Chasseur chased what was thought to be a weakly armed coastal cruiser but instead was the 14-gun British schooner St. Lawrence (12 guns), previously the American privateer Atlas that had been captured by the British on July 12, 1813. In an intense 15-minute battle, the Chasseur defeated the St. Lawrence, and Boyle sent it in to Havana under a flag of truce. The British lost 6 killed and 17 wounded; the Chasseur suffered 5 killed and 8 wounded, the latter including Boyle. Informed of peace by an American ship out of Boston in early March 1815, the Chasseur returned to Baltimore on March 20, 1815. Reporting on the successful cruise, the March 25, 1815, edition of the Niles Weekly Register proclaimed the Chasseur to be “the Pride of Baltimore.” Under Boyle’s command, the ship captured or sank 53 ships, and he himself accumulated a fortune reportedly in excess of $1 million. During the course of the war, Baltimore-based privateers took more than 500 prizes.

Timothy J. Demy
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Cherokees

The largest single Native American group in the Southeast upon first European contact. With the Creeks, Choctaws, Chickasaws, and Seminoles, the Cherokees were one of the so-called Five Civilized Tribes (a European designation) because by the early 19th century these tribes dressed, farmed, and governed themselves nearly like white Americans. The Cherokees were formerly known as Kituhwas.

The Cherokees were primarily farmers. Women grew corn (three kinds), beans, squash, sunflowers, and tobacco, the latter used ceremonially. Men hunted various animals, including deer, bear, raccoon, rabbit, squirrel, turkey, and rattlesnake. They also fished occasionally and collected maple sap.

The Cherokees probably originated in the upper Ohio Valley, the Great Lakes region, or someplace else in the North. They may also have been related to the Mound Builders. The town of Echota, on the Little Tennessee River, may have been the ancient capital of the Cherokee Nation. By the early 1800s, the Cherokees were located in the highlands and mountains of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Tennessee.

The Cherokees fought a series of wars with the Tuscaroras, Shawnees, Catawbas, Creeks, and Chickasaws early in the 18th century. In 1760 the Cherokees fought the British as a protest against unfair trade practices and violence practiced against them as a group. They were defeated after two years of fighting, however. The peace treaty cost them much of their eastern land, and in fact they never fully recovered their prominence after that time. After the American Revolutionary War, during which the Cherokees supported the British, they adopted British-style farming, cattle ranching, business relations, and government, becoming relatively cohesive and prosperous. They also owned slaves.

Numbering about 13,000 people by 1812, the Cherokees sided with the United States during the Creek War. A few met with and decided to support Tecumseh’s Pan-Indian movement in 1811, but the great majority cast their fortunes with the United States. Beginning in 1813, a number of Cherokee warriors fought against the Red Stick Creeks, and a good number actually enlisted as U.S. army soldiers and saw active combat in the Southeast. When Major General Andrew Jackson’s force was threatened with defeat at Emuckfaw Creek in January 1814, Cherokee and allied Creek warriors arrived on the scene and helped Jackson defeat the Red Sticks on January 22. The Cherokees also played a key role in the decisive March 27, 1814, Battle of Horsehoe Bend, which ended the Creek War and debilitated the Red Sticks.

During the last few months of the Creek War, however, undisciplined U.S. militiamen destroyed numerous Cherokee villages, for which the U.S. government promised compensation. The Cherokees never received it. Worse yet, the punitive Treaty of Fort Jackson, which had been designed to punish the Red Sticks, resulted in the loss of some 2.2 million acres of Cherokee lands. Nevertheless, the tribe enjoyed a cultural renaissance between about 1800 and 1830, although the Cherokees were under constant pressure for land cessions and were plagued by internal political factionalism.

The discovery of gold in the Cherokees’ remaining eastern territory led in part to the 1830 Indian Removal Act, requiring the Cherokees (among other tribes) to relocate west of the Mississippi River. The removal, known as the Trail of Tears, began in 1838 and resulted in the deaths of some 4,000–5,000 Cherokees. Following their arrival in Indian Territory, the Cherokees quickly adopted another constitution and reestablished their institutions and facilities. Under Chief John Ross, most Cherokees supported slavery and also supported the Confederate cause in the Civil War. A small band of Cherokees meanwhile remained in North Carolina.

Barry M. Pritzker
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Chesapeake Bay Campaign, First

Start Date: April 1813

End Date: September 1813

After the failure of efforts to secure an early peace, on December 26, 1812, British North American Station commander Admiral John Borlase Warren extended the naval blockade to the Delaware and Chesapeake Bays. Warren also entrusted his able second-in-command, Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn, with initiating a punitive naval campaign in the Chesapeake Bay region, which began in earnest in early April 1813.

Cockburn arrived in Chesapeake Bay from Bermuda on February 4. He soon organized some of the smaller British ships as well as several captured schooners into a flotilla capable of shoal water operations and penetrating the bay’s many rivers and creeks. Known for his dislike of Americans, Cockburn pursued his task with considerable enthusiasm. He not only sought to obliterate American warships and trade in the Chesapeake but also where possible to come ashore and attack assemblies of militia. Cockburn also harassed towns and villages, wreaking havoc wherever opportunity presented itself. His sailors and marines burned homes and plundered farms and plantations, and he also destroyed a number of towns. The British engaged in widespread plundering ashore, with commanders making little effort to keep this in check. Generally Cockburn’s men did not mistreat people, and most of the destruction occurred at locations where there was militia resistance. Cockburn enjoyed the great advantages of a far more powerful naval force and was thus able to move his units virtually at will and choose his points of attack. American militia forces on occasion offered resistance, but for the most part the well-trained British sailors, marines, and soldiers easily brushed them aside.

On February 8 Cockburn sent four of his frigates against the American privateer schooner Lottery (6 guns). A calm enabled British boats to overtake the schooner, which had sailed from Baltimore with a crew of 25 men. In the ensuing fight, 20 of the Americans were casualties, along with 5 British. On March 26, five British boats with 105 men carried out a cutting-out operation in the Rappahannock River against four American privateers mounting a total of 30 guns and 160 men, taking all of them. Sailing to the head of the Chesapeake, the British then destroyed a flour mill and military stores on the Elk River.

During April 28–29 Cockburn conducted raiding operations in the middle and upper Chesapeake regions, attacking exposed island plantations on the bay. On April 29 he ordered a British barge force up the Elk River. These went ashore at Frenchtown and burned some stores and five bay schooners. They next ascended the Susquehanna River to attack Havre de Grace, Maryland, where they burned most of the houses as well as most of the buildings at nearby Cecil Furnace, the American cannon foundry run by Samuel Hughes. They then turned their attention to the Sassafras River, where they destroyed the villages of Georgetown and Fredericktown. The British sailed back down the bay on May 12.

Cockburn’s raids in the upper bay, using the numerous rivers available to his mobile naval forces and being largely unopposed by the Americans, struck terror into the populace of the entire region. It can be said that he pioneered the concept of riverine warfare in North America. His sudden and devastating attacks greatly impacted American morale throughout the entire region. No plantation or bay town seemed safe from his aggressive raiders.

On June 12, the boats of the British frigate Narcissus (32 guns), containing 50 men, attacked and captured the small American cutter Surveyor (6 guns), which was then in the York River. The brief sanguinary fight claimed 5 Americans killed or wounded of a crew of 15; the British suffered 9 casualties.

In June the British sent three frigates, including the Junon, to destroy American shipping near the mouth of the James River. On June 18, two barges from one of the frigates attempted to intercept small American vessels coming downriver, but American gunboats from Norfolk drove them back.

The next day the Americans discovered the Junon becalmed some three miles from the other 2 frigates in the upper part of Hampton Roads. Captain John Cassin had charge at Gosport, but Captain Joseph Tarbell, who commanded the gunboat flotilla and had temporary command of the U.S. frigate Constellation anchored in the Elizabeth River, decided to attempt a night attack on the Junon. Tarbell increased his gunboat crews by adding men and officers from the Constellation and a volunteer rifle company. He divided his 15 gunboats in two divisions.

Adverse winds and squalls delayed the attack until about 4:00 a.m. on June 20. The gunboats anchored in a crescent formation about three-quarters of a mile from the Junon and opened fire. The ensuing action lasted three-quarters of an hour, but the frigate sustained little damage. At about 4:30 a breeze came up, enabling the other two British frigates, one of which was a large razee, to get under way and come to the Junon’s assistance. This forced the gunboats to retire. One American was killed and two were wounded in the exchange of fire, and several gunboats sustained damage. The Junon had one killed and two or three wounded. Only four shots had struck its hull, although its rigging had been much cut up.

At this time there were only two American frigates in the Chesapeake, the Constellation at Norfolk and the Adams in the Potomac. In June, the British brought several thousand troops from Bermuda. Warren’s intention was to take Norfolk and capture the Constellation. Although Warren had wide latitude, his instructions stressed preference for operations “crippling the enemy’s naval force.”

On June 20, the British squadron of 13 warships (two 74-gun ships, a 64-gun ship, four frigates, two sloops, and three transports) appeared at the mouth of the James River. Warren had at his disposal some 3,000 men. The next day, the British ships sailed toward Norfolk and anchored in full view of the city. The appearance of a large number of barges indicated an imminent British landing.

Craney Island, guarding the mouth of the Elizabeth River at the entrance to Norfolk, was the key to Norfolk’s defense. Brigadier General Robert B. Taylor of the Virginia Militia ordered batteries erected on both the mainland and Craney Island, where he deployed more than 700 men. Three lieutenants along with about 150 seamen and marines from the Constellation helped man the island’s defenses. At dawn on June 22, the British sent ashore 2,500 men on the mainland opposite Craney Island in the vicinity of the Nansemond River. They were halted by the land battery. Soon afterward some 50 British barges, carrying about 1,500 men, attempted a landing on Craney Island out of range of shot from the American gunboats.

Cannon fire from Craney was so well directed that it sank three of the largest British boats, one of which was Admiral Warren’s personal barge, the Centipede. Whether it was cannon fire from the island or from the mainland, Norfolk was saved. The Americans also took a number of prisoners. Cassin estimated British losses at 400 men, although the actual tally was probably closer to 200.

British troops subsequently landed north of Hampton Roads, and on June 25, 1813, the British drove off an American militia force and burned much of the town of Hampton, Virginia. Egregious conduct at Hampton perpetrated by the Chasseurs Britannique (French prisoners of war now in British service) became a rallying cry for the American cause, and Warren banished the Chasseurs Britannique to Halifax, Nova Scotia. The British then raided up the James River beyond Smithfield. American fears to the contrary, the British did not return to Norfolk. Instead, the squadron moved into Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries, plundering as it went. On June 29, six British ships of the line and four frigates were at the mouth of the Elizabeth River. On July 11, the British anchored at Lynnhaven Bay. The next day, most of their ships moved up the bay, although one ship of the line, two frigates, and two other vessels remained in the bay.

On July 14, the British attempted to take two small American sloops of only several guns each, the Scorpion and the Asp. They were in the Yeocomico River, a shallow tributary of the Potomac 10 miles from its mouth, when surprised by a number of British vessels. The Scorpion escaped up the Potomac, but the Asp, a slow vessel, had to fight a headwind and was forced to turn back. Two British brigs, the Contest and Mohawk, anchored a short distance from the bar and sent in boats against it. The Asp beat back an attack by three boats, but the British renewed their assault with five boats, and their superior numbers carried the day. The Asp’s commander, Midshipman James B. Sigourney, was killed, while 9 of his 21-man crew were killed, wounded, or missing. The British lost 4 killed and 7 wounded. When the British refused quarter, the surviving American crewmen fled the vessel. The British then set the Asp on fire and left. The Americans returned and managed to extinguish the flames.

On August 8, three British ships of the line and nine smaller vessels appeared off Baltimore, and British troops occupied Kent Island for several days while provisioning. Against such strong British forces, the gunboat flotillas were virtually useless.

Again using barge-borne forces, the British attacked the Maryland Eastern Shore towns of St. Michael’s and Queenstown, Maryland. On each occasion, and unlike their earlier foray into the upper bay, they faced some degree of opposition by Maryland Militia forces. While it cannot be said that the Americans fully carried the day on either occasion, the mere fact that they put up a stout defense, coupled with the improved defenses around Annapolis and Baltimore and with sickness beginning to manifest among the British forces, was sufficient to convince Warren to bring the 1813 Chesapeake campaign to a close.

In early September, Warren and a large number of ships and his landing force component left the bay for Halifax, Nova Scotia, where they arrived on September 18, 1813. Admiral Cockburn, however, remained in the vicinity of the Chesapeake Bay in order to further the prosecution of a general American blockade. In this regard, Cockburn was eminently successful, as American commercial trade was nearly entirely cut off, causing food prices to soar. Cockburn’s more powerful warships, including ships of the line, also kept the weaker American warships bottled up in port. Cockburn’s raiding efforts in the Chesapeake probably did not have much impact on the war, but the Chesapeake Bay campaign of 1813 was nonetheless a precursor to a larger British foray into the region a year later, this time with the U.S. national capital and the strategic port of Baltimore as his principal targets.

Charles P. Neimeyer and Spencer C. Tucker
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Chesapeake Bay Campaign, Second

Start Date: April 1814

End Date: September 1814

Following raids in the Chesapeake Bay in the spring and summer of 1813, the Royal Navy returned in force during the summer of 1814. Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane now commanded the North American Station, while the principal architect of the Chesapeake Bay campaign of 1813, Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn, continued as second-in-command and in charge of actual Chesapeake operations. As early as March 1814, reports began to reach Washington of a major British force fitting out at Bermuda for an operation against the United States. French emperor Napoleon I abdicated in April 1814, and with the end of the Napoleonic Wars, Britain was at last free to shift substantial military and naval assets to North America.

Before the British could do anything else, they needed to destroy Commodore Joshua Barney’s Chesapeake flotilla. Barney, a highly successful privateer captain, in the summer of 1813 had proposed a comprehensive defense scheme for the Chesapeake Bay area based on a large number of barges and other vessels. Consequently, in August 1813 Secretary of the Navy William Jones had appointed him commander of the upper Chesapeake flotilla at Baltimore, with a commission as sailing master commandant, “Captain in the Flotilla Services of the United States.”

Barney’s flotilla initially numbered eight barges and galleys building for the navy at Baltimore, some city barges, and other vessels supplied by the navy, including the row galley or barge Blacksnake, the block sloop Scorpion (flagship), and the schooner Asp. Barney added to the flotilla by purchasing barges at Baltimore and securing two gunboats, No. 137 and No. 138, as well as the galleys Shark and Alligator. He continued to add to his flotilla, and by early April he had additional barges from Washington along with some built on the Eastern Shore.

The British meanwhile increased their presence in the bay. Although handicapped by lack of timber, they also built barges, and they carried out a number of small raids against Northumberland and Lancaster Counties. Both fronted the bay, had a large navigable river on each side, and were vulnerable to British attack. The British took a number of coastal vessels and also secured a number of slaves. Their landing parties were small, however; when confronted even by small numbers of militia and troops, they quickly retired to their ships.

In April 1814 Barney had sallied from Baltimore with a dozen or more vessels of the flotilla and engaged in several long-range skirmishes with the British. At the end of that month, the British established a fort on Watts Island in Tangier Sound. From this point they could threaten water communication with both Baltimore and Washington.

On May 25 Barney again departed Baltimore with the Scorpion, the 2 gunboats, 13 barges, a galley, and a lookout boat, hoping to launch a surprise attack against the British in Tangier Sound. Toward that end, he established his own base of operations in the Patuxent River. The British saw this as a chance to destroy the only significant American naval force in the Chesapeake Bay area.

The Patuxent River was navigable by small boats to about 15 miles by land from the city of Washington. Large vessels could enter the Patuxent but not go far upstream, so any British plan to destroy the flotilla necessitated a combined land and water operation. This would have the great advantage of enabling them to mask their intention of an assault on Washington.

Early on the morning of June 1, Barney’s force left the Patuxent for the Potomac and soon encountered the British schooners St. Lawrence and Catch-up, the tender to the third-rate ship of the line Dragon. The two schooners signaled, and soon the Dragon and a number of barges came to their assistance. With the Dragon threatening to cut off the flotilla from the Potomac, Barney ordered his vessels to make for the Patuxent. The British pursued.

The Americans then withdrew up the Patuxent, and the British blocked the river’s mouth. Other British ships soon came up, and on June 7 Captain Robert Barrie of the Dragon led some of these upriver against the Americans. The next morning, the British discovered the American flotilla proceeding north to St. Leonard’s Creek on the eastern shore of the river. Barney then withdrew two miles up the creek. The British assaulted the Americans twice that day, principally with Congreve rockets. On June 9 they attacked again, this time with 20 barges and the schooner St. Lawrence.

On June 10, Barrie sent 21 barges and boats, 1 rocket barge, and 2 schooners against the Americans. Barney struck back with his barges, and there was a general engagement, known as the First Battle of St. Leonard’s Creek or the Battle of the Barges. The Americans fought well, losing only 1 vessel and badly damaging the St. Lawrence.

Secretary Jones hoped to see the barges removed from the creek to the Chesapeake by land, and work was begun toward that end. But Jones then changed his mind and ordered Barney to try to drive the British from the mouth of the creek and move up the Patuxent. Early on June 26 Barney began his breakout attempt, with only the British frigates Loire and Narcissus at the mouth of the creek. After several hours of gunfire, the Loire and Narcissus moved downriver, and Barney’s boats escaped the creek and moved upriver. In the engagement the flotilla suffered 11 men killed or wounded. The two gunboats were abandoned in the creek and scuttled. Although Barney had escaped the creek, there was no means of exiting the Patuxent.

Beginning in early July, the British built up their forces at the mouth of the Patuxent for a series of joint land and sea thrusts along the bay. This was made possible by the arrival of the long-anticipated reinforcements from Bermuda, including 2,500 battle-hardened regulars from France commanded by Major General Robert Ross. Preceded by naval units under Cochrane, the British expeditionary force entered Chesapeake Bay on August 15 and made for Tangier Sound. Counting the forces of Admiral Cockburn already on hand, Cochrane had at his disposal 20 warships (4 of them ships of the line) as well as a large number of transports and storeships. Total British ground strength under General Ross now exceeded 4,000 men, including a battalion of 700 marines.

At the same time Cockburn issued a rather astonishing order to the captains of the British blockading squadrons, calling on them to launch raids against and lay waste to those towns and areas of the coasts accessible to them and to spare the lives only of those who were unarmed. This was done supposedly in retaliation for the American destruction of Newark in Upper Canada, although the British had promptly avenged themselves for this by burning Buffalo and other American towns, and the American officer responsible for the order, Brigadier General George McClure, had been court-martialed and removed from the service. Interestingly, Ross demonstrated by his own actions his disapproval of this order, for he would insist that his men scrupulously respect private property and refrain from looting.

In order to distract the Americans as to the real intent of his operations, Cochrane detached two squadrons of frigates. One proceeded up the Potomac under Captain James Gordon, and the other under Captain Sir Peter Parker sailed north of Baltimore and demonstrated off the town of Elkton, Maryland.

At noon on August 19 the main British force started up the Patuxent. The goal was Washington, but Cochrane masked this by making it appear that Barney’s flotilla was the target. British troops landed at Benedict that same day. On August 22 the British reached Upper Marlborough, 40 miles from the mouth of the Patuxent. They cornered the American flotilla at Pig Point, abreast of Upper Marlborough, about as far up the Patuxent as it could go. In order to save his men, Barney abandoned his boats on August 21, leaving a few men to fire them on the British approach. This was done the next day. Only 1 of the 17 American vessels did not go up in flames and was captured.

Ross’s land forces then turned west to march on Washington. The subsequent effort to defend the national capital was one of the most embarrassing defeats ever for American arms. U.S. Army brigadier general William Winder, charged with defense of the capital, was severely handicapped in having to rely on what was essentially a militia force, but little had been done to prepare for a ground attack. The Battle of Bladensburg on August 24 was a rout. Most of the militia fled after a few British volleys.

Barney had insisted on proceeding to Bladensburg, and in that battle he and his men were virtually the only Americans to gain credit. Unfortunately, they did not arrive on the field until the rout had already begun. Some of sailors and marines served a battery of five artillery pieces; the remainder acted as infantry support. Barney positioned his guns to prevent the British advance on the road to Washington, but he had no flanking support, and the British were able to work around his position. Barney himself was wounded and taken prisoner, although he was immediately paroled on Cockburn’s order.

The rout at the Battle of Bladensburg allowed the British to take Washington that night and burn its public buildings. U.S. Navy captain Thomas Tingey fired the Washington Navy Yard. Lost there were the new frigate Columbia, the sloop Argus, and gunboats No. 70 and No. 71. Gunboat No. 140, laden with provisions, grounded while being towed and was pillaged but was later recovered.

The British left a day later, rejoining the fleet in the Patuxent on August 26. Cockburn and Ross wanted to proceed at once against Baltimore, but Cochrane dithered, uncertain that he had sufficient strength available. He gave his consent eight days later, but the interval provided important time to the Americans to strengthen the defenses of that important port city.

Meanwhile, the diversionary British attack up the Potomac reached Alexandria without opposition on August 29. The British occupied the town for three days before they retired with a vast amount of booty in captured American merchant vessels. The Americans put together a small improvised force of fireships and other craft that unsuccessfully harassed the British retirement. They also set up artillery ashore, but on September 6 following several days of artillery duels, the British ships, preceded by two frigates, forced their way past the American defenses.

Parker’s foray north of Baltimore did not fare as well. Landing forces in Kent County, Maryland, for the ostensible purpose of keeping the Maryland Eastern Shore militia tied down defending various towns and rivers in that region, Parker skirmished with American militia near Chestertown, Maryland. In the ensuing engagement, known locally as the Battle of Caulk’s Field, Parker was among the British dead. By the end of August, Parker’s small force had completely withdrawn.

On September 10, 1814, a few small British vessels were spotted off the mouth of the Patapsco River. These ships were precursors to the appearance of Cochrane’s invasion fleet, which arrived off Baltimore the following day. At the time, the principal American defensive work that guarded the river approach to the port of Baltimore, Maryland, was the star-shaped Fort McHenry. Cochrane planned to batter Fort McHenry into submission or at least into ineffectiveness, while Ross’s men went ashore at North Point, southeast of the city, and moved against Baltimore from that direction.

Early on September 12, 1814, 4,000 British troops under Ross began coming ashore at North Point. That same day they ran into a strongly held American defensive position near the Back River east of the city of Baltimore. There some 3,000 American defenders under Brigadier General John Stricker stubbornly contested the British advance and only after several hours of fighting were finally forced to withdraw to a new defensive position. However, early in the action, Ross was killed by American riflemen. Because of relatively heavy casualties sustained, the senior surviving British land force commander, Colonel Arthur Brooke, decided to camp that night on the hard-won North Point battlefield.

At dawn on September 13, Brooke advanced his forces and immediately encountered the main American defensive line commanded by Major General Samuel Smith on nearby Hampstead Hill. Brooke recognized that he probably could not take the position without help from the navy and, when Cochrane informed him that this would not be forthcoming, he withdrew.

Meanwhile, early on September 13 Cochrane had began bombarding Fort McHenry from the outer harbor. His bombardment of the fort continued throughout the day and through the early morning hours of September 14. The attack was directly observed by Maryland lawyer Francis Scott Key, who was at the time temporarily aboard one of Cochrane’s ships. Despite nearly 24 hours of bombardment, the British attack on the fort was unsuccessful, and Key was amazed to see the large American flag still flying from the fort the following morning. The American success at Fort McHenry led Key to pen the poem from which “The Star-Spangled Banner,” which eventually became the official national anthem of the United States, was derived.

Because of the failure of the British naval bombardment and a diversionary amphibious attack against smaller harbor batteries, Cochrane conceded defeat and ordered a general retreat of all his forces. By September 16, 1814, Cochrane’s fleet was once again off Tangier Island in the southern Chesapeake Bay, where it continued work on the base that had been previously established there earlier in the year. However, by early December 1814 the British left the Chesapeake Bay for good in preparation for the planned descent on the American Gulf Coast and the anticipated capture of New Orleans, Louisiana.
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Chesapeake-Leopard Affair

Event Date: June 22, 1807

The Chesapeake-Leopard Affair of June 22, 1807, was the most significant naval confrontation between the United States and Britain in the years before the War of 1812 and was itself a cause of that conflict. In 1807 several French warships sought refuge in Chesapeake Bay. Royal Navy ships then took up station off the coast to wait for the French to head to sea, during which time a number of British seamen deserted. Some of these deserters found their way aboard U.S. Navy ships, including the frigate Chesapeake (40 guns). British authorities complained about the desertions to the Americans but to no avail.
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The British fourth-rate Leopard (right) fires on the unprepared U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake on June 22, 1807. The Leopard stopped the Chesapeake off the Virginia Capes, its captain demanding the right to search for British deserters. When the American captain refused, the British opened fire and the Chesapeake surrendered. The so-called Chesapeake-Leopard Affair nearly brought war between the two countries in 1807 and was a major cause of war five years later. (Naval Historical Center)

On the morning of June 22, 1807, the Chesapeake weighed anchor and sailed from Hampton Roads for the Mediterranean. Commodore James Barron, the new commander of the Mediterranean Squadron, had nominal command; he had visited his ship only twice prior to sailing. It fell upon Master Commandant Charles Gordon to prepare the ship for sea.

As the Chesapeake tacked to get offshore, the British fourth-rate Leopard (50 guns), commanded by Captain Salusbury Humphreys, came up and hailed, its captain saying that he had dispatches. The “dispatch,” brought aboard by a British lieutenant, turned out to be a general circular from Royal Navy commander in North America Vice Admiral Sir George C. Berkeley ordering his captains to search for deserters from specified British warships.

Humphreys, who did his best to modify the order, nonetheless insisted on the right to muster the American frigate’s crew. Barron denied that he had deserters on board and, in any case, refused the British right to search a U.S. Navy warship. After more than 40 minutes of fruitless discussion, Humphreys recalled the lieutenant and ordered his crew to open fire. Barron had not called the crew of his ship to general quarters on the approach of the Leopard, and in any case the Chesapeake, with furniture stowed on the gun deck, was entirely unready for combat. A gun crew under Lieutenant William Henry Allen got off only one shot before Barron struck. In the uneven exchange (the British fired several broadsides), 3 Americans were killed, and 18 others, including Barron, were wounded, 1 mortally. Humphreys refused Barron’s surrender of the Chesapeake as a prize of war, mustered its crew, took off 4 men identified as British deserters, and sailed away.

The incident triggered an explosion of indignation in the United States and even a clamor for war. President Thomas Jefferson, though angered, set himself against this. In July, he ordered all British warships from American waters. Although the passions for war soon cooled, the affair had important repercussions on subsequent Anglo-American relations. Barron was found guilty of neglecting to clear his ship for action and was suspended from the navy for five years. He never again held a command afloat. Gordon was not penalized, perhaps owing to family connections.

Ultimately the British government admitted that a mistake had been committed, and the two survivors of the four taken off were returned. One result of the affair was that the U.S. Navy ordered a halt to recruitment of foreigners on its ships. The navy secured a measure of revenge in the President–Little Belt encounter of May 18, 1811.
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Cheves, Langdon

Birth Date: September 17, 1776

Death Date: June 26, 1857

South Carolina planter, lawyer, congressman, and president of the Second Bank of the United States (1819–1822). Born on September 17, 1776, in present-day Abbeville County, South Carolina, Langdon Cheves moved to Charleston at age 10 and began working for local merchants. He subsequently read for the law, was admitted to the bar in 1797, and commenced a successful practice in Charleston, becoming wealthy. In 1802 he entered state politics, serving in the State House of Representatives during 1802–1804 and 1806–1808. In 1810 he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican, where he served until 1815.

Although his tenure in the House was relatively short, Cheves proved to be a highly influential member. In 1812 he chaired the Naval Committee, and the following year he chaired the important Ways and Means Committee. He also fully supported the end of the First Bank of the United States and opposed it being rechartered. In January 1814 he succeeded Henry Clay as Speaker of the House once the latter departed for Ghent, Belgium, for peace negotiations.

A stern Republican, Cheves avidly endorsed the James Madison administration’s policies toward Great Britain and fully supported the war declaration in June 1812 and the course of the war through its end in January 1815. Indeed, Cheves proved to be one of the most vocal of the War Hawks in Congress and clashed frequently with New Hampshire’s Daniel Webster on a variety of war-related issues. In March 1815 Cheves returned to South Carolina, where he resumed his law practice and became a judge.

Somewhat ironically, Cheves was elected president of the Second Bank of the United States in 1819, a post he held until 1822. He inherited a bank on the verge of collapse, but in three short years he helped restore its finances and credibility. He then served as commissioner of claims under the auspices of the Treaty of Ghent, which had ended the War of 1812. Having lived either in Washington, D.C., or Pennsylvania during 1819–1829, Cheves returned to South Carolina, where he took up rice cultivation and other business and legal pursuits. He also remained active in state politics until his death in Columbia, South Carolina, on June 26, 1857.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Chicago Massacre

See Fort Dearborn Massacre

Chickasaws

One of the so-called Five Civilized Tribes of the Southeast (in addition to the Cherokees, Choctaws, Creeks, and the Seminoles). Sharing the Western Muskogean language family with the Choctaws, the Chickasaws settled primarily in present-day northern Mississippi and Alabama. Based on their shifting fortunes in war and diplomacy, the Chickasaws also claimed territory extending into present-day Alabama, Kentucky, South Carolina, Georgia, and Tennessee.

The Chickasaw economy was a mixed one in which women tended crops and the men hunted, fished, and trapped. Trade with other tribes and the Europeans was also part of the Chickasaws’ economic activities. Because the Chickasaws lived in towns, their population was concentrated. Placing a higher premium on mobility than the Choctaws, the Chickasaws heavily relied on horses for hunting, devoting relatively less energy to agriculture. As such, they helped pioneer equestrian warfare in the Southeast. By the middle of the 18th century, trade with the British had brought African slaves into Chickasaw communities.

During the colonial period, the Chickasaws were aggressively courted by the British, French, and Spanish as each colonial power vied for security and commerce in the region. The eclipse of Spanish influence in North America rendered this a two-way competition by the late 1600s. Although the French made progress in developing a friendly faction, the Chickasaws increasingly gravitated toward the British. The Chickasaws briefly battled the English during Pontiac’s Rebellion (1763) and also contested the Cherokees to the north and backed the British during the Revolutionary War. The Chickasaws did so in large part over fears of the relentless westward expansion of white colonists.

The 1783 Treaty of Paris and the removal of their British ally was a great blow to the Chickasaws. In what was at best a delaying tactic, they attempted to play the Spanish and Americans against each other for commerce along the Mississippi River. The tribe refused to join in Tecumseh’s alliance against the Americans in 1811, however, and instead fought with Major General Andrew Jackson against the Red Stick Creeks during the Creek War; indeed, the Chickasaws helped Jackson defeat the Red Sticks at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend. During the 1820s, many Chickasaws moved west.

By 1830, the Chickasaw Nation, a mere shadow of its former self in size, power, and cultural homogeneity, ceded its remaining territory in Mississippi. The Chickasaws soon proceeded along the infamous Trail of Tears to Indian Territory (Oklahoma) in the 1830s. During the American Civil War the Chickasaws allied themselves with the Confederacy, although their fealty was more symbolic than military.
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Chippawa, Battle of

Event Date: July 5, 1814

The first major battle of the last American campaign to seize Canada, fought in Upper Canada along the shore of the Niagara River. This American victory occurred on July 5, 1814, and served notice to British military leaders that the U.S. Army had come of age and had achieved tactical parity with British forces serving in North America. The Battle of Chippawa also enhanced the prestige of American brigadier general Winfield Scott, whose brigade bore the brunt of the fighting, and Major General Jacob Brown, who commanded the left division in which Scott’s brigade was a part.

Brown’s goal was to clear British forces from the Niagara Peninsula. Succeeding in this, he intended to cooperate with the American squadron on Lake Ontario to seize both York (present-day Toronto) and Kingston on the north shore of the lake. In preparation for this campaign, Brown sent Scott and his brigade to Buffalo, New York, astride the Niagara frontier, to train. Scott’s task was not easy. American forces were understrength, inadequately clothed, and led by officers of mixed capabilities. Unlike the British forces, very few of the officers and soldiers in Scott’s brigade were professionals. Most had joined the colors at the declaration of war, and their experience included more defeats than victories. Scott nonetheless implemented a rigorous training regimen based on the French drill manual, and when the time for the invasion arrived, his battalions were well disciplined and confident of victory.
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The hotly contested Battle of Chippawa in Upper Canada on July 5, 1814, while inconclusive in a strategic sense, demonstrated that U.S. Army troops could now compete with British Army regulars on an equal footing. (Library of Congress)

Brown’s left division also included two other brigades of infantry. Brigadier General Eleazar Wheelock Ripley arrived on the Niagara in mid-May and commanded the second brigade. Like Scott’s brigade, the second brigade also consisted of regular army soldiers, most of whom had received at least a partial benefit from Scott’s training program. New York Militia brigadier general Peter P. Porter commanded the third brigade. Unlike the other two brigades, Porter’s brigade was composed of native warriors and militia volunteers. The Iroquois leader Red Jacket had previously brought 600 of his warriors into the American camp. The New York Iroquois had initially tried to maintain their neutrality, but by 1814 they were persuaded that their interests lay with the American cause. Pennsylvania sent a battalion of volunteers who joined the left division in mid-June, but these troops received only cursory training. Rounding out Brown’s force was a battalion of artillery and a company of regular dragoons.
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British major general Phineas Riall commanded the British right division, which was charged with the defense of the Niagara Peninsula and the town of York. Riall’s instructions from Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond, commander of all forces in Upper Canada, were clear. Gordon charged Riall with aggressively defending his territory and retaining Fort Niagara on the American side, captured the previous winter. He was also to hold Forts Erie and George on the Canadian shore and to throw back the invading American army. Based on past experience, both Drummond and Riall considered American units to be easily defeated through routine tactics. They believed that a small British force would have few problems contending with a much larger American force.

In the early hours of July 3, 1814, Scott’s brigade clambered into boats and crossed from Buffalo, on the New York shore, to beaches near Fort Erie in Upper Canada. Within hours, the Americans had surrounded the fort. Major Thomas Buck, commander of the small British garrison, believed that defense of the fort in the face of heavier American artillery was futile. At about 5:00 p.m. Buck surrendered, and he and 137 British soldiers marched into captivity. Meanwhile, the remainder of Ripley’s troops crossed the Niagara and entered enemy territory.

[image: image]

The next day, Scott’s brigade led the left division north along the left bank of the Niagara River. British lieutenant colonel Thomas Pearson, who commanded a small body of regulars, militia, and native warriors allied to the British, responded immediately to the American invasion. Pearson defended each stream across the American line of advance, forcing Scott to deploy and maneuver the British out of each position. By the end of the day on July 4, Scott had reached the Chippawa, an unfordable river flowing eastward and emptying into the Niagara. Behind the Chippawa, Pearson and Riall were gathering their forces to resist any attempt to cross the river.

The land south of the Chippawa, where the battle was fought, was flat and bounded on the east by the Niagara River and on the south by Street’s Creek. Closest to the Niagara was a meadow covered in waist-high grasses. About three-quarters of a mile west of the Niagara, the meadow was bounded by a dense forest, cluttered with fallen trees. A tongue of the forest in the north extended eastward so that the Americans south of Street’s Creek could not see the bridge crossing the Chippawa River near where it emptied into the Niagara.

During the day on July 5, Brown waited for Porter’s brigade of volunteers and native warriors to join the rest of the division in camp south of Street’s Creek. Brown intended to attack the British position north of the Chippawa on July 6. However, Riall was determined to come out from behind his river-line defenses, cross to the south side of the Chippawa, and attack the American camp. He sent a body of militia and natives into the forest to fire upon the Americans in camp while he gathered his regulars for the attack. The sporadic fire was more irritating than deadly, but it did distract the defenders as planned.

Early in the afternoon, Brown met with Porter and his brigade about three miles south of the American camp. Brown ordered Porter to clear the enemy from the forest. Accordingly, Porter formed about 850 Iroquois and Pennsylvanians into a long thin line perpendicular to the Niagara. At about 4:00 p.m., he and Red Jacket led the line northward through the forest, heading directly to the Chippawa River. Almost immediately, they ran into small bands of natives and Canadian militia and pushed them relentlessly back toward the British camp. The fight in the forest was brutal, particularly when warrior fought warrior. As the Americans pushed their way forward, the integrity of the line dissolved into small packets of Iroquois and Pennsylvanian volunteers. Meanwhile, still unseen by Porter’s troops, Riall was dispatching three battalions of experienced infantry and two companies of artillery across the Chippawa straight for the American camp. Several light companies were also deployed into the woods, where they ambushed and routed Porter’s force with little difficulty.

Meanwhile, the main British force moved through the defile formed by the tongue of forest and out onto the plain. Riall pushed two battalions forward and kept a third in reserve. As soon as Brown saw the dust of the British movement, he ordered Scott to take his brigade across Street’s Creek and give battle. As Scott’s battalions crossed the bridge over Street’s Creek, they immediately came under fire by the British artillery. Compared to previous engagements, the American advance was steadfast. Scott formed two battalions into a line to face the British and sent a third into the forest to cover the withdrawal of Porter’s men, who had fled precipitously upon encountering Pearson’s British light troops.

As the British line approached that of the Americans, both sides opened a fierce musketry supported by artillery fire on both sides. During the exchange, Scott also maneuvered his battalions to overlap those of the British. Marching and firing smartly, the Americans brought the British advance to a halt. Soon, Scott’s third battalion, having dealt with Pearson’s outnumbered force in the forest, exited the woods and approached the British flank. Under intense fire, the British infantry wavered and slowly withdrew, the men ignoring the admonitions of their officers to stand and fight. Riall skillfully covered the withdrawal of his battered brigade north, back across the Chippawa River. As the British withdrew, they pulled the planking from the bridge. Brown wisely decided not to press the attack.

The British suffered more heavily than the Americans that day. Riall lost approximately 500 killed, wounded, or missing out of a force of 2,200 regulars, militia, and Native Americans. Brown reported 325 total casualties from his assigned divisional strength of 4,036, not all of whom were present. The American casualties fell the heaviest on Scott’s brigade, which endured a loss of 19 percent. The soldiers who fought at Chippawa would meet again 20 days later at Lundy’s Lane, another bloody battle where the Americans performed equally well.

The Battle of Chippawa established the American soldiers’ faith in themselves and their officers. After a string of defeats, the American forces were now confident and ready to encounter and defeat their more veteran adversaries on an open plain, an unthinkable prospect only a few months earlier. Not surprisingly, Chippawa propelled both Brown and Scott in their military careers. Chippawa also served to convince the British that they could no longer dismiss the effectiveness of American soldiers.
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Chittenden, Martin

Birth Date: March 12, 1763

Death Date: September 5, 1840

Federalist congressman and governor of Vermont (1814–1815). Martin Chittenden was born in Salisbury, Connecticut, on March 12, 1763, and moved to Vermont in his teens. He graduated from Dartmouth College in 1789 and became a small farmer and merchant in Jericho, Vermont. He also joined the state militia, rising steadily through its ranks and attaining the rank of major general in 1799. He entered politics in 1790, holding a seat in the Vermont House of Representatives until 1796, at which time he became a judge. Elected to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1802, he served from 1803 to 1813.

Chittenden, a moderate Federalist, was elected governor of Vermont in 1813, took office in early 1814, and was immediately embroiled in a controversy over the dispatching of his state’s militia to the war front in Canada. His Democratic Republican predecessor had previously deployed Vermont militiamen to support Major General Wade Hampton’s expedition into Canada. Chittenden, however, believed that he lacked constitutional authority to send the militia beyond the state’s boundaries, but he did not immediately recall them. When Hampton’s campaign failed, Chittenden recalled the militia, but more strident Federalists criticized him for not having recalled them immediately upon taking office. Meanwhile, a number of Democratic Republican militiamen refused to heed their recall. Chittenden, who was not a strident opponent of the war, answered his critics by claiming that he had not wanted to endanger U.S. troops or torpedo the campaign.

In April 1814, U.S. Army commanders requested the mobilization of the Vermont Militia to help protect the state’s western coast along Lake Champlain. Because the mission was to take place within the state, Chittenden released 1,500 militiamen for duty. Many, however, refused to muster because they did not wish to come under the command of regular officers. In the summer of 1814 when the British threatened Plattsburgh, New York, federal officials pleaded with Chittenden to send militiamen to defend the town. This time Chittenden managed to skirt the constitutionality of the issue by asking militiamen to volunteer for duty in New York. Many lauded Chittenden’s move, which both protected his principles and aided the war effort, and he was reelected that autumn.

After leaving office in 1815, Chittenden returned to his farm and also served for several years as a probate judge. He died at Williston, Vermont, on September 5, 1840.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Choctaws

Native American group whose territory included east-central Mississippi as well as parts of Alabama. The Choctaws were one of the so-called Five Civilized Tribes of the American Southeast (along with the Chickasaws, Creeks, Seminoles, and Cherokees). The Choctaws had developed a multiethnic confederacy in present-day east-central Mississippi by the late 17th century. Reputedly the one-time brethren of the Chickasaws, the Choctaws became renowned farmers and fierce warriors. Because of their agricultural prowess, they also enjoyed a diverse economy that included hunting, fishing, gathering, and trapping.

The size and central location of the Choctaw Nation rendered it strategically vital for imperial ambitions in the region. The French secured the first sustained European contact with the Choctaws through a trading post, and the tribe remained generally loyal to the French during the colonial period.

Following the 1763 Treaty of Paris, the French eviction from the North American mainland left the Choctaws vulnerable to attacks from their neighbors. For more than a decade, the British periodically agitated the Creeks into attacks. But the Choctaws subsequently used the threat posed by Spanish Florida to gain commercial and diplomatic advantages with the British. Choctaw warriors joined British forces arrayed against the Spanish during the American Revolutionary War, but meager pay and supplies led nearly all of the fighters to depart before battle. By the dawn of the 19th century, the Choctaws numbered about 20,000 but had ceded most of their territory on the Gulf Coast and along the Tombigee and Alabama Rivers to the United States.

During the War of 1812, Chief Pushmataha, after having rebuffed Shawnee leader Tecumseh’s invitation to join his Pan-Indian confederacy, openly sided with the Americans, and his braves served as messengers and scouts. After the August 30, 1813, Battle of Fort Mims, the Choctaws entered the Creek War against the Red Sticks, oftentimes fighting side-by-side with U.S. soldiers and militiamen.

Choctaw warriors participated in the Battles of Holy Ground (December 23, 1813), Horseshoe Bend (March 27, 1814), and New Orleans (January 8, 1815), where they played a useful role in the U.S. victory. Before the Battle of New Orleans, Choctaw sharpshooters continually harassed British pickets, allegedly leading to low morale among British troops. During the battle, Choctaws helped protect Major General Andrew Jackson’s defensive line in difficult swampy terrain near the Mississippi River.

Once the war was over, the Choctaws continued to lose territory, much of it being ceded to the United States. In 1816 they ceded all remaining land east of the Tombigee River. After the Indian Removal Act of 1830 was passed, the Choctaws were forcibly removed from their ancestral lands by the U.S. government to Indian Territory (Oklahoma).
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Claghorn, George

Birth Date: July 6, 1748

Death Date: February 3, 1824

U.S. Revolutionary War veteran and shipwright. George Claghorn (also appearing in some sources as Claghorne) was born on July 6, 1748, in Chilmark (Martha’s Vineyard), Massachusetts. He joined the local militia as a young man, and upon the onset of the Revolutionary War in 1775, he took a commission as a lieutenant in the Continental Army. He saw considerable action, especially during the early years of the conflict, and was wounded in the leg at the Battle of Bunker Hill on June 17, 1775. Claghorn ended the war as a brevet colonel. Afterward he remained in the Massachusetts Militia with the rank of colonel.

Claghorn moved to New Bedford, Massachusetts, in the early 1780s, where he became involved in the burgeoning shipbuilding industry. He was quite successful and soon gained a reputation as an exacting and efficient shipwright. In March 1785 he launched the whaler Rebecca, which became the first ship of its type to round Cape Horn twice, to and from the Pacific Ocean.

In March 1794, the federal government authorized the construction of six frigates, and Claghorn received a contract to build one of these. In Boston on October 21, 1797, Claghorn launched the Constitution, designed by Joshua Humphreys and rated at 44 guns but actually mounting more. Still afloat today, the Constitution is the oldest U.S. Navy vessel still in commission and undoubtedly the most famous American warship. Claghorn continued as a successful shipwright. He died in Seekonk, Massachusetts, on February 3, 1824.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Claiborne, Ferdinand Leigh

Birth Date: March 9, 1772

Death Date: March 22, 1815

U.S. Army and militia officer. Ferdinand Leigh Claiborne was born in Sussex County, Virginia, on March 9, 1772. He entered the army in 1793 as an ensign in the 1st Sublegion of the Legion of the United States and was promoted to first lieutenant in the 1st U.S. Infantry Regiment in June 1794. He fought in the August 20, 1794, Battle of Fallen Timbers under Major General Anthony Wayne and rose to the rank of captain in October 1799.

In 1802 Claiborne resigned his commission to move to Natchez in the Mississippi Territory, where he became a prominent figure. He served in the territorial legislature and in 1811 became brigadier general of the territorial militia. Claiborne accepted a position as colonel of the Mississippi Volunteers in March 1813, although he remained a brigadier general as well as the unit’s commander.

Following the Battle of Burnt Corn Creek (July 27, 1813) during the Creek War, Claiborne dispatched his limited forces to outlying forts in the eastern portion of the Mississippi Territory. He believed that he did not possess the manpower necessary to take the offensive against the Red Stick Creeks, however. One of the units he dispatched, numbering some 120 men, was massacred at Fort Mims on August 30, 1813.

Major General Thomas Flournoy, commander of the Seventh Military District, ordered Claiborne to call out more militia, march to the confluence of the Alabama and Tombigbee Rivers, engage any Red Sticks that he encountered en route, and build a fort and await reinforcements from New Orleans.

Claiborne began his campaign on November 13, 1813. He set as his objective the Red Stick village known as Econochaca (Holy Ground), led by William Weatherford (Red Eagle). Along the way, Claiborne built and garrisoned Fort Claiborne on the Alabama River. With some 1,000 men, including the 3rd U.S. Infantry, Claiborne attacked Econochaca on December 23, 1813, and routed the Red Sticks, with Weatherford barely escaping. This victory was a major factor in Major General Andrew Jackson’s subsequent triumph over the Creeks.

Although Claiborne pursued the Red Sticks for a time, he was obliged to break this off and return to Fort Claiborne because his militia’s enlistments were about to expire. At Fort Claiborne, he resigned his commission on January 17, 1814, and returned to Mississippi. Claiborne was elected to the territorial legislature in February 1815, but he died on March 22, 1815, in Natchez.
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Claiborne, William Charles Cole

Birth Date: 1775

Death Date: November 23, 1817

Governor of Louisiana. William Charles Cole Claiborne was born in Sussex County, Virginia, sometime in 1775. After briefly attending William and Mary College, he served as an assistant clerk in the U.S. House of Representatives. Claiborne subsequently passed the Virginia state bar and in 1794 relocated to Tennessee at the behest of John Sevier, the future governor.
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William C. C. Claiborne was the territorial governor of the Mississippi Territory and in 1803 the governor of the Territory of Orleans at New Orleans. In 1812, he became the first governor of the state of Louisiana. (BiographicalImages.com)

Despite his youth, in 1797 Claiborne was appointed to complete Andrew Jackson’s unexpired congressional term, and in May 1801 President Thomas Jefferson appointed Claiborne territorial governor of the Mississippi Territory to succeed Winthrop Sargent. Claiborne performed useful work in settling land claims and improving public health, so in 1803 Jefferson directed him to serve as governor of the Territory of Orleans at New Orleans. A Protestant in a very Catholic domain and unable to speak Spanish or French, Claiborne had difficulty winning the hearts and minds of the people, and he was accused of political weakness after delegating extraordinary powers to Brigadier General James Wilkinson during the Burr Conspiracy. Claiborne’s political standing improved due to a prompt military response to a slave rebellion in 1811 and his adoption of a civil legal law code, so when Louisiana became a state in 1812, Claiborne was elected the first governor by a wide margin.

Claiborne’s tenure in office was dominated by the War of 1812, and he was preoccupied by enlarging and strengthening the largely non-English-speaking militia and erecting local defenses. He was also engaged in actively suppressing the piracy of outlaw Jean Lafitte, and it was not until the 44th U.S. Infantry arrived in the autumn of 1814 that the main pirate base at Barataria was captured. Otherwise, the governor was unmoved by the specter of a British invasion and the possibility of accompanying plantation rebellions. Major General Andrew Jackson arrived at New Orleans shortly afterward, deemed Claiborne’s preparations inadequate, and declared martial law to shore up defenses there. Claiborne, as previously, proved quiescent and compliant with military authority, although Jackson continued to doubt his militia’s loyalty to the United States. These fears were quelled with the victory at New Orleans in 1815, whereby Claiborne’s confidence in the fidelity of fellow Louisianans was vindicated.

Claiborne left the governor’s mansion in November 1816, and the following spring the state legislature elected him to the U.S. Senate. Claiborne died on November 23, 1817, in New Orleans before he could be seated.
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Clark, William

Birth Date: August 1, 1770

Death Date: September 1, 1838

Governor of the Missouri Territory. William Clark was born in Carolina County, Virginia, on August 1, 1770, and was raised along the Kentucky frontier. While never formally educated, he was tutored by his elder brothers in the classics and expressed profound interest in nature, science, and Native Americans. Clark first saw military service in the militia while campaigning under Colonel John Hardin in 1789 and served as a U.S. Army lieutenant with Major General Anthony Wayne in the Old Northwest during 1791–1795.

At that time Clark befriended a fellow officer, Meriwether Lewis, who in 1803 asked him to join the Corps of Discovery organized by President Thomas Jefferson. Between 1804–1806, the Lewis and Clark expedition explored the Louisiana Purchase territory, returning safely to St. Louis, Missouri. In 1808 Jefferson appointed Clark as Indian agent for the Louisiana Territory and also as a brigadier general of local militia. Clark was also active in the Missouri Fur Company, which struggled to stay solvent until being disbanded once the War of 1812 erupted.

In 1813 President James Madison appointed Clark territorial governor of Missouri, and Clark continued on as a brigadier general of militia. At this time, Missouri was thinly populated and undermanned, but Clark was energetic in constructing defenses, negotiating in good faith with numerous local tribes, and capably defending the frontier under trying circumstances. He also differed from many western contemporaries by insisting that trading practices with Native Americans be as scrupulous as possible in order to successfully compete with the British. Determined to isolate tribes on the lower Mississippi River from their allies in Canada, in June 1814 he also led an expedition to Prairie du Chien in present-day Wisconsin and established Fort Shelby. However, the Americans lacked the military resources to adequately garrison that outpost, and it was captured by a British-Indian expedition shortly afterward. Skirmishing with the Indians continued well into 1815 until Clark and Illinois governor Ninian Edwards finally negotiated the Treaty of Portage des Sioux.

After the war Clark continued on as territorial governor, and his policies were generally successful in elevating it toward statehood. However, his Indian-friendly policies and favoritism toward the fur trade engendered many enemies, and in 1820 he was defeated in his attempt to become the first state governor. Clark was nonetheless appointed superintendent of Indian affairs in 1822, and he remained active in treaty activities and other Native American matters until his death in St. Louis on September 1, 1838.
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Claus, William

Birth Date: September 8, 1765

Death Date: November 11, 1826

British militia and army officer, Indian agent, and politician. William Claus was born into a wealthy landholding family on September 8, 1765, in Williamsburg, New York. His family was Loyalist and fled to Canada at the beginning of the American Revolution in 1775. In 1777, Claus enlisted in the King’s Royal Regiment of New York and saw action during the Revolutionary War in upstate New York. By 1783, he had attained the rank of lieutenant. In October 1787 he gained a lieutenant’s commission in the 60th Regiment of Foot, a regular army unit, and in February 1795 he was promoted to captain.

In 1796, Claus became deputy superintendent for the Six Nations of the Iroquois, headquartered at Fort George. He immediately became embroiled in a land dispute between Mohawk leader Joseph Brant and the British government. Brant insisted that he had the right to sell Indian lands as he saw fit, without British concurrence, which prompted a long-running controversy. In September 1800, Claus became deputy superintendent for Upper Canada, a post he would hold for the rest of his life.

As tensions between the British and Americans mounted, especially after the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, Claus began to court local Indian tribes, hoping to convince them to support the British in a potential struggle with the United States. Claus was so successful in this endeavor that some Indians began to engage the Americans long before war broke out in 1812. Lieutenant Governor Francis Gore thus had to direct Claus to rein them in.

Long involved in the local militia, Claus was named colonel of the 1st Lincoln Militia in June 1812 when the War of 1812 began. The following month, he was given command over British regulars as well as Upper Canadian militiamen, first at Fort George and then at Queenston Heights. Much of his time was spent recruiting and foiling deserters. At the same time, he met frequently with local Indians, ensuring their continued support. In May 1813 when the Americans assaulted Fort George, Claus was rumored to have been the last British officer to leave the post. For much of the rest of the war, he spent his time courting Indian support and mediating disputes between the Indians and the British government over land titles. Claus’s wartime efforts were considerable, as he was able to maintain a high level of support and participation from Upper Canada’s Indian tribes.

After the war Claus’s mission shifted considerably, as Britain’s new Indian policies included the curtailment of Indian land titles and the relocation of tribes to prescribed villages and reservations. Much of his time was now spent helping the Indians adapt to their new circumstances and lobbying for adequate funding to administer new programs. Claus also held a seat in Upper Canada’s Legislative Council, and in 1818 he became a member of the Executive Council. He was also a Niagara school commissioner and a commissioner of customs for Niagara.

Claus died on November 11, 1826, in Niagara (Niagara-on-the-Lake, Ontario).
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Clay, Green

Birth Date: August 14, 1757

Death Date: October 31, 1828

Kentucky Militia general. Green Clay was born on August 14, 1757, in Powhatan County, Virginia. A cousin of Henry Clay, he fought in the American Revolutionary War. Green Clay went to Kentucky in his 20s and made a fortune in surveying and the distillery business. Holding various political offices before the War of 1812, he eventually secured a position as a major general in the Kentucky Militia.

Clay is noted for his actions at Fort Meigs, Ohio, during May and July 1813. At the end of April 1813, Major General William Henry Harrison commanded the army besieged at Fort Meigs by British and Indian forces under Brigadier General Henry Procter and Tecumseh. Clay commanded about 1,200 Kentucky militia sent to reinforce Harrison. His force had been traveling by boat down the Maumee River when he received a message urging him to hurry to the fort. Harrison ordered him to divide his force into two groups. One was to land on the north bank of the river to attack British artillery positions, while the remaining men under Clay would land near the fort and fight through the Indian cordon to join Harrison.

On May 5, Clay ordered Lieutenant Colonel William Dudley to take 800 men and attack the batteries. Dudley’s men routed the British gunners and spiked 11 cannons without losing a man. Dudley was then supposed to withdraw; however, the impetuous Kentuckians kept pursuing the enemy deeper into the woods. The British rallied and counterattacked, enabling the Indians to surround and kill many Americans. About 150 men managed to escape to Fort Meigs. When Clay’s force landed, he could not find the guide Harrison promised, but soon some troops appeared to assist them. Procter found that he was in no position to continue the siege, as most of the Indians had disappeared into the woods. On May 9, the British withdrew.

On July 20, 1813, Clay was commanding at Fort Meigs when the British and allied Indians returned for another attack. Tecumseh devised a ruse to lure the Americans out of the fort by staging a mock attack on a convoy of supplies and making battle noises. Clay did not respond, as he knew of no reinforcements, so he ordered his men to stay put. Frustrated by this failure, the British departed on July 28 to attack Fort Stephenson in August.

After the war Clay returned to Kentucky, where he spent his remaining years on his plantations. One of the wealthiest citizens of Kentucky, he died there on October 31, 1828.

Steven J. Rauch
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Clay, Henry

Birth Date: April 12, 1777

Death Date: June 29, 1852

Famed orator and U.S. congressman, senator, and secretary of state who was the leader of the War Hawks in the House of Representatives advocating war with Britain. Henry Clay began his political career as a Democratic Republican, then joined ranks with the anti-Jackson National Republican Party, and finally became a member of the Whig Party. Clay was born on April 12, 1777, in Hanover County, Virginia. As a young man he moved to Versailles, Kentucky, where his family ran a tavern.

After his stepfather secured for him a position with the Court of Chancery in Virginia, the young Clay demonstrated a keen aptitude for the law. He was soon befriended by the prominent Virginia jurist George Wythe, who hired Clay as his personal assistant. Wythe later secured for Clay a job in the Virginia attorney general’s office. He then studied law at the College of William and Mary under Wythe’s tutelage and was admitted to the bar in 1797. That same year Clay relocated to Lexington, Kentucky, where he quickly earned a reputation as a stellar lawyer and orator.

Clay entered politics in 1803, successfully running for a seat in the Kentucky General Assembly, where he became a prominent member. His fine work led to two brief appointments as Kentucky’s junior U.S. senator, the first lasting from 1806 to 1807 and the second from 1810 to 1811. In both cases he completed the terms of men who had resigned their seats; notably, he was allowed to be seated in 1806 even though he had not yet reached the mandatory age of 30.

In 1811 Clay was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives and became the only freshman congressman in history—before or since—who was immediately elected to the top post as Speaker of the House. He served three nonconsecutive terms as House Speaker: 1811–1814, 1815–1820, and 1823–1825. In Congress, Clay became renowned for his oratorical skills and ability to seek accommodation from both sides of the aisle; indeed, he became known as the “Great Compromiser.”

Clay moved quickly to consolidate his power during 1811 and 1812, becoming the guiding light of the War Hawks, a group of politicians mostly from the Midwest and South who were outraged by Britain’s violation of America’s neutral shipping rights and its frequent impressment of U.S. sailors and who claimed that Britain had been supporting Native Americans against the United States. Quickly making the post of Speaker of the House the most powerful position in Washington next to that of president, Clay appointed many fellow War Hawks to prominent House committees.
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Henry Clay of Kentucky was a prominent U.S. political leader. A member of the House of Representatives from 1811, Clay was elected speaker and was a leader of the War Hawk faction advocating war with Britain. (Library of Congress)

Once war began in 1812, Clay fully supported the U.S. war plan, ensuring adequate and timely appropriations to prosecute the conflict. He was sent to Europe in mid-1814 as a peace negotiator, ultimately playing a key role in the drafting of the Treaty of Ghent, which he signed on December 24, 1814. Before leaving Europe, Clay also brokered a commercial treaty with the British, a move that showcased his extraordinary ability to seek accommodation and compromise, even with heretofore enemies.

Clay remained in the House of Representatives until 1825. He and fellow House member John C. Calhoun put in place an economic scheme known as the American System that sought to aid American industry. In 1820 when tensions arose over the extension of slavery into the Missouri Territory, Clay helped broker the Missouri Compromise. In 1825 he became secretary of state in the John Quincy Adams administration, a position he held until 1829.

In 1831 Clay ran successfully for the U.S. Senate, quickly becoming one of its most influential members. Almost immediately he was thrust into action when he helped arrange a workable compromise that ended the Nullification Crisis and lowered the 1828 Protective Tariff, which had set off the donnybrook. In 1832, Clay ran against Andrew Jackson for the presidency but lost by a large margin. Again in 1844 Clay made a run for the presidency on the Whig ticket but lost to Democrat James K. Polk, who ran on an unabashed platform of expansionism, including the immediate annexation of Texas. Clay opposed adding Texas as a state because he believed that doing so would risk war with Mexico and would inflame sectional tensions over the slavery issue.

Although he had left the Senate in 1842, Clay was adamantly opposed to the Mexican-American War and offered repeated public criticisms of it. His opposition to the war grew stronger after his son Henry Jr. was killed at the Battle of Buena Vista.

Clay again ran for the U.S. Senate, taking his seat in March 1849. His last great act as a legislator came in the Compromise of 1850, which once again temporarily deferred the slavery question and postponed sectional crisis and civil war. Clay died of tuberculosis in Washington, D.C., on June 29, 1852. He is considered one of greatest legislators in American history and, in addition to his great role in shaping national policy during the War of 1812, is among the “Great Triumvirate,” which included John C. Calhoun and Daniel Webster.
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Clinton, DeWitt

Birth Date: March 2, 1769

Death Date: February 11, 1828

Mayor of New York City, governor of New York state, and vocal opponent of the War of 1812. DeWitt Clinton was born in Little Britain, New York, on March 2, 1769. He was educated by a private tutor until age 13, attended the Kingston Academy for two years, and graduated with honors from Columbia College, New York, in 1786. Clinton apprenticed in law with Samuel Jones in Manhattan and was admitted to the bar in 1790.

Hired by his uncle, New York governor George Clinton, as a private secretary, Clinton soon became a member of the Democratic Republican Party’s inner circle. He went on to serve in the New York State Assembly in 1797, in the New York State Senate during 1798–1802 and 1806–1811, as a delegate to the state constitutional convention in 1801, and in the U.S. Senate during 1802–1803. He was mayor of New York City (1803–1807, 1808–1810, and 1811–1815) and served as lieutenant governor of New York from 1811 to 1813.

Beginning in 1807, Clinton’s loyalty to the Democratic Republican Party was strained by the trade embargo policies of U.S. presidents Thomas Jefferson and James Madison. Although the two administrations were convinced that a ban on all foreign trade was the best way to deal with British interference with American shipping, Clinton believed that the commercial interests of New York were being harmed. Also, he supported the Merchant’s Bank, which had Federalist connections.

In 1812, dissatisfaction with the conduct of the war against Great Britain induced Clinton to run against Madison, who was seeking a second term as president. Clinton’s unsuccessful campaign was based almost entirely on opposition to Madison’s leadership. The Federalists backed his candidacy, arguing that he would either end the war or fight it more effectively than his opponent. Clinton ran well in New England and received 89 total electoral votes, but Madison prevailed with 128. For his apostasy against the Democratic Republicans, Clinton was condemned to political exile by his erstwhile colleagues. He was denied nomination for lieutenant governor in 1813, and he lost the mayoralty of New York City in 1815.

However, Clinton soon recovered his political clout. On the strength of his support for the Erie Canal, he was elected governor of New York in 1817, 1820, and 1824. He celebrated the opening of the Erie Canal in 1825 by traversing it from Buffalo to New York City and pouring water from Lake Erie into the Atlantic Ocean. Clinton died in Albany on February 11, 1828, while still governor.
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Clinton, George

Birth Date: July 26, 1739

Death Date: April 20, 1812

New York politician, governor of New York (1777–1795, 1801–1804), and vice president (1805–1812). George Clinton was born on July 26, 1739, in Little Britain, New York. He studied law in New York City and then returned to Ulster County, where he farmed and practiced law. During the French and Indian War, he served aboard a privateer in the Caribbean and fought as a subaltern in the militia.

Clinton became a Patriot leader during the events leading to the American Revolutionary War and served in New York’s Provincial Assembly, in the Provincial Congress, and in the Second Continental Congress, where he supported the Declaration of Independence. After being commissioned brigadier general commanding the militia brigade of Ulster and Orange Counties, he left Congress. In March 1777, Clinton received a commission as a brigadier general in the Continental Army.

In July 1777, Clinton was unexpectedly elected governor of New York, a post he held until 1795. While remaining strongly committed to the 13-state union, Clinton advocated policies that benefited New York over the confederation. Later, Alexander Hamilton would refer to the governor’s policies as “Clintonism.” In 1783 at Dobbs Ferry, New York, Clinton and Continental Army commander General George Washington negotiated with British lieutenant general Sir Guy Carleton for the evacuation of British troops remaining in the United States.

By 1787, Clinton and his followers saw the new U.S. Constitution as yet another effort by non-New Yorkers and by anti-­Clintonians within New York to unseat the governor and establish a more aristocratic government. Clintonism peaked in April 1788, when two-thirds of the delegates elected to New York’s ratifying convention initially opposed the adoption of the U.S. Constitution. Clinton led the state’s anti-Federalist faction but then served as president of the state’s ratifying convention.

In 1795 after 18 years as governor, Clinton retired. In the spring of 1800, however, Aaron Burr coaxed him out of retirement with the argument that New York’s presidential electors would probably determine the presidential election later in the year. Reluctantly, the thoroughly upstate leader Clinton stood for and was elected a New York assemblyman from New York City.

In 1801 Vice President Aaron Burr seemed ready to run for governor of New York. To thwart him, Clinton agreed to stand for governor again and was elected. After serving as a figurehead for the three-year term dominated by his nephew DeWitt Clinton, George Clinton again attempted to retire, but President Jefferson asked Clinton to serve as his vice president. In February 1804, the Democratic Republican congressional caucus nominated Clinton for the position, which he won that autumn.
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George Clinton was considered one of the founding fathers of the United States. A prominent New York politician who served seven terms as governor of that state, he was also vice president of the United States during 1805–1812. (Library of Congress)

In January 1808, Secretary of State James Madison was nominated for president, with Clinton for vice president. Clinton’s supporters, most of whom boycotted the meeting, condemned the caucus and strenuously worked for his election as president. Although strongly opposed to the administration’s foreign policy and its failure to mobilize adequately for war, Clinton remained silent. Clinton was reelected vice president in 1808 by an electoral vote of 113 to 47.

Throughout his tenure as vice president, Clinton opposed the foreign and defense policies of Jefferson and Madison. Many opponents of those policies clustered around Clinton, but he was too old and ill to provide effective leadership. Nor was he well suited to be vice president. He knew little about the protocol of presiding over the Senate, and his performance paled when compared with his masterful predecessor, Burr. On several occasions, however, Clinton displayed his allegiance to high Democratic Republican principles by casting the tie-breaking vote in the Senate, such as on February 20, 1811, when an attempt to recharter the Bank of the United States was defeated. Clinton died in office in Washington, D.C., on April 20, 1812, shortly before the War of 1812 began.

John P. Kaminski
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Clintonians

Political faction within the Democratic Republican Party led by George and DeWitt Clinton that opposed the James Madison administration during the War of 1812. The death of Vice President George Clinton in April 1812 brought most of his supporters into the camp of his nephew, DeWitt Clinton, who was the mayor of New York City and a former U.S. senator. Believing that the nation was unprepared for war, the Clintonians opposed the declaration of war against Great Britain in June 1812. Representing northern commercial interests, they had also opposed prewar trade restrictions, such as the 1807 Embargo Act. The Clintonians asserted that Madison wanted a war declaration for political reasons rather than to protect America’s commerce and uphold national honor. In the vote for war, the New York Clintonians and New England Federalists constituted 69 percent of the antiwar vote in Congress. In the aftermath of the declaration, Clinton worked to combine his followers with the Federalists to forge a political alliance that would support his candidacy to defeat Madison in the 1812 presidential election.

Clinton was unable to carry Pennsylvania, which was the key state in the election. During the war, he often clashed with the Madison administration over military measures to improve New York’s defenses. As mayor of New York City, Clinton noted that British warships maintained a presence off the inadequately defended city, a prime target because of its commerce and wealth. Clinton called for the establishment of a “respectable” American navy, which he deemed essential to the survival of the republic.

Indeed, the Clintonians continually focused on the national government’s unwillingness to provide adequate military protection. From October 1813 until January 1815, Clinton delivered seven speeches praising American military leaders for their victories while denouncing the Madison administration for its incompetence. Clinton also often reminded Secretary of State James Monroe that the British continued to impress American citizens into the Royal navy. Moreover, in his mayoral speeches Clinton harshly criticized the Madison administration’s insufficient prosecution of the war. Emphasizing the defenseless situation of New York City, the mayor in July 1814 headed a committee that concluded that the national government’s preparations consisted only of “an army on paper.” As late as October 1814, Clinton readied New York City for an apparent attack. The invasion, however, never occurred, and three months later news of peace arrived. Once the war ended, the Clintonian faction dissolved.

Steven E. Siry
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Cobbett, William

Birth Date: March 9, 1763

Death Date: June 18, 1835

British journalist and political reformer. Born in Farnham, Surrey, England, on March 9, 1763, William Cobbett was self-educated and as a young man worked as a plowboy and gardener. During 1783–1791 he served in the British Army in the 54th (the West Norfolk) Regiment of Foot, with service in New Brunswick; he became clerk of the regiment and rose to the rank of sergeant major. Following discharge in 1791, he wrote a pamphlet titled The Soldier’s Friend that was a harsh indictment of the poor treatment and pay of soldiers.

Facing prosecution for publishing a pamphlet against the army, Cobbett fled briefly to France before going to the United States and settling in Philadelphia, where he lived from 1792 until 1800. He continued to write and publish in the United States, usually under the pseudonym “Peter Porcupine,” gaining prominence and notoriety for his vehement polemics condemning the French Revolution, the principles of the Democratic Republicans, and U.S. society in general. His writings were published in 1801 in 12 volumes as Porcupine’s Works. Prominent targets of his writing in the United States were Joseph Priestley and Dr. Benjamin Rush. When Rush successfully sued Cobbett for libel, Cobbett returned to England in 1800. His journalism in the United States influenced the growing trend of shrill political partisanship in the press.

In England, Cobbett founded a daily newspaper, the Porcupine, in 1800 and then in 1802 founded the weekly journal Political Register that ran until his death. An advocate of political reform, he was also inconsistent in his politics. At times he supported Great Britain, and at other times he supported the United States. During the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, Cobbett defended Britain’s right to search the Chesapeake for Royal Navy deserters. However, in the 1811 President–Little Belt Affair, Cobbett sided with the United States. During the War of 1812, he published The Pride of Britannia Humbled: The Queen of the Ocean Unqueen’d (1815), which commended the successes of the U.S. Navy.

In the midst of political and financial difficulties in the aftermath of the Napoleonic Wars, Cobbett returned to America in 1817, again settling in Philadelphia until 1819. Again returning to England, Cobbett became involved in the Queen Caroline Affair of 1820, devoting many articles in the Political Register to the cause. He continued to publish other works as well, having some success with agricultural writings and reports from his rural rides throughout the southern counties, published in serial form during 1822–1826 and in book form as Rural Rides (1830). After the passage of the 1832 Reform Act, he was elected a member of Parliament from Oldham, from which he attacked corruption in government and the 1834 Poor Law Amendment Act. Cobbett continued to write until his death in Normandy, Surrey, on June 18, 1835.
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Cochrane, Sir Alexander Forrester Inglis

Birth Date: April 22, 1758

Death Date: January 26, 1832

British admiral and commander of the North American Station during 1814–1815. Born on April 22, 1758, the younger son of Scottish peer Thomas Cochrane, eighth Earl of Dundonald, Alexander Forrester Inglis Cochrane joined the Royal Navy in the 1770s and was commissioned a lieutenant in 1778 and commander in 1780. He saw service during the American Revolutionary War and was promoted to post captain in 1782.

Placed on half pay after the war, Cochrane was recalled to active duty in 1790 and commanded first a frigate and then a ship of the line. During the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, Cochrane served in the Channel Fleet and took part in the expeditions to Quiberon Bay, France, and Ferrol, Spain. He also participated in operations against French forces in Egypt. During 1800–1806 he served concurrently as a member of Parliament.

Ashore during the Peace of Amiens (1802–1803), Cochrane was recalled to service on the renewal of hostilities with France in May 1803. Promoted to rear admiral in 1804, he commanded the British squadron off Ferrol. In 1805 he was ordered to the Caribbean in pursuit of a French squadron, and that same year he took command of the Leeward Islands Station. For his role in the victory in the naval Battle of Santo Domingo on February 6, 1806, he was made a knight of the Order of the Bath that March.

In 1807 Cochrane took part in operations against Copenhagen, and in 1809 he commanded British naval forces in the conquest of Martinique. In 1810 he was appointed commander of the Leeward Islands Station and governor of Guadeloupe.

In November 1813 the Admiralty named Cochrane to succeed Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren, the commander of both the West Indies and North American Stations. The Admiralty divided the command, however, with Cochrane commanding only the North America Station. Before leaving Britain, Cochrane discussed with British government officials a plan to harry the Americans in the Chesapeake Bay area and carry out operations in the Gulf of Mexico. Although Cochrane arrived in Bermuda in early March 1814, Warren did not yield his command until April 1.

Said to detest Americans, Cochrane extended the blockade to New England, which had been previously spared due to their willingness to trade with Britain. This immediately impacted the island of Nantucket, Massachusetts, the inhabitants of which were forced to declare their neutrality and withhold taxes from the United States. Cochrane also issued a proclamation calling on African American slaves to join British forces or be resettled in Canada or the Caribbean, which he had employed previously against the French in the West Indies. Some 300 blacks eventually served with the British in the Chesapeake Bay area as colonial marines.

In July, Cochrane ordered Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn “to destroy and lay waste such towns and districts upon the coast as you may find assailable.” In July and August 1814, therefore, Cockburn mounted a series of destructive operations in Chesapeake Bay. This action had been requested by Canadian governor Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost to retaliate for American attacks on Canada but also to draw American forces south during an impending British invasion of upper New York. This was the preliminary to the arrival of some 4,000 British regulars under Major General Robert Ross.

In order to distract the Americans from the real intent of his operations—a descent on the U.S. capital of Washington, D.C.—Cochrane detached two squadrons of frigates, one up the Potomac River and the other up the bay to a point above Baltimore. Then on August 19 the main British force proceeded up the Patuxent River, masking the planned British descent on Washington by making it appear that Commodore Joshua Barney’s Chesapeake Bay Flotilla was the target. Following destruction of the American flotilla on August 21, the British advanced on, and took Washington. After the destruction of the Washington Navy Yard and the burning of many government buildings, including the White House, during August 24–25, the British returned to their ships.

Ross and Cockburn next urged an immediate attack on Baltimore, but Cochrane opposed this move, citing insufficient troops. By the time he acquiesced eight days had elapsed, a respite that gave the defenders of Baltimore critical time to throw up earthworks. Following Ross’s death, the rebuff of the troops, and Cochrane’s own unsuccessful bombardment of Fort McHenry (September 12–15), he called off the attempt to take Baltimore, reembarked the troops, and sailed away.

Though thwarted at Baltimore, Cochrane subsequently conducted operations on the Gulf Coast. He had already begun to enlist the support of Indians in Florida to act against the United States. Although his initial plan to take Mobile failed, in late November Cochrane sailed with a large expeditionary force for New Orleans, boasting that he would eat Christmas dinner in the Crescent City. Following a British victory on Lake Borgne on December 14 against American gunboats, the British troops came ashore under Lieutenant General Edward Pakenham, only to meet defeat in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. During January 9–18, Cochrane’s ships commenced shelling American Fort St. Philip on the Mississippi River some 45 miles south of New Orleans, but the American garrison held out, and the British withdrew on January 18. Cochrane then again moved with his surviving British forces against Mobile. American Fort Bowyer fell on February 11, but Cochrane then learned that the war had ended seven weeks earlier.

Cochrane was promoted to admiral in 1819. From 1821 to 1824 he commanded at Devonport. Cochrane died on January 26, 1832, during a trip to Paris.
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Cockburn, Sir George

Birth Date: April 22, 1772

Death Date: August 19, 1853

British admiral. Born on April 22, 1772, near Peebles, Scotland, into the family of a baronet with influential contacts, George Cockburn, to ensure his later seniority for promotion to lieutenant, was entered at age 10 on the books of a Royal Navy frigate. Admiral Alexander Hood appointed him, at age 14, a midshipman in the sloop Ariel. In 1792 Cockburn was promoted to lieutenant and appointed by another family friend, First Lord of the Admiralty Lord Chatham, to the frigate Romney. At the onset of the French Revolution, Cockburn gained invaluable experience aboard the brig sloop Orestes and Hood’s flagship, the first-rate ship of the line Victory. In October 1793, Cockburn took command of the brig sloop Speedy and participated in the blockade of Genoa. In February 1794 he was made post captain of the frigate Meleager.

A capable seaman and officer, Cockburn served with distinction under Admiral Horatio Nelson in the Mediterranean. Awarded command of the frigate Minerva, Cockburn took up the blockade of Leghorn and later participated in the evacuation of Elba and Corsica. In late 1796 Nelson transferred his flag to Minerva and observed Cockburn to be a skilled seaman and man of action. During this period, Captain Cockburn rapidly amassed a substantial fortune in prize money from his numerous captures. He participated in the February 14, 1797, Battle of Cape St. Vincent; in the pursuit of Admiral Eustace Bruix’s French squadron (1798–1799); and in numerous operations ranging from Alexandria, Egypt, to Cape Ferrol, Spain (1799–1802).
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British admiral Sir George Cockburn. This 1817 portrait painted by John James Hall shows him posing triumphantly while the city of Washington, D.C., burns in the background. (Library of Congress)

In 1803 Cockburn was appointed commander of the frigate Phaeton and carried the new British minister plenipotentiary to the United States. Later dispatched to India, Cockburn conducted operations against French coastal fortifications and served as commander of a squadron in the Bay of Bengal. Commanding the third-rate ship of the line Bellisle, he participated in actions against the French West Indies, where he negotiated the French surrender of Fort Bourbon, Martinique. In command of amphibious operations against Flushing, the Netherlands, in July 1809 he accepted that city’s surrender. Later he played a role in forcing the French evacuation of the Bathz fort and in the bombardment of Lillio, near Antwerp. On August 12, 1812, after commanding a British squadron off Cádiz, Cockburn was promoted to rear admiral of the blue.

In November 1812 Cockburn received orders to join North American Station commander Admiral Sir John B. Warren at Bermuda. Following a difficult passage across the Atlantic in the third-rate Marlborough (74 guns), Cockburn effected repairs to his ship and then met with Warren in February. Given command of the British squadron operating in the Chesapeake Bay, Cockburn carried out operations in the bay that resulted in the deliberate destruction of considerable private property. In April 1813 he struck Frenchtown, Maryland, and in May he attacked Havre de Grace. Following other landings, he sought to capture Norfolk, Virginia, and the U.S. frigate Constellation in late June. The ensuing Battle of Craney Island was a British defeat, leading Cockburn to land forces at Hampton.

After returning to Bermuda in September 1813, Cockburn transferred his flag to the third-rate Albion (74 guns) and early in 1814 resumed operations in the Chesapeake Bay. In April 1814, Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane took command of the North American Station from Warren. Cockburn established at Tangier Island a base for operations in the bay and, reinforced thanks to the end of the Napoleonic Wars in Europe, stepped up his raids. Encouraging slaves to escape their masters, Cockburn implemented Cochrane’s plan by training some of the runaway slaves and forming them into the first company of the Corps of Colonial Marines.

Cockburn planned the expedition up the Patuxent River, which had as its ultimate goal the attack on Washington, D.C. He was present at the Battle of Bladensburg (August 24) and the capture of Washington, where he reportedly took great satisfaction in personally overseeing the burning of the U.S. Capitol and White House (August 24–25) as well as the destruction of the building housing the National Intelligencer published by Joseph Gales, a paper that had been especially critical of Cockburn and his methods.

A month later, Cockburn directed the attack on Baltimore and the bombardment of Fort McHenry (September 12–15), but with the failure of the bombardment and ground force commander Colonel Sir Arthur Brooke unable to promise success, Cockburn called off the operation. Cockburn then sailed for Bermuda to rest and refit.

As part of the Gulf Coast campaign, Cochrane ordered Cockburn to carry out the Cumberland Island campaign (January–April 1815), during which the British occupied Cumberland Island and St. Marys, Georgia. He was planning an assault on Savannah when he learned that the war was over.

In 1815 Cockburn returned home, but he was soon appointed to command the squadron that carried Napoleon Bonaparte to captivity at St. Helena. Cockburn remained governor of that island until 1816. In 1825 he was promoted to vice admiral of the white. He was twice a member of the Board of Admiralty, as junior lord (1818–1830) and as first naval lord (1846–1850). Promoted to admiral of the fleet in 1851, he inherited the family baronetcy from his elder brother. Cockburn died on August 19, 1853, at Leamington, England.

Donald G. Shomette and Spencer C. Tucker
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Cocke, John Hartwell

Birth Date: 1772

Death Date: February 16, 1854

Major general of the Tennessee Militia, member of the Tennessee House and Senate, and U.S. congressman. John Hartwell Cocke was born in Nottaway County, Virginia, in 1772 but later moved to Hawkins County (part of which became Grainger County), Tennessee, where he attended local schools and studied law. Cocke served in both the House and Senate of the Tennessee General Assembly during 1796–1801, 1807–1813, and 1843–1845.

At the time of the War of 1812, Cocke was major general of the Tennessee Militia, commanding the First (or East) Division, the militia being divided into two divisions. Andrew Jackson was major general of the Second (or West) Division. Because Jackson’s commission as major general preceded that of Cocke, Jackson was considered the senior officer. Cocke’s jealousy of Jackson’s initial victories in the 1813–1814 Creek War spurred the east Tennessean to seek his own military glory. The original plan for conquest of the Creek territory called for a close cooperation between the armies of eastern and western Tennessee. Jackson, for his part, saw the east Tennessee troops more as a reserve than as a key element.

The rivalry between Cocke and Jackson came to a head when Cocke ordered Brigadier General James White to attack a Creek tribe called the Hillabees on November 18, 1813. Jackson had informed Cocke that he had entered into negotiations with the Hillabees, but Cocke either did not receive this information in time or simply chose to ignore it. In the resulting battle nearly 70 Indians were killed, and more than 250 were captured. No American lives were lost, and on the surface it seemed a smashing victory for the east Tennesseans, who were supported by allied Cherokee warriors. The Hillabees now believed that they had been betrayed by the Americans and became their fiercest opponents for the remainder of the war.

The Hillabee incident, while raising Jackson’s ire, paled in comparison to Cocke’s alleged mutiny in early 1814. At the end of 1813, Jackson faced the possibility of losing the bulk of his army through the expiration of enlistments. Jackson then heard rumors that Cocke had encouraged his troops to disband, telling them that they had been drafted illegally. Jackson eventually had Cocke court-martialed on charges of mutinous conduct. The subsequent trial led to Cocke’s acquittal, based partly on his popularity and political influence.

Cocke’s spotty military record during the Creek War did not hurt his political aspirations, however, as he was later elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, serving there during 1819–1827. Cocke then retired to agricultural pursuits in Rutledge, Tennessee, where he died on February 16, 1854.
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Codrington, Edward

Birth Date: April 27, 1770

Death Date: April 28, 1851

Royal Navy officer. Born in Dodington, England, on April 27, 1770, Edward Codrington entered the Royal Navy in 1783 and received promotion to lieutenant in 1793. He was signal officer aboard Lord Howe’s flagship, the first-rate 100-gun ship of the line Queen Charlotte, during the Glorious First of June (1794) and carried dispatches to London following Howe’s return to England. Codrington soon received his first command, the fireship Comet, and became a post captain in April 1795. He commanded the frigate Babet in an action off L’Orient soon thereafter.

After eight years on half pay, in May 1805 Codrington assumed command of the third-rate 74-gun ship of the line Orion and joined the British blockade of Cádiz. He took part in the Battle of Trafalgar (October 21, 1805) and remained in the Orion until the end of 1806. In 1809 he commanded the Blake, another 74-gun ship, as Lord Gardener’s flagship in the disastrous Walcheren expedition, which failed in large part because of a lack of cooperation between the army and navy. From 1811 to 1812, Codrington commanded a small squadron off the east coast of Spain, which aided allied troops ashore and harassed French forces in the area.

Sent to North America as a commodore in early 1814, Codrington was promoted to rear admiral in June and named captain of the fleet by Admiral Alexander Cochrane in the British expedition against Washington, D.C., and Baltimore, initially aboard the third-rate 80-gun ship of the line Tonnant and then later aboard the frigate Havannah. There was excellent interservice cooperation in this operation, in part because of Codrington’s success in conveying supplies to the ground forces involved.

Codrington initially opposed the plan to attack Washington and Baltimore, calling the first attack unnecessary and the second unwise because of a lack of knowledge of the city’s defenses. When Francis Scott Key was detained by the British before the Baltimore assault, Codrington was among the senior officers who dined with Key. Codrington remained with the fleet later that year and into the next, when it participated in the ill-fated New Orleans campaign.

Codrington’s record led to a knighthood in January 1815, but he saw no active service for more than a decade after the end of the war. Promoted to vice admiral in 1825, late the next year he received command of the Mediterranean Fleet. Following unsuccessful efforts to negotiate an armistice in the Greek War for Independence, in October 1827 Codrington successfully led a combined, British, French, and Russian fleet against the Ottoman Navy at the Battle of Navarino. Although Codrington received numerous honors in the wake of the battle, a changing political situation in Britain led to his recall in 1828.

In 1831 Codrington briefly commanded a squadron of observation in the English Channel in an effort to train a new generation in naval tactics. He represented Devonport as a Liberal in Parliament during 1832–1839 and finished his active naval service as commander in chief, Portsmouth, from 1839 to 1842, having been promoted to admiral in 1837. Codrington lived in London in retirement and died there on April 28, 1851.
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One of the leading officers to emerge in the Royal Navy during the Napoleonic Wars, Admiral Edward Codrington served on the North American Station during the War of 1812 but is best known for his role in the Battle of Navarino Bay in 1827. (Library of Congress)
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Coffee, John

Birth Date: June 22, 1772

Death Date: July 7, 1833

U.S. Army officer. Born on June 22, 1772, in Prince Edward County, Virginia, John Coffee moved to North Carolina in 1775 where his father became a successful planter. Following his father’s death, in 1798 Coffee migrated to Davidson County, Tennessee. There he engaged in the burgeoning river trade with various partners, including Andrew Jackson, who became a lifelong friend. After marrying in 1809, Coffee abandoned his mercantile ventures and relocated to a plantation in Rutherford County, Tennessee, where he pursued a lucrative career in land speculation. His subsequent election as clerk of the Rutherford County Court helped solidify his political contacts.

The declaration of war against Great Britain in June 1812 propelled Coffee into the military spotlight. When the call came to Tennessee in late 1812 for an expedition to the Gulf Coast, it fell to Coffee to raise and lead a volunteer cavalry regiment, of which he was elected colonel. Arriving in mid-February 1813, the Tennessee army, led by Andrew Jackson (then major general of the Tennessee Militia), loitered in the vicinity of Natchez, Mississippi, for a month until being informed by the federal government that its services were no longer required. An angry Jackson, with Coffee at his side, marched the troops back to Tennessee.

When the warring faction of the Creek tribe attacked the settlement at Fort Mims along the Tombigbee River in the Mississippi Territory in late August 1813, the fight that many Tennesseans had sought finally presented itself. The Tennessee legislature called for 3,500 troops to commence a campaign against the Creeks to eliminate the Native American “menace” once and for all. John Coffee, promoted from colonel to brigadier general, commanded a unit of some 1,200 mounted riflemen in the force led by Andrew Jackson.

The Creeks, always outmanned and outgunned, mounted desperate but increasingly feeble resistance as the Tennesseans forced their way into Creek territory, killing as many warriors as they could along the way. Coffee and his mounted men soundly defeated the Creeks at Tallushatchee on November 3, 1813, and, with Jackson, won another victory at Talladega on November 9, 1813. At Emuckfaw Creek on January 22, 1814, the Tennesseans were besieged by Creek forces, but a counterattack led by Coffee routed the Creeks. Wounded during the engagement, Coffee had to be carried on a litter during the withdrawal of Jackson’s troops to their post at Fort Strother. En route, the Creeks struck the rear guard of the Tennessee army at Enitachopco Creek on January 24, 1814. The initial panic of the Tennesseans was staved off by the resiliency of Jackson’s artillery, and Coffee is said to have demanded that he be taken off his litter and put on a horse to ride into the thick of battle.

By March 1814, Andrew Jackson had amassed an army of 4,000 to initiate the final blow against the Creeks. This occurred on March 27, 1814, at a curve in the Tallapoosa River known as Horseshoe Bend, where Jackson’s forces slaughtered nearly 900 Creek warriors—the largest single defeat of Native Americans by whites in North American history. Coffee again commanded the mounted men and allied Indians in this climactic battle, which brought the Creek War to its bloody conclusion.

In the autumn of 1814 the theater of action shifted to Pensacola, where on November 7, 1814, Jackson initiated an unauthorized attack against the Spanish, then harboring British troops and refugee Indians. Coffee subsequently rejoined Jackson at New Orleans in mid-December 1814, participating in all the engagements against the British, including the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. During the campaign, Coffee’s men occupied the extreme left of Jackson’s defensive line.

At the conclusion of the war, Coffee returned to his lucrative land-speculation career. For the next several years he orchestrated appointments for himself to head surveys of public lands in Alabama. In 1819 he moved his family to Florence, Alabama, where he exercised nearly complete control over the public lands. By the time of his death on July 7, 1833, in Florence, Coffee had become one of the most influential planters of the Tennessee Valley. Coffee’s performance throughout the War of 1812 also afforded convincing proof that the Jeffersonian reliance on citizen-soldiers could produce capable leaders.

Tom Kanon
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Colonial Marines

Subset of British Royal Marines, recruited in 1814 from among escaped African American slaves for service on the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts. Although British commanders in America were forbidden from inciting slave rebellions during the War of 1812, they were nevertheless encouraged to foment such fears among American slave owners in the Chesapeake and Gulf Coast regions. By orders from London, all slaves reaching British posts and ships during the war were declared free. Some 4,000 black refugees fled to British protection, and 2,000 were later evacuated. On May 18, 1814, Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, commander in chief of British forces on the North Atlantic Station, ordered his second-in-command, Rear Admiral George Cockburn, to recruit a corps of Colonial Marines from these refugees for operations in the Chesapeake Bay region. Choosing Tangier Island in the Chesapeake Bay as his base, Admiral Cockburn soon recruited 300 ex-slaves into the new corps. They were formed in three companies, under command of a senior sergeant with the acting rank of ensign and adjutant, and given the same training, uniforms, pay, privileges, and pensions as Royal Marines. They were also given an enlistment bounty of $20.

From May to early August 1814, the Colonial Marines served as guides, scouts, and skirmishers in operations at Pungoteague, Chesconessex Creek, and Onancock, garnering praise from their officers for their spirit, vivacity, and obedience. In mid-August, they were attached to forces under Major General Robert Ross for operations against Washington as part of the 1st Brigade. On August 24 they fought at the Battle of Bladensburg and marched into Washington at dusk. There they helped burn public buildings and were highly praised by Admiral Cochrane. On September 3, Cockburn combined the Colonial Marines with the 2nd Battalion of Royal Marines to create the 3rd Battalion under Major George Lewis. Ten days later, the Colonial Marines served notably in the British assault on Baltimore. During all these operations, they suffered seven battle deaths.

In late 1814, the 3rd Battalion was sent to the Gulf Coast, where the Colonial Marines increased in size to 700 men. On January 13, 1815, the marines helped capture Point Peter, near St. Marys, Georgia, again garnering praise from their commanders for their bravery. After the war a detached company of Colonial Marines was garrisoned for a time at Apalachicola, while the remainder were sent to Bermuda. In August 1816 in Trinidad, the corps was officially disbanded. The veterans were given farms and formed a community in Trinidad called the Merikens.

Paul David Nelson
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Colpoys, Sir Edward Griffith

Birth Date: 1767

Death Date: October 8, 1832

Royal Navy officer. Born Edward Griffith, Colpoys adopted the last name of his uncle, Admiral Sir John Colpoys, upon the latter’s death in 1821. Little is known about Edward Colpoys’ early years other than the year of his birth, 1767. Colpoys entered the Royal Navy in 1778 and rose through the ranks to become a post captain by 1794, having seen service in the East Indies and Europe. His service was largely uneventful until 1797, when numerous seamen stationed at Spithead in southern England mutinied in response to a host of grievances. The mutineers negotiated with their officers from aboard the ship of the line London, Admiral John Colpoys’s flagship, on which the younger Colpoys was then serving. Leaders of the mutiny from various ships attempted to gather aboard the London for a conference; however, Colpoys refused to allow this, ordering his marines to take aim at the mutineers in hopes of intimidating them. This ploy failed, and shots were exchanged in which five sailors died. Colpoys, along with his uncle and several other officers, were then held aboard the London for four days. Only after Admiral William Howe arrived, with written pardons passed by Parliament for all the mutineers, was the situation resolved and the officers released.

Following the events at Spithead, Colpoys received his own command and enjoyed success against French privateers. He served throughout the Napoleonic Wars, achieving the rank of rear admiral on August 12, 1812. The following year, he was transferred to the North American Squadron and ordered to aid Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren in overseeing construction and repair of vessels at Halifax, Nova Scotia. After the United States had declared war on Britain, the residents of Maine, who were opposed to the war, continued trading with their Canadian neighbors. In 1814 Colpoys was ordered to conduct amphibious operations along the Penobscot River in Maine in hopes that Britain could seize the territory and incorporate it into Canada.

Colpoys began his operation on August 26, 1814, and his attacks on various towns along the Penobscot River did lead to the British occupation of coastal Maine. Colpoys went on to establish a provisional government, which remained in place until the conclusion of the war. Moreover, he legalized Maine’s trade with New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, in which the citizens of Maine eagerly participated. The December 1814 Treaty of Ghent, which ended the conflict, returned Maine to the United States, however.

After the war Colpoys took command of the Halifax and Nova Scotia Stations until 1821, when he was promoted to vice admiral and retired from service. Colpoys died in Bermuda on October 8, 1832.
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Drawing of the 50-pounder columbiad of 1811 located at the United States Military Academy, West Point. It is the only known existing example of a columbiad of this period. Columbiads of the War of 1812 era were 18-, 24-, 50-, and 100-pounders—that is, they fired a solid shot weighing that amount. Apparently all had the same profile. (Cary S. Tucker)
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Columbiad

The first U.S. shell gun. A short and rather light gun designed as an alternative to the carronade and usually designated as an 18-pounder, the columbiad may have been a rebored cannon. Lieutenant George Bomford, later head of the Army Ordnance Department, is generally credited with inventing the columbiad. The name came from either a popular song of the time written by a friend of Bomford or the Columbia Foundry of Henry Foxall.

The columbiad was a chambered gun that combined certain features of the gun, howitzer, and mortar and fired either shot or shell. It saw service during the War of 1812 both in coast defense and aboard some U.S. Navy vessels, although its use on shipboard seems to have been limited largely to gunboats and a few larger vessels, all of them on the Great Lakes. Two sloops on Lake Champlain had columbiads as a part of their original armament. A 50-pounder columbiad of about 7.4-inch smooth bore is part of the U.S. Military Academy collection at West Point as Old Trophy No. 310.

The columbiad was a transitional piece between the carronade of the 1770s and the Paixhans gun of the 1820s. Indeed, some Americans later charged that Colonel Henri Paixhans of France expropriated Bomford’s invention.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Combs, Leslie

Birth Date: November 29, 1792

Death Date: August 22, 1881

Kentucky Militia officer and politician. Leslie Combs was born on November 29, 1792, in Clark County, Kentucky. He enlisted in the Kentucky Militia in the spring of 1812, just weeks before the War of 1812 began. Commissioned a captain of scouts, Combs was charged with relaying messages between Major General William Henry Harrison and Brigadier General James Winchester during the Raisin River campaign. Combs traversed nearly 100 miles by foot in freezing cold and through rugged terrain to deliver his dispatches to Frenchtown. He escaped capture in the Raisin River Massacre of January 22–23, 1813.

Combs returned home briefly after the massacre and reenlisted in the Kentucky Militia under Major General Green Clay, participating in the relief of Fort Meigs in the late spring of 1813. As Clay’s forces neared the fort, Combs volunteered to lead a small detachment through British lines to notify Major General William Henry Harrison at Fort Meigs of the Kentuckians’ position. Enduring an Indian assault, Combs’s forces arrived at Fort Meigs on May 5. Harrison now augmented Combs’s force, which now totaled some 800 men, to assault British artillery batteries on the north bank of the Maumee River. The offensive was led by Colonel William Dudley.

Initially the assault went well, but British forces regrouped, countercharged, and mauled the American force. Dudley died in the fighting, and the British regained possession of their artillery. Almost 600 Kentucky militiamen were killed or wounded during the melee. Combs was himself taken prisoner. Later paroled, he remained in Kentucky for the rest of the war, practicing law.

Combs entered state politics as a Whig in 1827, when he won election to the Kentucky House of Representatives. He served on and off for three decades, and was Speaker of the House during 1846–1847. He also served as state auditor and was a trustee of Transylvania University. During the Texas Revolution of 1836, Combs raised a volunteer unit to aid the Texan cause and was elected its colonel, but he did not see any combat. Combs died on August 22, 1881, in Lexington, Kentucky.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Commissariat

British logistical organization. Logistical support for field forces within the British Army was actually the responsibility of several organizations. War stores were supplied by the Ordnance Department and issued at the request of the adjutant or quartermaster general. Medical and hospital stores were handled by the Medical Department. Camp and field equipment came from the Quartermaster General’s Department, and the regiment supplied personal items and clothing. It was the Commissariat that stored, moved, obtained or issued these items.

The Commissariat was a civilian department of the Treasury and had responsibility for the procurement, forwarding, issuing of, and accounting of rations; the raising and disbursement of funds; and providing all land and inland water transport necessary for the conveyance of the army and its various departments. The Commissariat had two branches: the Stores Department, which procured transport and supplies and forwarded and issued them, and the Accounts Department, which maintained records and acted as a comptroller of army accounts. Until 1809, the Commissariat lacked a permanent organizational structure, and it was employed only in times of war.

During the War of 1812, the commissary general for British North America was William Henry Robinson, who had previously served in Nova Scotia before assuming his duties in Canada in September 1811. Robinson had only 16 officers to maintain posts and provision depots along a 1,700-mile supply line. He was assisted by a deputy commissary general in Upper Canada, who controlled a number of officers, storekeepers, and clerks at various posts throughout the province.

The main difficulty faced by the Commissariat was that of transportation. With few roads and wagons, the Commissariat relied upon water transportation, employing a variety of watercraft known as bateaux and Durham boats to move supplies from Montreal up the St. Lawrence River to locations farther inland. The personnel manning the craft were a quasi-military organization known as the Corps of Canadian Voyageurs, formed in September 1812 and drawn largely from the North West Company. They were replaced by the Commissariat Voyageurs in April 1813. During winter, sleighs moved supplies and provisions over the frozen rivers and waterways. Problems arose in operating this system once the Americans had gained superiority on Lake Ontario and during periods of their ascendency on Lakes Ontario and Huron during 1814, while the British maintained mastery of the line of communication along the upper St. Lawrence River.

As British military and naval strength expanded in Upper Canada, so did the demands on the Commissariat. For example, in 1812, the bateau service on the upper St. Lawrence River employed 1,315 men working 165 bateaux; by late 1814, this had grown to 4,250 men operating 850 boats. The transportation system nearly failed during 1814, when the demands of a major campaign in the Niagara Peninsula, the construction of several large ships at Kingston, and the needs of other garrisons proved overwhelming. Had the Americans cut this supply line, the British war effort in Upper Canada would have been severely affected.

John R. Grodzinski
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Commissioners for Executing the Office of Lord High Admiral

See Admiralty Board

Congress, U.S.

The U.S. Congress was a deeply divided legislative body during the War of 1812, and it never adequately addressed issues of national purpose, military preparation, and financial stability. On November 11, 1811, the 12th Congress, known as the War Congress, convened in Washington, D.C., and wielded an indelible impact on subsequent events. President James Madison’s party, the Democratic Republicans, controlled 75 percent of the seats in the House and 82 percent in the Senate. The opposition Federalists were a distinct, if vocal, minority, with seemingly little influence on policy-making.

A small subset of the Democratic Republicans, known as the War Hawks, was composed of about a dozen new young legislators from the South and Midwest who ardently desired war with Britain. Their spokesman in the House was Henry Clay of Kentucky, who served as Speaker of the House from 1811 to 1814. They sometimes received support from minority Federalists, led by men such as Josiah Quincy of Massachusetts, who voted for Democratic Republican military measures in the quixotic hope of embarrassing President Madison.

By and large, Madison did not adequately lead the Democratic Republicans, with the result that the Federalists, their implacable foes, sometimes outmaneuvered them. The Federalists received support from the Old Republicans, a faction of the majority party led by John Randolph of Roanoke. These men, mostly southerners, believed in minimal government and thought that war with Britain would destroy their agrarian vision and lead to a larger intrusive federal government. To that end, the Republican-controlled Congress allowed the charter of the First Bank of the United States, viewed by many as a tool of the Federalists, to expire, thereby ensuring that war, when it came, would be conducted without centralized finance.

Between December 1811 and April 1812 at the behest of President Madison, Congress enacted a war program. The war program increased the size of the regular army from 10,000 to 25,000 men, and added 50,000 one-year volunteers. The program also mobilized 100,000 militiamen for six months’ service and allocated $1.9 million to purchase ordnance. Finally, the program fitted out the navy, approved the construction of numerous new ships, and authorized the licensing of privateers. Congress refused to build 10 new frigates, however, but did impose a 90-day embargo on trade.

On June 1, 1812, Madison sent a war message to Congress, which the House adopted three days later by a vote of 79 to 49. The Senate, in an ominous sign of national disunity, wrangled over the measure for two weeks before passing it by a vote of 19 to 13. Congress then voted to finance the war by issuing $5 million in Treasury notes and raising customs duties. Federalist bankers in New England refused to buy the notes, and the Democratic Republicans, ignoring the advice of Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin, refused to impose internal taxes. The Congress adjourned on July 6.

By the time the legislators resumed their deliberations on November 2, 1812, the country was suffering from military setbacks, economic difficulties, and increasing political discord. In midterm congressional elections, the Democratic Republicans lost seats, and their majority continued to shrink throughout the war. Neglecting important business, the legislators wasted much time wrangling over the necessity of the war. Finally, they voted to raise 22,000 more regulars for one year’s service. As for finances, Gallatin again urged the imposition of internal taxes, but to no avail. The members instead authorized the issuing of $5 million in new notes and the borrowing of $11 million before adjourning on March 3, 1813. Again the Federalists would not subscribe the money. Soon the government was practically bankrupt, and Gallatin resigned in disgust.

On May 24, 1813, the Thirteenth Congress met in special session to address the growing financial crisis. To the surprise of many, the Democratic Republicans finally closed ranks sufficiently to vote an internal tax of $3 million as well as various excise taxes. The legislators also authorized another loan of $7.5 million before adjourning on August 2. When Congress reconvened on December 5, the financial crisis was worse, but the members wasted more weeks arguing over conduct of the war. Finally, in March 1814, Congress voted to borrow $25 million and issue $10 million in Treasury notes, with the same results as previous issues. Congress also voted to restrict trade with the enemy before adjourning on April 8.

During the summer, the financial crisis deepened further. Congress reconvened in a burned-out Washington on September 19, 1814, and then on January 7, 1815, agreed after years of resistance to the establishment of a national bank—only to have Madison veto it for various reasons. Congress also briefly flirted with several national conscription plans in the waning months of the war, all of which came to naught. In the final analysis, Congress handled wartime business poorly and served neither political party particularly well. Fortunately, the British agreed to an amicable settlement before more damage could be done to the U.S. economy. Republicans in Congress also performed an abrupt ideological about-face in 1815 by promptly rechartering the Second Bank of the United States.

Paul David Nelson
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Congreve Rocket
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Congreve rockets were developed by Sir William Congreve and first saw use in 1806. The rockets were wildly inaccurate and largely ineffective in the War of 1812, despite their spectacular appearance. (Congreve, Sir William. The Details of the Rocket System, 1814.)

British artillery rocket developed by Sir William Congreve (1772–1828). Congreve, an artillery officer assigned to the laboratory of the Royal Arsenal at Woolwich, England, developed a functional war rocket by 1808. It was patterned after those employed by Tipu Sultan during the Mysore Wars in India. Congreve also developed signal rockets, illumination rockets, and incendiary rockets. Congreve rockets were employed by both the British Army and the Royal Navy during the Napoleonic Wars and the War of 1812, although with mixed results.

The Congreve rocket consisted of an iron case with black powder that furnished the propulsion and a cylindro-conoidal warhead. The warheads were attached to wooden guide poles and were usually launched in pairs from half troughs on metal A-frames. They had a range of up to 3,000 yards. Range was set by the degree of elevation of the launching frame. They were touched off by a flintlock mechanism, triggered by pulling on a long cord. Different warheads were available, including explosive and shrapnel. By 1815 the British had three standardized bombardment rockets: one of 8-inch diameter, weighing 42 pounds with a 24-foot stick; one of 7-inch diameter, weighing 32 pounds with a 22-foot stick; and one of 6-inch diameter, weighing 24 pounds with a 21-foot stick.

Because they were both erratic in flight and subject to premature detonation, Congreve rockets were employed for psychological effect against poorly trained enemy troops and as an area bombardment weapon. Congreve subsequently commanded one of two rocket companies in the British Army during the Battle of Leipzig (October 16–19, 1813). Employment of the rockets on barges and ships was limited but spectacular. Among instances of their use by the British in the War of 1812 were in 1814 during the Battle of the Patuxent River; the Battle of Bladensburg that led to the British capture of Washington, D.C.; and the bombardment of Fort McHenry.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Conjocta Creek, Battle of

Event Date: August 3, 1814

A small engagement along the Niagara frontier in northern New York state that nonetheless had major strategic implications for U.S. forces. The battle thwarted British lieutenant general Gordon Drummond’s efforts to capture Buffalo and render the Fort Erie garrison there useless to U.S. major general Jacob Brown.

On July 25, 1814, British and U.S. forces fought the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, one of the bloodiest and most violent encounters of the War of 1812. Brown, who was badly wounded, subsequently ordered his left division to fall back to Fort Erie. There U.S. forces entrenched themselves while Drummond, also wounded at Lundy’s Lane, advanced his troops toward the fort. Drummond, aware of the strength of Brown’s position, decided to avoid a costly siege and prepared to attack Buffalo, across the Niagara River, because Fort Erie was dependent upon that place for supplies. If Buffalo were to fall, Brown’s troops would face two unappealing choices: engage Drummond’s forces at a disadvantage or face starvation.

During the night of August 2, Drummond ordered 600 light troops under Colonel John G. P. Tucker to cross the Niagara River and storm Buffalo. Brown, anticipating such a maneuver and seeking to protect his supply lines, had fortuitously deployed a battalion of 300 men of the 1st and 4th Rifle Regiments under Major Ludowick Morgan outside the perimeter of the town. As Tucker’s troops began moving in the early morning hours, Morgan, sensing that an attack was imminent, quickly erected breastworks along the south bank of the Conjocta Creek, just above the town. He also removed the ties from a bridge over the creek directly in front of his position. Morgan was now well prepared for an assault.

Very early on the next morning, August 3, Morgan’s scouts informed him that British troops had crossed the river north of Buffalo and begun their march south. Reaching Conjocta Creek, Tucker’s men had begun replacing the bridge ties when Morgan’s troops opened fire. The British soldiers were caught by surprise and sought cover among the trees, returning fire at long range. Morgan’s men ceased firing to conserve their ammunition and held to position behind their breastworks. Again when Tucker tried to secure the bridge ties, his men were driven back by the accurate American rifle fire. At that point, British troops dispatched along the creek in a flanking movement also came under fire from U.S. forces positioned there and were withdrawn.

After several hours of combat and having lost the element of surprise, Tucker ordered his troops back to the Canadian side of the river. During this minor engagement, Morgan’s casualties were 2 killed and 8 wounded, while Tucker suffered 12 killed, 21 wounded, and 6 captured. Drummond was so incensed by the allegedly poor conduct of his troops that he ordered any soldiers who acted cowardly while under fire to be shot. The hero of the Battle of Conjocta Creek, Major Morgan, was later killed during an insignificant engagement outside Fort Erie on August 13.

Overall, this seemingly small skirmish at Conjocta Creek was vital to American forces because it secured the U.S. garrison at Fort Erie. Not only was Drummond now forced to undertake a siege for which he was poorly equipped, but he was also prevented from being able to carry out attacks in western New York, Erie, and as far west at Detroit. Conjocta Creek thus had strategic implications and must be counted as one of the most important small encounters of the War of 1812.

Charles F. Howlett
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Connecticut

Southern New England state with an 1812 population of approximately 264,500 people. Connecticut is bordered by Rhode Island to the east, New York to the west, Massachusetts to the north, and Long Island Sound to the south. A Federalist Party bastion, Connecticut was a prosperous and politically influential state, second only to Massachusetts and New York in the northeastern region, and its political establishment proffered entrenched opposition to what they derided as “Mr. Madison’s War.” Connecticut’s numerous seaports, navigable rivers, and shipbuilding yards made it an important cog in American commerce and trade, and the Connecticut River Valley was an important agricultural region. Connecticut was also one of the first states to enter into the Industrial Revolution and was the location of numerous textile mills beginning in the first quarter of the 19th century.

After 1793, leaders of the Federalist Party, who had helped design and implement the U.S. Constitution of 1787, responded to the ongoing war between Britain and France by aligning the new nation with Britain. Because Federalists dominated Connecticut’s political system after 1800, the state government strongly opposed the embargo on overseas commerce after 1807. Therefore, Connecticut’s leaders refused to place the state’s militia under federal command, as required by federal law, to enforce the embargo. Subsequently, Connecticut’s congressional delegation staunchly opposed war with Britain. When war was declared in 1812, the state again declined to comply with federal militia requisitions, and the state legislature attempted to obstruct federal recruiting. Indeed, it offered recruits willing to enlist in the state’s force better terms than federal recruits initially received. Local authorities reinforced these measures by discouraging federal recruits and harassing federal recruiters, often by serving them with writs of habeas corpus to recover enlistees from the state. Despite Federalist obstruction, however, Connecticut troops constituted the core of several regiments in the national army during the war and fought with distinction.

Connecticut escaped warfare until April 1813, when the British blockaded a federal naval squadron at New London. Mutual danger produced temporary cooperation between federal and state authorities until the squadron at New London was laid up. When the British then turned their naval power to harassing Connecticut’s coast, there ensued a deadlock between the state and federal authorities over who should pay for the state’s defense. Connecticut ultimately permitted a key post at the mouth of the Connecticut River to disband in response to federal insistence that the state must place its forces under federal command in order to receive federal reimbursement. During April 7–8, 1814, the British took advantage of the unmanned post to surprise Pettipaug Point (present-day Essex), eight miles upriver, where they destroyed 26 ships. Thereafter, cooperation between federal and state authorities ceased altogether.

Connecticut thus bore on its own the British bombardment of Stonington of August 14, 1814. But the burning of Washington, D.C., on August 25, in addition to a two-pronged invasion from Canada and Britain’s extreme demands at the beginning of the peace negotiations at Ghent, Belgium, led the state’s leaders to host a convention of New England Federalists at Hartford in December 1814. The Hartford Convention met secretly for three weeks—from December 15, 1814, to January 5, 1815—before releasing a report calling for amendments to the U.S. Constitution to promote New England’s power and interests in the nation and demanding autonomy in defending itself. The amendments were joined with a threat to negotiate a separate peace with the British if the convention’s terms were rejected. Also reportedly discussed at the meeting was the secession of several New England states from the Union, although that was never part of the official recommendations.

Agents from Connecticut and Massachusetts arrived in Washington in early February 1815, expecting the national government to surrender to the convention’s demands. Instead, the news that an honorable peace had been secured in Europe and the successful Battle of New Orleans the month prior made them appear disloyal in the hour of the nation’s triumph, and the commissioners retreated empty-handed. The Hartford Convention, which many Americans regarded as treasonous, and Federalist opposition to the war resulted in the collapse of Connecticut Federalism after the conflict.

Richard Buel Jr.
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Conner, David

Birth Date: January 16, 1809

Death Date: March 20, 1856

U.S. naval officer. Born in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, in 1792, David Conner entered the navy as a midshipman on January 16, 1809, and was assigned to the frigate President. In 1811 Conner transferred to the brig sloop Hornet and served in that ship throughout the War of 1812 except for a brief period early in the war when he was a prisoner of war of the British.

On July 19, 1812, shortly after the beginning of the war, the Hornet (rated at 18 guns but carrying 20), commanded by Master Commandant James Lawrence, captured the British privateer Dolphin (14 guns). Midshipman Conner was appointed the ship’s prize master but was taken prisoner when the British sloop Hazard (16 guns) recaptured the Dolphin. Conner was exchanged by the end of the year.

Conner won promotion to lieutenant on July 24, 1813. He was again serving on the Hornet under Lawrence when he participated in the engagement with the British sloop of war Peacock (mounting 19 guns) on February 24, 1813. Conner led the detail that attempted to save the British ship, which had been badly damaged in the engagement. Although the Americans and the British crew tried to plug the shot holes below the waterline and lighten the ship by throwing its guns overboard, the pumps could not keep up with the incoming water, and the Peacock went down, carrying three Americans and nine British sailors to their deaths. Conner was reportedly the last man to leave the sinking British ship.

Conner also took part in the capture by the Hornet, then under Master Commandant James Biddle, of the British brig sloop Penguin (mounting 19 guns) on March 23, 1815. In this engagement Conner was badly wounded in the hip. Congress awarded him a gold medal for his gallantry in this action.

Thereafter Conner served in the Pacific, ashore at the Philadelphia Navy Yard, and in command of the schooner Dolphin. Advanced to commander on March 23, 1825, he commanded in succession the sloops of war Erie and John Adams. Conner was promoted to captain on March 3, 1835. During 1841–1842 he served on the Board of Navy Commissioners. He was then first chief of the new Bureau of Construction, Equipment, and Repair.

Late in 1843 Conner assumed command of the Home Squadron, consisting of all U.S. Navy vessels in the Gulf of Mexico and the Caribbean. Conner’s position was the most important naval command of the Mexican-American War. His ships not only maintained the lines of communication and supply to the United States but also carried out a highly effective blockade of the Mexican Gulf Coast. Conner’s squadron also seized Mexican ships, secured Mexican ports, and supported U.S. forces ashore.

On November 14, 1846, Conner’s ships took the port of Tampico, but Conner’s greatest success in the war was the conduct of the U.S. landing at Veracruz, the largest amphibious landing to that point in U.S. history. On March 9, 1847, the ships of the squadron put ashore in surfboats 10,000 men and supplies for Major General Winfield Scott’s invasion force. Thereafter, Conner oversaw substantial assistance by his ships and men in the siege operations leading to the capture of Veracruz on March 29.

Conner had been in poor health for some time and had held his command for 15 months beyond a normal tour. Consequently, Secretary of the Navy John Young Mason relieved him, and on March 21 Conner’s second-in-command, Commodore Matthew C. Perry, took charge of the Home Squadron. Although carried out for health reasons, the timing of his relief robbed Conner of much recognition for his Veracruz accomplishment.

Eventually recovering his health, Conner assumed command of the Philadelphia Naval Yard. He died in Philadelphia on March 20, 1856.

Spencer C. Tucker

See also

Biddle, James; Hornet, USS, vs. HMS Peacock; Hornet, USS, vs. HMS Penguin; Lawrence, James

Further Reading


Bauer, K. Jack. Surfboats and Horse Marines: U.S. Naval Operations in the Mexican War. Annapolis, MD: U.S. Naval Institute, 1969.

Conner, Philip Syng Physick. The Home Squadron under Commodore Conner in the War with Mexico. N.p.: N.p., 1896.

Henkels, Stanislaus V. The Correspondence of Commodore David Conner, U.S. Navy, during the War of 1812 and Mexican War. Philadelphia: Self-published, 1914.



Conscription

The U.S. government did not resort to forced conscription during the War of 1812; instead, it relied on voluntary enlistment enhanced by cash bonuses. This decision was based on both historical precedent and deeply ingrained political-philosophical beliefs. During the colonial era, each colony had relied principally on militia for protection, whereby all able-bodied adult male citizens were automatically enrolled. They provided their own weapons and responded to the call to arms when appropriate. Militia alone proved insufficient during the Revolutionary War, however, so states began offering cash enlistment bonuses to boost their militia numbers. This system also proved insufficient, both in numbers of troops raised and limited enlistment durations. Continental Army commanders were constantly disappointed with the preparedness and performance of the militia in Revolutionary War battles, finding them to be poorly trained, poorly led, and prone to desertion. Yet the myth of the minuteman persisted. On June 3, 1781, as the military phase of the war was winding down, Congress drastically reduced the Continental Army, causing grave concerns as to whether the fledgling federal government could adequately protect the country and its citizens.

Even at full strength, the small regular army numbers was far too small to meet U.S. military needs, specifically Indian problems in the Old Northwest and ongoing threats from Spanish Florida and British Canada. Whig sentiments against maintaining a large standing army remained strong, however, and states preferred to rely on militia, even with their history of poor performance.

Widespread sentiment of a standing army as a threat to liberty guaranteed that any national army raised would be small, necessitating a reliable militia, preferably a national militia rather than individual state militias. At the same time, Congress remained reluctant to expand the regular standing establishment. State militias remained unreliable and largely unavailable for federal use, so on June 3, 1784, Congress created the 1st American Regiment, the first national peacetime military force, and called on four states to provide 700 men for one year. These soldiers were not considered militia or regular troops and would be under federal rather than state control. After the first expiration, Congress continued with three-year terms, but the force still proved woefully insufficient. Congress subsequently gained authority in the Constitution of 1787 to “raise and support armies”; to call militia “to execute the laws of the Union, suppress insurrections, and repel invasions”; and to declare war. Congress approved this dual army of state militias and regular troops on June 21, 1788. Nonetheless, numbers remained scanty and, worse, Indians in the Old Northwest inflicted the worst defeat in American military history on U.S. troops at the November 4, 1791, Battle of the Wabash. It was evident that more needed to be done at the national level. The Militia Act of 1792 stipulated that the federal government could call out the militia for a three-month term of service once a year. However, the Second Amendment also guaranteed states’ authority over their militia. In other words, states could choose to comply or not comply with federal requests.

This ambiguous situation continued through the years leading to the War of 1812. Once the war began in June 1812, the federal government had to devise ways to expand army numbers. The United States went into the war relying on a small all-volunteer regular army, with some use of militia, and rounded off by large numbers of temporary federal forces. Most men enlisted in federal service for five years or for the duration of the war. About 20 percent enlisted for shorter terms of 12 to 18 months. Expiration of enlistees’ short terms, however, would be detrimental to the war effort if they chose not to reenlist.

The James Madison administration considered a national draft but then abandoned the idea, not wanting to be the first administration to implement the first military draft in the history of the young nation. Such a move also faced vociferous objections from many politicians, Federalists and Democratic Republicans alike. Instead, the government offered cash enlistment bonuses. Early on, the bounty was $16; by 1814, the bounty had risen to $124. Because the bounty was paid in full and up front, however, some individuals would collect the bounty, desert, and reenlist elsewhere to collect another bounty. Moreover, the bounty system singularly failed to produce the number of army recruits necessary, and throughout the war years, U.S. Army regiments were severely understrength.

The War of 1812 helped transform the army’s structure. Before the war, the army had suffered from frequent size and organizational changes, high rates of officer turnover, and an unclear mission in an unpopular war. By 1814, even with rising desertion rates, the federal army was nevertheless performing more consistently, with a stronger officer corps and a clearly defined mission. However, the political baggage associated with national conscription along the lines of Napoleonic France rendered it an untenable alternative to the system then in use, which in any event remained unchanged until the end of hostilities. The notion of forced military service remained antithetical to American political sensibilities until the Civil War.
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Constitution, USS

The sailing frigate Constitution is the oldest U.S. Navy warship still in commission and its most famous warship. It is also the world’s oldest warship still afloat. One of six frigates authorized by the U.S. Congress on March 27, 1794, to mark the birth of the U.S. Navy, the Constitution was designed by Joshua Humphreys and launched at Boston on October 21, 1797.

As the United States did not have a ship of the line in service until after the War of 1812, Congress intended that these ships be the largest of their classes in the world, and they were longer, heavier, and more powerfully armed than frigates of other nations. The Constitution is 175 feet between perpendiculars (157 feet 10 inches on keel) by 43 feet 6 inches in beam. Its original weight was 1,576 tons. Rated at 44 guns, in 1812 it carried 55 guns (30 24-pounders, 1 18-pounder, and 24 32-pounder carronades). Contemporary British frigates initially mounted only 18-pounders under the widespread belief that 24-pounders would take more men to service and that 18-pounders could be fired more rapidly, but the larger crews carried on the American frigates offset this.

The Constitution first saw service in the Caribbean during 1798–1799 in the Quasi-War with France. The ship then saw service in the Mediterranean during 1803–1807 when it was Commodore Edward Preble’s flagship in the Tripolitan War and participated in attacks on the Tripoli forts. It was the flagship of the North American Squadron during 1809–1812.

Under Captain Isaac Hull, the ship gained lasting fame in the War of 1812. During July 17–20, 1812, Hull escaped a superior British squadron while becalmed by both rowing and kedging. On August 19, 1812, the Constitution was off the Grand Banks when it encountered the British frigate Guerriere (49 guns). British shot appeared to bounce harmlessly off the Constitution’s live oak hull, leading to its lasting nickname of “Old Ironsides.” The Guerriere struck; too badly damaged to save, Hull ordered it burned.

On December 29, 1812, the Constitution, now under Captain William Bainbridge, encountered and defeated in the South Atlantic in less than an hour the British frigate Java (38 guns), which was also burned. The Constitution’s next captain, Charles Stewart, sailed the ship from Boston in December 1814, and off Madeira on February 20, 1815, he defeated and beat into surrender two smaller Royal Navy ships, the frigate Cyane (32 guns) and sloop Levant (20 guns).

Following the War of 1812 the Constitution returned to the Mediterranean, where it often served as the flagship of the U.S. squadron there. By 1830 the ship was declared unseaworthy and destined to be scrapped, but public outcry, inspired by Oliver Wendell Holmes’s poem “Old Ironsides,” forced the government to order it rebuilt. The Constitution returned to service in 1835. During 1844–1846 it circumnavigated the globe and in the next decade was on anti-slave trade patrol. At the beginning of the American Civil War, it served as a training ship for the U.S. Naval Academy at Annapolis and then at Rhode Island when the academy was moved there. Rebuilt again in 1871, it was laid up in 1882 and deteriorated. Facing scrapping in 1905, the ship was again saved by public pressure. After a complete renovation, in 1931 the Constitution was permanently stationed at Boston as a naval monument. In 1997 it set sail for the first time in 116 years. The frigate Constitution remains a U.S. Navy icon and an enduring reminder of the Age of Fighting Sail.
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Constitution, USS, Chase of by HMS Shannon and Squadron

Start Date: July 17, 1812

End Date: July 20, 1812

On July 12, 1812, the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution (rated at 44 guns but actually mounting 55), commanded by Captain Isaac Hull, sailed from Annapolis, Maryland, for New York. Hull’s mostly untrained but eager crew would not go long unchallenged, for on the afternoon of July 16, off New Jersey, the American frigate encountered the British frigate Guerriere (rated at 38 guns) commanded by Captain James R. Dacres, which had become separated from the remainder of the British squadron that had recently captured the American brig Nautilus. Commanded by Captain Philip Broke in the frigate Shannon (rated at 38 guns), the squadron included in addition to the Guerriere the frigates Belvidera (rated at 36 guns) and Aeolus (rated at 32 guns) and the third-rate ship of the line Africa (rated at 64 guns).

On sighting the Guerriere, Hull ordered his men to battle stations and headed for the British frigate. Dacres also sought to close with the American ship. The two frigates were about a half mile apart and slowly closing in very light winds when the crew of the Guerriere spotted the other British ships on the horizon. When they did not respond to a hail, Dacres assumed them to be ships of U.S. captain John Rodgers’s squadron, and he then stood away from the Constitution. When Dacres realized his mistake, it was nearly daylight. All the British ships now pursued the Constitution, which, vastly outgunned, sought to escape.

With virtually no wind, for two days Hull used a variety of techniques to outrun his pursuers; these included setting every stitch of canvas, jettisoning tons of drinking water on board, and putting out boats to tow the frigate. Broke ordered his ships to replicate the American moves. With the British ships gaining, Hull also tried kedging (sending out boats up to a half mile ahead of his ship with a kedge anchor and long cable, then releasing the anchor and reeling in the cable so as to move the ship forward). Hull also shifted four of his powerful 24-pounder cannon to serve as stern chasers to hold off the Shannon, the nearest British ship. Eighteen-pounder shot from the Shannon and the Belvidera came up short, while Hull’s heavier stern chasers served to keep the British ships at a discreet distance and prevented them from putting out their boats very far ahead. Finally, Hull, a skillful seaman, was able to take advantage of a freshening wind and then a rain squall to dramatically increase his lead. He also had his seamen wet down the ship’s sails to gain even more speed and distance. At 8:15 a.m. on July 20, the British gave up the chase.

Following what remains perhaps the most dramatic chase in American naval history, Hull put into Boston on July 26 to take on water and supplies. This would not be his last encounter with the Guerriere, however. The two antagonists would meet the following month.
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Constitution, USS, vs. HMS Cyane and Levant

Event Date: February 20, 1815

On December 18, 1814, Captain Charles Stewart escaped the British blockade outside of Boston in the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution. “Old Ironsides” carried 31 24-pounder long guns and 20 32-pounder carronades. Its crew numbered as many as 500.

When Captain Sir George Collier returned to the Boston area from Halifax the next day in HMS Leander (50 guns), he took the nearby anchored frigates Newcastle (50 guns) and Ascata (40 guns) and set out in search of the Constitution, believing that the Americans were in search of targets around the English Channel.

Stewart, however, sailed south to waters off Bermuda. He caught a small British vessel soon after but little else through January and the first part of February 1815. Not far from the Rock of Lisbon, Portugal, he next made a few captures and then headed southward.

On February 20 the Constitution was about 180 miles east-northeast of the islands near Madeira. Early that afternoon the crew of the Constitution spotted one British warship and then another advancing toward them. Stewart thought that they might be sizable foes, but they turned out to be the smaller Cyane and Levant. The ship-rigged sloop Cyane, commanded by Captain Gordon Falcon with a crew of 155, was really a small frigate. It mounted 22 32-pounder carronades on its main deck and 2 long 9-pounders and 10 18-pounder carronades on its spar deck. The corvette Levant, commanded by Captain George Douglas, mounted 19 carronades (18 32-pounders and 1 18-pounder) and had a crew of about 135. The two British warships had been guarding a merchant convoy.

The foes narrowed the distance through the afternoon sailing on parallel tracks with the Constitution to starboard of the Levant and Cyane. The two British ships were about half a cable’s length apart, with the smaller Levant in the lead. Stewart began the action shortly after 6:00 p.m. by firing a single shot between the two British ships. The two sides then began trading broadsides. The Constitution’s gunnery soon told, and at 6:45 Captain Gordon T. Falcon of the Cyane surrendered his ship. Stewart sent a lieutenant and 15 marines to take possession of the Cyane. An hour later, with the British officers aboard the Constitution and confident that the marines could control the Cyane, Stewart set out after the Levant. It had not attempted to escape but had merely drawn off to effect repairs and was now returning to the fight. At 8:40, the two ships exchanged broadsides at a range of 50 yards while passing in opposite directions. Stewart then wore his ship and was able to rake the Levant’s stern before the latter was out of range. Now realizing that the Cyane had surrendered, Captain George Douglas of the Levant ordered all sail set in the hopes of escaping. The Constitution pursued and gradually closed, causing considerable damage to the British ship and catching it around 10:00 p.m.; Douglas had no choice but to surrender.

British accounts of their losses show 12 killed and 26 wounded in the Cyane and 23 killed and 16 wounded in the Levant, while American losses were said to be a total of 4 dead and 14 wounded. Courts-martial held at Halifax in June dealing with the outcome of their actions absolved Falcon and Douglas and their crews for the losses of their ships. Because the event took place close to the date when the U.S. government agreed to the Treaty of Ghent signed with Britain, the American capture was considered legal.

Stewart kept his prizes close and sailed to the anchorage at Porto Praya in the neutral Portuguese Cape Verde Islands, reaching there on March 10. Along the way, he had the Cyane repainted to take on the appearance of a heavily armed frigate.
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Constitution, USS, vs. HMS Guerriere

Event Date: August 19, 1812

On July 26, 1812, Captain Isaac Hull sailed into Boston Harbor in the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution (rated at 44 guns but mounting 55) following his narrow escape from a British squadron. After taking on water and other supplies, Hull departed from Boston on August 6 for Nova Scotia, eager for action. The Constitution chased down what turned out to be the American privateer Decatur and from its captain Hull learned of the presence of a British frigate in the area. At 2:00 p.m. on August 19, 1812, in the Atlantic some 600 miles east of Boston, the crew of the Constitution spotted the frigate, which turned out to be HMS Guerriere (rated at 38 guns but mounting 50), commanded by Captain James R. Dacres. In a unique twist of fate, this ship had been part of the British squadron that had chased but failed to catch the Constitution the month before. Squadron commander Captain Philip Broke had then detached the Guerriere for a refit at Halifax.

The Constitution was both heavier and more powerful than the Guerriere, mounted 55 guns (30 long 24-pounders, 1 18-pounder, and 24 32-pounder carronades) and had a crew of some 456. The Guerriere mounted but 50 guns: 30 long 18-pounders, 2 long 12-pounders, and 18 32-pounder carronades. It had a crew of only 282 men.

After much jockeying for place, battle was joined about 5:00 p.m. when Dacres, his ship on starboard tack, opened with its guns on the weather side, the shot falling short. He then brought his ship about and let loose with a broadside from the port guns, the shot going high. Dacres then attempted to get upwind of his opponent, and both sides exchanged ineffectual fire. At about 6:20 Hull was able to place his ship at very close range and broadside to his opponent; the two ships exchanged a series of broadsides in which the American 24-pounders exacted considerable damage. (British frigates at the time mounted only 18-pounders, the Admiralty believing that their faster rate of fire would offset the difference in the larger-caliber 24-pounders.) American fire swept the decks of the British ship and sent its mizzenmast over the side, allowing Hull to position the Constitution off his opponent’s bow and rake the Guerriere. This brought down the British frigate’s mainmast, but the maneuver was so close that the Guerriere’s bowsprit caught in the rigging of the Constitution’s mizzenmast.

Naval Engagement between USS
Constitution and HMS
Guerriere





	
	USS Constitution
	HMS Guerriere




	* Includes wounded.




	Guns
	 55
	 49


	Men
	456
	282


	Casualties
	
	



	Killed
	  7
	 23


	Wounded
	  7
	 56


	Prisoners
	  0
	252*





[image: image]

The U.S. Navy frigate Constitution, under Captian Isaac Hull, shown here defeating the Royal Navy frigate Guerriere, commanded by Captain James R. Dacres, in the North Atlantic on August 19, 1812. (United States Naval Academy Museum)

Both captains organized boarding parties, but a bowsprit was not a stable boarding platform in a heavy sea. Gunners on the starboard bow of the Guerriere poured fire into the stern cabin of the Constitution, briefly setting it on fire before the two ships broke free. The Guerriere’s foremast and mainmast then went over the side, leaving the ship helpless. Hull then pulled off to repair minor damage to his own ship’s rigging, and when he returned to give battle, a shot fired by the Guerriere in the opposite direction led him to believe that the British wished to surrender. Indeed Dacres, who had been wounded earlier in the battle, had consulted with his officers, and they agreed on surrender.

Dacres was then escorted aboard the American ship, but Hull refused to accept his sword, claiming that the British captain had fought valiantly. The actual engagement had lasted 40 minutes. In it the British had suffered 15 killed and 63 wounded (6 mortally); the Americans sustained casualties of 7 dead and 7 wounded. Hull also learned that 10 impressed Americans were among the British frigate’s crew and that Dacres had permitted them to remain below during the battle, a decision that Hull lauded.

Hull hoped to bring the Guerriere in as a prize, but it became clear the next morning that the British ship had been so badly damaged in the engagement that it could not be saved, and Hull ordered it scuttled. The Constitution returned to Boston 10 days later with the prisoners. Coming as it did after American reversals on land, news of the victory was received in the United States with jubilation. Hull was feted and lionized for the victory, for the engagement marked the first time an American frigate had bested a Royal Navy frigate in battle. The relative imperviousness of the Constitution’s hull to the British shot also led to that ship being known as “Old Ironsides,” a name reportedly given the ship by one of its crew members during the battle.

Although Congress voted Hull a gold medal, ironically he was never again to have a fighting command. For the remainder of the war he commanded navy yards ashore. Following his exchange, Dacres was court-martialed at Halifax for the loss of his ship but was acquitted.
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Constitution, USS, vs. HMS Java

Event Date: December 29, 1812

On October 28, 1812, the U.S. frigate Constitution (rated at 44 guns but mounting 55), commanded by Captain William Bainbridge, sailed from Boston in the company of the brig Hornet (rated at 18 guns but carrying 20), commanded by Captain James Lawrence. The two American warships arrived off San Salvador on December 13, where they discovered a British ship of 20 guns, the Bonne Citoyenne. Because his own ship was of approximate equal size and armament, Lawrence challenged the British captain to a two-ship contest, Bainbridge pledging not to interfere. The captain of the Bonne Citoyenne refused because he was carrying £500,000 in specie. Bainbridge then left the Hornet to blockade the British ship while he cruised southward.
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Painting showing the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution sighting the British frigate Java off Bahia, Brazil, on December 29, 1812. The Constitution went on to defeat the Java, which was so badly damaged in the engagement that it had to be scuttled two days later.

At 8:00 a.m. on December 29 some 30 miles off Bahia, Brazil, the Constitution spotted a sail on the horizon that turned out to be the large British frigate Java (rated at 38 guns but mounting 46), commanded by Captain Henry Lambert. The Java gave chase. The Constitution, however, was the more powerful ship and had a larger crew. It mounted 32 long 24-pounders, 1 long 18-pounder, and 22 32-pounder carronades. It had a crew of 475 men. The Java mounted 28 long 18-pounders, 16 32-pounder carronades, and 2 long 9-pounders. (Early in the war the British frigates mounted only 18-pounder long guns, the Admiralty believing that their faster rate of fire would more than compensate for their smaller caliber.) The Java has a crew of 426 men.

The battle commenced at long range at 2:10 p.m., the British firing with their lee and the Americans with their weather guns. The first British shots were well aimed and killed or wounded several of the Constitution’s crew. The range slowly narrowed, and Lambert, having the faster ship, tried to pull ahead of the Constitution, cross its bows, and rake it. Bainbridge anticipated this move and wore at the same time. Seeing that the British ship was faster than his own vessel, Bainbridge closed to pistol shot range, the two ships running side by side. The Constitution’s heavier battery and superior gunnery gradually told, with the Java losing its jibboom and bowsprit.

Able to move ahead, the Constitution then wore on the Java, placing it in irons and raking it. Marksmen in the tops of the American ship shot down many of the Java’s crew, and American grapeshot also exacted a heavy toll. Seeing that his own ship was being cut to pieces, Lambert sought to board his opponent, but as the Java maneuvered for the attempt, the Constitution again raked the British frigate, taking out its foremast and main topmast. Both ships then ran free again, but the Java absorbed a terrible pounding, and Lambert was mortally wounded by a musketball fired from the tops of the Constitution.

Command of the Java then devolved upon Lieutenant Henry D. Chads. The British crew continued to fight, but the Java’s decks were now a virtual slaughterhouse, and one-by-one the masts came down, leaving it standing dead in the water. Bainbridge, thinking that the British ship had surrendered, then stood off to repair minor damage to his own ship, which was virtually unscathed. This completed an hour later, he returned his ship to a position off the bow of the Java in position to rake it, and Chads surrendered at 5:25 p.m.

During the two-hour-long battle, the British had suffered 22 dead and 102 wounded. U.S. losses were 12 killed and 22 wounded. With the Java a total wreck, Bainbridge ordered it burned two days later.
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Constitution, USS, vs. HMS Pictou

Event Date: February 14, 1814

Among American privateers taken by the British was the schooner Syron. Taken to Halifax, there Admiral Sir John B. Warren ordered its purchase and had it turned into HMS Pictou. The schooner measured 83 feet long on its gun deck and about 25 feet in beam and had a depth of about 10.5 feet. It was about 210 tons and mounted 14 light guns. Lieutenant Edward Stephens commanded its crew of some 40 officers and men. The Pictou was convoying the merchantman Lovely Ann with a cargo of lumber, fish, and flour from Barbados to Surinam (on the western edge of the West Indies) when the U.S. frigate Constitution appeared late on February 13, 1814.

The Constitution measured 175 feet long on its main deck. It was 43 feet in beam and had a depth of 23 feet and a burden of 1,576 tons. It mounted 31 24-pounder long guns and 20 32-pounder carronades and had a crew of about 500 officers and men. Captain Charles Stewart had command. The Constitution had previously eluded the British blockade off Boston on December 31, 1813, and headed south, taking a few prizes.

About 2:00 a.m. on February 14, the Constitution caught up with the Lovely Ann and captured it and, after a six-hour chase, ran down the Pictou. Vastly outgunned by the Constitution, Lieutenant Stephens promptly surrendered. Stewart then returned with his prize to the Lovely Ann. Emptying the merchantman of its cargo, most of which was thrown overboard, he transferred the prisoners from the Pictou there. Stewart then allowed the Lovely Ann to proceed to Barbados under a flag of truce. Assuming that he would have great difficulty in sailing the Pictou through the British blockade to a safe harborage, Stewart ordered it to be scuttled immediately. In April, the appearance of British warships searching for the Constitution forced Stewart back into Boston.
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Continental System

Economic warfare consisting of a wide-ranging system of tariffs, embargoes, and trade restrictions imposed by French emperor Napoleon I against Great Britain during the Napoleonic Wars. Its imposition prompted retaliatory British Orders in Council that proved to be a major cause of the War of 1812.

Hostilities between France and Britain had begun in 1793. Fearful of republican ideology spreading to its shores, the British government opposed the French Revolution from its inception. As the French armies conquered the Low Countries and expanded French control and influence elsewhere in Europe, the United Kingdom was at the forefront of nations opposing France, although this came chiefly in the form of financial subsidies backed by the powerful Royal Navy.

In November 1799, General Napoleon Bonaparte took a leading role in the overthrow of the French government, known as the Directory, and its replacement by the Consulate. Installed as first consul, Bonaparte exercised effective power and in 1800 orchestrated an end to the Quasi-War with the United States. In May 1804 he enthroned himself emperor as Napoleon I. Meanwhile, French armies conquered much of Europe, including Italy, and even occupied Ottoman Egypt for a time, despite powerful coalitions of European monarchies arrayed against them.

Although Napoleon had toyed with an invasion of Britain (just how seriously is a matter of debate among historians), success in such a venture rested on control of the English Channel, at least for a short period. Any hopes of this were, however, dashed by the British destruction of the French and Spanish combined fleets in the Battle of Trafalgar on October 21, 1805.

Undeterred, Napoleon plotted a new way to get at the country he referred to as a “nation of shopkeepers.” With the Royal Navy imposing a highly effective naval blockade of France and French-occupied parts of Europe, Napoleon sought to retaliate by blockading Britain from the land (as he put it to his brother Louis, “to conquer the sea with the power of the land”). Actually this was not a blockade, but rather a boycott of British goods. Britain was vulnerable in that sense, as it was highly dependent on imports of food and raw materials. As a leading exponent of the Industrial Revolution, Britain needed to sell its finished goods abroad in order to purchase the raw materials and supplies, and thereby fuel its factories and pay for food imports such as grain. Napoleon believed that an embargo of British goods into the European continent would force that government into ruinous inflation and debt, bring about a popular uprising, and oblige its monarch to conclude a favorable peace.

There was another aspect to the Continental System, for it was a vast arrangement of economic preferences designed to benefit France and tie the economies of the continental states firmly to that country. Consequently, manufacturing was encouraged in France and discouraged elsewhere. The British were not long in retaliating in kind.

Following an order by Napoleon that closed the neutral northern German coast to British trade and brought the confiscation of considerable quantities of British goods, on May 16, 1806, Parliament issued an Order in Council that proclaimed a naval blockade of the North European coast from Brest to the River Elbe.

In October, French forces defeated Prussia in the twin Battles of Jena and Auerstadt. Soon, French control extended east to the borders of Russia, which still resisted. With his power seemingly uncontested in Europe and his navy largely ruined, Napoleon determined that it was time to increase pressure on the British through economic means.

The official announcement of what became known as the Continental System occurred on November 21, 1806, in a decree issued from Berlin. Posing as the champion of European economic interests and the supporter of the notion of freedom of the seas, Napoleon declared the British blockade to be illegal and went on to declare the British Isles in a state of blockade. He forbade all trade with Britain and ordered the confiscation of British goods. He also prohibited any British vessel or ship of another nation sailing from British ports or British colonies access to continental ports.

To counteract Napoleon’s moves, London announced on January 10, 1807, that the Royal Navy would seize any ship and confiscate its cargo that dared sail directly for a European port controlled by Napoleon. As a consequence, American merchants found themselves between a rock and a hard place, forced to cease trade with both Britain and France, a move culminating in the Embargo Act of December 22, 1807. This legislation caused significant problems for the British economy and forced British industrialists to look elsewhere for cotton and other raw materials that had previously come from America. The act also proved ruinous to the American economy, stimulating widespread smuggling, and was eventually repealed.

On December 17, 1807, from Milan, Napoleon further expanded the Continental System. The new Milan Decree authorized French warships and privateers to capture neutral ships, such as those of the United States, sailing from any British port or from any country occupied by the British. Any ships submitting to search on the high seas by ships of the Royal Navy were to be considered lawful prizes if taken by the French.

In a move in large part prompted by the desire to expand the Continental System, in March 1808 Napoleon sent troops into the Iberian Peninsula. On April 17 Napoleon issued the Bayonne Decree, ordering the seizure all American ships in European ports on the pretext that they were in violation of the U.S. Embargo Act of December 22, 1807. This resulted in the confiscation of more than $10 million in United States ships and goods.

Although Napoleon’s attempts at economic warfare caused severe dislocation, they did not fully cripple the British economy. There were from the beginning significant leaks in the system, and on occasion Napoleon even violated his own regulations in order to secure goods he needed for his armies. There was also significant smuggling activity. Nonetheless, the value of British exports fell, and there was a decline in the import of grain into Britain. Industrialists, unable to secure raw materials from abroad, began to lay off their workers. There were some food riots, but Napoleon’s hopes for a popular uprising that would overthrow the government never materialized. Although deeply affected, Britain’s economy readjusted and survived Napoleon’s efforts.

In March 1809 the United States enacted the Non-Intercourse Act providing for the confiscation of any French or British ship entering an American port. Napoleon responded with the Rambouillet Decree of March 23, 1810, declaring all American ships entering a French port subject to confiscation. The decree was made retroactive to May 20, 1809, the date of the American Act. Napoleon claimed that since all American ships were banned from trading with France, any vessel claiming to be American must be engaged in smuggling. Macon’s Bill No. 2 of May 1, 1810, repealed the Non-Intercourse Act of 1809, prohibited British or French warships from entering American waters, and gave the U.S. president the authority to suspend trade with either Britain or France if the other revoked its policy of interdicting American trade.

In July 1810, rumors of a possible U.S. declaration of war against France in retaliation for the Rambouillet Decree led Napoleon to inform American minister to France John Armstrong through his foreign minister in early August 1810 that he was prepared to revoke the Berlin and Milan Decrees if either Britain ended its Orders in Council or the U.S. Congress resumed its policy of nonintercourse with Britain. Without evidence that Napoleon had repealed his orders (which he had not), on November 2, 1810, U.S. president James Madison declared that nonintercourse would be enforced against Britain if it did not repeal the odious orders within three months. Nonetheless, France continued to seize American ships and goods. Some American vessels were released, but apparently these had not actually violated the Continental System.

At the same time as the letter to Armstrong, the French government announced greatly increased tariffs on a number of colonial products such as cotton, sugar, coffee, and spices. For example, the duty on raw cotton from South America and the United States rose from 60 francs to 800 francs. The tariff had the effect of continuing the Continental System by other means.

The final major piece in the Continental System was the Fontainebleau Decree of October 18, 1810. It introduced new and harsh penalties for smuggling, including 10 years’ imprisonment and branding for the worst offenders.

While the consequences of the Continental System were severe for the British, the system actually had a far more punishing impact on France and its empire. There was considerable opposition to it in France, where the middle class wanted to secure British goods. Europeans in the allied and conquered territories certainly did not appreciate Napoleon’s effort to create a continent-wide economic system, especially one that benefitted France at their own expense. Tariffs, for example, favored France at the expense of nations under its control. Prices also dramatically increased. This and the lack of cheap British-manufactured goods helped fuel the European nationalism that in the end would play a prominent role in destroying the Napoleonic empire. Resentment was particularly strong in Russia, which had joined the Continental System in 1807 following the Treaty of Tilsit that same year. The Russian nobility had enjoyed long-standing trading ties with Britain, and they forced Czar Alexander I to renounce the French alliance and throw off the Continental System at the end of 1810.

It was Napoleon’s effort to close leaks in the system that had led him into the Spanish imbroglio in 1808. Now to punish Russia, he embarked on his greatest strategic faux pas by invading that country in June 1812. In the end, the long-running struggle in Spain and the catastrophic losses in Russia destroyed him.

Spencer C. Tucker

See also

Armstrong, John, Jr.; Cadore Letter; Embargo Act of 1807; Macon’s Bill No. 2; Madison, James; Napoleon I; Napoleonic Wars; Orders in Council; Trade

Further Reading


Crosby, Alfred W. “America, Russia, Hemp, and Napoleon: A Study of Trade between the United States and Russia, 1783–1814.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, Boston University, 1961.

Ellis, Geoffrey J. The Napoleonic Empire. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003.

Heckscher, Eli F. The Continental System: An Economic Interpretation. Oxford: Clarendon, 1922.



Cook’s Mills, Battle of

Event Date: October 19, 1814

A skirmish between U.S. and British forces resulting in a victory for the Americans under Brigadier General Daniel Bissell. The Battle of Cook’s Mills on October 19, 1814, was the last engagement between American and British regular forces in Niagara (Ontario), Canada, during the War of 1812.

During the summer of 1814, U.S. troops under Major General Jacob Brown came under siege at Fort Erie. Major General George Izard, the ranking U.S. general on the Canadian Frontier, received orders to march some 4,000 troops from Plattsburgh, New York, to Niagara. By the time Izard’s division arrived on October 12, Fort Erie had been saved by Brown’s sortie. British forces under Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond, however, remained entrenched behind the Chippawa River in Canada, midway between Fort Niagara and Fort Erie. With Brown and Izard commanding close to 7,000 well-trained and equipped soldiers between them, plans were made to uproot Drummond by force if possible.

Brown’s aggressiveness and Izard’s caution put the two American generals at cross-purposes, however. Izard preferred luring Drummond out into the open rather than mounting a direct assault on the entrenched British lines. On October 15 Izard commenced a heavy bombardment, but Drummond refused to take the bait. Brown, visibly angry at Izard’s refusal to employ infantry, removed his forces (half of the American strength at Fort Erie) to Sackets Harbor, New York. Learning that large quantities of grain for British forces had been stored at Cook’s Mills (now within Welland, Ontario) on Lyons Creek—a tributary of the Chippawa—Izard subsequently ordered Brigadier General Daniel Bissell’s 900-man infantry brigade to attack the mill and force Drummond into a fight.

On October 18, Bissell’s men arrived at Cook’s Mills, and that evening he encountered British resistance. The next day, 750 British troops under Lieutenant Colonel Christopher Myers attacked U.S. outposts across Lyons Creek. Bissell counterattacked, his men encountering artillery and rocket fire while wading across to engage. Bissell then ordered Major Isaac Barnard’s and Major Ninian Pinkney’s infantrymen to carry out frontal and left flank assaults.

Myers, recognizing that he was outnumbered, ordered an orderly retreat from Cook’s Mills. During the skirmish, 12 Americans were killed and 55 wounded. The British casualty count was 1 killed and 35 wounded. Although the Americans suffered more casualties, they were able to burn 200 bushels of wheat stored for the British.

The destruction of the wheat did not cause Drummond to abandon his heavily fortified entrenchments at the Chippawa River, however. Consequently, Bissell ordered his brigade back to Lyons Creek, where he rejoined General Izard at Fort Erie. What appeared to be an insignificant encounter not only turned out to be the last military engagement between regulars in Canada but also demonstrated the now-thorough training of the American troops.
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Copus Massacre

Event Date: September 15, 1812

Incident in which six militiamen and an Ohio farmer were killed on September 15, 1812, in Richland County (present-day Charles Mill Lake), Ohio, by a band of Delaware warriors. After the American surrender of Detroit on August 16, 1812, white settlers in the region grew increasingly concerned about possible attacks by members of the Delaware tribe, some of whom were allied with the British. On September 10, the family of Frederick Zimmer and a neighbor, Martin Ruffner, were killed in an Indian attack about a mile from James Copus’s farm.

Copus, a Methodist, had sought good relations with the Delawares had frequently preached to them. When the War of 1812 began in June, however, he reluctantly agreed to a plan whereby a local peaceful Indian village would be temporarily relocated to Piqua, Ohio. He personally promised the chief, Pamoxet (Captain Armstong), that the village would not be harmed and that they could return as soon as the war was ended. Nevertheless, several soldiers who had helped in the relocation burned the village and stole many Delaware possessions. This led some to seek retribution against white settlers.

After the attack on the Zimmer farm, Copus and his family sought refuge at a nearby blockhouse, remaining there until September 14. When the Copus clan returned to their farm, 9 militiamen accompanied them. That evening, the family slept in their cabin while the soldiers bedded down in an adjacent barn. On the morning of September 15, 7 soldiers walked to a nearby creek to bathe, leaving their weapons behind. They were promptly ambushed by as many as 40–45 Delawares, who proceeded to kill and scalp them. Six soldiers died. George Dye, who was wounded, managed to escape to the cabin to join the 2 other soldiers. James Copus was mortally wounded as he helped Dye into the cabin and died a short time later. The three soldiers defended the cabin for several hours before the Indians departed. In the process another soldier was wounded, as was Copus’s young daughter. When the fighting stopped, 7 people lay dead, and 3 more were injured. Indian losses are not known.

When the attack ended, one of the soldiers got word of the attack to the nearby blockhouse, but by then the warriors were nowhere to be found. Legend has it that John Chapman (aka “Johnny Appleseed”) rode madly throughout north-central Ohio warning settlers of the Zimmer and Copus attacks, and a monument at the site of the Copus Massacre includes his name. The Copus killings were the last perpetrated by Native Americans in Richland County. The remaining members of the Copus family stayed at the local blockhouse before moving to Claysville, Ohio, in early 1813.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Cornplanter

Birth Date: ca. 1740

Death Date: February 18, 1836

Prominent Seneca chief. Cornplanter, also known as Kaiiontwa’ko (“By What One Plants”), John O’Bail, and Captain O’Beel, was born to a Seneca woman and a Dutch trader around 1740 at Canawagus in present-day New York. Cornplanter’s Indian relatives included his half brother Handsome Lake, an Iroquois Confederacy chief, and his nephew Governor Blacksnake.

Initially Cornplanter argued adamantly for Native American neutrality during the Revolutionary War. Accused of cowardice, he eventually decided to enter the war on the side of the British. He served as second-in-command under Mohawk chief Joseph Brant during several engagements. Alarmed by Cornplanter’s victories, General George Washington dispatched major forces under Major General John Sullivan to remove the Iroquois threat. After defeating British and Iroquois forces at Newtown, Sullivan systematically destroyed many Iroquois settlements throughout what is now upstate New York.

After the devastation of the Sullivan Expedition and the end of the Revolutionary War, Cornplanter devoted his life to creating peace between whites and Indians. He worked hard to keep the Senecas neutral during subsequent conflicts, including Little Turtle’s War. Cornplanter played an important role in the treaty negotiations at Fort Stanwix (1784) and Fort Harmar (1789), although he did not actually sign either document. He also participated in negotiations in 1794, 1797, and 1802 that ceded large portions of Indian-held land. Although well intentioned, Cornplanter received heavy criticism from the Senecas as a result of the concessions he made. During the War of 1812, Cornplanter convinced the Senecas to support the United States against the British. He also tried, unsuccessfully, to broker a peace deal between the Shawnees and the U.S. government. In appreciation of his efforts, the U.S. government awarded Cornplanter and his heirs a grant of land on the western bank of the Allegheny River in Pennsylvania. Cornplanter died there on February 18, 1836. His heirs, however, were robbed of their inheritance in 1964 when the Kinzua Dam at Warren, Pennsylvania, permanently flooded the area.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Portrait of Seneca chief Cornplanter (Kaiiontwa’ko) by 19th-century American painter Charles Bird King. Cornplanter endeavored to secure peace between the whites and Native Americans. (McKenney, Thomas L. and James Hall. The Indian Tribes of North America, 1836–1844.)
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Corvette

Ship type. The term “corvette” is said to derive from the Latin term corvis, meaning “grain carrier,” loosely referring to small two-masted cargo vessels. The French had the first forms of corvettes, known as chaloupes, closely resembling vessels that evolved into sloops. By around 1710 they were small two-masted armed vessels for inshore operations. By the mid-1700s the French corvette had 16 guns on its guns deck and a raised forecastle and quarterdeck and was ship-rigged. In 1793 the typical French corvettes carried 22 guns and were used especially to harass commercial traffic, since they could work closer inshore than the frigates of the squadrons to which they belonged. By this time, their guns were on flush upper decks without raised quarters fore and aft.

The sloop was the Royal Navy’s equivalent to the corvette, although the Admiralty did acquire at least 11 corvettes through capture. They were rated as sixth rates (therefore above sloops in rating) for post captains and included HMS Confiance (22 guns), a former French privateer launched in 1796, captured in 1805, and awarded to James Lucas Yeo, who was made post captain for his part in the action. A second corvette was the Little Belt (24 guns), captured at Copenhagen in 1807 as the Lille Belt. It was subject to international attention when it was badly damaged in an exchange with the U.S. Navy frigate President (55 guns) on the night of May 16, 1811.

On the Great Lakes, the term “corvette” was applied by the Provincial Marine to two vessels built before the war, the Royal George (renamed the Niagara in 1814) of 20 guns, built at Kingston in 1809, and the Queen Charlotte (16 guns), built at Amherstburg in 1810.

On November 26, 1812, Commodore Isaac Chauncey referred to the U.S. Navy ship Madison as “a beautiful Corvette-built ship of the following dimensions, 112 feet keel: 32 ½ feet Beam; 11 ½ feet Hold: 580 Tons and will mount 24–32 pounders, carronades.” Larger and more heavily armed than the Royal George, the Madison was a flush-decked vessel. The General Pike, launched at Sackets Harbor, New York, in June 1813, was at least once referred to as a corvette, although as with the Madison, most often as a ship. The only other American ships occasionally referred to as corvettes were the John Adams and Adams, neither of which played a key role in the war.

Robert Malcomson
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Covington, Leonard

Birth Date: October 30, 1768

Death Date: November 14, 1813

Promising U.S. Army officer, mortally wounded in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm (November 11, 1813). Leonard Covington was born on October 30, 1768, in Prince George’s County, Maryland. After receiving a liberal education, on March 14, 1792, he joined the U.S. Army as a cornet of light dragoons. He was promoted to lieutenant on October 25, 1792.

In 1794 Covington campaigned with Major General Anthony Wayne in the Old Northwest Territory, distinguishing himself in a fight with Indians at Fort Recovery on June 30, 1794. Covington was promoted to captain on July 11, 1794. In the Battle of Fallen Timbers on August 20, he again fought gallantly and again received Wayne’s praise. Covington resigned his commission on September 22, 1795, and served for several years in the Maryland House of Delegates. During 1805–1807, he served one term in the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican.

On January 9, 1809, believing war with Britain to be imminent, Covington prevailed upon President Thomas Jefferson to appoint him lieutenant colonel of a newly organized Regiment of Light Dragoons, stationed at Fort Adams, Mississippi Territory. Promoted colonel of the regiment on February 15, he proceeded south to take command.

On April 13, 1813, Covington took part in Major General James Wilkinson’s peaceful occupation of the Spanish town of Mobile, West Florida (now Alabama). With the War of 1812 now in full force along the Canadian border, Covington was next ordered northward to participate. He arrived at Sackets Harbor, New York, in the summer of 1813, joining Wilkinson’s army in preparation for an ambitious foray down the St. Lawrence River to capture Montreal.

Promoted to brigadier general on August 1, 1813, Covington assumed command of the 3rd Brigade, consisting of the 9th, 16th, and 25th Infantry Regiments. As he advanced with Wilkinson toward Montreal by water in mid-October, a British force of 800 men, led by Colonel Joseph Morrison, shadowed the American army along the north bank of the St. Lawrence River.

On November 11 at Crysler’s Farm, Wilkinson disembarked 2,300 troops, under the command of Brigadier General John Boyd, to neutralize Morrison’s small force. The ensuing battle quickly turned into an American debacle, as Boyd committed his forces piecemeal, allowing them to be defeated in detail. Individual assaults led by Colonel Isaac Coles and Brigadier General Robert Swartout were devastated by British volleys before Boyd ordered Covington to advance against the enemy center. Charging with his brigade into severe musket and artillery fire, Covington fell, fatally wounded, just as his men faltered and retreated. Shortly thereafter, to the disgust of many American soldiers, Wilkinson abandoned the battlefield and called off his campaign. Covington, evacuated to the American shore, died on November 14, 1813, and was buried at French Mills, New York.
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Cox, William Sitgreaves

Birth Date: 1790

Death Date: October 19, 1874

U.S. naval officer who was serving as acting third lieutenant aboard the frigate Chesapeake when that ship was captured by the British frigate Shannon on June 1, 1813. Born in 1790 in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, William Sitgreaves Cox attended the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) before receiving a midshipman’s warrant on January 16, 1809. He spent the next two years in Southeast Asian waters aboard a merchant vessel before being assigned to the brig Argus on February 26, 1811, where he became a favorite of Commander James Lawrence. Cox followed Lawrence to his next command, the brig Hornet. In May 1813 after Lawrence took command of the frigate Chesapeake, Cox became the ship’s acting third lieutenant.

When Lawrence assumed command of the Chesapeake, most of the crew members were new and inexperienced. Lawrence and his officers did what they could to train the men, but Lawrence could not resist confronting Royal Navy captain Philip Broke, commanding the frigate Shannon and blockading off Boston. Broke’s ship had probably the best-trained crew of any frigate in the Royal Navy. The Shannon’s engagement of June 1, 1813, ended in a lopsided British victory and capture of the American frigate. During the battle, Cox, initially below commanding a gun division, came on deck. He then helped the mortally wounded Lawrence below, at which point the vessel surrendered.

Following several U.S. Navy frigate victories, the loss of the Chesapeake brought a public demand for answers. Lieutenant George Budd, the frigate’s senior surviving officer, sought to protect himself by filing charges against Cox.

On April 14, 1814, a court-martial was convened, and Cox was tried on charges of cowardice, disobedience of orders, desertion of his station, neglect of duty, and conduct unbecoming an officer. Testimony led to Cox being found innocent on charges of cowardice and disobedience. He was, however, found guilty of neglect of duty for assisting Lawrence below deck and conduct unbecoming an officer for refusing to grant Midshipman D. Higinbotham permission to cut down sailors who had sought refuge below during the battle. Cox was dismissed from the navy. He served out the remainder of the war as a private in the army.

After the war Cox became a pharmacist and opened a drugstore in Easton, Pennsylvania, before studying and traveling abroad in Europe for 10 years. In 1852 he moved to Pine Lakes, Wisconsin, before settling in St. Paul, Minnesota, in 1856. There he invested in real estate and died on October 19, 1874, without attempting to clear his name.

Cox’s descendants, however, took up his cause. On April 7, 1952, after an act of Congress cleared Cox of all charges, President Harry S. Truman posthumously reinstated him in the U.S. Navy with the rank of lieutenant.

William E. Whyte
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Craney Island, Battle of

Event Date: June 22, 1813

In mid-June 1813, British admiral Sir John B. Warren returned to Chesapeake Bay with troop reinforcements under Colonel Sir John Beckwith, intending to capture or destroy the U.S. frigate Constellation (36 guns), blockaded at Norfolk and defended by a line of 19 small gunboats. On June 20 the British squadron of 13 warships—3 third-rate ships of the line (74 guns), 1 fourth-rate ship of the line (64 guns), 4 frigates, 2 sloops, and 3 transports—appeared at the mouth of the James River. The next day, the British ships sailed toward Norfolk and anchored in full view of the city. The appearance of a large number of British barges indicated an imminent landing.

Craney Island, at the mouth of the Elizabeth River and the entrance to Norfolk, was the key to the city’s defense. Brigadier General Robert B. Taylor of the Virginia Militia ordered batteries erected on Craney Island and the mainland. On the island he positioned seven guns (two 24-pounders, one 18-pounder, and four 6-pounders) and deployed more than 700 men. Navy captain Joseph Tarbell sent to the island Lieutenants Hamlet Neale, John T. Shubrick, and James Sanders, along with about 150 seamen and marines from the Constellation. The second battery was at Lambert’s Point on the mainland to the southeast of Craney Island. It commanded the main approach to Norfolk and supplemented the line of gunboats between it and Craney.

[image: image]

Warren planned a two-prong attack. At dawn on June 22 the British landed 2,500 men on the mainland, and they worked their way to a point opposite Craney Island in the vicinity of the Nansemond River. Advancing through woods to a point opposite the island, the American gunners opened up on them and soon drove them back. Soon afterward the British attempted a second landing, this time on Craney Island itself. A force of 50 barges carrying about 1,500 men was assigned the task.

The gunners on Craney Island withheld their fire until the British were well within range and then opened up. Their fire was so accurate that it sank three of the largest British boats, one of which was Admiral Warren’s 50-foot barge, the Centipede. Soon the water was filled with men swimming for their lives. British losses were sufficient for Warren to signal a recall. The troops on shore also fell back under covering fire from Congreve rockets. Whether it was cannon fire from the island or from the land battery, Norfolk was saved. The Americans took a number of prisoners; Captain John Cassin, commander of the Gosport (Norfolk) Navy Yard, estimated total British losses at 400 men, but they were probably closer to 200.

British troops subsequently landed in the north part of Hampton Roads and took Hampton. However, the Chasseurs Britannique, French prisoners of war in British service, looted and raped to the extent that they were withdrawn from combat. After destroying its defenses and much of the town and securing water, the British raided up the James River beyond Smithfield. Cassin was afraid that they would return to the Norfolk area and again attack Craney Island, so he strengthened the garrison there and ordered an additional 36 cannon mounted. Although the British had several opportunities to attack the American gunboats, they declined. The British never again attacked Norfolk. Instead, their squadron moved into Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries, plundering as they went. On July 11 they returned to their Lynhaven Bay anchorage.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Crawford, William Harris

Birth Date: February 24, 1772

Death Date: September 15, 1834

U.S. senator (1807–1813), minister to France (1813–1815), secretary of war (1815–1816), and secretary of the treasury (1816–1825). Born in Amherst (now Nelson) County, Virginia, on February 24, 1772, William Harris Crawford moved with his family to South Carolina in 1779 and then to Georgia in 1783. He received a rudimentary education until his enrollment in the Carmel Academy of Moses Waddel at age 22. In 1799 Crawford set up practice as a lawyer in Lexington, Georgia, and in 1803 he represented Oglethorpe County in the state legislature.

Three years later, Crawford received a legislative appointment as U.S. senator. Although a Democratic Republican, he frequently voiced independent opinions. He opposed the Embargo Act of 1807 and favored an 1811 effort to recharter the Bank of the United States. From 1810 to 1812, Crawford helped the administration of James Madison devise strategies to acquire the Floridas from Spain and recommended George Mathews, former Georgia governor, as an agent for that effort. Crawford supported the War of 1812 in the belief that force was necessary to achieve British respect of American neutrality. When military failures occurred, Crawford did not hesitate to urge more decisive executive action to discharge incompetent officials.

In 1813 Crawford began serving as minister to France to obtain reparations for damage to American commerce as a result of Napoleon Bonaparte’s war with England. Crawford encountered resistance to such payments from Napoleon and also when King Louis XVIII took power in 1814. Crawford also sent advice to the American peace commissioners in Ghent after Napoleon’s defeat and warned them not to expect help from England’s former allies. Above all, Crawford urged them not to wait for instructions from Secretary of State James Monroe but instead to drop the issue of impressment, which could be resolved following the conclusion of peace.

Crawford returned to the United States after the Treaty of Ghent ended the war and received appointment as secretary of war on August 3, 1815. He concentrated on creating an efficient military, improving education at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, and strengthening the nation’s coastal fortifications. He also urged creation of a separate department for Indian affairs. Crawford advocated intermarriage between whites and Native Americans to quicken the latter’s civilizing process, a stance that earned him much criticism.

On October 22, 1816, Crawford accepted appointment as secretary of the treasury. He was replaced at the War Department by another eminent southerner, John C. Calhoun, and continued in that position during the presidency of James Monroe. Crawford increased his national influence as he tackled departmental inefficiency and reduction of the national debt. He also tried to create a sound currency. A rift with Major General Andrew Jackson that began when Crawford had served as secretary of war intensified in 1818 when Jackson thought that Crawford had urged Monroe’s cabinet to oppose his invasion of East Florida during the First Seminole War.
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William Crawford of Georgia was a leading political figure in the early republic. He served in the U.S. Senate during

Although Crawford officially supported Monroe for president in 1816, he received 54 votes in the Republican congressional caucus. Division among the Democratic Republicans by 1824 forced Crawford to compete with Henry Clay, John Quincy Adams, John C. Calhoun, and Jackson for the presidency. Crawford won the caucus but faced criticism as an undemocratic candidate. He refused to withdraw from the race when he suffered a stroke and ultimately lost to Adams when the U.S. House of Representatives settled the disputed election.

In 1825, Crawford retired to his Woodlawn Plantation near Lexington, Georgia. There he worked to advance the presidential interests of Jackson, in spite of the general’s previous enmity. In 1827 Crawford became judge of Georgia’s Northern Circuit of the Superior Court. He died in Oglethorpe County, Georgia, on September 15, 1834.

Carol S. Ebel
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Credit Island, Battle of

Start Date: September 4, 1814

End Date: September 5, 1814

A military engagement during September 4–5, 1814, between a U.S. force led by Major Zachary Taylor and an Indian force augmented by British artillerymen under Sauk chief Black Hawk. The battle occurred near present-day Davenport, Iowa. In August 1814, the Americans sent an expedition from St. Louis to the Rock Island Rapids area to avenge the defeats at Fort Shelby and Campbell’s Island and to undercut British influence on the upper Mississippi. Taylor departed St. Louis on August 2 with 44 regulars and 300 rangers and volunteers in eight 60-foot keel boats. The boats also mounted swivel guns.

The trip upriver was uneventful, with no reported sightings of Indian forces. However, Indian scouts tracked the Americans’ movements and kept Black Hawk apprised of their location. Black Hawk then passed information to the British commander at Prairie du Chien. The British supplied one 3-pounder cannon, two swivel guns, and a handful of men to Black Hawk and requested that the Sauks and Foxes attack the Americans. On September 4, Taylor’s force arrived at the mouth of the Rock River and saw a large number of Indians moving back and forth across the river.

That afternoon a storm came up, and the wind blew hard enough downriver to stop further progress by the expedition. Taylor anchored along Willow Island between the Rock River and Rock Island. The next morning, as many as 800 Sauks and Foxes attacked as the British artillerists moved their guns from Rock Island to the west side of the river.

A Sauk warrior shot and killed a sentry, and the battle began in earnest. The Americans returned fire from their boats, but musket balls penetrated their thin hulls. At that point, Taylor formed his men on shore and drove across Willow Island. The warriors retreated before the American assault and waded to the larger Credit Island. Major Taylor now ordered one of his boats to attack the warriors on Credit Island with its swivel guns. The Indians renewed their attacks just as the British artillery opened fire at a range of only 300 yards. The cannonballs easily crashed through the keel boats and damaged every one of them. At this point, Taylor ordered the entire force to drift downriver.

The British continued firing on the Americans while the Indians pursued them for more than a mile downriver before breaking off the attack. The Americans landed on the western shore approximately three miles downriver from Credit Island to bury their dead. Due to the condition of his boats and the large number of warriors present, Taylor decided to move farther downriver. He then constructed Fort Johnson across from the mouth of the Des Moines River.

There is confusion over the number of American casualties. Taylor suffered either 3 or 5 killed and 11 wounded; the Indians and British reportedly did not sustain any losses.

George Eaton
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Creeks

Multiethnic Native American group, also known as the Muskogees, who in the colonial period lived in the southeastern portion of North America in what is now Florida, Georgia, and Alabama. The location of the Creeks between British Georgia and South Carolina, French Louisiana, and Spanish Florida allowed them to play various colonial powers against one another and protect their own interests throughout the colonial period. The Creeks tended to pursue a policy of neutrality when it came to the wars that consumed their European neighbors and also vigorously protected their interests against their Choctaw and Cherokee neighbors.

Organized in the 17th century after the disease-induced collapse of the southeastern chiefdoms that once dominated the region, the Creeks obtained their name from the English who noted that their villages were always built near inland waters. The Spanish similarly called them “Tallapoosa Indians,” after one of the rivers along which they primarily lived. At its height, the Creek Confederacy included approximately 60 villages.

Composed of a diversity of ethnic and linguistic groups, the Creeks remained decentralized throughout the colonial period. Nevertheless, Muskogee became the dominant language of the confederacy. A series of rituals, such as the Green Corn Ceremony, and a system of matrilineal clans unified them as a people. The Creeks were an agricultural society, with women farming corn, beans, and squash. Men hunted in order to augment their diet and provide skins for the marketplace.

An amorphous polity known as the Creek Confederacy slowly emerged, but at best the Creeks were an alliance of loosely affiliated villages. Rather than a centralized nation, Creeks primarily associated themselves with their village. During the colonial period, they typically referred to themselves as Cowetas, Abihkas, Hichitees, and Alabamas rather than as Creeks. Unbeknownst to colonial officials, many of the most prominent leaders represented only a minority interest or a single village. For example, Tomochichi, one of Georgia governor James Oglethorpe’s closest allies, represented the Yamacraws, one of several conquered groups among the Creeks. The Creek spokesperson Brims, frequently called “Emperor Brims,” was similarly misunderstood. Rather than a national leader in the early 17th century, Brims was simply the mico (head chief) of Coweta, one of the most powerful Creek villages.

Power in Creek society was primary organized around villages and matrilineal clans, and authority was extended to individuals who could convince rather than coerce others into agreement. As a result, Creek power was extremely localized and fluid, and Creek villages were largely autonomous entities. The confederacy served as an organizing principle for trade and war. It did not act as a centralized nation. Marriages, trade, and clan ties connected the villages, but individual villages were free to choose who to ally themselves with or make war against. As a result, Creek villages often divided against one another during the colonial wars. In addition, most villages often tried to remain neutral in the colonial wars, even as neighboring Creek villages went to war.

The emergence of the deerskin trade and the presence of Spanish and British neighbors shaped the diplomatic history of the Creeks. Connections and resistance to slave raiders also helped define the position of the Creeks in the region. During the Yamasee War (1715–1717), the Creeks primarily allied themselves with the French in order to counter trade abuses by the English. The Cherokees took this opportunity to secure an alliance with the British. As a result, a devastating war between the Creeks and Cherokees ensued (ca. 1716–1754).

After the Yamasee War, many Creek leaders decided that neutrality was the best policy. Most towns created trading alliances with the British. They allowed traders to reside in their village and often marry the daughters of influential leaders. At the same time, Upper Creek villages encouraged the French to build Fort Toulouse (Alabama) to bring supplies and trade goods into the region. Similarly, several Creek villages negotiated alliances with the Spanish in Florida.

Despite the hopes of many European diplomats, trade connections and pledges of peace did not necessarily lead to alliances during wartime. Although some Creek warriors accompanied Governor Oglethorpe in his invasion of Florida in 1743, most Creeks refrained from participating. During King George’s War (1744–1748), most Creek villages remained on the sidelines even as some villages felt pulled by the British or French relationships.

Creek neutrality in terms of their European neighbors did not result in a colonial peace, however. Instead, the Creeks fought several wars with their Cherokee and Choctaw neighbors in the colonial period.

The Creeks fought two wars with the Cherokees. The first took place during the Yamasee War, and the other occurred in the 1740s and early 1750s. These wars resulted from conflicts over hunting grounds and attempts to conquer each other’s territory. The Creeks also fought a series of bloody wars with the Choctaws (ca. 1702–1776). The conflicts began as reciprocal slave raids and as extensions of the French-English rivalry in the region. These slave raids were often encouraged by European neighbors. In 1711, for example, the English armed more than 1,000 Creek warriors as they marched on their French-Choctaw enemy.

Hostilities between the Creeks and Choctaws were the most severe after the French and Indian War (1754–1763). When the British called for a congress at Augusta to establish the postwar order, the Creeks sought to exclude their longtime Choctaw enemies. The English provided guns and ammunition to both sides in the ensuing war, and the Creeks and Choctaws remained at arms until the American Revolutionary War, during which some—but not all—Creeks sided with the British. Thereafter, the Creeks had to contend with the new State of Georgia and the U.S. government, neither of which had much regard for former treaties or Creek land rights.

In the early 19th century, continued white encroachment onto Creek lands threatened to boil over into open warfare. By 1810 or so, most Creeks were split on how to deal with white encroachment: the Upper Creeks, or Red Sticks, favored war, while the Lower Creeks, or White Sticks, sought accommodation. The War of 1812 provided the perfect pretext for the Red Sticks, now allied with Shawnee chief Tecumseh’s confederacy, to go on the offensive. In January 1813, a contingent of Red Sticks took part in a battle with U.S. forces at the Raisin River; the Americans were badly mauled there. That August, Red Eagle commanded some 1,000 Red Stick warriors in an attack on Fort Mims, resulting in the deaths of hundreds of white settlers. By then the Creek War was in full swing, and Major General Andrew Jackson was charged with defeating the Red Stick Creeks and their allies. Sporadic warfare ensued until the Battle of Horseshoe Bend in March 1814, in which the Native Americans were convincingly defeated.

Jackson imposed upon the Creeks—both hostile and allied alike—the punitive Treaty of Fort Jackson (Horseshoe Bend), signed on August 9, 1814. The agreement compelled the Creeks to surrender some 23 million acres of their land to the U.S. government, which would then be opened to white settlers. In 1836 as part of the 1830 Indian Removal Act, the Creeks—along with the Choctaws, Chickasaws, Cherokees, and Seminoles—were relocated by force to Indian Territory (Oklahoma). The resulting Trail of Tears was catastrophic to all involved, and the Creeks lost 3,500 people (out of a total of 15,000) during the forced march and relocation. Today, most surviving Creeks continue to reside in Oklahoma, but a small number remain in Georgia, Alabama, and Florida.
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Creek War

Start Date: 1813

End Date: 1814

A civil war between the Lower Creeks (mainly White Sticks) and the militant Red Stick faction of the Upper Creeks. The United States became involved in the conflict and sided with the White Sticks. The Creek intertribal disagreement over their relationship to the United States caused a major division within the Creek Nation. The Americans became involved in the war with the Battle of Burnt Corn Creek on July 17, 1813, and the ensuing massacre at Fort Mims on August 30. In this sense, the Creek War may also be seen as an integral part of the War of 1812.

Creek reactions to U.S. encroachment onto their lands, along with the U.S. government’s efforts to “civilize” the Creeks, tore the nation into two factions. Located in present-day northern and central Alabama and southern Georgia, Creek territory was prime land for growing cotton, a highly prized crop. The faction that stridently opposed further American cultural and territorial aggrandizement was the Red Sticks, apparently so-named because they painted their war clubs red. By 1813, the Red Sticks under Chief Red Eagle (William Weatherford) were receiving support from the British, then at war with the United States, and the Spanish, officially neutral but still willing to sell arms and supplies. The White Sticks under Chief William McIntosh believed that the best course for the Creeks to follow was to work with the United States.

The Red Sticks had gained additional impetus from their interactions with the dissident Shawnee chief Tecumseh. Tecumseh had been working to convince the various tribes that their only chance of survival was to resist further settlement through a Pan-Indian alliance. Traveling throughout various Native American lands, he visited the Creeks in 1811. Tecumseh’s visit helped to fuel yearnings to return to the old ways by some of Creeks, who eventually became the Red Sticks.

Open fighting between the two sides broke out in 1813 when a Red Stick war party was ambushed by a White Stick party. The White Sticks captured the Red Stick leader and executed him. The United States entered the war on July 27, 1813, with the Battle of Burnt Corn Creek. An Alabama Militia unit intercepted a group of Red Sticks returning from Pensacola, Florida, where they had received weapons and ammunition from the British and Spanish. The militia unit, commanded by Colonel James Caller, found the Red Sticks encamped near the Burnt Corn Creek and surprised them on July 27 about 90 miles north of Pensacola. Winning an initial easy victory, the militia did not pursue the Indians, who then rallied and counterattacked, routing the militia and recapturing their supplies. The militia suffered 2 dead and 15 wounded. Creek losses in the encounter are unknown.

On August 30, 1813, the Red Sticks launched a retaliatory strike on Fort Mims, where the Alabama militia was stationed. The fort, to which a number of civilians had fled, was about 25 miles southwest of the Burnt Corn Creek battlefield. The commander of the fort, Major Daniel Beasley, had failed to heed warnings that a Red Stick war party was nearby and took no precautions to secure the fort. The Creeks gathered information about the fort and determined its weaknesses. On perceiving that one of the fort’s gates was left open, the Red Sticks launched a surprise attack, overran the fort quickly, and killed almost all of the inhabitants of the fort, including women and children. As many as 500 people died, while only 36 escaped.

The U.S. response to the Fort Mims Massacre was swift and strong. The U.S. government dispatched forces under Major General Andrew Jackson to the area. Jackson commanded 5,000 Tennessee militia and several hundred Cherokee, Choctaw, Chickasaw, and White Stick allies.

On November 3, 1813, a detachment from Jackson’s force ambushed a group of Red Sticks at Tallushatchee, Alabama. The Red Sticks suffered 186 killed, including women and children, while U.S. losses were 5 killed and 41 wounded. Later in the month, the White Sticks asked Jackson to attack the Red Sticks who were laying siege to the White Stick village at Talladega. Moving quickly, Jackson launched his attack on November 9, 1813. Jackson estimated Red Stick strength at some 1,080 warriors. Despite the large number of Indians, Jackson won another resounding victory. At the end of the battle, the Americans counted 290 dead Red Sticks for U.S. losses of 15 killed and 85 wounded.

Jackson spent the remainder of the year hunting down the Red Sticks, training his men, and seeking to hold his undersupplied force together. The enlistment period for many of the volunteers was coming to an end, and a large number wished to return home. Jackson was also beginning to experience acute supply problems. At the beginning of 1814, however, Jackson received replacement volunteers and 600 U.S. regulars of the 39th U.S. Infantry.

In March 1814, Jackson moved his force against the Creek encampment at Horseshoe Bend along the Tallapoosa River in Alabama, where the Red Sticks had built a fortified encampment. Jackson advanced toward the camp with 2,000 infantry, 700 cavalry and mounted rifleman, and 600 native allies (500 Cherokees and 100 White Stick Creeks). There were about 1,000 warriors and 300 women and children at the Red Stick camp.

The Battle of Horseshoe Bend occurred on March 27, 1814. Jackson’s men arrived in front of the native encampment to find it protected by a barricade of logs and earth at least eight feet in height with firing ports. Jackson sent his native allies and most of his cavalry around the camp on the other side of the river to prevent the Red Sticks from escaping or being reinforced. This force eventually helped support the main attack by crossing the river and moving against the encampment from the rear.

The attack on the barricade proved to be difficult, but Jackson’s troops were eventually able to breach it at bayonet point. This action and the attack from the rear led the Red Sticks defenders, who had resisted fiercely up to that point, to attempt to flee. They had little success. Red Stick loses in the battle were 557 killed and 400 warriors captured. Most of the women and children were also taken and turned over to Jackson’s native allies. Jackson lost 32 killed and 99 wounded among his own troops. Cherokee losses were 18 killed and 36 wounded. The allied White Sticks lost 5 dead and 11 wounded. Although it would be several months before the Creek War officially ended, the Battle of Horseshoe Bend broke the back of Red Stick resistance.

Georgia Militia forces under the command of Brigadier General John Floyd also undertook action against the Red Sticks, albeit in a somewhat haphazard and ineffective manner. The end of November 1813 saw Georgia forces attack the Red Stick village of Autosse. The assault was a success, and the Red Sticks were scattered from their village stronghold with losses estimated at 200 dead. Floyd’s forces suffered 11 dead and 54 wounded. But on January 29, 1814, the Red Sticks attacked Floyd’s position at Calibee Creek (in eastern Alabama) and inflicted heavy casualties. As many as 22 Georgians died, and another 140 were wounded; the Red Sticks lost 37 warriors. While Floyd’s men successfully held off the Red Sticks, the general saw the attack as a defeat and withdrew. The Georgians would not launch any subsequent attacks during the remainder of the war. The Mississippi militia under Brigadier General Ferdinand L. Claiborne also had success, storming the village of Ecanachaca on December 23, 1813, and nearly killing Weatherford in the process. All told, the Creeks fought bravely but could not sustain the casualties inflicted by their better-armed opponents. Toward the end of hostilities, the fugitive Weatherford boldly strode into Jackson’s camp and placed himself at his mercy; Jackson was so nonplussed by this act of courage that he pardoned the chief.

The Creek Nation was to pay dearly for its miscalculation by the Red Sticks. In August 1814, Jackson called all Creek leaders to a meeting at Fort Jackson (near Watumpka, Alabama) to negotiate a treaty ending the war. The only Creek leaders who attended, however, were the White Stick leaders, who were shocked to learn the terms of the treaty. It demanded 23 million acres of Creek land, about half of all their land, along with 4 million acres from the Cherokees. This land was to come not just from the defeated Red Sticks but also from the Native Americans allied with the United States during the war.

White Stick complaints had no effect on Jackson, who blamed the White Sticks as much as the Red Sticks for the war. Indeed, Jackson told the White Sticks that they should have prevented the conflict and that because they had not, they were equally culpable. Knowing that their only alternative to signing the treaty was to face war with the United States, White Stick and Cherokee chiefs signed the Treaty of Fort Jackson (Horseshoe Bend) on August 9, 1814. A major obstacle to white migration in the Deep South had been successfully eliminated.
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Crillon, Count Edward de

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: Unknown

French con man. Virtually nothing is known about the circumstances of birth or the early years of Paul-Emile Soubiron, also known as Count Edward de Crillon. In early 1812, he sold documents to President James Madison purporting to reveal a Federalist-British plot to detach New England from the United States. At the time Soubiron, a man of many disguises and aliases, was wanted by French emperor Napoleon I’s secret police. In 1811, pretending to be Crillon, he met a British agent named John Henry who had conducted espionage in New England in 1809 and “discovered” a Federalist willingness to join the British, thereby destroying the Union. British officials, knowing that Henry’s documents were valueless, refused to pay him for his services.

In 1812, a disgruntled Henry offered his bogus information to Madison, using his new friend Crillon as an intermediary. Crillon glibly convinced Madison, who wanted Congress to vote for military preparations against Britain, to pay Henry the entire secret service fund of $50,000 for the documents. Secretary of State James Monroe added an additional $5,000. Using Henry’s information, Madison claimed that the Federalists were disaffected intriguers.

Not surprisingly, the Federalists reacted indignantly. Crillon and Henry were supposed to split the proceeds, but the former swindled the latter out of his share by selling him an imaginary château in Gascony. When a visiting foreigner exposed Crillon as a swindler and a liar, Madison, embarrassed, made amends with the Federalists. Soubiron challenged the foreigner who revealed his treachery to a duel but was refused because he allegedly lacked the pedigree to be shot at. Henry meanwhile departed for France on March 9, 1812. Soubiron, following in May, was arrested in Bayonne and was last heard from in 1816. Nothing certain is known of his fate.
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Crittenden, John Jordan

Birth Date: September 10, 1786

Death Date: July 23, 1863

Kentucky lawyer and politician. John Jordan Crittenden was born in Woodford, Kentucky, on September 10, 1786, where he attended local schools before graduating from William and Mary College in 1807. Having studied law, Crittenden opened a lucrative practice in western Kentucky, but he was soon drawn into the arena of state politics. In 1811 he was elected to the state House of Representatives and served without interruption in that body for six consecutive terms, rising to the position of Speaker of the House in 1815 and 1816.

A Democratic Republican, Crittenden fully supported the War of 1812. In 1812 he briefly served as an aide to Brigadier General Samuel Hopkins when the latter led 2,000 mounted volunteers against hostile Native Americans in the Illinois Territory. In 1813 when Kentucky governor Isaac Shelby mobilized volunteer troops whom he himself would lead, Crittenden joined Shelby’s force, seeing action in the American victory at the Battle of the Thames on October 15, 1813. Crittenden’s performance earned praise from both Shelby and Major General William H. Harrison.
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Kentucky political leader John J. Crittenden was convinced that only war could stop British encouragement of Indian agitation in the Old Northwest. Crittenden led Kentucky volunteers against the Indians in 1812 and took part in the expedition that led to the Battle of the Thames in 1813. (Library of Congress)

After the war Crittenden entered national politics, winning election to the U.S. Senate in 1817, where he served 2 years before returning to Kentucky in 1819. After a 10-year hiatus, Crittenden returned to state politics as a leader of the conservative faction. He became a leading Whig because he was not able to abide by the Andrew Jackson and Martin Van Buren administrations. Crittenden cast his lot with William Henry Harrison in 1840. Over the course of the next 15 years, Crittenden remained active in national politics, returning to the U.S. Senate and serving as U.S. attorney general during the Harrison and Millard Fillmore administrations.

While hardly an abolitionist, Crittenden did everything in his power to preserve the Union prior to the American Civil War. With the secession crisis moving quickly to a crisis in late 1860, Crittenden advanced a serious compromise to the sectional impasse that December. The so-called Crittenden Plan would have preserved the institution of slavery, permanently enshrining the Missouri Compromise line to the Pacific Ocean. The plan failed to garner adequate support, however.

When the country finally erupted in war in 1861, Crittenden remained loyal to the Union, but political prominence did not protect his family from the divisions manifest in many of the border states. Crittenden had two sons, both rising to the rank of major general, one serving the Confederacy while the other fought for the Union. Crittenden remained active in politics, dying unexpectedly on July 23, 1863, at Frankfort, Kentucky.

Jeffery B. Cook
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Crockett, David

Birth Date: August 17, 1786

Death Date: March 6, 1836

Soldier, frontiersman, politician, and frontier folk hero. David (“Davy”) Crockett was born into a poor frontier family on August 17, 1786, in Greene County in eastern Tennessee. He only rarely attended school and was hired out by his father in 1798 to help on a cattle drive to Virginia. Crockett made his way back to Tennessee but soon was off again on his own.

Crockett moved to middle Tennessee in 1811 and then moved his family to Franklin County, near the border with the Mississippi Territory. Crockett proved to be a poor farmer, but he was an excellent hunter. In 1813 he joined the Tennessee Militia units headed to Alabama following the Battle of Fort Mims during the Creek War. Crockett participated in the militia’s campaign under Major General Andrew Jackson against the Red Stick Creeks and was present at the Battle of Tallushatchee on November 2, 1813. However, Crockett served primarily as a scout and guard for the horse herds and saw little combat. After his first enlistment expired, he returned home. In the late summer of 1814, Crockett enlisted again and spent the autumn with Jackson at Pensacola.

After the war Crockett was elected a lieutenant in the 32nd Militia Regiment of Franklin County. In 1817 he moved to Lawrence County, Tennessee. Crockett soon established himself there and was appointed justice of the peace. He apparently used stories about his exploits in the war against the Creeks to enhance his reputation. He was elected colonel of the 57th Militia Regiment in 1818, and in 1821 he was elected to the state legislature.

Although Crockett lacked formal schooling, he was not as illiterate as the public image that he had created. He established himself as a supporter of settlers’ rights on public lands. He won reelection in 1823 but was defeated in 1825.

In 1827 Crockett was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives. He soon became a noted member of the House, thanks to his backwoods persona. Strangers called him “Davy,” a name appropriate to that image. Crockett’s support for settlers’ rights, for the Bank of the United States, and against Indian removal brought him into conflict with President Andrew Jackson. The anti-Jackson faction, later to become the Whig Party, took interest in Crockett as a potential national candidate. He was reelected to the House in 1829 but was defeated in 1831. With the Whigs’ support, Crockett won reelection in 1833.
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Famed Tennessee frontiersman, later politician, David (“Davy”) Crockett took part in the Creek War of 1813–1814. He died at the Battle of the Alamo in March 1836 for the cause of Texas independence. (BiographicalImages.com)

In 1833 a book of frontier stories titled Sketches and Eccentricities of Colonel David Crockett of West Tennessee made its appearance. Supposedly written by Crockett, it was in fact ghostwritten by an anonymous Whig and was enormously popular. The book made Crockett into a folk hero. Although Crockett probably supplied many of the stories, he was apparently embarrassed by the extent to which the truth was bent. He then wrote, with help, his own autobiography, titled A Narrative of the Life of David Crockett of the State of Tennessee. Published in 1834, the book could be viewed as a campaign biography for a future run for the presidency. Crockett spent a month traveling through the Northeast to promote the book and to make himself known to voters.

Crockett’s opposition to Jackson ultimately led to his political demise, and he was defeated in the election of August 1835. On November 1, 1835, he and a small party left for Texas to seek their fortunes. In early February 1836 he arrived in San Antonio, where he joined the garrison of the Alamo. He died there on March 6, 1836, during the Battle of the Alamo when Mexican forces under General Antonio López de Santa Anna attacked the fort. Crockett’s frontiersman reputation long survived him; he remains an iconic part of American frontier mythology to this day.

Tim J. Watts
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Croghan, George

Birth Date: November 15, 1791

Death Date: January 8, 1849

U.S. Army officer. George Croghan was born near Louisville, Kentucky, on November 15, 1791, into a politically well-connected family. After graduating from the College of William and Mary in 1810, he joined Indiana governor William Henry Harrison’s force as an aide and was present at the November 7, 1811, Battle of Tippecanoe. Upon the intercession of Harrison, Croghan received a captain’s commission in the regular army at the start of the War of 1812.

Crogan served first at Fort Defiance and then at Fort Meigs and was promoted to major in early 1813. Early that summer, Harrison tasked Croghan with the command of Fort Stephenson, situated along Ohio’s Lower Sandusky River. He had with him a small garrison of some 160 men.

Meanwhile, British brigadier general Henry Procter, leading a force of some 2,000 men, including warriors under Tecumseh, attempted to capture Fort Meigs but was repulsed. Procter’s next target became Fort Stephenson upon the urging of Tecumseh. Major General William H. Harrison, now leading forces in the northern Midwest, instructed Croghan to abandon his position and torch the stronghold if the British arrived with artillery. Harrison’s force, numbering 800, then took up a position at Fort Seneca, about 10 miles from Fort Stephenson. Once in place, Harrison sent another dispatch to Croghan, ordering him to abandon his position at once.

By the time Croghan received this second communication, Tecumseh’s force was already lurking nearby Fort Stephenson. Croghan informed Harrison that abandonment was no longer an option and that he would stay and fight. Harrison seethed at Croghan’s insubordination and alerted Croghan that he would be relieved of command. When Croghan received this news, he traveled to Fort Seneca to persuade his mentor to permit him to stay at Fort Stephenson; Harrison reluctantly agreed.

On July 31, Procter’s force approached Fort Stephenson, planning to assault it with some 400 regulars and allied warriors. In preparation for the attack, Croghan had already reinforced weak points in the fort’s defenses and the most likely avenues of attack. He also placed his one artillery piece, an old 6-pounder, at the redoubt’s weakest point and camouflaged it so that the attackers would not see it until they were within its range.

Procter demanded Croghan’s surrender on August 1; Croghan rejected it. At 5:00 p.m., Procter began his assault on Fort Stephenson. As the soldiers stormed the redoubt, Croghan’s men opened deadly artillery fire from the hidden gun, causing many casualties. When the fight was over, the British and Indians had suffered 100 dead or wounded, while Croghan suffered only 1 casualty. Procter promptly withdrew, and Croghan’s stand became lionized throughout the country.

Croghan was brevetted lieutenant colonel for his stand at Fort Stephenson, but the remainder of his wartime career was less than stellar. On August 4, 1814, he led a failed assault against Fort Mackinac on Mackinac Island during a poorly planned and executed expedition. After the war he remained in the army until force reductions prompted him to resign his commission. He later rejoined the army and served as inspector general before accompanying Brigadier General Zachary Taylor’s army into northern Mexico in the summer of 1846 during the Mexican-American War. Croghan saw no significant action there, however, and returned to the United States late that same year. He died in New Orleans on January 8, 1849.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Croker, John Wilson

Birth Date: December 20, 1780

Death Date: August 10, 1857

British politician and essayist who served as first secretary of the British Admiralty during the War of 1812. Born in Galway, Ireland, on December 20, 1780, John Wilson Croker graduated from Trinity College, Dublin, in 1800. He then read for the law and commenced a successful legal practice through which he developed important political connections that allowed him to enter the House of Commons in 1807 as a Tory. He quickly made a name for himself as a skilled orator, and by 1809 he had accepted the post of first secretary of the Admiralty, which he retained for the next 22 years.

Croker worked closely with the first lord of the Admiralty and the Admiralty Board, handling the Admiralty’s day-to-day business, managing the various clerks who drafted innumerable documents, and signing orders in the name of the Admiralty. Croker developed a near-encyclopedic understanding of the Royal Navy, paying particular attention to its financial management. As a rule, the secretary of the Admiralty was a member of the House of Commons. Croker held the seat for Downpatrick; however, he lost this seat in 1812. Because the newly formed government under Robert Jenkinson, second Earl of Liverpool, decided to retain Croker as secretary, they found a seat for him from Athlone that he held throughout the War of 1812.

Croker played an important role during the War of 1812. He worked closely with the first lord of the Admiralty, Robert Saunders Dundas, second Viscount Melville. Orders for British naval officers were heavily influenced by Croker’s decisions and intentions. He had initially boasted that the impudent Americans would be taught a severe lesson, but the loss of three British frigates in 1812 followed by merchant ship losses led to severe attacks on Liverpool’s government. In parliamentary debates, however, Croker parlayed his knowledge of the Royal Navy, his legal background, and his keen intellect to dismantle the attacks. In addition, he frequently employed the press, at times making use of privileged knowledge from the Admiralty, to snipe at opponents.

Although Croker remained secretary until 1830, his true ambition was writing. While serving as secretary, he published regularly but often anonymously; however, his political duties took time away from his more favored pursuits. He retained many government connections after leaving the Admiralty, but writing became his primary occupation until his death on August 10, 1857, in West Molesey, England.
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Crooks, James

Birth Date: April 15, 1778

Death Date: March 2, 1860

Upper Canada militia officer. James Crooks was born on April 15, 1778, in Kilmarnock, Scotland, and journeyed to America in 1791 to work for his half brother Francis, who owned a store near Fort Niagara. By 1796, Crooks had moved to the town of Niagara and had joined his brother William in the merchant trade. They became millers and brewers and shipped goods among the Great Lakes ports. Profiting from their contracts with British military posts, they received as grants or purchased large tracts of land. Crooks was the local postmaster for a period and had married the daughter of an United Empire Loyalist. In 1810 the Crooks brothers paid for the construction of a small schooner, the Lord Nelson, launched at Niagara the following May.

Crooks obtained an ensigncy in the 1st Lincoln Regiment of militia in 1794, and by 1807 he had risen to the rank of captain. On June 5, 1812, the U.S. Navy brig Oneida, commanded by Lieutenant Melancthon Woolsey, seized the Lord Nelson on the grounds that its captain had violated trade restrictions. A month later, Crooks was actively involved in commanding one of the flank companies of militia raised by British major general Isaac Brock to help defend the Niagara River border.

Crooks was at Niagara on the morning of October 13 when the Americans crossed the river at Queenston, and he assembled with his men at Fort George. When it was learned that Brock had been killed, Major General Roger Sheaffe ordered most of the force at Fort George to Queenston. Crooks and his company joined that march and in the afternoon participated in Sheaffe’s successful counterattack on the American position on Queenston Heights.

The Battle of Queenston Heights appears to have Crooks’s only action in the war. He remained on duty through the early months of 1813 but moved his family to a safer residence before the Americans captured Fort George on May 27. He also evaded capture by the Americans, who detained a number of the leading citizens in and around Niagara and imprisoned them.

After the war Crooks’s prominence as a successful merchant rose while he also acquired a number of civil appointments and was elected to the legislative assembly. He and his brother filed a claim against the seizure of their schooner, which the U.S. Navy had purchased and refitted as the gunboat Scourge. Along with the schooner Hamilton, it sank off present-day St. Catharines, Ontario, during a sudden storm on August 8, 1813. The claim was not settled until 1927, and the U.S. government finally paid nearly $16,000 to the Crooks brothers’ descendants.

Crooks died at his home near present-day Hamilton, Ontario, on March 2, 1860.

Robert Malcomson
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Crysler’s Farm, Battle of

Event Date: November 11, 1813

Military engagement between U.S. and British forces fought along the St. Lawrence River on November 11, 1813, during an unsuccessful American campaign to capture Montreal. In October 1813, U.S. secretary of war John Armstrong, commanding from Sackets Harbor, New York, ordered his generals to march on Montreal, even though the campaign season was so late that the chances of seizing the town were slight. Major General James Wilkinson, commanding the eastern theater, was to lead 7,000 men from Sackets Harbor down the St. Lawrence River, while Major General Wade Hampton approached from Plattsburgh, New York, with 4,000 troops. British lieutenant general Sir George Prevost, governor of Lower Canada, was in overall command of British forces opposing the two American armies.

When Hampton began his march in mid-October, nearly 1,000 of his militiamen refused to cross into Canada, and Prevost quickly rushed troops to block his advance. On October 26, Hampton was defeated at the Battle of Châteauguay by British lieutenant colonel Charles M. De Salaberry, who led 1,500 men. Hampton then unceremoniously withdrew back onto U.S. soil and resigned his commission.

Meanwhile, Wilkinson advanced toward Montreal by water in mid-October. He was not sanguine about his chances of success. Falling sick, he ruminated about the possible necessity of surrendering his entire force, consumed quantities of laudanum, and lapsed into drug-induced stupors for extended periods.

By November 5 it was clear to the British that Montreal was Wilkinson’s objective. A British force of 800 men, led by Colonel Joseph W. Morrison, closed on the Americans from Kingston beginning on November 7 and by the evening of November 10 was closely shadowing Wilkinson’s advance. On November 11 at Crysler’s Farm, Wilkinson was determined to attack and drive off Morrison’s force. Too unwell to command in person, he ordered Brigadier General John P. Boyd to lead the attack.

Boyd, supported by 130 dragoons and two 6-pounder cannon, charged with 2,300 regulars against the British skirmishers. When he came upon the main British line, he divided his force, sending 1,300 men under Colonel Isaac Coles across open fields against the enemy while also ordering Brigadier General Robert Swartwout to make a flanking attack against the British left. These assaults were devastated by British defensive fire and were halted. The Americans then gradually departed the field.
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The British also repulsed another American attack force of 1,100 men led by Brigadier General Leonard Covington on the British right. Only now did American artillery come into play once Lieutenant Henry Knox Craig commenced firing his six 6-pounders. Morrison ordered a British attack on the American guns, but within the span of about 10 minutes 11 of 18 British officers were hit, and the attack failed. Finally, after two hours of fighting and to the disgust of many on the American side, Wilkinson ordered Boyd to retire. Although outnumbered 2.5 to 1, the British had held off the Americans through superior linear tactics and adroit fire discipline.

In the Battle of Crysler’s Farm, the British suffered 179 casualties: 22 killed, 148 wounded, and 9 missing. American casualties totaled 439: 102 killed, 237 wounded, and 100 taken prisoner. The next day, Wilkinson learned of Hampton’s earlier defeat and withdrawal. Using this as an excuse to call off his own advance on Montreal, Wilkinson went into winter quarters at French Mills, New York. The ambitious Montreal campaign had reached an ignominious end, plunging the American war effort to a new nadir.

Paul David Nelson
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Cumberland Island Expedition

Start Date: January 1815

End Date: March 1815

Cumberland Island, located at the mouth of the St. Marys River about 39 miles north of present-day Jacksonville, is one of a chain of barrier islands, known as the Sea Islands, extending from the middle of the South Carolina coast to the mouth of the St. Johns River, the boundary between Georgia and Florida. The islands separate the mainland of Georgia from the Atlantic Ocean. In the early 19th century, African American slaves constituted the vast majority of the island’s population. At the time, most worked on the sprawling plantation known as Dungeness, which was owned by Revolutionary War hero Nathanael Greene’s widow, Catharine.

On assuming command of the North American Station, in April 1814 Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane issued a proclamation directed at slaves in the United States in which he announced that African Americans who so wished could join the British forces or be relocated to live elsewhere in British North America or the Caribbean. On Cochrane’s orders, his subordinate Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn created a unit of runaway slaves, forming them into the first company of the Corps of Colonial Marines, which operated with British forces in the Chesapeake Bay area. Cochrane hoped thereby to weaken the plantation economy of the American South and perhaps enable the British to help secure control of the region.

When Cochrane initiated his Gulf Coast campaign at the end of 1814, he ordered Cockburn to carry out an initial diversionary action against the Georgia coast. At a minimum, he expected to prevent Georgia from sending troops to bolster U.S. Army forces under Major General Andrew Jackson at New Orleans. The admiral also hoped that Cockburn’s forces might eventually join his own in preparation for the upcoming campaign against New Orleans, Louisiana. The outcome of the Creek War (1813–1814), Major General Andrew Jackson’s capture of Pensacola, and the American rebuff of the British at Mobile removed this possibility, however.

Bad weather and shortages delayed the British expeditionary force, but on January 10, 1815, Cockburn arrived at Cumberland Island with the two third-rate ships of the line Albion and Dragon, four frigates, five smaller warships, and three transports and landed 1,500 troops there, including the detachment of newly raised Colonial Marines. On January 13 the British landed on the mainland and easily drove off the small American force manning a battery at Point Peter on the south bank at the mouth of the St. Marys River. The British then took and plundered the town of St. Marys. In the fighting, the British lost 3 killed and a like number wounded; Major Abraham Massias, the American commander, reported 1 dead, 4 wounded, and 9 missing.

Cockburn went on to take other islands along the coast, and his forces largely interdicted American coastal shipping. His operation did have the intended effect of halting the movement of Georgia volunteer and militia troops out of the state and directing them to the coast, but this came too late to accomplish the other British goals.

Cockburn established his headquarters at the Dungeness mansion on Cumberland Island and announced that all slaves there were free. Learning of events, many slaves from along the East Coast made their way to Cumberland Island and freedom. In all, 1,500 or more escaped slaves ultimately found refuge there.

Cockburn had planned to move against Savannah, Georgia’s largest and most important city, although Georgia brigadier general John Floyd had positioned some 2,000 men to defend the city. When Cockburn learned of the Treaty of Ghent ending the war, however, he evacuated Cumberland Island on February 17, 1815. The majority of the freed slaves were settled in Trinidad, where their descendants still live.
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Dacres, James Richard

Birth Date: August 22, 1788

Death Date: December 4, 1853

Royal Navy officer. James Dacres was born at Lowestoft in Suffolk, England, on August 22, 1788. His father was a captain in the Royal Navy, and Dacres entered that service in his father’s ship, the 64-gun Sceptre, in 1796 as a volunteer. Dacres was rated a midshipman in 1800 and was subsequently assigned to a series of warships, seeing some action off the coast of France. He was commissioned a lieutenant in November 1804.

Dacres served on the Jamaica Station as flag lieutenant to his father, who had risen to rear admiral in 1799. Dacres was promoted to commander in July 1805 and assumed command of the schooner Elk and then advanced to post captain in the 20-gun sloop Bacchante in January 1806. His ship was involved in a minor cutting-out expedition and capture of a small privateer.

Dacres returned to England in 1807 and went on half pay until March 1811, when he was assigned to command the frigate Guerriere, described by one of his biographers as “an old worn-old frigate.” Sent to the North America Station, the Guerriere came upon the U.S. frigate Constitution, under Captain Isaac Hull, on August 19, 1812. The resulting battle ended in a shocking defeat for the British. Battered beyond repair, the Guerriere was scuttled. Dacres, who was wounded by a musket ball in his back during the action, later went before a court-martial in Halifax but was absolved of any blame for the loss of his ship.

Dacres’s next assignment was in the frigate Tiber, which he kept until 1818. He did not go to sea again until given command of the 74-gun ship of the line Edinburgh in 1833 during four years in the Mediterranean. He attained rear admiral in 1838 and was made commander in chief at the Cape of Good Hope in 1845. Dacres rose to vice admiral in 1846. Returning from the Cape, he died at Tetbury in Gloucester, England, on December 4, 1853.
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Royal Navy captain James R. Dacres commanded the frigate Guerriere when it encountered and was defeated by the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution, under Captain Isaac Hull, in the North Atlantic on August 19, 1812. (Cirker, Hayward, ed., Dictionary of American Portraits, 1967.)
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Dale, Samuel

Birth Date: 1772

Death Date: May 24, 1841

Pioneer, soldier, and politician who was a significant figure on America’s southern frontier during the early 19th century. Born in Rockbridge County, Virginia, in 1772, Samuel Dale moved with his family to a farm near Greensborough, Georgia, in 1783, where they struggled to make a living. Dale’s parents both died when he was 20 years old, leaving him responsible for raising his seven siblings. He struggled on the farm for several years, during which time he periodically skirmished with the Creeks as part of a local militia unit.

In 1796 Dale moved to Savannah for several months, where he worked as a teamster and established his own hauling business. He then returned to his farm and began a successful career as a trader dealing in cattle, horses, hides, and tallow. The Creeks and Cherokees were among his top customers. As settlers from the Carolinas and Georgia began migrating to the recently established Mississippi Territory, Dale served as a scout, leading settlers into the wilderness and establishing himself as a first-rate guide. Not long afterward, the U.S. government hired Dale to guide American representatives involved in negotiations with Native American tribes in the region. Meanwhile, by 1810 Dale had moved to what became present-day Clarke County, Alabama.

In October 1811 Dale was present at a famous meeting during which the Shawnee chief Tecumseh made an impassioned plea to local Creeks to join a great Indian alliance against American western expansion. Dale warned the local Indian agent, Colonel Benjamin Hawkins, about Tecumseh’s plans, but Hawkins paid no heed.

Dale took part in a number of engagements during the Creek War as a militiaman and was wounded at the Battle of Burnt Corn on July 27, 1813, while serving under Colonel James Caller. The following November 12, Dale was involved in an altercation with Creeks on the Alabama River that made him a regional legend in the mold of Daniel Boone or Davy Crockett. As the story goes, Dale and three men under his command boarded a small canoe and attacked a party of nine Creek warriors in a larger boat in the middle of the Alabama. In fierce hand-to-hand combat fought completely on the water, Dale and his men killed all nine warriors as American witnesses cheered from the shore. The altercation became known simply as the Canoe Fight, and different versions of Sam Dale’s heroic encounter with the Creeks on the river circulated in the Deep South for generations. Dale subsequently campaigned with General Ferdinand L. Claiborne during the latter’s Econochaca expedition. In addition to fighting the Creeks, Dale also took part in the American victory over the British in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815.

After the War of 1812, Dale’s fame led him into politics, but he also saw action under Jackson again during the First Seminole War of 1816–1818. Dale served as a delegate to the 1816 convention that divided the Mississippi Territory into the present states of Mississippi and Alabama, and from 1817 to 1829 he served in the Alabama state legislature and as an officer in the state militia, rising to the rank of brigadier general. He later moved to Mississippi, where he also served in the state legislature. Dale died in Daleville, Mississippi, on May 24, 1841.

Ben R. Wynne
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Dallas, Alexander James

Birth Date: June 21, 1759

Death Date: January 16, 1817

Attorney, Democratic Republican politician, and secretary of the U.S. Treasury. Born in Kingston, Jamaica, on June 21, 1759, and educated in Scotland, Alexander James Dallas attended Edinburgh University before immigrating to the United States and settling in Philadelphia. A lawyer, Dallas first entered public service as secretary of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, serving from 1791 to 1801. During this time, he was also court reporter for both the U.S. Supreme Court and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, remaining in that position until 1807. During the Whiskey Rebellion, he briefly served an aide-de-camp to Governor Thomas Mifflin and as a paymaster for U.S. forces. In 1801 President Thomas Jefferson appointed Dallas the U.S. attorney for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, a position he held for 13 years.

After initially declining to serve in President James Madison’s cabinet earlier in the War of 1812, Dallas accepted the position of secretary of the treasury, succeeding George Washington Campbell at a time when the nation’s economy was in dire straits. Dallas took office on October 6, 1814, and served until October 21, 1816. He worked to repair the damage to the nation’s economic system and was a firm believer that the creation of a new national bank, modeled along the lines of Alexander Hamilton’s original Bank of the United States, would go a long way toward achieving this goal. Facing opposition in both Congress and the Madison administration, notably from Speaker of the House Langdon Cheves and Secretary of War James Monroe, Dallas proved to be inflexible when dealing with Congress and was unable to secure passage of a bank bill immediately after taking office. Instead, debate on the measure served to exacerbate fractures within Democratic Republican ranks.

With Dallas initially proving ineffective at the Treasury, Madison tasked him with drafting a pamphlet to be used to maintain support for the war and to appeal to European interests for assistance should the peace negotiations at Ghent break down. The successful conclusion of the war in December obviated the need for the pamphlet and eased the immediate financial crisis. Although a discouraged Dallas contemplated resigning his position, he remained in office.

In addition to his continuing duties at the Treasury, Dallas also served as interim secretary of war in 1815, following the conclusion of hostilities. He continued to champion the creation of a new national bank and finally achieved success in April 1816, when Congress approved the bank along the general lines that Dallas had proposed shortly after taking office.

Retiring from public service in October 1816 and before the Second Bank had become fully operational, Dallas resumed his law practice before his death on January 16, 1817, in Trenton, Jew Jersey.
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Dane, Nathan

Birth Date: December 29, 1752

Death Date: February 15, 1835

Lawyer and Federalist politician from Massachusetts. Nathan Dane was born in Ipswich, Massachusetts, on December 29, 1752. He graduated from Harvard College in 1778, read for the law, and commenced a law practice in Beverly, Massachusetts, in 1782. From 1782 to 1785 he served in the Massachusetts House of Representatives. During 1785–1888, Dane served in the Continental Congress. There he was primarily responsible for outlawing slavery in the Old Northwest Territory. During the ratification process for the Constitution of 1787, Dane was on record as initially opposing the process because it lacked sufficient support for safeguards of basic civil liberties. He later backed the Constitution once the Bill of Rights had been affixed to it.

After leaving Congress in 1788, Dane never returned to national politics except to be an elector in the election of 1812. He sat in the Massachusetts Senate during 1790–1791 and 1794–1797 and continued to practice law. By the early 1800s, Dane was an avowed Federalist, and he strongly opposed the War of 1812. On the other hand, he was not a radical, especially compared to other New England Federalists. In the late autumn of 1814, Dane was selected as a delegate to the Hartford Convention, where he repeatedly counseled against making radical demands of the federal government. He did not support talk of New England secession.

After the end of the war Dane eschewed public life, instead practicing law and authoring several textbooks on legal issues. Dane died in Beverly, Massachusetts, on February 15, 1835.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Moderate Massachusetts political leader Nathan Dane, a staunch Federalist, like so many New England politicans opposed the war with Great Britain. (Library of Congress)
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Dartmoor Massacre

Event Date: April 6, 1815

British massacre of American prisoners of war (POWs) at Dartmoor Prison located in Princetown, near Devonshire, England, on April 6, 1815. The first Americans captured in the war were held at Halifax, Canada, but soon prisoners taken at sea began to arrive in Britain. The first of these reached Dartmoor Prison in April 1813.

Dartmoor Prison was dark, damp, and rife with disease. The discipline meted out by the guards was harsh, and most of the prisoners received only enough food to avoid starvation. The prison became increasingly crowded as prisoner exchange cartels broke down, and by the end of the war, Dartmoor had received 5,542 American POWs. Of that number, 252 died while in captivity.

Representatives of the United States and Great Britain signed the Treaty of Ghent on December 24, 1814, formally ending the war. The treaty was formally ratified and went into effect on February 18, 1815. It included a provision for the immediate repatriation of all prisoners, but their release was delayed by a diplomatic argument over which nation should bear the costs for their sustenance. According to the POW exchange cartel of May 12, 1813, each nation bore the responsibility of paying the costs of its own citizens held by the enemy. The British argued that because they had issued hammocks, blankets, horse rugs, jackets, pants, vests, caps, and shoes to each prisoner, the prisoners should be held back from repatriation until the debt was paid. American commissioners presented similar bills to the British, and the financial negotiations stretched on for months.

American POWs in Dartmoor Prison knew that the war had ended and were aware of the repatriation clause of the treaty. They also reported that the amount of food issued in the prison decreased after the cessation of hostilities. Rumors of repatriation swept through the prison population, fueling the prisoners’ anger about their continued confinement. Part of this antipathy was directed toward the U.S. agent for prisoners, Reuben G. Beasley, who appears to have been lax in his duties. After repeated written protests failed to move British authorities, the prisoners decided to stage a protest within the prison.

The protest took place on April 6, 1815. Seeing thousands of furious, shouting prisoners, the poorly trained guards panicked and opened fire. The protest erupted into chaos as the prisoners attempted to escape the bullets. Seven were killed and 31 others were wounded by musket fire. The prisoners continued to be held in confinement until the end of the month, when the survivors were allowed to board ships and return to the United States. When word of the killings reached the United States, it provoked a major outpouring of rage. Eventually the British government agreed to pay restitution to the families of the dead and wounded prisoners, but the incident remained as a legacy of the poor treatment afforded American prisoners held by the British during the conflict.

Paul J. Springer
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Dartmoor Prison

British prison located in Princetown, near Devonshire, England, that became infamous during the War of 1812. During the conflict, from 1812 to 1815, Dartmoor held 5,542 American prisoners of war. Dartmoor Prison was constructed during 1806–1808 to hold prisoners taken in the Napoleonic Wars. Constructed to accommodate approximately 10,500 prisoners and 2,000 guards, the enormous prison was secured by an 18-foot-high wall that was a mile in circumference. The prison was located on a bleak and miserable moor, and the weather there was almost always damp and cold.

The majority of American prisoners held at Dartmoor during the War of 1812 were privateersmen who had been captured by the Royal Navy, but some were from the U.S. Navy. Many were American sailors who had been impressed into service in the Royal Navy before the War of 1812. When war began between the United States and Britain in 1812, the impressed sailors were given the option of joining the Royal Navy or spending the rest of the war in prison. Many chose the latter, as only 75 joined the ranks of the Royal Navy.

The prisoners often were often underfed, partly because of mismanagement but also because Reuben G. Beasley, the American agent sent to England to monitor their care, performed his job poorly. Prisoners could purchase additional supplies from English sutlers who visited the prison, but few had the means to do so. The guards also were poorly trained and meted out harsh treatment to the captives.

The most infamous incident at Dartmoor Prison took place after the War of 1812 had ended and while the Americans were awaiting repatriation. On April 6, 1815, in what became known as the Dartmoor Massacre, British guards opened fire on the prisoners. The guards, who claimed that the prisoners were trying to escape, killed 7 and wounded 31. At the time the incident took place, the prisoners were soon to be released. The massacre provoked outrage in the United States, and eventually the British government agreed to pay pensions to the families of the victims.

By mid-April 1815, American prisoners held at Dartmoor began to be released. Some 252 American prisoners died at Dartmoor of suicide, disease, starvation, and neglect of wounds, including those who died on April 6, 1815.

Jennifer Day Tope
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Davenport, Salusbury Pryce

See Humphreys, Salusbury Pryce

Dearborn, Henry

Birth Date: February 23, 1751

Death Date: June 6, 1829

Revolutionary War hero, congressman, secretary of war, and commander of the U.S. Army at the beginning of the War of 1812. Born on February 23, 1751, in North Hampton, New Hampshire, Henry Dearborn studied medicine with a physician and began his own medical practice in 1772. Following the April 1775 Battles of Lexington and Concord, Dearborn left his medical practice to fight against the British in the American Revolutionary War.

Selected as captain of a militia unit under Colonel John Stark, Dearborn fought in the Battle of Bunker Hill. He then took part in the expedition against Quebec, where he was taken prisoner. Paroled after six months in May 1776, he was formally exchanged in March 1777.

Back in service in 1777, Dearborn was commissioned a major in the 3rd New Hampshire Regiment and served with distinction in the Battles of Saratoga, winning commendation from Major General Horatio Gates and receiving a promotion to lieutenant colonel. Dearborn spent the winter of 1777–1778 with the Continental Army at Valley Forge. He saw action in the Battle of Monmouth Court House in 1778, winning commendation from Continental Army commander General George Washington. Dearborn participated in Major General John Sullivan’s campaign against the Iroquois in 1779. Appointed to Washington’s staff as deputy quartermaster general, Dearborn was with the army at Yorktown in 1781. He left the army in June 1783 as a colonel.

After the war Dearborn settled in present-day Maine, serving as U.S. marshal for that district. He was first a brigadier general (1787) and then a major general (1790) in the Massachusetts Militia. During 1793–1795 Dearborn represented Massachusetts in Congress, where he distinguished himself from the region’s Federalists, especially through his opposition to the 1794 Jay’s Treaty. Dearborn was rewarded in 1801, when President Thomas Jefferson selected him to serve as secretary of war, a post he held until 1809.

Dearborn purged outspoken Federalists and attempted to “Republicanize” the army. Ultimately Jefferson was able to appoint more than half of the officers of the army. Dearborn helped modernize American ordnance, introducing the Whitney musket with interchangeable parts and new gun carriages for a light artillery. He also helped carry out the establishment of the United States Military Academy at West Point, and he introduced a new highly centralized logistical system that did away with the position of quartermaster general (as required by the 1802 Military Peace Establishment Act). But on the whole, Dearborn embraced his party’s disdain for military expense and all the detrimental effects that this wielded on the army. Although hardly Dearborn’s fault, the military establishment that President James Madison inherited was thus ill-prepared for conducting a war.

Near the end of his second term, President Jefferson granted Dearborn’s request for a new post, and he became collector of customs at Boston. As war with Britain loomed early in 1812, Madison appointed Dearborn commander of the army, as senior major general. Having grown heavy and cautious with age, the old war hero set about trying to secure his command. Making his headquarters at Albany, he enjoyed little success trying to coordinate the militias. Federalist New England was steadfastly opposed to the Democratic Republican call for war.

Following the American declaration of war in June 1812, the president approved a three-pronged plan for attack, largely formulated by Dearborn. This called for the capture of Montreal, accompanied by offensive operations along the Niagara and Detroit frontiers. Interestingly, while preparing for these campaigns, Dearborn negotiated with the British, who patiently hoped to forestall fighting. In fact, he signed an armistice on August 9, 1812, with Canadian governor in chief Sir George Prevost, only to have the agreement rejected by the Madison administration.

Dearborn’s plan for the invasion of Canada soon proved a complete and costly failure. The inept Brigadier General William Hull surrendered Detroit and his entire command in August 1812. Previously, Hull had insisted that Fort Dearborn at present-day Chicago be evacuated, as its defense was supposedly untenable following the capture of faraway Fort Mackinac. Although well stocked and with threatening Native Americans nearby, Fort Dearborn’s command followed orders and marched into attack and massacre. Hull later was tried in a military court presided over by Dearborn and was condemned to death but pardoned by Madison. Thereafter, Hull spent the remainder of his life trying to fix blame upon Dearborn for the terrible mistakes he himself had made.

Dearborn no doubt does deserve some culpability for the fall of Detroit as well as for the defeat at Niagara, where in October 1812 nearly 1,000 troops under Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer were trapped and surrendered on Canadian territory. Dearborn failed to coordinate his own Montreal campaign adjacent to the offensives farther west. His long delay did little to prevent the British from concentrating their limited resources against the commands of Hull and Van Rensselaer. Dearborn finally reached Plattsburgh, New York, in November 1812 with more than 6,000 men at his disposal. A contingent of his soldiers crossed the Canadian border and skirmished with the British. In the ensuing darkness, confused American troops fired upon each other. Worse, as happened at Niagara, the militia refused to enter Canadian territory. Dearborn then withdrew his entire army in an action characterized by one contemporary as a “miscarriage, without even heroism of disaster.”

Dearborn’s battlefield record was now badly tarnished, but the administration retained him in command. The following year he achieved some minor successes at York and Fort George before being forced to step down from command of the army in July 1813 in the wake of the disaster at Beaver Dams. Major General James Wilkinson replaced him. Madison tried to secure Dearborn’s return as secretary of war, but the Senate rejected the nomination. In June 1814 Dearborn assumed command of New York’s coastal defenses. He was honorably discharged from the army on June 15, 1815.

Dearborn spent his last years in prominence and luxury, thanks to a financially advantageous marriage in 1813. Among other notables, at his Massachusetts mansion he lavishly entertained the Marquis de Lafayette and President James Monroe. Dearborn’s last public service was for the Monroe administration as minister plenipotentiary to Portugal (1822–1824). Dearborn died in Roxbury, Massachusetts, on June 6, 1829.

Jeffrey W. Dennis
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Decatur, Stephen, Jr.

Birth Date: January 5, 1779

Death Date: March 22, 1820

U.S. Navy captain. Born on January 5, 1779, at Sinepuxent, Maryland, the son of a highly successful privateer captain of the American Revolutionary War and later U.S. Navy captain of the Quasi-War, Stephen Decatur was raised in Philadelphia and briefly attended the University of Pennsylvania before securing a warrant as midshipman in the navy on April 30, 1798. Assigned to the frigate United States, he served in that ship under Captain John Barry during the 1798–1800 Quasi-War with France and was promoted to lieutenant on May 21, 1799.

In May 1801 Decatur joined the Mediterranean Squadron in the frigate Essex, and in August 1802 he transferred to the frigate New York. In May 1803 he was ordered to Boston to supervise the fitting out of the brig Argus, which he then commanded on its passage to the Mediterranean, taking command there of the schooner Enterprise that November. The United States was then at war with Tripoli, and in December Decatur’s Enterprise captured the Tripolitan ketch Matisco, which was taken into the U.S. Navy as the Intrepid.

On February 16, 1804, in a daring mission, Lieutenant Decatur sailed the Intrepid into Tripoli Harbor and there destroyed the captured U.S. frigate Philadelphia. The operation was carried out without losing a single man. This celebrated act made Decatur an American hero and, on the recommendation of Commodore Edward Preble, brought promotion to captain with date of rank of February 16, 1804. At age 25, Decatur became the youngest captain in the history of the U.S. Navy.

During the American squadron’s attack on Tripoli on August 3, 1804, Decatur commanded a gunboat division. During the ensuing engagement with Tripolitan gunboats, Decatur learned that a Tripolitan captain had shot and killed his younger brother James after having surrendered his gunboat to the American lieutenant. With only 10 men in an American gunboat, Decatur sought out and boarded the offending Tripolitan boat. While Decatur fought with the gunboat’s captain, a Tripolitan sailor tried to strike him from behind. Reuben James, one of Decatur’s sailors, stepped forward and took the blow, saving him. Decatur then shot the Tripolitan dead. In the fighting, 24 Tripolitans were killed, while the Americans suffered only 4 wounded. Decatur took two of the three Tripolitan gunboats captured that day.

Decatur then commanded in succession the frigates Constitution and Congress. He returned to the United States a hero in 1805. In June 1806 he was ordered to Newport, Rhode Island, to oversee gunboat construction. That December he was ordered to Norfolk, Virginia, on similar assignment. In late June 1807 he took command of the crippled frigate Chesapeake from Commodore James Barron after it had been fired into and disabled by the British ship Leopard on June 22, 1807. In the ensuing war scare with Britain, Decatur also assumed command of all gunboats in the Norfolk area. Decatur sat on Barron’s subsequent court-martial, which found that the latter had neglected to prepare the Chesapeake for action and suspended him from the service.

[image: image]

Captain Stephen Decatur Jr., the youngest man to hold that rank in U.S. Navy history, became a national hero for his role in the Tripolitan War. He was captain of the frigate United States when it took the British frigate Macedonian on October 8, 1812, the

At the start of the War of 1812 Decatur commanded a squadron centered on the frigate United States, and on October 8, 1812, he engaged and captured the British frigate Macedonian off the Azores in a 90-minute battle. Following repairs to the British ship, he returned with it to the United States. The Macedonian was the first British frigate captured by the Americans in the war, and it was incorporated into the service.

The British blockade of New London, Connecticut, prevented Decatur’s return to sea for two years. In May 1814 he took command of the frigate President and that July assumed command of all naval forces at New York. Ordered to sea with his squadron, he finally escaped in the President on the night of January 14, 1815. The frigate sustained damage on passing over the bar to clear New York Harbor, however, and the British blockading squadron, including the ship of the line Majestic, was able to chase down and capture Decatur’s ship the next day, following a running engagement in which Decatur’s ship bested the British frigate Endymion. His surrender of the President was the one blemish on Decatur’s otherwise distinguished career but only because he did not fight his ship to the last. Decatur was then briefly held prisoner in Bermuda.

In May 1815 following a U.S. declaration of war against Algiers, Decatur led a nine-ship American squadron to the Mediterranean, his flag in the frigate Guerriere. Arriving there before the Algerines learned of the U.S. decision for war, he took two Algerine warships and then dictated peace terms to that North African state in June. After ensuring that the other North African states would remain quiescent, he returned to the United States and in December 1815 become a member of the new three-man Board of Naval Commissioners.

A long-simmering feud with Captain James Barron led to a duel between the two men on March 22, 1820, at Bladensburg, Maryland. In the exchange of fire both men were wounded, Decatur mortally. He died that night in Washington, D.C.

One of the greatest of American naval heroes, Decatur was energetic, brave, and intensely patriotic. An extraordinarily effective leader, he treated his men fairly and led by example. As a commander, he demonstrated great strategic sense, a flair for timing, diplomatic skill, and firmness of purpose.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Declaration of War, U.S.

On June 1, 1812, President James Madison sent a message to Congress asking it for a declaration of war against Great Britain. On June 18, 1812, following a close but favorable vote, Madison signed the measure formally proclaiming a state of war.

By 1811 Madison, who did not want war with Britain, had come to believe that armed conflict was virtually inevitable. Beginning in 1808, an economic recession had particularly impacted the states of the South and Midwest. It was exacerbated by British and French restrictions on and actions against American transatlantic trade, fueling sentiment for war among many of the Republican War Hawks from the western and southern states. The president and the War Hawks professed to believe that Britain’s maritime policy was born not so much of wartime necessity as from a deliberate and intentional attempt to eliminate competition in trade from the United States.

Maritime causes were paramount. The United States found itself caught in the middle of war between Britain and France. British warships routinely stopped American merchant ships, often within sight of American ports, and captured seamen whom the British claimed to be British citizens and pressed them into service in the Royal Navy. While a number of these men so taken were indeed deserters from the Royal Navy, many others were not.

The second chief cause of the war was the British cabinet’s Orders in Council, designed to cut off trade by neutral nations with France. The results for the Americans were widespread seizures of American merchant shipping and a serious decline in trade that adversely affected the American economy. Another major cause for war was the belief held by many Americans that the British were stirring up the Native Americans in the Old Northwest Territory. Finally, some of the American War Hawks hoped to be able to absorb Canada. Attracted by cheap land, many Americans had already settled in Upper Canada, and American expansionists believed that taking Canada would be, in Thomas Jefferson’s words, “simply a matter of marching.”

On June 1, Madison sent his war message to Congress. It was a forceful presentation of the American position. Madison began by pointing out the British impressment of “thousands of American citizens.” He went on to accuse British warships of having hovered off the U.S. coasts and “wantonly spilt American blood with the sanctuary of our territorial jurisdiction.” Madison accused the British of plundering American commerce “in every sea” under a system of illegal blockade established by the Orders in Council. Madison also stressed that the British had rejected every American effort to negotiate a resolution to these issues. Finally, on much more shaky grounds, Madison accused the British of having aided the “savages on one of our extensive frontiers—a warfare which is known to spare neither age nor sex.”

The bill was reported on June 3. The U.S. House of Representatives debated Madison’s message for three days before voting for war by a margin of 79 to 49. Although there was no doubt as to the outcome—war fever had been building since 1807—the size of the no votes indicate the depth of opposition to war. The states of Kentucky, Ohio, and Tennessee voted 9 to 0 in favor of war, and Vermont voted 3 to 1 in favor. But the bulk of support for the measure came from the states of Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia, which voted 37 to 11 for war. Pennsylvania voted 16 to 2 in favor of war. It is thus surprising that the majority of the votes opposed to war came from the states of the Northeast, those states most affected by the very British maritime policies that Madison used to justify the war. The maritime commercial states of New York, New Jersey, and Delaware and all the New England states (except for Vermont) opposed the war by a count of 34 to 14.

Debate in the Senate was longer, more than two weeks. If the moderate Democratic Republicans (who had previously opposed war) had voted with the Federalists against the war, the motion would have been defeated. But partisan politics prevailed, and enough formerly dissatisfied Democratic Republican senators changed their position and voted for war. The final vote for war on June 17 was nonetheless close: only 19 to 13. Ironically, the Senate approved the declaration only a day after British foreign secretary Robert Stewart, Viscount Castlereagh, had announced that the Orders in Council would be withdrawn. Had there been a transatlantic cable in 1812, there would have been no war. The president signed the declaration of war on June 18, and on June 19 he proclaimed the existence of a state of war between the United States and Britain.

Stephen Burgess-Whiting and Spencer C. Tucker
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Declarations of War, British

Great Britain formally declared war on the United States via two Orders in Council—the first on October 13, 1812, and the second on January 9, 1813. These came several months after the American declaration of June 18, 1812.

In November 1806, Napoleon established the Continental System with the Berlin Decree, prohibiting French, allied, or neutral ships from trading with Britain. Britain countered with Orders in Council on November 11, 1807, prohibiting all trade with France and its allies, authorizing the blockade of French-controlled ports, and authorizing British warships to stop neutral ships to determine if they had stopped at a French-controlled port and to seize the ship if it had. Napoleon retaliated with the Milan Decree on December 18, 1807, which authorized French officials to seize ships that had stopped at British ports or paid British customs. Between 1803 and 1812, the British and French seized nearly 1,500 American ships. While citizens of the United States believed that both nations were violating their rights as a neutral nation, Americans particularly resented British policies and practices.

The U.S. government countered with its own economic sanctions against both European powers. However, the Embargo Act (1807), the Non-Intercourse Act (1809), and Macon’s Bill No. 2 (1810) ruined American overseas trade and caused significant economic hardship and resentment throughout New England but had little impact on British or French policies.

Because of the ongoing war with France, Britain had dramatically expanded the Royal Navy, which needed thousands more sailors. It obtained many of them through the forcible enrollment (impressment) of individuals in British cities and through deserters and alleged former British citizens who had become naturalized Americans and were found aboard American merchant ships.

Additionally, many Americans living west of the Appalachian Mountains believed that the British forts along the Canadian-U.S. border were supplying arms to hostile Indians who, in turn, attacked midwestern settlers. Many expansionist Americans also hoped to secure Canada.

In November 1811, President James Madison convened Congress to debate the deteriorating situation between the two countries. A badly divided Congress finally passed a declaration of war against Britain, which Madison signed on June 18, 1812. Unknown to Madison and Congress, however, Robert Stewart, Lord Castlereagh, British secretary of state for foreign affairs, had obtained the repeal of the Orders in Council two days earlier. Not until August 12, 1812, some 50 days after the declaration of war, did Madison receive word of the repeal of the orders, but he decided to continue the war because the British government still refused to cease impressing American sailors.

Meanwhile, on July 30, 1812, the British government received news that the United States had formally declared war on Britain. The British government did not, however, officially initiate hostilities at that time. Hoping that the United States would reverse its decision, the British government ordered the Royal Navy to ignore any actions of American privateers and allowed embargoed American ships in British ports to sail for American ports. Most of these ships arrived in the United States safely with their cargoes. Yet, on August 1, 1812, the British government prohibited British ships to sail except in convoys and forbade American ships from entering British ports.

Initially most Englishmen believed that the United States had made a mistake. But with combat on land and the successes of the U.S. Navy and American privateers during the course of the next several months, that attitude changed. The western Atlantic had become very dangerous to single British merchant ships, and the small American navy had inflicted a number of defeats on Royal Navy warships. Although many viewed the American navy with contempt, criticism in the British press mounted with each defeat.

On October 13, 1812, the British government issued another Order in Council. This decree, essentially a declaration of war against the United States, authorized British military forces to conduct general reprisals against the military forces, merchant shipping, and people of the United States. On January 9, 1813, the British government issued yet another proclamation that defended its position on the issues that had caused the war but expressed its feeling of friendliness and conciliation toward the United States. The war nevertheless continued into 1815.

Robert B. Kane
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Delaware

Small Mid-Atlantic state located in the northeastern quadrant of the Delmarva Peninsula. With an 1810 population of 72,674, Delaware is bordered by the Atlantic Ocean and the Delaware Bay to the east, Maryland to the south and west, and Pennsylvania and New Jersey to the north and east. Delaware encompasses just 2,044 square miles, making it the second-smallest state in the Union after Rhode Island.

In the early years of the 19th century, Delaware was a rural enclave, with agriculture still dominating much of the economy. The state’s two principal cities—Dover (the capital) and Wilmington—had a modest amount of light industry, but Delaware became famous as the home of the E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company, founded by Eleuthère Irénée du Pont de Nemours in 1802 on the banks of the Brandywine River just outside Wilmington. Indeed, the company proved to be Delaware’s greatest contribution to the war effort, providing more than 1 million pounds of gunpowder to the U.S. military between 1812 and 1815. The company exists to this day and is one of the world’s major chemical companies.

During the War of 1812, the state legislature was dominated by Federalists who did not support the war effort. This made Democratic Republican governor Joseph Haslet’s tenure a difficult one. The legislature was loath to provide adequate funding for the militia and fortifications, and only after much wrangling did Haslet exact from it legislation that enabled a 1,000-man militia force to be raised and raised $25,000 to equip it. Even then, Delaware’s defenses were meager and thin, particularly given its proximity to Maryland; Washington, D.C.; and the Chesapeake and Delaware Bays. There were frequent sightings of British warships in the Delaware Bay, which convinced the legislature in 1813 to approve funding for the construction of fortifications at New Castle and at the Rocks at Wilmington.

The only significant military action in the state occurred at Lewes, along the coast at the entrance to the Delaware Bay, where a British naval force demanded supplies and the town’s surrender. Haslet moved swiftly to mobilize militia there, and the town refused the British demands. The British bombarded the town on April 6, 1813, but caused no major damage. The British then withdrew.

When Federalist Rodney Daniel became governor in January 1814, he immediately demanded that the federal government fund all coastal defense operations and fortify Pea Patch Island off Delaware City, which was accomplished later that year. In August 1814 as the British ransacked Washington, D.C., and threatened nearby Baltimore, Rodney called upon Thomas Keane, an 80-year-old Revolutionary War hero, to help mobilize state defenses. After the British were rebuffed at Baltimore, the war scare in Delaware abated, and the coast did not come under any subsequent British harassment.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.

See also

Baltimore, Battle of; Du Pont de Nemours, Eleuthère Irénée; Haslet, Joseph; Rodney, Daniel; Washington, D.C., British Capture of

Further Reading


Hoffecker, Carol E. Democracy in Delaware. Wilmington, DE: Cedar Tree, 2004.

Martin, Roger A. A History of Delaware through Its Governors. Wilmington, DE: McClafferty, 1984.



Delawares

Native American group of the Algonquian linguistic family located, at the time of first European contact, in present-day Delaware, New Jersey, southeastern New York, and southeastern Pennsylvania. The Delawares (Lenni Lenapes) were one of the most influential groups of native peoples during the colonial period. Their history is inextricably tied with that of British and French colonization in North America.

From the early 17th century to the beginning of the American Revolutionary War, the Delawares engaged in trade, diplomacy, and warfare with the Swedes, the Dutch, the British, the French, and finally the nascent American nation. During the colonial period, the Delawares soon settled into a seasonal round of life in which they planted maize, beans, and squash in the spring; fished and clammed along the coast in the summer; and hunted in the autumn.

The most notable contacts between the Delawares and the Europeans began with the founding of Pennsylvania in the 1680s. Although William Penn, like other Englishmen, did not view natives as equals, he did believe that they should be dealt with fairly. Penn duly purchased lands from the Delawares and maintained peaceful relations with them. The era of peaceful dealings with Pennsylvania came to an end, however, when Penn’s heirs assumed control of the colony in the early 18th century. Relations became strained as the colony expanded and came to a head with the fraudulent land deal known as the Walking Purchase (1737). The majority of the Delawares eventually went west, beyond the Allegheny River and Monongahela River and into the Ohio Country.

During the 1754–1763 French and Indian War, the Delawares allied with the French against the British. The French promised the Delawares that they could regain their old lands, and so the western Delawares launched attacks on English settlements in western Pennsylvania and Virginia. Delaware warriors also participated in the 1755 Battle of the Monongahela that led to the defeat of a sizable British force. As the war went on, however, the French had difficulty supplying their Indian allies with weapons and trade goods. Thus, the Delawares sat out the later stages of the conflict.

The Delawares were split after 1763. With the beginning of the American Revolutionary War, many sided with the British. However, some sided with the Americans, becoming the first group of Indians to sign a treaty of alliance with the fledgling new nation in 1778.

As white encroachment proceeded apace, some Delawares moved west into Missouri and western Texas, where they adopted a Plains lifestyle based on buffalo. Among the defeated tribes at the 1794 Battle of Fallen Timbers, the Delawares signed the 1795 Treaty of Greenville. After the 1809 Treaty of Fort Wayne, through which the United States annexed more Indian lands, a number of Delawares came to support Tecumseh’s Pan-Indian confederacy. Others, however, tried to eschew conflict with the Americans and convened the August 1812 Piqua Council, which sought nonalignment during the War of 1812. Nevertheless, the Delawares remained split, and conflict with the Americans was virtually unavoidable. Through 1812 and 1813, Delaware war bands participated in most major actions against the United States in Ohio and Indiana. By 1818, the Delawares had been compelled to surrender all their land claims in Indiana, and by 1829 most were living in the Kansas Territory.
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Early engraving of a Delaware Indian man, woman, and child holding axes and bow and arrows. (Getty Images)
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Democratic Republicans

The Democratic Republican Party (sometimes referred to as Jeffersonian Republicans or the Republicans, although there is no direct connection to the present-day Republican Party) was organized in the 1790s and became the first opposition party in the United States after the country adopted central governance under the U.S. Constitution. Following the ideas of Thomas Jefferson and James Madison, Democratic Republicans opposed a strong central government and supported strict construction of the U.S. Constitution and the predominance of agriculture in the economy.

The Democratic Republicans were formed largely in opposition to the policies of Alexander Hamilton in the 1790s. As the first secretary of the treasury, Hamilton acted aggressively to deal with the new republic’s financial troubles with proposals to fund the national debt, create a central banking system and uniform currency, and promote manufacturing with a high protective tariff. Jefferson opposed these policies, objecting to the concentration of power in the hands of bankers and currency speculators. He also believed that an economy dominated by small farmers, not manufacturers, would best preserve republican values.

Democratic Republicans vs. Federalists in the House of Representatives and the Senate, 1790–1816





	Year
	1790
	1792
	1794
	1796
	1798
	1800
	1802
	1804
	1806
	1808
	1810
	1812
	1814
	1816




	House of Representatives
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Democratic Republicans
	30
	54
	59
	49
	46
	65
	103
	116
	118
	92
	107
	114
	119
	146


	Federalists
	39
	51
	47
	57
	60
	38
	 39
	 25
	 24
	50
	 36
	 68
	 64
	 39


	Senate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Democratic Republicans
	13
	14
	11
	10
	10
	17
	 25
	 17
	 28
	27
	 30
	 28
	 26
	 30


	Federalists
	16
	16
	21
	22
	22
	15
	  9
	  7
	  6
	 7
	  6
	  8
	 12
	 12





In 1793, Jefferson resigned as secretary of state at the outset of Washington’s second term and began organizing opposition to Hamilton’s policies. Drawing support from members of Democratic and Republican clubs that had formed to support the French Revolution, Jefferson continued to criticize the Washington administration’s domestic and foreign policies and narrowly missed being elected president over Federalist John Adams in 1796 as the candidate for a new party called the Democratic Republicans. As its name implied, the party claimed to represent the values for which the American Revolution had been fought, while Federalists were portrayed as a party of aristocrats attempting to rule according to monarchical principles.

Under Adams, the Federalists passed the highly controversial Alien and Sedition Acts in 1798 in response to the Quasi-War with France. The acts allowed for the deportation of foreigners and the imprisonment of persons deemed hostile to the government. Under these laws, several Jeffersonian editors and supporters were jailed. Jefferson and Madison responded with the Kentucky and Virginia Resolutions (1798), which argued that individual states had the right to nullify acts of the federal government if deemed unconstitutional by the states.

In 1800, Jefferson was elected president after a bitter political campaign against Adams. For the first time, power was transferred peacefully from one political faction to another. The Revolution of 1800, as the election was sometimes called, set an example for future elections. The Federalists continued to be a political force, but after 1796 they never won another presidential election. Instead, the election of Jefferson inaugurated what became known as the Virginia Dynasty, meaning the election of Virginians to the presidency who were basically Jeffersonian in outlook (Jefferson, 1800–1808; Madison, 1808–1816; James Monroe, 1816–1824). Most of the congressional War Hawks, who clamored for war with Great Britain, were Democratic Republicans. In general, the party supported Madison’s War of 1812 policies, although northern Republicans (Clintonians) under DeWitt Clinton in New York did join their Federalist colleagues in opposing it.

After the War of 1812 the Federalists declined as a viable political force, mainly because of their staunch opposition to the war, and in 1816 they fielded their last presidential candidate. No opposition party emerged to take the Federalists’ place. Accordingly, the two-term presidency of Monroe (1816–1825) became known as the Era of Good Feelings for its lack of serious political contention between parties. This mask of unity, however, covered growing divisions within the Democratic Republican Party that would eventually result in the exodus of several factions in the 1820s.

Although numerous small groups splintered from the Democratic Republicans, the main party divided into two factions. One faction was deemed the Hamiltonians for its nationalistic economic policies; this group coalesced around the leadership of such young statesmen as John Quincy Adams, Henry Clay, and John C. Calhoun and came to be known as the National Republicans. In 1824, John Quincy Adams ran for the presidency on the National Republican ticket and won. Eventually the National Republicans would evolve into the U.S. Whig Party. The other faction formed around Andrew Jackson and quickly became known as Jacksonian Democrats, or simply Democrats. Jackson adhered more closely to the principles of Jefferson and Madison, advocating a strict construction of the U.S. Constitution and limited federal powers.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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The U.S. Navy’s Demologos was the first steam warship of any navy in the world. Robert Fulton designed the catamaran Demologos (“Voice of the People”), which was intended for the defense of New York Harbor. Commissioned in June 1815 after the end of the war, it was renamed the Fulton after the death of its creator that year. (Library of Congress)
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Demologos, USS

In 1813 inventor Robert Fulton submitted plans to President James Madison for a steam warship. Secretary of the Navy William Jones and several influential captains supported the idea. In March 1814 Congress authorized such a vessel, and Fulton was placed in charge of its construction. Named the Demologos (“Voice of the People”), the ship was launched at the end of October 1814. (After Fulton’s death in February 1815, it was renamed the Fulton, and subsequently it was called the Fulton I.)

At the time of its commissioning in June 1815, the Fulton was the first steam warship in any navy in the world. Intended as a harbor defense vessel for New York City, it was not a true frigate but essentially was a floating battery using steam power to move about. A catamaran, its hulls protected the center paddle wheel. Fulton had planned solely for steam propulsion, but Captain David Porter, who took command of the frigate while it was under construction, insisted on the addition of a two-mast lateen sail rig. This required building bulwarks on the spar deck capable of protecting men working the sails and added greatly to the vessel’s weight without enhancing its fighting qualities.

With a length of 153 feet 2 inches and breadth of 56 feet, the Fulton was the largest steamer in the world. It weighed 2,475 tons. The steam engine developed 120 horsepower, and its thick 58-inch wood bulwarks were considered shot-proof. It had two sets of rudders, and it could make 5.5 miles per hour under steam alone. The Fulton was rated at 30 guns. There were plans to arm it with large columbiads, but it carried long 32-pounders on its trial run. Discussion of the Fulton’s armament is academic because when the war ended it had not been fully completed for service. The Fulton became a receiving ship at the Brooklyn Navy Yard until it blew up in 1829 in an accidental explosion of its magazine.
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Desha, Joseph

Birth Date: December 9, 1768

Death Date: October 11, 1842

Kentucky politician who served as a Kentucky Militia officer in 1813. Joseph Desha was born on December 9, 1768, in Monroe County, Pennsylvania. In 1781 he moved with his family to Kentucky and a year later moved to the Cumberland region of Tennessee. In 1792 he moved to Mayslick, Mason County, Kentucky. In 1794 Desha served under Lieutenant William Henry Harrison during Major General Anthony Wayne’s campaign against the Indians in the northern Midwest.

Entering politics in 1797, Desha served in the Kentucky House of Representatives and Senate for 10 years. In 1807 he began a 12-year tenure as a Democratic Republican in the U.S. House of Representatives. Desha ardently supported strong measures against Britain and France, including the Embargo Act of 1807. A War Hawk, on January 24, 1810, he spoke in favor of conquering Canada. Subsequently he followed Speaker Henry Clay in voting for measures to arm merchant vessels, for an increase in the regular army to 25,000 men, and for a declaration of war against Britain in June 1812.

Desha left Washington in 1813, heeding the call of Kentucky governor Isaac Shelby for militia volunteers to join Major General William Henry Harrison in an invasion of Canada. In early September, Desha reported to Shelby at Newport, was appointed a major general in Shelby’s army-militia of 3,500 men, and was given command of its Second Division, comprising the 11th Regiment and the Second and Fifth Brigades. By September 20, the Kentuckians were with Harrison in northern Ohio. Harrison’s army, numbering 5,000 troops, advanced from Detroit into Canada on September 27, pursuing a British army of 800 regulars and 1,000 Indians, including the great Shawnee warrior Tecumseh, all commanded by Major General Henry Procter. On October 5 in the Battle of the Thames, Desha commanded the American left wing, a relatively quiet sector, while other Kentucky troops under Colonel Richard Mentor Johnson bore the brunt of the fighting. British losses in the battle were on the order of 12 dead, 36 wounded, and 566 captured. The Indians left behind 33 dead, Tecumseh among them. American losses were only 15 killed and 30 wounded.

Returning to Congress later that year, Desha was disappointed when the War of 1812 terminated without the annexation of Canada. He retired from politics in March 1819 and then served as governor of Kentucky (1824–1828). Desha died on October 11, 1842, in Georgetown, Kentucky.
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Detroit, HMS

British warship. The order to build the ship that eventually became the British flagship at the Battle of Lake Erie was part of the plan developed late in 1812 to improve the Royal Navy’s strength on the lakes. A 32-gun frigate (the Sir Isaac Brock) was to be built at York, while two ships were ordered, similar in design to the 20-gun corvette Royal George (later renamed the Niagara) launched at Kingston in 1809, one that became HMS Wolfe/Montreal at Kingston and the other HMS Detroit at Amherstburg.

The Detroit’s dimensions were about 96 feet on the flush upper deck and nearly 27 feet abeam with a hold of 11 feet. All three warships and HMS Queen Charlotte, launched in 1810 at Amherstburg, closely resembled the Cruizer/Snake class of brig sloops and ship sloops, of which the Admiralty launched more than any other class because the vessels were so well suited for shallow inshore activities as part of a squadron and for commercial defense.

William Bell, master shipwright at Amherstburg since 1803, began the work in January 1813 and, because of the small crew in the dockyard, the Detroit was only being planked late in April when the Wolfe was launched at Kingston. The project was also delayed because Major General Henry Procter had ordered the construction of two small gunboats, and there was a shortage of bolts and iron fittings that were supposed to be on their way from Lower Canada. Some of the necessary pieces were salvaged from the Earl Of Camden, a derelict Provincial Marine snow, and the Detroit was finally launched in mid-July.

Commander Robert H. Barclay, who arrived at Amherstburg early in June, had cruised the lake, watching over the actions of Master Commandant Oliver Perry at Erie, Pennsylvania, but unable to attack due to lack of strength. Despite plans to arm the Detroit with 16 24-pounder carronades and 4 12-pounder long guns, these weapons were never sent forward to Amherstburg, nor were a full supply of sail, other essential equipment, or enough experienced seamen to properly man the ship. Barclay was forced to mount 1 24-pounder and 1 18-pounder carronade and an assortment of long guns—2 24-pounders, 1 18-pounder, 6 12-pounders, and 8 9-pounders—giving him a total of 19 guns using six different types of shot and cartridges. Barclay was, however, impressed with Bell’s construction of the ship, remarking on how strongly he had put it together.

In the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813, the Detroit posed a tough combatant for Perry’s brig, the Lawrence, but suffered heavy damage and losses (including Barclay, who was wounded) and was surrendered to Perry. Storm conditions at the Put-in-Bay anchorage the next day took the Detroit’s masts overboard. The ship was hauled to Erie in 1814, and after the war it was cleaned out and immersed beside Presque Isle Bay for preservation.

Late in the 1830s the Detroit was raised and renovated into use as a commercial carrier. Worn out in 1841, the ship was purchased by a group of merchants at Buffalo who, having in mind a crowd-drawing spectacle, advertised their plan to send the ship over Niagara Falls in September. The old Detroit ran aground above the falls and gradually broke up and disappeared.
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Detroit, HMS, Capture of

See Caledonia and Detroit, HMS, Capture of

Detroit, Surrender of

Event Date: August 16, 1812

On July 12, 1812, governor of Michigan Territory and U.S. Army brigadier general William Hull had crossed the Detroit River and invaded Upper Canada with 600 regulars and 2,000 militiamen. This was part of a two-pronged, but unfortunately not simultaneous, U.S. invasion of Upper Canada at the beginning of the War of 1812. Hull’s forces quickly occupied Sandwich (present-day western Windsor, Ontario), but the general failed to move quickly against Fort Malden (present-day Amherstburg, Ontario) when he might easily have taken it. Hull’s lack of initiative allowed British major general Isaac Brock, governor of Upper Canada, to both reinforce Fort Malden and then take the offensive himself.

On July 17 the British mounted a surprise attack on and captured the important U.S. outpost of Fort Mackinac on Michilimackinac Island in the strait between Lakes Huron and Michigan. Hull also suffered the loss of a militia force sent to secure supplies at the Raisin River when it was scattered by Tecumseh’s warriors in the Battle of Brownstown on August 5.

On August 8 Hull, concerned about these reversals and the threat to his supply lines posed by the large number of Native Americans (who by reason of the British success had aligned against the United States) and having received word of the approach of Brock with a relief column from Niagara, abandoned a belated plan to move against Fort Malden and withdrew back to Fort Detroit.

Hull then ordered Lieutenant Colonel James Miller and some 600 men of the 4th U.S. Infantry to the Raisin River. Near the Indian village of Maguaga, Miller encountered some 150 British troops and Canadian militiamen and an unknown number of Indians. The Americans repelled the British attack and routed their opponents, but the next day Hull ordered Miller to return to Detroit.

Hull’s army was now effectively shut up in Detroit, and the general’s disgusted subordinates began circulating petitions demanding his recall. On August 13 Brock arrived at Fort Malden with reinforcements.

Hull ordered Captain Nathan Heald, commander of Fort Dearborn (present-day Chicago, Illinois), to evacuate that post. On August 15 the evacuees—54 U.S. regulars, 12 militiamen, and 27 dependents—were ambushed by some 500 Indians led by Chief Blackbird. The natives killed 42 and capture 51 in what the Americans came to call the Fort Dearborn Massacre.

On that same day of August 15, Brock arrived at Fort Detroit with 730 British and Canadians and 600 Native Americans under Tecumseh. They were supported offshore by the corvette Queen Charlotte (17 guns) and brig General Hunter (10 guns). Brock called on a shaken Hull to surrender. Playing on Hull’s fears, Brock also allowed to fall into Hull’s hands a false document purporting to show that a large number of Indians were advancing on the fort.
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On August 16, Brock and his men crossed the Detroit River and surrounded the fort. Brock paraded his men to give the impression of greater numbers and informed Hull that he would be unable to control the allied Native Americans if fighting began. Hull was deeply depressed over the possibility that women and children at Detroit might thereby be slain. Convinced that he was outnumbered and concerned over the Indian massacre of Americans but without consulting with any of his subordinates, the unnerved Hull sent his son out under a flag of truce to surrender that same day. Hull’s subordinates reported that the troops deeply resented this action.

Brock paroled the 1,600 Ohio militiamen but marched the 582 American regulars off to captivity. He also secured 33 cannon, 2,500 muskets, and the brig Adams (14 guns), which was taken into British service as the Detroit. Brock then quickly marched back to meet the American threat on the Niagara front.

Although the Americans recaptured Detroit a year later, the damage had been done. The loss of Detroit shocked the American public and caused even more Indians to rally to the British. Released from captivity, Hull was court-martialed in the spring of 1814. Cleared of charges of treason and cowardice, he was found guilty of neglect of duty and sentenced to death, but President James Madison remitted this punishment in consequence of Hull’s Revolutionary War service.

Hull spent the remainder of his life trying to clear his name. He claimed that his lines of communication could have been cut at any time either by land or water, that he was critically short of supplies, that the militia were unreliable, and that he had been promised a diversion in the east to distract the British. Not only had the diversion not been made, but Major General Henry Dearborn had concluded an armistice with the British.
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Detroit River

Waterway connecting Lakes St. Clair and Erie and the site of Fort Detroit in the early 1800s. The Detroit River, technically a strait and not a river, is 32 miles long and serves as the boundary between the United States and Canada (Lower Michigan and Upper Canada). Its width varies from as narrow as one-half mile to as much as two miles. The Detroit River was a vitally important waterway at the time of the War of 1812 because it controlled access to Lake Erie and served as a link between the Great Lakes and Lower Michigan. Today, it is one of the busiest waterways in the world, with much sea-bound traffic using it to connect Lakes Michigan, Huron, Superior, and Erie via the St. Lawrence seaway with the Atlantic Ocean.

The Detroit River is easily navigated, as it contains no rapids or dams and drops just 3 feet over the span of 30 miles. The depth of the waterway is anywhere from 25 to 53 feet, but in modern times it had been periodically dredged to keep it open to deep-draft commercial traffic. There are 28 small islands scattered about in the river, most now on the Canadian side.

The Detroit River was named in the late 17th century by the French, who in 1701 established a fort at present-day Detroit, on the banks on the river, called Fort Pontchartrain de Détroit. A fort remained at the site for many decades as the region passed into British control after 1760 and then American control after the American Revolutionary War.

In August 1812, British major general Isaac Brock led some 1,200 men against American-held Fort Detroit. Major General William Hull surrendered it on August 16. This was a major military setback for the Americans and permitted the British and their Indian allies to control eastern Michigan and northern Ohio and access to Lake Erie from the west. It also gave the Americans only one means of invading Upper Canada—along the Niagara front. U.S. forces retook Fort Detroit in 1813, but the earlier action here clearly demonstrated the strategic importance of controlling the Detroit River.
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Dickson, Alexander

Birth Date: June 3, 1777

Death Date: April 22, 1840

British artillery officer highly esteemed by Arthur Wellesley, the Duke of Wellington, but criticized, probably unfairly, for his conduct during military operations at New Orleans in late 1814 and early 1815. Alexander Dickson, son of Admiral William Dickson and father of General Sir Collingwood Dickson, was born on June 3, 1777, in Roxburghshire, England. Alexander Dickson entered the Royal Military Academy at Woolwich in 1793 and was commissioned a second lieutenant of Royal Artillery on November 6, 1794.

During the next 15 years, Dickson served at Minorca, Malta, and Buenos Aires, advancing to the rank of captain. During the Napoleonic Wars he fought in the Iberian Peninsula during 1809–1811 as a major and lieutenant colonel in the allied Portuguese Army, distinguishing himself in many battles. In 1812, Wellington brevetted Dickson a major and then a lieutenant colonel in the British Army, and in 1813 Wellington named Dickson commander of artillery. By mid-1814, Dickson had fought successfully at Vittoria, Nivelle, and Toulouse and was greatly admired by the officers of the Royal Artillery.

In October 1814, Dickson was appointed to accompany Major General Sir Edward Pakenham on the British expedition against New Orleans. When Dickson and Pakenham arrived on December 25, they discovered that U.S. major general Andrew Jackson had taken a defensive position with 1,800 men on the east bank of the Mississippi River, about seven miles below New Orleans. Two days later, Dickson employed hot shot to destroy the U.S. Navy schooner Carolina (15 guns) and then spent the next four days in an intense effort to construct batteries to annihilate the American lines. On January 1, 1815, he opened fire with eight 18-pounders and four 24-pounders but three hours later had exhausted his ammunition, with little accomplished. On January 8, 1815, at the Battle of New Orleans, Pakenham’s army was defeated in a general assault on these lines. Pakenham was killed, and Major General John Lambert assumed command. On the west bank, Colonel William Thornton, having driven the Kentuckians from their positions, threatened Jackson’s right flank. Dickson, sent by Lambert to reconnoiter, reported that a reinforcement of 2,200 men would be needed to accomplish anything. Lambert then decided to withdraw to his boats. Critics soon held Dickson responsible for this debacle.

Back in Europe, Dickson participated in the Battles of Quatre Bras and Waterloo during the Hundred Days in 1815. Serving with the Prussian Army, he also fought in other battles that year. He was awarded the Prussian Order Pour Le Merite, and in Britain he received two knighthoods. Promoted to major general in 1837, he was appointed a year later to the two premier posts in the Royal Artillery: director general and master gunner St. James’s Park. Dickson, one of the most distinguished gunners of his time, died in London on April 22, 1840.
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Dickson, Robert

Birth Date: ca. 1765

Death Date: June 20, 1823

British merchant, fur trader, and Indian agent. Robert Dickson was born circa 1765 at Dumfries, Scotland. As a young man he joined his father’s mercantile business there. When that venture failed, Dickson immigrated to Canada sometime during 1783–1784 and entered the fur-trading business on the Niagara Peninsula, working for a cousin. In 1786 he decided to strike out on his own and founded a fur-trading establishment at Michilmackinac (Mackinac Island) between Michigan’s Lower and Upper Peninsulas. There he established himself as a successful trader and cultivated excellent relations with the local Native Americans, who were frequent customers. By 1797 Dickson had moved west, in the vicinity of present-day Minnesota. He married a Sioux woman that same year.

In the years leading up to the War of 1812, Dickson and other British trappers and traders became increasingly upset over American encroachments into the upper Great Lakes and upper Mississippi regions, where they had heretofore enjoyed a monopoly in the lucrative fur trade. Thus, as war loomed in the spring of 1812, Dickson was determined to lend his support to the British war effort. In early June, he began a campaign to secure the loyalty of various Indian tribes (mainly from Minnesota, Michigan, and Illinois), and on June 18, 1812, he led some 300 warriors to a British outpost at St. Joseph, Ontario, where he offered his services to local military officials.

Dickson and his Indian allies participated in the raid on Michilmackinac on July 17, 1812, where he personally commanded about 400 warriors. This successful attack helped cement the British-Indian alliance in the region. Dickson then led his warriors to Fort Amherstburg from which the British staged their successful assault on Fort Detroit, which surrendered on August 16. Dickson again led Native American allies, although this time in concert with Tecumseh.

Dickson was appointed superintendent for the midwestern Indian nations on January 1, 1813. That July after he had recruited some 1,400 warriors, Dickson took part in the second siege of Fort Meigs, which was engineered by Tecumseh but ended in failure. A week later, Dickson and his Indian allies took part in a failed effort to take Fort Stephenson. During July–August 1814 Dickson helped defend Michilmackinac, and during August–September he participated in engagements on Lake Huron, where he was credited with helping seize the U.S. schooners Scorpion and Tigress.

At war’s end in early 1815, Dickson found himself at Prairie du Chien; by then he had advanced to lieutenant colonel in the Canadian militia. A few months later, he resigned his superintendency and went back to Scotland. Returning to Canada in 1816, he attempted to resume his fur-trading business, but the war had nearly ruined what he had established prior to 1812. Dickson died at Drummond Island, Michigan, on June 20, 1823.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Diplomacy, British

From the renewal of war with France in 1803, when the brief Peace of Amiens ended until Napoleon Bonaparte’s first abdication on April 11, 1814, the United States played a decidedly secondary role in British military and diplomatic considerations. In the years after American independence, Britain enjoyed a vibrant trade with its former colonies, which it usually worked to maintain, but relations in general remained strained. The Royal Navy, desperate for sailors with whom to wage the Napoleonic Wars, also suffered from frequent desertions and thus reserved the right to stop and board neutral merchant ships to search for alleged escaped seamen. Many times this impressment resulted in American citizens being forced into the Royal Navy, which drew much ire among American policy makers. Furthermore, Britain hoped to weaken France with a strong blockade and severe trade restrictions, reserving the right to stop neutral vessels and confiscate alleged contraband bound for France or its allies.

[image: image]

A British officer looks over a group of American sailors for impressment into the Royal Navy, ca. 1810. This engraving by American illustrator Howard Pyle was published in Harper’s Monthly in 1884. (Library of Congress)

At the time this was an accepted practice under international law, but Americans held that only goods intended specifically for war could be considered contraband. Britain, however, also confiscated manufactured goods, food, and money. Finally, the British Orders in Council, a series of decrees passed by Parliament in 1806, 1807, and 1809, restricted trade between French territorial possessions and neutral nations, further angering Americans.

During the years leading up to the War of 1812, Britain was open to ameliorating its relations with the United States. In 1803 the British offered to renew the Jay’s Treaty—a 1794 Anglo-American agreement that had largely solidified trade relations—when it expired that same year. President Thomas Jefferson, an opponent of the treaty from its signing, refused. However, he did dispatch William Pickney and James Monroe, U.S. minister to Great Britain, to negotiate a new agreement with London in 1806. The timing was fortunate for the Americans, for Parliament was headed by a ministry under the leadership of Prime Minister William Lord Grenville and Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs Charles Fox, who were generally not antagonistic toward the United States.

In the ensuing negotiations Britain agreed to several concessions, including acceptance of the American definition of contraband and an end to British ships entering American territorial waters. The United States, in turn, agreed to disregard Napoleon’s recently declared trade restrictions. Jefferson, however, objected to the Monroe-Pinkney Treaty, which had failed to secure a promise to end impressment, and refused to submit it to the Senate for ratification. The agreement was thus dead.

On May 16, 1806, in response to Napoleon’s effort to close off the neutral northern German coast to neutral trade, the British, via an Order in Council, put the European coast from Brest to the Elbe River under a British naval blockade. This caused serious disruptions to American trade with much of continental Europe. In response, Napoleon issued the Berlin Decree of November 21, 1806, imposing a “paper blockade” on all British trade. The escalatory spiral of blockades and counterblockades had now begun in earnest and threatened to draw neutral nations, including the United States, into the growing European maelstrom.

British-U.S. relations became a tinderbox on June 22, 1807, when the Royal Navy warship Leopard opened fire on the U.S. frigate Chesapeake after the American captain refused to permit a boarding party to search his ship for British deserters. The incident resulted in the loss of 3 U.S. lives, while 18 others were wounded. The British also forcefully removed 4 alleged deserters. The incident nearly led to war. British foreign minister George Canning eventually disavowed the actions of the Leopard’s captain, who was acting under the orders of the commander of the North American Station, Admiral George Cranfield Berkeley. Nonetheless, many Americans regarded the incident as an act of war and angrily called for reprisals.

Meanwhile, in an attempt to counter French provocations, London issued two new Orders in Council on January 7 and November 21, 1807. More stringent than the earlier one, they attempted to curtail all coastal trade between ports controlled by France and its allies and forced neutral ships to enter British ports before they could proceed to their final destinations, under the threat of summary seizure. In addition, the Orders in Council demanded that neutral ships pay duties to and obtain licenses from British authorities in order to trade with enemy ports. These latest British moves further stifled trade, tipping much of the United States into an economic nosedive.

Aware that his country lacked the resources for a war with Britain, President Jefferson instead signed the Embargo Act of December 1807, barring all American commerce with Europe and British-held Canada. Although Britain did suffer economically from this act, financial losses were not enough to provoke a change in policy. But the impact on the United States was nearly catastrophic. By the time James Madison replaced Jefferson as president in 1809, the Embargo Act’s unpopularity was such that the new president allowed it to expire. In its place, the United States passed the Non-Intercourse Act on March 1, 1809, which restricted trade only with Britain and France. The British reissued their Orders in Council the next month, a strong signal that London was not about to change its stance on the issues impeding Anglo-American trade.

In May 1810 under the stipulations of Macon’s Bill No. 2, the Americans resumed trade with both Britain and France. In an attempt to influence one or both belligerents’ policies, the bill also provided that the United States would renew nonimportation against one nation if the other lifted its trade restrictions against neutral nations. Madison precipitously renewed an importation blockade against the British when Napoleon, through the so-called Cadore Letter, duped him into thinking that he had lifted French trade restrictions, which he in fact had not done.

Angered at America’s decision to favor Napoleon, Britain’s economy now began to flounder. Furthermore, London hoped to devote the whole of its resources to the war with Napoleon and began seeking ways to avoid a second conflict with the United States. On June 16, 1812, Britain’s secretary of state for foreign affairs, Lord Castlereagh, announced the repeal of the Orders in Council that had restricted neutral trade. Unfortunately, Congress declared war on June 18, well before news of the revocation had arrived in America. Indeed, not until August 12 did Madison learn of the repeal, but he chose to continue with the war chiefly because the British had still refused to end impressment. British policy-makers nevertheless hoped that the Americans would reconsider their action and thus took no immediate moves to initiate military action with the Americans. After the Royal Navy experienced a series of embarrassing defeats at the hands of the much smaller U.S. Navy and after it became clear that Madison would not end the conflict, London issued another Order in Council on October 13, 1812, that served as a de facto war declaration against America. Another British government Order in Council on January 9, 1813, reiterated its stance on the issues that had provoked the conflict.

In the spring of 1813, Britain rejected an offer to mediate an end to the war by the Russian ambassador to the United States, Andrei Dashkov. Nevertheless, by the end of 1813, the British had little to show for having fought with the Americans on land and sea for more than a year and decided to open direct negotiations with the United States. The Americans agreed to talks in January 1814, but the negotiations were delayed for nearly seven months. The two diplomatic teams finally met formally in Ghent, Belgium, on August 8, 1814. William Adams, James Lord Gambier, and Henry Goulburn made up the British delegation. The Americans were represented by John Quincy Adams, James A. Bayard Sr., Henry Clay, Albert Gallatin, and Jonathan Russell. After long and sometimes tortured negotiations, on December 24, 1814, the Treaty of Ghent was signed, which essentially restored the status quo ante bellum. All told, the ebb and flow of crises and diplomacy throughout this period were totally contingent on Great Britain’s determination to contain and then defeat Napoleon. Even during the war years, 1812–1815, the United States remained a secondary concern.

Thomas Sheppard and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Diplomacy, U.S.

American diplomacy vis-à-vis Great Britain was dictated largely by the Napoleonic Wars that raged from 1803 to 1814. The chief causes of American hostility toward Britain involved impressment—the British seizure of sailors from American merchant ships—and Britain’s restrictions on neutral trade, both of which were intended to further the war effort against France by destroying the French economy. The British government’s primary weapon against Napoleon was its superior naval force, but the Royal Navy also created myriad problems for the United States. Specifically, the Orders in Council passed by Parliament in 1806, 1807, and 1809 antagonized Americans by curtailing neutral nations’ trade with Europe and French territorial possessions.

America’s earliest effort to ameliorate relations with the British can be seen in the abortive Monroe-Pinkney Treaty of 1806. In the early summer of 1806, President Thomas Jefferson dispatched William Pinkney, a lawyer and politician from Maryland, to join U.S. minister to Great Britain James Monroe in London. The two men were instructed to reach an accord with America’s former colonizers in which American neutral rights would be protected and impressment would be stopped. The generally friendly British ministry under Lord Grenville gave less than Monroe and Pickney had hoped for, however. Indeed, the Americans were in no condition to force the British to make concessions, and the British, who were consumed with the war with France, were in no mood to placate the Americans.

In the end, the British refused to stop impressment, agreeing only to exercise “more caution” in seizing American sailors, but they did agree to stop violating American territorial waters, to accept a more limited list of products considered to be contraband (and therefore subject to seizure), and to reduce—but not eliminate entirely—interference with neutral trade. In return, the United States agreed not to honor Napoleon’s Berlin Decree, an effort on the part of the French emperor to restrict Britain’s trade with the European continent. Despite its advantages, Jefferson refused to submit the treaty to the Senate for ratification, citing Britain’s failure to cease impressment. By early 1807, with the Monroe-Pinkney Treaty dead on arrival, neither country was willing to attempt another round of negotiations. Clearly, American diplomacy was based on practical matters, such as trade and impressment, but it was also predicated on U.S. idealism and the nation’s desire to become a respected power in the world. The British meanwhile pursued a strictly real politik approach to its diplomacy and had little regard for American idealism. It is little wonder, then, that relations between the two nations continued to worsen.

In June 1807, only a few months after Jefferson disavowed the Monroe-Pinkney Treaty, Anglo-American relations almost exploded into war. On June 22, the Royal Navy warship Leopard opened fire on the U.S. frigate Chesapeake after the Chesapeake’s captain refused to permit the British to search his vessel. Three Americans were killed during the altercation, and four others, whom the British claimed were deserters, were forcibly removed from the ship. British foreign minister George Canning eventually disavowed the attack and offered restitution, but the American public was outraged nonetheless. Indeed, throughout much of the United States, particularly in the South and Midwest, large portions of the population clamored for war.

Knowing that his country was ill-prepared for a major war, Jefferson instead signed the Embargo Act on December 28, 1807. This was an attempt to respond to both French and British depredations against neutral trade. The act essentially prohibited U.S. exports via land or sea to Europe, Britain, and Canada. The embargo, however, ultimately caused far more damage to the American economy than any other nation and produced no change in British or French policy. The Embargo Act engendered bitter opposition in New England, where the economic dislocations were most severe, and outraged many Federalists. Meanwhile, London issued two Orders in Council during 1807—one on January 7 and another on November 21—that prohibited coastal trade between ports controlled by France and its allies and forced neutral nations’ vessels to enter British ports before going on to their destinations, under threat of seizure. The Orders in Council also required neutral ships to pay duties and secure licenses in order to trade with enemy ports.

When James Madison became president in 1809, he allowed the highly unpopular 1807 Embargo Act to lapse. But he was determined not to pursue war with the British or French at that time and sought other ways to assert U.S. rights on the high seas. Congress thus passed the Non-Intercourse Act on March 1, 1809, which blocked trade only with Britain and France. Undeterred, the British reissued their Orders in Council the following month. Upon receiving a dubious promise from Napoleon that he would cease French restrictions on American trade, Congress passed Macon’s Bill No. 2 in May 1810, which permitted the Madison administration to resume trade with the two belligerents with the provision that if France formally repealed its trade restrictions, the United States would renew nonintercourse against Britain alone, but if the British repealed their Orders in Council, the Americans would renew nonintercourse against France alone.

In August 1810, Napoleon duped the Madison administration into believing that his government was ready to repeal French decrees against neutral trade, but only if Britain repealed its offensive Orders in Council or if the Americans reasserted nonintercourse against Britain, to include both imports and exports. Without receiving evidence that Napoleon had actually repealed any decrees—which he had not—on November 2, 1810, Madison declared that he would invoke nonintercourse against Britain if it did not revoke the Orders in Council within 90 days. Madison’s move irked London and further soured relations between Britain and America. Relations grew even more strained when Congress renewed nonintercourse against Britain on March 2, 1811. This in turn forced the British to retaliate in September 1811, when they prohibited American shippers from selling fish to the West Indies and placed high duties on all goods exported to the United States.

By early 1812, war between the United States and Great Britain seemed likely. The U.S. economy was still reeling from trade restrictions, impressment and ship seizures were accelerating, and the War Hawks—Democratic Republicans in Congress chiefly from the South and Midwest—were clamoring for conflict. Madison did not want war, but by 1812 he believed it to be a necessity. Indeed, he thought that British maritime policies were designed not so much as a response to the war with Napoleon but more as an attempt to quash competition in trade from the United States. Many Americans, including Madison, also believed that the British were arming Indians and inciting them to violence against American settlers along the frontier. While the British most certainly were providing Indians with arms, the extent to which they were provoking them to violence remains in question. Finally, some Americans—particularly the midwestern War Hawks—wanted war with Britain as a pretext to invade and annex Canada.
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A War of 1812 cartoon depicting U.S. relations with both England and France. Columbia, on the left representing the United States, warns John Bull, on the right representing the United Kingdom, about American determination to maintain freedom of the seas. French emperor Napoleon I is in the center, eager to see the quarrel and pointing to the pages of a book with the words “Power constitutes right.” (Library of Congress)

Citing the now-familiar litany of British malfeasance, Madison sent a war address to Congress on June 1, 1812, that formally declared war on June 18, 1812. On June 16 the British repealed their Orders in Council restricting neutral trade, unbeknownst to the Madison administration. American efforts to end the conflict began almost immediately. On August 26 the U.S. chargé d’affaires in London, Jonathan Russell, offered peace if Britain would revoke all of the Orders in Council and discontinue impressment. This proposal was rejected. Madison stood firm; he would not call off hostilities unless impressment was ended. In October, London issued another Order in Council that served as a de facto war declaration against the United States. In March 1813 Andrei Dashkov, the Russian ambassador to the United States, transmitted an offer from his country to broker peace talks. While the Americans seemed interested, Britain refused. However, by November of that year, the British government expressed willingness to negotiate directly with the United States.

The peace negotiations began in August 1814 in Ghent, Belgium. The American delegation was headed by future president John Quincy Adams. Aiding Adams were Kentucky congressman Henry Clay, Jonathan Russell, Federalist James Bayard, and former treasury secretary Albert Gallatin. Fixated on the European conflict with Napoleon, Britain could not afford to send its most seasoned diplomats but still dispatched a capable team led by Colonial Office undersecretary Henry Goulburn. After some difficult and dicey negotiations, the two nations agreed to end the conflict by restoring the status quo ante bellum. The issue of impressment, which had so exorcised the Americans, remained unaddressed, but the British practice of impressment drastically declined in the postwar years. Most of the trade issues were nonstarters because the defeat of Napoleon had rendered most trade restrictions unnecessary. The delegates signed the Treaty of Ghent on December 24, 1814. The Senate overwhelmingly approved the treaty on February 16, 1815; two days later, Madison exchanged ratification papers with the British consulate.

Thomas Sheppard and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Discipline, Army and Navy

In the early 19th century, military discipline was defined as “the authoritative declared laws for the guidance of all military men.” The British Crown’s The Rules and Articles for the Better Government of All His Majesty’s Forces, or the Articles of War of 1663, formed the basis of British military law. The articles provided instructions on how to proceed should an officer or soldier be arrested and on the method of trial by court-martial. These articles were distinct from the Articles of War used by the Royal Navy, which appeared in 1661. The Articles of War were read routinely to the officers and men of each service. The passage of the Mutiny Act in 1689 allowed the enforcement of penalties awarded by courts-martial and introduced the death penalty where warranted. The Mutiny Act was renewed annually, making it the most scrutinized of all British laws.

During the War of 1812, there were three types of courts, each with different composition and authority. A Regimental Court-Martial consisted of 3 to 5 junior officers and could levy fines and invoke restrictions of freedom or flogging but had no authority over officers. Sentences were confirmed by the commanding officer. The Garrison Court-Martial had similar composition and authority, with members drawn from different regiments. The local governor or garrison commander approved its decisions. The General Court-Martial had a minimum of 13 members. It was headed by a judge advocate and could punish officers. Judgements of death had to have the concurrence of a two-thirds majority.

Examples of trials and their punishments include 22 members of the Glengarry Light Infantry who were tried for desertion during the War of 1812. Three were sentenced to death, but their sentences were commuted. A deserter from the Voltigeurs Canadiens was forced to parade through the ranks with a log tied between his legs, and a junior officer from the 8th Foot was cashiered for cowardice during the Battle of Chippawa.

The 36 articles of the Royal Navy’s Articles of War defined major crimes and punishments. While the Admiralty issued additional regulations, the disciplinary system was left to the discretion of the ship’s captain, who held authority over minor breaches of discipline. Matters potentially involving the death penalty or imprisonment were considered by a court-martial, which was authorized by the commander in chief of a station. The court had between 5 and 13 captains or admirals or, when this was impossible, the senior officers from five ships. A naval captain was tried automatically if he lost his ship. For example, Captain Sir James Yeo, later British commander on the Great Lakes, was tried in 1812 for the loss in the Bahamas of the fifth-rate Southampton and the prize U.S. Brig Vixen. Royal Marines were governed by naval regulations when afloat and by the army act ashore. During 1812 alone, the Royal Navy held 337 courts-martial. Figures for courts-martial for Royal Navy vessels operating in American waters or on the inland lakes are not available.

U.S. Army practice followed the British example and was based on the Articles of War enacted by Congress. Major offenses fell under the authority of general courts-martial, while lesser offensives were tried by regimental or garrison courts-martial. The composition of each reflected the British system, although there were certain unique provisions for state service under (e.g., Massachusetts military law).

Discipline in the U.S. Navy also followed Royal Navy practice; however, the Naval Regulations were less defined, reflecting the smaller size of the U.S. Navy. Punishments for naval personnel, marines, and crews of privateers included flogging (which the army abolished in 1812) and the death penalty. A court-martial was convened automatically when a ship was lost. During the War of 1812, 6 captains were tried; none were found guilty. Between 1812 and 1814, the U.S. Navy convened 120 courts-martial.

Draconian methods of discipline fell out of favor during the Napoleonic Wars. Many commanding officers found the restriction of privileges and public embarrassment, such as carrying weights or being seated on a very uncomfortable wooden horse, sufficient to solve most problems. In contrast to the British Army, the U.S. Army grew to rely on the death penalty as the War of 1812 progressed. Between 1812 and 1815, 260 American soldiers were sentenced to death (57 were reprieved), while only 78 sentences were handed down in the Duke of Wellington’s much larger Peninsular Army during a seven-year period.

Several senior officers faced courts-martial during the War of 1812. Major General William Hull, the commander of American forces at Detroit in 1812, was found guilty of neglect of duty and cowardice in 1814 and sentenced to death but was pardoned by President James Madison based on Hull’s Revolutionary War service. Hull remains the only American general ever condemned to death. Major General Henry Procter, who led British forces in southwestern Upper Canada in 1813, was found guilty of several charges, ending his career. Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, the governor and commander in chief of British North America, was to have been tried on four charges laid by the Royal Navy, but he died before the court could convene.
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Dobbins, Daniel

Birth Date: July 5, 1776

Death Date: February 29, 1856

Sailor and shipbuilder who served as an officer in the U.S. Merchant Marine, the U.S. Navy, and the U.S. Revenue Cutter Service. Daniel Dobbins was born in Mifflin County, Pennsylvania, on July 5, 1776. As a young man he moved to Erie, Pennsylvania, where he began exploring the area and sailing various commercial ships. By 1809, Dobbins was master of the schooner Salina and was engaged in the lucrative Great Lakes trade. The outbreak of the War of 1812 soon transformed the Great Lakes into a key battleground.

When British forces took Fort Mackinac, located at the strategic confluence of Lake Huron and Lake Michigan, on July 17, 1812, the Salina was captured. Dobbins and a number of other prisoners were paroled, however, and transported to Detroit. There Dobbing volunteered for the local militia. On August 16, 1812, Brigadier General William Hull surrendered the city, and Dobbins, again a prisoner, found himself in danger of being executed for violating his parole. He managed to escape, however, and made a harrowing journey by canoe to Sandusky, Ohio, and then overland to the Presque Isle peninsula.

The commander of the Pennsylvania Militia urged Dobbins to travel to Washington, D.C., and report on the Great Lakes situation. Here, after a meeting with President James Madison and Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton, Dobbins was awarded the rank of sailing master in the U.S. Navy on September 16, 1812, and was authorized to spend $2,000 to begin constructing a lake squadron.

Dobbins chose the natural sanctuary of Presque Isle Bay to build the fleet and immediately commenced the construction of four gunboats. He met resistance from Commodore Isaac Chauncey, overall naval commander on the Great Lakes who was stationed at Sackets Harbor, New York, and the senior naval officer on Lake Erie, Lieutenant Jesse Duncan Elliott. Both of these officers had their own ideas about the type of flotilla to be built. However, with orders directly from the secretary of the navy, Dobbins subsequently began construction of two 60-ton schooners in the autumn of 1812.

Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry took command of the shipbuilding operation on March 26, 1813, but Dobbins proved indispensable in procuring supplies and overseeing the project. He was rewarded with command of the schooner Ohio but was away securing supplies and thus missed the epic Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813.

Dobbins resigned from the navy on June 5, 1826, and subsequently joined the U.S. Revenue Cutter Service as a captain in 1829. He continued to sail the Great Lakes on revenue cutters for the next 20 years before retiring to Erie, Pennsylvania, where he died on February 29, 1856.
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Dobbs, Alexander

Birth Date: ca. 1784

Death Date: August 8, 1828

Royal Navy officer. Alexander Dobbs is believed to have been born in Dublin in 1784. Through the influence of Vice Admiral Robert Kingsmill, Alexander entered the Royal Navy as a midshipman in 1797. He rose to lieutenant in November 1804 and, while a passenger in an East Indiaman, helped fight off an attack by a French privateer near Barbados. Dobbs passed through a number of ships, one of which was the Confiance under Captain James Yeo in 1808. Dobbs gained mention in dispatches during inshore operations in the Mediterranean in 1812 while in the 74-gun ship of the line Leviathan.

In February 1813, Dobbs received orders to join Commodore Yeo’s Great Lakes detachment. Soon after Dobbs’s arrival at Kingston he was made acting commander of the brig sloop Earl of Moira (the promotion was confirmed in February 1814). Dobbs participated in all of the operations against the squadron under Commodore Isaac Chauncey and the U.S. Army on Lake Ontario during 1813 and 1814. In July 1814, Yeo gave Dobbs independent command of the brig sloop Star and three other small warships that supplied the British army on the Niagara Peninsula from the depot at York through the rest of the summer and autumn.

Dobbs also supported military operations with a boat flotilla on the upper Niagara River, and on August 12 he led the boats that captured the U.S. schooners Ohio and Somers anchored off Fort Erie. Three days later he was part of a naval party that participated in the disastrous attack on American-held Fort Erie, during which he was wounded.

Little is known about Dobbs’s career after the war other than that he advanced to post captain in August 1819 and was at Milan, Italy, when he died on August 8, 1828.

Robert Malcomson
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Downie, George

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: September 11, 1814

Royal Navy officer. There is little printed about the man who lost the Battle of Lake Champlain and his life on September 11, 1814. George Downie is known to have been born in Wexford County, Ireland, and to have passed the lieutenancy exam for the Royal Navy in 1801. His promotion was confirmed in March 1802. There were no other Lieutenant Downies during this period, so he was most certainly the first lieutenant of the frigate Seahorse, mentioned in The Naval Chronicle, who won the praise of his captain in May 1805 for an attack on a Spanish gunboat flotilla near Carthegena. Still in that ship, now commanded by Captain John Stewart, Downie played a key role in the bloody engagement with two Turkish warships, one of which the Seahorse, captured in July 1808. Stewart praised Downie’s ability and recommended him for promotion to commander, which Downie attained on July 6 of that year.

Downie’s only independent command before his assignment to Canada appears to have been the 18-gun brig sloop Royalist based in English waters. Downie’s brief dispatches about several captures that he made of French privateers appeared in The Naval Chronicle through 1810 and 1811, after which another officer replaced him in the Royalist.

Downie advanced to post captain on January 1, 1813, but it was not until February 1814 that he received orders to go to Canada at the head of a reinforcement of more than 900 officers and seamen. He reached Kingston at the end of June, and Commodore Sir James Yeo placed him in command of the sloop Montreal (formerly the Wolfe). The main body of Yeo’s squadron lay at Kingston through the summer while Yeo waited to match the strength of Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s squadron by launching his 102-gun ship the St. Lawrence.

At the end of August, Yeo abruptly ordered Downie to replace Captain Peter Fisher (who had gone to Canada with Downie) as commander of the squadron on Lake Champlain. Downie arrived at the naval dockyard at Île aux Noix on the Richelieu River on September 3, where he discovered the new frigate Confiance barely ready for service. Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost had begun his invasion of New York state and repeatedly wrote to Downie to sail in support of his army. This led to hurried preparations and the resulting Battle of Lake Champlain at Plattsburgh on September 11, 1814.

Early in the action, a 24-pounder long gun was dismounted and fell on Downie, killing him. The captain was buried in the cemetery at Plattsburgh, where passing admirers still leave tributes on his tomb. In December 1814, an anonymous observer in The Naval Chronicle called on the British government to supply their forces in Canada more fully with men and equipment, lamenting Downie’s loss, “for never was there a braver man.”

Robert Malcomson
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Dragoons, Light

See Cavalry and Light Dragoons

Drummond, Gordon

Birth Date: September 27, 1772

Death Date: October 10, 1854

British Army general who commanded British forces in and was the administrator of Upper Canada during 1813–1814, the first native-born Canadian to hold this position. Gordon Drummond was born in Quebec City, Canada, on September 27, 1772. He entered the British Army in 1789 as an ensign in the 1st Regiment of Foot. In March 1791 he made the rank of lieutenant in the 41st Foot Regiment. In January 1792 he was promoted to captain and then to major in the 8th Foot Regiment on February 28, 1794, and to lieutenant colonel the next day, March 1. On January 1, 1798, he became a colonel. He was promoted to brigadier general in 1804 and to major general in 1805. On June 4, 1811, Drummond became a lieutenant general. Despite being a capable military administrator, he lacked the combat experience concomitant with his rank.

In August 1813 Drummond departed for Canada, where he became commander of the forces and administrator of Upper Canada (present-day Ontario) at Kingston, beginning on December 3. Drummond’s aggressiveness and determination were immediately evident. He commanded his subordinates to stop or reverse unit movements toward Lower Canada (Montreal) and move toward the Niagara frontier instead. Drummond also ordered a surprise night attack on Fort Niagara on December 19, 1813, in retribution for the burning of Newark, Upper Canada, by New York militia under Brigadier General George McClure. The attack quickly gained British control over the mouth of the Niagara River and resulted in the destruction of Black Rock and Buffalo.

In February 1814, Drummond presided over a session of the provincial legislature at York (present-day Toronto). The strong pro-American sentiment in the province had changed sharply since the beginning of the war as a consequence of the excesses of American troops and the success of British forces in driving the Americans from the province. This enabled Drummond to secure the passage of bills suspending the writ of habeas corpus and allowing the trial and punishment of those accused of treasonable activities. During May and June 1814, some 20 people were tried at Ancaster, and 8 were executed. Others were sentenced to be transported.

Drummond was not successful, however, in securing legislation to authorize him to proclaim martial law and force the sale of food to the army, which was then hard-pressed for provisions. Nonetheless, the problem was such that in April 1814 he reimposed martial law, this time throughout the province, which allowed the army to buy supplies it needed at a fixed rate once needs of individual farmers had been satisfied. Despite opposition from the legislature, Drummond retained martial law until the end of the war, and British forces never suffered for want of provisioning.

Prosecution of the war predominated Drummond’s activity, however. In his efforts to defend Upper Canada, Drummond ordered a preemptive amphibious raid against the village of Oswego on May 6, 1814. Although it did not succeed in securing the big guns destined for U.S. warships, it did delay the shipbuilding program of Commodore Isaac Chauncey. When Major General Jacob Brown’s U.S. left division captured Fort Erie, defeated Major General Phineas Riall at Chippawa and advanced north, threatening the British stronghold at Fort George, Drummond arrived at the fort on July 25, 1814, and immediately ordered Lieutenant Colonel John Tucker to lead a raid against American depots on their side of the Niagara River.

The result was the Battle at Lundy’s Lane. This encounter of July 25 was the bloodiest battle waged on Canadian soil. During the fighting, Drummond led three counterattacks in person and was wounded in the neck. His forces, which slightly outnumbered the Americans, gave ground but ultimately reclaimed the deserted battlefield in the early morning hours of July 26. Both sides suffered nearly 900 casualties in this battle, the hardest-fought pitched encounter of the war in Canada.

The Americans fell back to Fort Erie, and Drummond then began a protracted siege of that fort. His August 15, 1814, assault ended in disaster, as his plan of a three-pronged night attack proved too complicated. His artillery barrage did not inflict major damage to the fort or cause sufficient casualties. Bad weather forced him to abandon the siege after being surprised by General Brown’s successful sortie of September 17, 1814, but he held his position behind Chippawa Creek in the face of Major General George Izard’s newly arrived right division. With the onset of winter, Drummond shelved further campaign plans, and the Americans withdrew back to their side of the Niagara River.

In the spring of 1815, Drummond was appointed administrator of Lower Canada and commander of troops there. After the Treaty of Ghent was signed, he oversaw the implementation of its terms between the United States and Canada. Drummond departed Canada for Great Britain in May 1816 to live there with his wife and three children. In May 1825 he was promoted to full general. Drummond died in London on October 10, 1854. At the time of his death, he was the most senior general in the British Army.

Charles F. Howlett
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Drummond, William

Birth Date: 1779

Death Date: August 15, 1814

British Army officer. Born in Keltie, Perthshire, Scotland, in 1779, William Drummond entered the British Army as an ensign in 1793. By 1795, he was a lieutenant in the 2nd West India Regiment. He then joined the 60th Regiment (the Royal Americans) and remained in the West Indies until 1809, becoming a captain on July 16, 1802, and a major on March 12, 1807. Drummond transferred to the Royal New Brunswick Regiment in 1809. The following year, this provincial unit was taken into the line as the 104th Regiment.

Drummond remained in New Brunswick during 1812, and during the winter of 1813 he participated in his regiment’s epic march to Quebec and then on to Kingston, Upper Canada. Drummond was brevetted lieutenant colonel in May 1813 and led a detachment of the 104th Regiment during the raid on Sackets Harbor (May 27–29, 1813). Between June 1813 and May 1814, Drummond was the deputy quartermaster general for Upper Canada, stationed at Kingston and moving to Gananoque in the autumn of 1813.

In June 1814 Drummond took command of the 104th Foot and commenced an intensive training program in bush fighting. Following the British defeat at Chippawa in July 1814, Drummond was ordered to the Niagara Peninsula with his two flank companies, the best-trained elements of the battalion. Once on the peninsula, Drummond left his companies with the British right division and then reconnoitered potential positions for British troops. During this time, Drummond gained respect for the Native American warriors supporting the British cause and developed a friendship with John Norton. As a result, Drummond often wore strings of native beads around his neck, even when in British Army uniform. Drummond served on Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond’s staff during the July 25, 1814, Battle of Lundy’s Lane, where he was in the thick of action, often exposing himself to fire and having two horses shot out from under him.

After that battle, Drummond received command of an ad hoc battalion made up of flank companies from several regiments. On August 3, 1814, Drummond led this force during the unsuccessful raid against American depots at Black Rock and Buffalo led by Lieutenant Colonel John Tucker, which came to grief at Conjocta Creek.

Following the American retreat to Fort Erie, Drummond’s regiment played a key role in the assault of that position on August 15, 1814. Drummond’s regiment stormed the northeast bastion of the fort and, after a heavy fight, gained a position within the bastion. Drummond, who had a premonition of his death before the attack, again led from the front and became involved in hand-to-hand fighting, during which he was shot and bayoneted to death. Shortly thereafter the magazine in the bastion exploded, ending the British attack. Drummond’s body was looted by American soldiers afterward, and his remains were later buried in a mass grave at Fort Erie.

John R. Grodzinski
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Duane, William

Birth Date: May 12, 1760

Death Date: November 24, 1835

Influential American journalist and military officer. William Duane was born on May 12, 1760, to Irish immigrants. He maintained that he was born near Lake Champlain in New York, although recent works suggest that he was born in Newfoundland. His family returned to Ireland when he was 5 years old, and he lived there until his disinheritance for marrying a Protestant when he was 19.

Duane went first to England, where he learned the printer’s trade, and then to India in 1785, where he worked at the Bengal Journal before starting his own paper, the Calcutta World. He was forced to leave India for print attacks on the East India Company. Duane returned to London and became the editor of the General Advertiser. His position as an Irish nationalist and a radical sympathetic to the aims of the French Revolution made his position in Britain untenable, however.

In 1796 Duane went to the United States with his wife and two sons and was employed by Benjamin Bache’s Aurora newspaper in Philadelphia. Upon Bache’s death in 1798, Duane became editor of the paper, which he made more overtly political. His vociferous support for the Democratic Republicans led to his arrest for sedition during the administration of John Adams and the Quasi-War with France, but after Thomas Jefferson’s election in 1800, the charges were dropped.

The Aurora had played an influential role in Jefferson’s election, and Duane was granted a commission as an army lieutenant colonel in the elite Regiment of Riflemen in 1808, a position that partly relieved him of financial difficulties. The Jefferson administration also granted him printing contracts, although more went to the National Intelligencer. Duane also feuded with Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin over the patronage in Pennsylvania, although this conflict predated the Jefferson administration.

As relations between the United States and Great Britain deteriorated, Duane called for greater action to prevent the impressment of seamen and preserve American neutrality. He also advocated retaliation in clear instances of British abuses. Duane’s interest in military affairs (he published a two-volume compendium of military knowledge, Military Library, in 1807–1809), his ability to shape public opinion, and Secretary of War John Armstrong’s distaste for Gallatin all led to Duane’s appointment as an adjutant general of the Fourth Military District after the beginning of the War of 1812, which was, however, removed from the scene of the fighting.

Duane’s greatest military service was the publication during the war of Handbook for Riflemen and Handbook for Infantry, both of which were widely used for drill instruction. Duane continued as editor of the Aurora until 1822. After that, he traveled extensively, wrote a travel memoir, and remained active in national and Pennsylvania politics. Duane died in Philadelphia on November 24, 1835.

Michael K. Beauchamp
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Duck River Massacre

Event Date: May 16, 1812

Creek Native American raid on a white settler’s home. On May 16, 1812, a party of five Creek warriors decided to raid a remote Tennessee settlement near the mouth of the Duck River in Humphreys County. The band of natives, led by Little Warrior of the Creek war faction, attacked the house of Jesse Manley, where the families of Manley and John Crawley, both absent at the time, had taken shelter. The assault resulted in the deaths of seven of the inhabitants, including five children, Mrs. Manley, and a young man in the neighborhood who had been asked to watch after the two families. Martha Crawley, wife of John Crawley, was taken captive by the Creeks and forced to march back to the Creek Nation as a hostage.

The incident at Duck River created a wave of fear and fury throughout the frontier. The initial response by Tennessee Militia units failed to locate Martha Crawley or her captors. One incensed Tennessean was Andrew Jackson, then brigadier general of the Tennessee Militia, who urged the governor of the state to authorize a military expedition into Creek territory for the purposes of rescuing Crawley and, more importantly, to exact retribution against the Creeks.

Meanwhile, reports filtered back to Tennessee on the fate of Crawley. Rumors printed in the newspapers stated that she had been severely whipped and exhibited naked in Creek villages. Unbeknownst to Tennesseans, however, Crawley had escaped her abductors sometime in late June 1812. Her rescue was facilitated through the intervention of a blacksmith named Tandy Walker at St. Stephens on the Tombigbee River.

Before news of her rescue reached the Tennesseans, however, the United State had declared war against Great Britain. Because it was assumed that most Indian depredations on the frontier were provoked by British intrigue, the Crawley affair took on wider ramifications. Prowar advocates used the incident, along with Indian-hating rhetoric, to inflame the nation against western natives hostile to white encroachment. In Tennessee, the Duck River Massacre gave impetus to the desire of many whites for an invasion of the Creek Nation, particularly after the massacre at Fort Mims in the Mississippi Territory on August 30, 1813.

As for Crawley, she gave a deposition upon her return to her settlement providing details of her captivity, none of which matched the sensationalism depicted in the press. Still, the indiscriminate murders on the Duck River and the capture of a white woman provided a justification for punitive action against the Creeks, resulting in the Creek War of 1813–1814. Indeed, the concluding treaty of the conflict—the Treaty of Fort Jackson—in August 1814 mentioned the incident as a reason for going to war against the Creeks.

Tom Kanon
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Duckworth, John Thomas

Birth Date: February 9, 1748

Death Date: August 31, 1817

British admiral and governor of Newfoundland. John Thomas Duckworth was born in Leatherhead, England, on February 9, 1748, the son of a vicar. Duckworth went to sea as a midshipmen at age 11 and in 1764 visited Newfoundland while serving under Commodore Hugh Palliser, who became governor of that island. Duckworth was promoted to lieutenant in 1766 and was actively engaged in the American Revolutionary War, rising to captain in 1780.

On June 1, 1794, Duckworth took part in the French Revolutionary Wars’ Battle of the Glorious First of June under Admiral Lord Howe, receiving a gold medal for bravery under fire. Duckworth subsequently served with a measure of distinction in home waters; off Cádiz, Spain; and in the West Indies. He rose to vice admiral in April 1804, and on February 6, 1806, he decisively defeated a French squadron off Santo Domingo, winning the thanks of Parliament. The following year, he sailed his squadron into the Dardanelles in an attempt to cow the Sublime Porte into submission, but circumstances forced him to abandon the effort.

Duckworth was promoted to full admiral in 1810 and received appointment as governor of Newfoundland, then regarded as a remote and somewhat minor assignment. Duckworth arrived at St. John’s on July 9 as governor and commander in chief of a small squadron of frigates, sloops, and schooners. An excellent administrator, he carried out a number of improvements, including the erection of permanent structures of brick or stone along with the construction of board streets and sewers. Duckworth frequently traveled abroad, and on his return from one trip on July 16, 1812, he found the colony in an uproar because of the onset of war with the United States. He took immediate action to enlarge the local militia and strengthen harbor defenses. He also ordered the warships of his small squadron to patrol local waters for American privateers. His tenure on the island ended that October, and he returned to England.

Duckworth then commanded the Plymouth naval base. In 1815, he was allegedly one of the last personages to meet with French emperor Napoleon I prior to the latter’s exile on St. Helena. Duckworth died at Wear House, Devon, on August 31, 1817.

John C. Fredriksen

See also

Newfoundland; Privateering

Further Reading


Bienkowski, Lee. Admirals in the Age of Nelson. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2003.

Whitely, William H. Duckworth’s Newfoundland: The Island in the Early Nineteenth Century. St. John’s, Newfoundland: H. Cuff, 1985.

Woodman, Richard. The Sea Warriors: Fighting Captains and Frigates in the Age of Napoleon. London: Constable, 2001.



Dunlop, William

Birth Date: November 19, 1792

Death Date: June 29, 1848

British physician, journalist, businessman, and politician. William “Tiger” Dunlop, so-named because of his fiery red hair, was born in Greenock, Scotland, on November 19, 1792. After studying first in Glasgow and then in London, he earned a medical degree in 1812 and joined the 89th Regiment of Foot.

Appointed assistant surgeon in February 1813 Dunlop traveled with his unit to Upper Canada, arriving in time to see action at the Battle of Crysler’s Farm in November. During and after the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, Dunlop nearly single-handedly treated more than 200 casualties—from both sides—after the chief surgeon was himself wounded. He worked virtually nonstop for two full days. Dunlop was also present at the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, where he was lauded for his dedication in treating the many wounded soldiers there. On August 15 he played a prominent role in moving a dozen or more wounded soldiers off the battlefield while under fire during a British assault on Fort Erie.

After the war Dunlop resigned his commission in 1817; traveled to India, where became a newspaper editor; and then eventually returned to England, where he edited several other papers and gave lectures. In 1826 he returned to Canada as an employee of the Canada Company, a land speculation and development enterprise. Dunlop became well known in the region for his many colorful stories and erudite writing and speaking. In 1832 he published Statistical Sketches of Upper Canada, which was well received. In 1838 he left the company after an argument with one of its principals. Dunlop then became involved in provincial Canadian politics and held a seat in the Canadian Parliament for several years. Dunlop died on June 29, 1848, at Côte-Saint-Paul, Montreal.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.

See also

Chippawa, Battle of; Crysler’s Farm, Battle of; Fort Erie; Lundy’s Lane, Battle of

Further Reading


Draper, D. G. “Tiger: A Study of the Legend of William Dunlop.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Western Ontario, 1978.

Dunlop, William. Recollections of the War of 1812–14. Toronto: Historical Publishing, 1906.

Klinck, C. F. William “Tiger” Dunlop, “Blackwoodian Backwoodsman”: Essays by and about Dunlop. Toronto: University of Toronto, 1958.



Du Pont de Nemours, Eleuthère Irénée

Birth Date: June 24, 1771

Death Date: October 31, 1834

French-born chemist and industrialist who founded E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company, which produced high-quality gunpowder used by the U.S. Army during the War of 1812. Born on June 24, 1771, in Paris, France, Eleuthère Irénée du Pont de Nemours was born into a prominent family. He was known either as Irénée or E. I. du Pont. His father, Pierre Samuel du Pont, had been a prominent French civil servant who had been ennobled under the Old Regime prior to the French Revolution. Irénée du Pont went to work for Antoine Lavoisier, the French chemist in charge of the royal powder works, in 1788. The du Ponts initially supported of the French Revolution and creation of a constitutional monarchy, but on August 10, 1792, when an angry mob stormed the Tuileries Palace, both father and son physically assisted in protecting the royal family from the wrath of the mob. Although the royal family was able to escape and obtain temporary refuge in the Legislative Assembly, the du Pont family was branded as promonarchist, and Pierre du Pont only narrowly escaped death during the Reign of Terror in 1793–1794. In 1797 the du Pont family home was ransacked by a mob. Two years later the family immigrated to the United States, landing in Newport, Rhode Island, on January 1, 1800.

In July 1802, encouraged by President Thomas Jefferson, Eleuthère du Pont founded E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company at Eleutherian Mills along the Brandywine Creek in Delaware. Initially established as a manufacturer of black gunpowder, the company imported machinery from France. At a time when gunpowder manufacturing in the United States was of a poor quality and expensive, du Pont’s deep knowledge of chemistry and gunpowder making proved to be beneficial to the United States. The company grew quickly and eventually became the primary supplier of gunpowder to the U.S. military during the War of 1812.

[image: image]

French-born American chemist and industrialist Eleuthère Irénée du Pont (1771–1834), circa 1810. After immigrating to the United States during the French Revolution, he founded the gunpowder manufacturer E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company just outside Wilmington, Delaware. (Getty Images)

Du Pont died on October 31, 1834, at his home in Eleutherian Mills. His son, Alfred, managed the company after his death, which is today the world’s second-largest chemical firm.
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Eagle and Growler, USS, Capture of

Event Date: June 3, 1813

Late in August 1812 President James Madison’s cabinet realized that its strategy of invading and capturing Upper Canada depended very much on having a strong naval presence on the lakes. Commodore Isaac Chauncey soon received orders to achieve this goal on the Great Lakes, and at the end of September, similar instructions went to Lieutenant Thomas Macdonough on Lake Champlain.

Two small gunboats had been built on Lake Champlain in 1809 and were in disrepair on the shoreline at Basin Harbor near Vergennes, Vermont, when the war started. Lieutenant Sidney Smith, junior in rank to Macdonough, had manned one of them before the arrival of Macdonough, who then investigated the use of six merchant sloops that the army was outfitting at Whitehall, New York. The government ordered their transfer to the navy, and Macdonough armed three of them, which were renamed President, Eagle, and Growler. The gunboats and sloops were located at Shelburne Bay, south of Burlington, Vermont, for the winter.

From the beginning of the war, residents in New York and Vermont continued their pursuit of commercial profit by transporting provisions for troops and timber for shipbuilding to the British, despite the illegality of this trade. As a consequence, in the spring of 1813 Macdonough sent Smith in the Eagle and the Growler to cruise in search of smugglers. June found the two sloops near the confluence of Lake Champlain and the Richelieu River. Each of the sloops measured about 64 feet on its deck, with a beam of 19–20 feet. Each was armed with 1 long 6-pounder and 10 18-pounder carronades. Their crews numbered about 108 officers and men, a portion of whom belonged to the army.

Early on June 3, 1813, Smith decided to proceed down the Richelieu River and cross the border. He had been warned about the river’s narrow channel and current but advanced northward and around dawn came into view of Île aux Noix.

On the island, located in the center of the river, the British had kept a small fortification and dockyard for the Provincial Marine. Its force afloat consisted, however, of only three gunboats, each measuring about 46 feet long and 12 feet wide, carrying a long gun in the bow and a carronade in the stern and commanded by Lieutenant William Lowe of the Provincial Marine with small crews. Major George Taylor, 100th Regiment of Foot, was the senior officer in command at Île aux Noix, and he ordered the reinforced gunboats to engage the American sloops and sent detachments of his regiment and the Royal Artillery to fire into the two sloops from the shoreline.

The engagement went on for three hours without close contact, although fire was exchanged steadily and a 24-pounder shot struck the Eagle below its waterline. The sloop soon sank in shoal water and thus did not entirely settle. Its crew was taken prisoner. Smith discovered how difficult it was to turn around in the channel. His own ship had its forestay and main boom shot away. It became unmanageable and ran ashore, whereupon Smith surrendered the Growler also. American casualties were 1 killed and 8 wounded on the Growler and 11 wounded on the Eagle. The British had 3 wounded, all among the troops ashore.

The two sloops were the first sailing ships added to the Île aux Noix base during the war. Their names were changed from Eagle to Shannon and then Chub and from Growler to Broke and then Finch. The two sloops were part of the British squadron in the Battle of Lake Champlain on September 11, 1814, where Macdonough recaptured them.

Robert Malcomson
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>Early, Peter

Birth Date: June 30, 1793

Death Date: August 15, 1817

Governor of Georgia. Peter Early was born in Madison County, Virginia, on June 30, 1793. He graduated with honors from the College of New Jersey (present-day Princeton University) in 1792 and subsequently studied law with Jared Ingersoll in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, before relocating to Greene County, Georgia, to open a law practice.

In 1802 Early gained election to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican, where his most notable act was in presiding over the impeachment trial of federal judges John Pickering and Samuel Chase. Reelected to two more terms, Early finally quit Congress in 1807 in favor of serving as a judge on the newly created Ocmulgee Circuit in Georgia in 1808. He functioned for five years in this capacity, gaining a reputation for modesty and efficiency.

In 1813 the state legislature elected Early governor over several other contestants once the incumbent, David B. Mitchell, declined seeking another term. Early came to office when the War of 1812 was under way and the Creek War was just on the horizon. He firmly supported the goals of the James Madison administration and cooperated fully with the government and its military measures. This included raising money, troops, and supplies to fight the sudden Creek uprising along Georgia’s westernmost frontier, which was effectively done.

Following the defeat of the Indians and the acquisition of 22 million acres of their land in 1814, Early was quick to combat trespassers by issuing arrest warrants to favor legitimate settlers. That autumn he urged the legislature to re-form the militia, and in the spring of 1815 he recalled troops under Georgia Militia brigadier general David Blackshear from operations near Mobile to the Georgia coast in response to the British capture of Cumberland Island by Rear Admiral George Cockburn. It was not until news of the Treaty of Ghent arrived and the British departed that the governor consented to dispatch 2,000 state troops to protect U.S. commissioners surveying the Creek land cession. However, when Early vetoed the legislature’s attempt to renew the so-called Alleviating Acts granting creditors additional time to pay off debts, he was immediately overridden.

Early’s populist stance alienated many of his followers, and in November 1815 the General Assembly elected his predecessor, Mitchell, in his stead. Early was subsequently reelected to the state senate in 1816, where he performed useful work in drafting the state’s first penal code and serving as a trustee of the University of Georgia. He died in Scull Shoals, Georgia, on August 15, 1817. Early County, Georgia, was named in his honor.
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Eastport, Maine

U.S. Border community and smugglers’ haven. Eastport is located on Moose Island in Passamaquoddy Bay adjacent to St. Andrews in New Brunswick, Canada, which made it an ideal location for smuggling. American citizens and British subjects engaged in considerable smuggling across the border after the Embargo Act of 1807 was passed and also during the War of 1812. Eastport was a principal location where British subjects exchanged manufactured goods and plaster, an early form of fertilizer, for American foodstuffs such as flour. Customs collectors such as Lemuel Trescott frequently assisted smugglers by devising means to illegally import goods into the United States.

When the United States declared war on Great Britain in 1812, the residents of Eastport formed a committee of public safety and composed a letter declaring their intention to maintain amicable relations with their neighbors in Saint John, New Brunswick. Colonel George Ulmer, the commander of Fort Sullivan, Eastport’s only military installation, tried to prevent residents of Eastport from trading with their neighbors in New Brunswick. Despite Ulmer’s best efforts to prevent this illicit trade, the residents of Eastport undermined his authority. Among other things, they encouraged soldiers to desert, collaborated with corrupt customs officers, and sold the army poor-quality provisions. As a result, Ulmer’s command was plagued by poor morale. Eventually Ulmer was removed from his post when a dispute arose between him and his second-in-command, who accused him of aiding smugglers.

On July 5, 1814, Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Pilkington sailed from Halifax with a detachment of artillery. He rendezvoused on July 7 at Shelburne, Nova Scotia, with a squadron from Bermuda under Royal Navy captain Thomas M. Hardy that consisted of the Ramillies (74 guns) and four smaller warships, plus transports carrying Lieutenant Colonel Andrew Pilkington and some 600 men of the 102nd Regiment. On July 11 this combined force anchored off Eastport. Pilkington demanded that the commander of Fort Sullivan, Major Perley Putnam, who succeeded Ulmer, surrender.

Putnam had just 80 regulars from the 40th U.S. Infantry and six guns at Fort Sullivan to oppose the British. When Putnam initially refused, Pilkington ordered his men, who had already begun loading into boats, to pull for the shore. Before they could reach there, however, Putnam surrendered, reportedly on the entreaties of residents of Eastport. Neither the militia nor the army offered any resistance to Eastport’s occupation, and the British promptly occupied all of Moose Island as well as other islands in Passamaquoddy Bay. The British required the residents to swear oaths of allegiance to King George III. Those who refused were forced to leave. This oath protected their property and allowed them to continue trading with the British.

The British considered Eastport to be British territory and planned to retain it. Thus, they improved the fortifications at Fort Sullivan and constructed earthworks and blockhouses at key locations to prevent American forces from retaking Eastport. British territory occupied by the United States was exchanged at the end of the war for Eastport, however. It was finally returned to the United States in 1818.
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Eckford, Henry

Birth Date: March 12, 1775

Death Date: November 12, 1832

Shipbuilder and businessman. Henry Eckford was born on March 12, 1775, in Kilwinning, North Ayrshire, Scotland, and apprenticed as a ship’s carpenter as a youth. In 1791 he began a five-year shipwright’s apprenticeship with his uncle, a well-respected shipbuilder, in a shipyard in Quebec. In less then a decade, Eckford had opened his own shipyard on the St. Lawrence River and made a name for himself as a skilled shipwright. Around 1806 he was introduced to Isaac Chauncey, who had taken a temporary leave of absence from the U.S. Navy to captain a ship (the Beaver) for John Jacob Astor during 1806–1807; Eckford had built the Beaver. Impressed with Eckford’s shipbuilding skills and his business acumen, in 1808 Chauncey engaged Eckford to build several ships for the U.S. Navy at New York and on Lake Ontario.

In 1812 Chauncey, now a commodore, again engaged Eckford to build naval vessels for the U.S. Navy on the Great Lakes, this time at Sackets Harbor, New York. When Chauncey chose the town as his headquarters, Eckford relocated there and promptly set up a shipbuilding facility. He also shrewdly began to invest in real estate in the area, which ultimately netted him handsome profits.

In spite of harsh weather, Eckford managed in short order to construct a state-of-the-art shipyard that included several blockhouses, storage buildings, and offices in addition to workers’ quarters, a mess hall, and a hospital.

Working with noted shipbuilders Noah and Adam Brown, Eckford helped construct a large variety and number of ships, many of them in record time. Eckford’s uncanny organizational abilities also resulted in a financial windfall for himself and his partners. Many of the ships’ components were prefabricated in New York City and shipped to Sackets Harbor, where they were assembled and finished. The ships constructed at Sackets Harbor included frigates, sloops, schooners, and gunboats. In November 1814 Eckford’s shipyard broke a record by completing the frigate Mohawk in just five weeks. Eckford and the Brown brothers played a key role in ensuring that the United States maintained supremacy on Lake Ontario for much of the war.

By 1815, Eckford had returned to New York City and continued to build ships there, mostly for commercial use. But by 1817 he had become chief of naval construction at the Brooklyn Navy Yard, where he significantly influenced ship design and shipbuilding for the navy. By the early 1820s, Eckford had left government employment to pursue other business interests, which now included insurance, banking, publishing, and commercial shipping. He served in the New York legislature and ran—unsuccessfully—for a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democrat. He soon became involved with New York’s Tammany Hall political machine, which proved to be his downfall.

In 1826, Eckford and other Tammany Hall leaders were indicted for having perpetrated a major fraud scheme that had bilked companies and voters out of millions of dollars. Eckford’s trial that same year resulted in a hung jury, and the prosecution demurred from seeking another trial. Regardless, Eckford suffered severe economic losses, and the prosecution refused to clear his name, instead announcing that Eckford may have been duped into supporting illegal activities.

In 1831 the government of the Ottoman Empire contracted with Eckford to build a number of ships for its navy, a challenge he eagerly accepted. Arriving at Constantinople in August 1831, Eckford immediately began to organize his shipbuilding effort, which saw considerable success. On November 12, 1832, however, Eckford died in Constantinople, probably of cholera.
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Econochaca, Battle of

Event Date: December 23, 1813

Battle fought as part of the Creek War (1813–1814) at the Creek stronghold of Econochaca in present-day Lowndes County, Alabama, on December 23, 1813, between American forces and Red Stick Creek warriors. The Battle of Econochaca is also known as the Battle of the Holy Ground. Brigadier General Ferdinand L. Claiborne of the Mississippi Militia commanded the American forces of some 1,200 men, composed of militia from the Mississippi Territory, the 3rd U.S. Infantry, and Choctaw allies. The Red Stick Creeks, the total number of whom is unknown, were led by William Weatherford, also known as Red Eagle. The Holy Ground had become a refuge for fugitive Creeks displaced from their homes because of the war and was thus a high-priority target for American forces.

Econochaca, protected by fallen timber and stakes driven firmly into the ground, was situated on a small wooded plateau with ravines and swamp on three sides and the Alabama River on the other. Claiborne advanced on the village in three columns. The initial attack by Major Joseph Carson’s column at about noon on December 23, 1813, was immediately followed up by Colonel Gilbert Russell’s 3rd Regiment. A small mounted force, led by Major Henry Cassels, took up position on the far side of the settlement to cut off any retreating Red Sticks. Cassels, however, did not get into position quickly enough after the attack began, and consequently most of the Creeks escaped. Some 33 on the Creek side died in the brief engagement, including 12 African Americans fighting as allies of the Red Sticks. American casualties amounted to 1 man killed and 20 others wounded. The Americans were unsuccessful in their pursuit of the fleeing Creeks.

The Americans then pilfered Econochaca, which contained about 200 houses and a large supply of provisions. One significant find was correspondence between the Spanish governor at Pensacola, Mateo González Manrique, and Red Stick chiefs, proving a link between the two. Following the capture of the Holy Ground, the Americans destroyed another Creek village farther up the Alabama River, but the expedition ended in January 1814 when most of Claiborne’s troops were discharged because of the expiration of their enlistments.

Despite the Red Stick Creeks’ escape from Econochaca, the battle’s real importance lay in the fact that it proved false predictions made by Creek prophets who had pronounced the site as consecrated and surrounded by a magic barrier that would strike dead any white man who tried to pass through it. This victory by the Americans had a severely negative effect on Red Stick morale for the remainder of the war.

Tom Kanon
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Economy, Canada

In the early 19th century, Canada was firmly within the British economic orbit. Wrested from the French in the 1760s and structurally reorganized under the Canada Act of 1791, its fur trade, timber, and fisheries supported British markets to a significant extent, despite the opposition from some of the French-speaking ancien regime inhabitants of Quebec and the perceived ill effects of American republicanism to the south.

At the beginning of the War in 1812, Canada was not a confederation, and its economic life was influenced not only by its natural resources but also by its political structure and population. New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and Nova Scotia were royal provinces, each with a single legislative assembly. Lower Canada (Quebec east of the Ottawa River) and, since 1791, Upper Canada to the west had appointed governors and legislative assemblies. Cape Breton Island had a consular appointive government, and Rupert’s Land, to the north, was given over to the Hudson Bay Company, with neither a local constitution nor a defined southern boundary.

Population growth in the Maritime Provinces had been meager. By 1812 the population was still under 100,000. Lower Canada, despite its division under the Canada Act, tripled in size from 1783 to 1814, reaching 330,000, including a metropolis at Montreal with more than 30,000 people. Upper Canada had an even larger percentage increase, growing from 14,000 in 1791 to more than 90,000 by the beginning of the war.

Each of these colonies and provinces contributed in their own way to the economic life of Canada as a whole. In the Maritimes, fishing and timber were early economic engines. Transport to northern Europe mandated the need for salt as a preservative. Drying stations along the Newfoundland and Nova Scotia coasts thus gave rise to small permanent settlements, and by 1812 fishing was the dominant economic activity in this area.

Wood and timber products had a ready local market as small settlements grew into villages and towns. During the

French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, timber became another dominant export staple from Canada. With its own domestic sources of oak and other hardwoods needed for the Royal Navy and its merchant fleets exhausted and closer stands in the Baltic cut off by war and blockade, Britain looked to the forests of Canada for its timber supply. By 1812, the industry was centered along the St. John and St. Lawrence Rivers. Timber export profits were the chief source of funds when merchants founded the Bank of Montreal in 1817. Exploitation of the vast timber resources to the west still lay in the future.

By 1812, however, it was the fur trade that was the key to economic development in the Canadian interior. Pelts were nearly as valuable as gold, and fur-bearing creatures were pursued with a fervor. Hudson’s Bay Company, a royal-chartered corporation, initially intended to challenge the French while mercantilism was at its height; after the 1760s, the company continued its drive into areas that would become Manitoba and Saskatchewan. Their rivals from Montreal, intricate partnerships known generally as the North West Company, pursued the fur trade with equal fervor.

The dramatic increase in population in Upper Canada resulted from the deliberate establishment of English common law in the province and from freehold land tenure provided as grants to migrants from Europe and the United States. By 1806, more than 4.5 million acres of land had been granted. This provided Canadian authorities with not only the resources to develop exportable commodities of grain, lumber, and potash but also the manpower to support their small, well-trained regular military force. What both Canadian and American leaders were to discover during the War of 1812 was that when it came to loyalty, the economic attachment to land played a larger role than any attachment to a political philosophy.

As war with the United States approached and then consumed Canadian attention, professions associated with cross-border supply and transport became those of illicit trade and smuggling. Before the war, by one estimate the United States provided nearly 80 percent of the prepared products and foodstuffs to the settlements along the St. Lawrence River borderlands and to the west in Upper Canada. This economic intercourse continued after the Embargo Act of 1807 and even after the declaration of war in June 1812. Sir George Prevost even commented that were it not for the cattle run across the border by New York and Vermont farmers, his army in Canada would have surely starved. Because of the loyalty of most Canadians, a robust trade in smuggling, and evolving British economic policies that deemphasized mercantilism and embraced free markets and free trade, Canada’s economy did remarkably well during the war, all things considered. Canada continued to be a resource-rich exporter well into the 19th century.

Harold W. Youmans
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Economy, Great Britain

At the beginning of the French Revolutionary Wars in the early 1790s and a number of years before the United States declared war on Great Britain in June 1812, the English were on the cusp of a major revolution of their own, both economic and social. As the 18th century gave way to the 19th century, mercantilism began to yield to the free markets and free trade of modern industrialism, which became the predominant economic determinant of English life. Indeed, the Industrial Revolution originated in Great Britain and played a sizable role in the wars of the early 19th century.

Mercantilism was an economic theory that stressed, above all, the strict control of trade by Great Britain between sources within its own empire and the overt exclusion of trade with others, especially rival states, with the objective of weakening their influence and potential threat to Britain. Great Britain’s empire in the 1770s had been limited to the home islands, the Canadian Maritime Provinces, the small sugar plantation islands in the Caribbean, and the settlements along the Atlantic coast of North America. In 1783 the British lost the Atlantic coast colonies, and the United States emerged as a trade rival.

In the 50 years between 1770 and 1820 while fighting France, its European rival and nemesis, Great Britain experienced a domestic and international revolution characterized by a transformation from a largely agrarian economy to one based on industrial manufacturing and expanded trade. Urbanization and population growth, the introduction of machine power throughout society, capital accumulation, and an expanded middle class soon became the hallmarks of British society.

Agriculture, long the mainstay of British economic life, slowly began to lose its dominance over this period. For example, by 1811 persons engaged in commerce, navigation, and manufacturing exceeded those engaged in agriculture and mining for the very first time, with 7 million engaged in the former and 6.1 million engaged in the latter. Agriculture revenues were also slipping. Although there is some controversy as to how economic wealth was calculated, it appears that by 1803 commercial revenues exceeded agriculture and mining revenues by more than 50 percent (e.g., £183 vs. £107 million annually). To be sure, there were bright spots in the agricultural picture, however. Land tenure remained stable in the hands of the gentry, corn (known to Americans as wheat) exports resumed briefly in 1812 and 1813, and production and distribution methods enhanced profitability throughout the sector.

[image: image]

Rawfords Mill near Huddersfield, Yorkshire, ca. 1810. The textile mill was the first of its kind to introduce mechanization and was attacked by members of the Luddite movement in protest of job losses. (Getty Images)

By 1801 the changes in the industrial sector were just beginning to be felt, and population in cities began to expand rapidly. London’s population was more than 1 million by 1811, and there were nine other cities that experienced an average increase in population of between 25 and 30 percent, including towns in the newly developing industrial midlands. Coal replaced charcoal, and iron and steel replaced wood. Coal mining especially grew to be an important adjunct to industry as steam power spurred development in the burgeoning textile industry. The size of the mines and iron smelters increased, the numbers engaged in the industry grew, and the techniques were quickly modernized.

None of this came without some social strife, however. The Luddites, that curious antimodernity faction, first appeared in 1799, grew violent in 1811–1813, and made further appearances on the industrial scene in 1816. However, the irreversible trends were clear by the end of the War of 1812. The Industrial Revolution was already well developed and would only grow in size and scope.

Economic growth was regulated to some extent by a vast banking system, itself due for reorganization and consolidation. Joint-stock banks were still illegal, and private banks experienced volatility in both numbers and strength. In 1797, there were approximately 350 banks in Britain. By 1810, that number had almost doubled. More than a third of the total, however, had failed by 1817. To sustain the Industrial Revolution, a revolution in banking would also be required, although that took place mainly after 1815.

Tobacco, cotton, and sugar—all produced with strong dependence upon slave labor—decreased in economic importance, and Great Britain outlawed the trafficking in slaves in 1807. Steam- and water-powered machinery, canals, railroads, and technological innovation slowly superseded them. For the emerging industrial system to work, which was heavily dependent on imports of raw materials and the export of finished products, it had to be supported by a strong navy. It is thus no wonder that by 1812, Great Britain possessed 130 ships of the line and 600 frigates and smaller vessels, the largest navy in the world.

Great Britain’s trade-driven economy, of course, meant that it was particularly vulnerable to restrictions on trade. French emperor Napoleon’s attempt to wage economic warfare against the British with the Continental System caused serious dislocations to the British economy and a full-blown economic depression by 1810. Economic warfare also compelled the British to impede neutral nations’ shipping rights, which would be the main catalyst of the War of 1812. Once that war began, British manufacturers suffered from material shortages and the inability to trade with the lucrative American market. At the same time, American privateering had driven insurance costs for British shippers into the stratosphere, which further depressed the economy. By mid-1814, British merchants and manufacturers began to press their government to end the war with the United States, fearing economic ruin. Officials in London listened, and by year’s end a negotiated end to the conflict had been reached. Few, if any, wars until this time had such a powerful economic component. After 1815, Great Britain’s economy grew at a very rapid, if sometimes uneven, rate.
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Economy, United States

When the War of 1812 began in June 1812, the United States was unprepared to fight Great Britain. The state of the American economy was especially precarious in both the public and private sectors, and by 1814 it threatened to collapse. Albert Gallatin, President James Madison’s secretary of the treasury, had been appointed by Thomas Jefferson in 1801. Gallatin was responsible for the wartime economy until February 1814.

Until the war began, Gallatin had adhered to the Jeffersonian agrarian principles of the Democratic Republican Party: cutting public spending, reducing public debt, lowering internal taxes in 1802, limiting the scope of the federal government, and balancing federal budgets or even promoting a surplus. The government’s major sources of revenue were tariffs on imports and sales of public lands. Gallatin’s policies were hugely successful in Jefferson’s first years in office because American foreign trade boomed during the Napoleonic Wars and government revenue swelled. When Madison, also a Democratic Republican, took office in 1809, he inherited a Treasury surplus of $9.5 million, a large sum at the time. Gallatin was convinced that if the United States could avoid war long enough, the debt could be eliminated; if war then became inevitable, it could be paid for without major economic distress.

By the time the War of 1812 commenced, however, the economy had been badly damaged by Jefferson’s Embargo Act of December 22, 1807, and by subsequent attempts by Madison to coerce Britain and France to respect American neutral rights on the high seas. The citizens of New England, a majority of whom adhered to the Federalist Party, were particularly hurt by the embargo and trade restrictions and were thus predisposed to denounce Madison’s war efforts.

Worse, the country had no central bank. Gallatin had urged Congress to recharter the Bank of the United States in 1809, arguing that it was a safe repository for federal monies, an agency for tax collection, and a potential source of government loans. In January 1811 the U.S. House of Representatives voted to postpone the recharter indefinitely, while the U.S. Senate voted 17 to 17 on the same measure. Vice President George Clinton broke the tie by voting against rechartering, and the measure was defeated. State banks proved to be no adequate substitute for financing a war, and Gallatin’s influence with Congress had been weakened just as the fighting commenced. He proposed that the expenses of war should be paid for by loans, while other governmental obligations would be paid for with import duties.

It was soon clear that financing the war by loans was problematic. In 1812 Congress authorized the Treasury to issue $5 million in notes, but these were not well received. In February 1813 they were replaced with $5 million more, which met with no more success. At the same time, Congress authorized the borrowing of $11 million, which could be raised only by issuing the loans at a 12 percent discount. New England, the most prosperous region of the country, was not enthusiastic about these Treasury initiatives. Most Federalists there were opposed to the war, and they were in control of the state banks. Hence, they refused to loan the national government money. Boston provided only $75,000.

The other expenses of government, to be paid for with import duties, were equally threatened. A British blockade of American ports reduced import duties to the point that only a quarter of the money needed was being collected. Hezekiah Niles, a prowar journalist, pointed out in dismay in June 1812 that Americans were reluctant to pay $2 per capita to support their government, while Britain’s public expenditure was $25 per capita.

In February 1813 Gallatin bit the bullet, broke with his Jeffersonian principles, and urged Congress to raise customs duties and impose the old internal taxes that had been repealed in 1802. Democratic Republican congressmen, from moderate to the most conservative, had given almost no thought to imposing internal taxes, and they were shocked by Gallatin’s proposal. Clearly taxes were needed, but the legislators disliked breaking party faith. Indeed, it had been the repeal of these taxes that had contributed to their electoral success in 1800, and many were concerned that reviving the levies would undermine their standing with the people and dampen enthusiasm for the war. Although they were harshly critical of Gallatin, the bearer of bad news, they were nevertheless forced to accept internal taxation, including a direct tax of $3 million divided among the states, and various excise taxes. They also had to authorize another loan of $7.5 million, with a large discount to attract lenders.

President Madison was generally pleased with these measures, although he would soon learn that they would not be adequate. Gallatin, disheartened by his low standing with Congress and New England’s lack of support for government loans, obtained a leave of absence from the Treasury in May 1813 to go on a diplomatic mission to Russia. In his absence, the Treasury was put in the hands of William Jones, the secretary of the navy, who was unable to avert the growing crisis.

In February 1814 Gallatin resigned as treasury secretary. By then fiscal matters were so dire that Madison had difficulty replacing him. The president finally appointed George Washington Campbell, who had little standing in the financial community. Because taxes were inadequate to cover governmental expenses, Congress voted in March 1814 to borrow $25 million and to issue $10 million in Treasury notes. The $10 million was almost raised, but only $3 million of the loan had been raised by midsummer. Essentially, the country was bankrupt and government costs could be covered only by the issuance of inflated Treasury notes. The Democratic Republicans’ refusal to impose an adequate system of war taxes and the refusal of New England Federalists to countenance the war had essentially precipitated the crisis.

By the autumn of 1814, it was clear to congressmen that the Treasury’s difficulties could be solved only by the creation of a national bank. The Senate voted to charter the bank on December 9, 1814, and the House of Representatives followed suit on January 7, 1815. For various reasons Madison vetoed the measure, and it was modified and resubmitted to both houses of Congress in February 1815. The Senate passed the new bill, but it was tabled in the House on February 17 after news arrived in America that the Treaty of Ghent, ending the war, had been signed on December 14, 1814. Thus, the public finance of the republic had proven adequate to scrape by, but just barely. A few internal taxes had been levied to pay for the war, but the vast majority of revenue had come from borrowing $80 million, of which only $3 million was provided by New England, and the issuance of $37 million in Treasury notes. All the loans after 1813 sold below par.

In the private-sector economy, the effects of the war were also widely felt but not equally in all regions. In New England, banks were hard hit and had to call in loans without issuing new ones. Money and credit were tight, and state governments could not borrow the money they needed. The region received few government contracts, and few soldiers were mobilized there to receive pay from the federal government. Fishing and commercial enterprises were decimated by actions of the Royal Navy, which quite effectively blockaded the seaports. Those ports were financially ruined, with ships rotting at their anchorages and idled seamen searching for work. Property values plummeted, and the number of people on public relief soared. The South also suffered from the blockade, with agricultural exports practically stalled by 1813. Commodity prices fell, and wheat and tobacco became practically worthless. Although some people in the Chesapeake region in particular made money on privateering, government contracts, and soldiers’ wages, these did not compensate for the other substantial losses. The Middle Atlantic states, Pennsylvania in particular, fared relatively well. Philadelphia was a base of operations for army supply officers, and a major supply route ran across the state to Pittsburgh. The army purchased large quantities of supplies in Pennsylvania, and infusions of federal money triggered a building boom in Philadelphia. New Yorkers also did well supplying the army and trading with the enemy. A second army supply route ran from New York City to the northern frontier, and contractors made huge sums. The middle colonies prospered from manufacturing, with many factories being built during the conflict. Midwesterners were also comparatively well off during the war because so many military operations took place there. Kentucky and Ohio received much federal largesse, and Cincinnati, Ohio, boomed from government contracts and wartime payrolls.

The War of 1812, which cost the United States $105 million, was difficult to finance at times and was burdensome to many citizens economically. But this war, like all such conflicts, rewarded some, bankrupted others, and allowed massive governmental intrusion into the economic lives of its people. However, conditions generally improved in 1816 when the Second Bank of the United States was chartered, which restored a measure of sanity to the national economy and helped to mitigate the deep economic depression that followed the War of 1812.

Paul David Nelson
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Edged Weapons

In the early national period, edged weapons appeared in both great variety and design. Traditionally, such weapons provided a relatively inexpensive means of conducting personal combat. The most common types of edged weapons in North America were swords, knives, hatchets, and bayonets.

In England, the British Army had relied essentially on two types of slightly curved single-edged swords that saw widespread use in America, unofficially known as the Model 1742 and the Model 1751. However, the English were not known for their cutlery; as a consequence, many army and navy officers frequently purchased their swords from abroad. At the time, Solingen, Toledo, Valencia, and Milan produced some of the finest blades in Europe. Furthermore, neither the British Army nor the Royal Navy standardized their sword designs until after the American Revolutionary War. Consequently, the actual design and acquisition of swords often fell on individual regimental commanders and ship captains. Despite the popularity of the weapon, the French and Indian War (1754–1763) proved the relative uselessness of the sword. Although edged weapons remained the weapon of choice among cavalry, elsewhere such pieces became strictly ceremonial because of the growing lethality of artillery and muskets.

American swords revealed tremendous variety in both style and design. American militiamen not only used swords made in Europe and by local smiths but also made use of family heirlooms and captured pieces. In the end, no truly innovative sword designs or patterns emerged in America. As a rule, American-made swords tended to be of poorer quality than their European counterparts. However, beginning in the 18th century, the immigration of German swordsmiths—with their patterns, molds, and tools—slowly but steadily increased the viability of the craft in the British colonies.

On both sides of the Atlantic, other types of swords also existed. For example, hunting swords and small swords remained popular among the civilian population, whereas fanciful and often bejeweled town or walking swords continued to be used within diplomatic and court circles.

Another broad class of swords, the cutlass (also known as a hanger) was a short single-edged weapon. In the military, swords generally fell into one of two categories: foot (as a backup weapon for infantry) and mounted (as a primary weapon for cavalry). Generally, officers’ swords possessed such fineries as engraving, silver inlay, and handles made of bone or ivory.

The most commonly used polearm in North America was the hatchet. In the colonial period, the hatchet resembled the European half-ax or American felling ax. Simple in design, hatchets entailed the same fundamental construction: a short wood or iron handle with a forged iron head. The blade edge normally flared out slightly so that it was approximately twice the width of the base of the blade. Easily repaired by camp blacksmiths, hatchets were generally preferred over bayonets because of their ruggedness and utility. The hatchet consisted of a handle (or helve) that fit into the eye of the head. The blunt end of the hatchet head was the poll, and the sharp-edged end was referred to as the bit. One curious innovation—the pipe tomahawk—appeared in the early 1700s. It incorporated a smoking pipe into the body of the handle; a cast brass version appeared around 1750. Another (but less common) innovation was the so-called spontoon hatchet, an unwieldy weapon that used the head design of a traditional long polearm. Other designs entailed a hammer poll (which was just as the name suggests) and the less common (and decidedly unwieldy) spiked poll, which brandished a pick-like extension opposite the blade. Militia laws long required soldiers to carry both a sword and a hatchet, but by the time of the American Revolutionary War, most colonies had resorted to the hatchet alone because of the latter’s versatility and low cost. Eventually the hatchet became a standard piece of soldiers’ equipment.

As with the hatchet, the knife dates to ancient antiquity. The value of the knife traditionally lay in its simple design, ease of manufacture, and practical use as a weapon—and a tool—for the soldier. People employed a wide variety of knives in the colonial and early republic periods. For example, soldiers used a rifle knife—with a short blade of about three or four inches in length—during combat to trim the excess cloth from musket-ball patches.

Daggers were more fanciful and a bit less common. Such weapons were normally finely made double-edged knives with blades approximately six inches long and a small hand guard. They usually possessed such adornments as silver hilts and ivory grips. Generally, daggers were carried by officers.

The most common blade of all, however, was the formidable-looking hunting knife. Also known as the fighting or scalping knife, this particular weapon brandished a cutting edge up to 12 inches in length. Handles on knives tended to be either antler, cow horn, or wood. As with many edged weapons, however, knives lost their primacy as combat weapons with the advent of advanced muskets and artillery.

The bayonet also came into prominence. The exact origins of the weapon remain unclear (the Old French word for arrow was bayon, and in the 17th century “bayonet” referred to a dagger; another theory holds that the weapon was developed in the French town of Bayonne). In any case, the bayonet—a blade approximately 16 inches long attached to the muzzle of a musket—emerged in France as early as the 1640s.

Bayonets allowed a soldier protection against enemy cavalry during the dangerous lull required to reload a musket. In short, the bayonet crudely merged the pike with the musket. The original prototype of the bayonet, the plug, consisted of a blade attached to a tapered wooden handle, the latter part fitting snugly into the muzzle of the musket. Unfortunately, plug bayonets usually proved a nuisance to soldiers; not only could its handle break off inside the musket barrel, but it could be rendered useless because of the buildup of hard gunpowder residue inside the muzzle. Moreover, the plug bayonet also required the soldier to completely remove the entire blade each time to fire and reload.

A solution to such problems, the so-called socket bayonet, emerged in Sweden in the 1680s. By attaching the bayonet to the exterior surface of the muzzle using a hollow metal cylinder, a soldier could load and fire a musket while the bayonet was attached. By the early 18th century, the socket bayonet became standard throughout European and American armies. It would remain essentially unchanged for the next 150 years.
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Edwards, Ninian

Birth Date: March 17, 1775

Death Date: July 20, 1833

Territorial governor of Illinois. Ninian Edwards was born in Montgomery County, Maryland, on March 17, 1775, the son of a noted politician. Educated at Farleigh Dickinson College, he relocated to Kentucky in 1795, proved himself an astute politician, and in 1808 gained appointment as chief justice of that state.

In 1809 Edwards abandoned law to accept President James Madison’s invitation to serve as governor of the newly created Illinois Territory. Edwards encountered problems germane to most frontier regions at the time: Illinois was sparsely populated, lacked adequate military resources for defense, and was adjacent to numerous and potentially hostile bands of Native Americans. The latter were experiencing a resurgent anti-American sentiment owing to the agitations of Tecumseh and his brother Tenkswatawa, and Edwards supported moves by Indiana territorial governor William Henry Harrison to eliminate an illegal Indian settlement along the Tippecanoe River by force of arms. Such activities only intensified Indian resistance, and throughout the spring of 1812 Kickapoos and Pottawatomis began actively raiding settlements near Peoria and the southeastern reaches of the territory.

Despite the disadvantages he encountered, Edwards proved himself an active military leader and, following the declaration of war in June 1812, took immediate steps to shore up local defenses and maintain the strategic initiative. That October he joined Colonel William Russell, the 7th U.S. Infantry Regiment, two ranger companies, and 400 local militiamen on a foray against Kickapoo and Pottawatomi villages along the Sangamon River and around Lake Peoria. The Americans burned several villages and claimed to have killed 24–30 Indians without any losses of their own. Afterward, Edwards organized mounted patrols to scour the countryside and orchestrated the construction of no fewer than 17 forts between the Mississippi and Kaskaksia Rivers. All of these activities had the effect of reducing Indian raids along the frontier, but in June 1813 Edwards’s participation in military matters concluded following the appointment of Benjamin Howard as brigadier general commanding the Missouri and Illinois Territories. In 1815 Edwards, accompanied by Missouri territorial governor William Clark, helped negotiate the Treaty of Portage des Sioux, gaining major land concessions from their former adversaries.

After the war Edwards continued on as territorial governor, and once Illinois became a state in 1818, the state legislature appointed him a U.S. senator. He served in that position until 1824 and two years later gained election as governor of Illinois, serving until 1830. Edwards died of cholera at Bellevue, Illinois, on July 20, 1833.
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E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company

Major manufacturer of American gunpowder during the War of 1812. E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company was founded as a gunpowder manufacturing firm in 1801 by Eleuthère Irénée du Pont, who had emigrated from France to the United States in consequence of the French Revolution. He had been an apprentice gunpowder maker in France under Antoine-Laurent Lavoisier at the National Powder Works. Du Pont’s grim appraisal of the quality of American powder led him to believe that a powder mill could be successful in the young nation. Thomas Jefferson encouraged the venture, the success of which was all the more probable when the U.S. government provided tariff protection for the industry because of its military importance.

A joint stock company was incorporated in 1801, with prominent French and du Pont family associates as the principal investors. The new company built a powder mill on the Brandywine River near Wilmington, Delaware, in 1802. The location was ideal, as it had the river to be harnessed as the power for the mills and a nearby French community from which the du Ponts would draw their workers. French foreign minister Charles-Maurice de Talleyrand offered both financial and technical support for the venture, in part to wean Americans from their dependence on British powder. Because of superior manufacturing methods, du Pont quickly acquired a contract refining saltpeter for the federal government. The firm also profited from contracts with Spain.

Du Pont’s sales improved dramatically during the War of 1812, and the firm doubled its capacity in order to keep up with the demand. The profits made during the war were instrumental in the company’s survival. The du Pont family and their employees were active in the local militia, and in 1813 there were allegations that they had used the militia to pressure voters to cast ballots for prowar Republicans in Delaware. As the British tightened their naval blockade, American powder imports declined dramatically. As a consequence, the du Pont firm played a major role in the ability of the United States to continue in the conflict.

During the war, du Pont de Nemours and Company produced approximately 1 million pounds of gunpowder for the American military. Du Pont provided all of the gunpowder, shipped in Conestoga wagons from Wilmington, Delaware, to Erie, Pennsylvania, used by the U.S. squadron on Lake Erie.

Du Pont was well paid for the refining of government saltpeter, but the company was often slow in seeing the return, given the government’s penchant for making payments on its own schedule. After the war the company saw a decline in profits, but this helped the du Pont family acquire control of the company shares, although they often had to take on sizable debts to do so. Irènée du Pont headed the company until 1834. The firm continued to produce gunpowder and over the next two centuries expanded into dynamite, chemicals, synthetics, and a wide variety of other industries.

During the American Civil War, du Pont de Nemours and Company was the largest supplier of gunpowder to the Union Army, selling 4 million barrels of gunpowder during that conflict. The company produced 40 percent of all U.S. explosives during World War I and 70 percent of all U.S. explosives during World War II. In the 20th century the company led the polymer revolution, developing materials such as neoprene, nylon, and Teflon. Eleutherian Mills became a national historic site in 1966. Currently, the company is the second-largest chemical company in the world.

Michael K. Beauchamp
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Ellicott, Joseph

Birth Date: November 1, 1760

Death Date: August 19, 1826

Surveyor, engineer, land agent, developer, and canal consultant, known for his role as resident-agent for the Holland Land Company and promoter of the Erie Canal’s extension from Rochester to Buffalo. Born in Bucks County, Pennsylvania, on November 1, 1760, Joseph Ellicott learned surveying from his brother.

In 1785 Ellicott worked with his brother surveying the western boundary of Pennsylvania, and in 1789 joined with his brothers Andrew and Benjamin to formally establish the boundary of western New York. Two years later, Ellicott determined the boundary between Georgia and Creek lands and also surveyed the city of Washington, D.C.

In 1794 the Holland Land Company hired Ellicott to survey its lands in western Pennsylvania and New York. By 1797 he had become chief surveyor, and he led the Great Survey of the Holland Land Purchase in western New York from 1797 to 1800. Hired as the company’s resident-agent in 1800, Ellicott assumed responsibility for promoting land sales to settlers from the headquarters and residence he established in Batavia, New York. Because of these responsibilities, he turned down election to the New York State Assembly and appointment as a judge.

Ellicott established and surveyed the city of Buffalo and then promoted the construction of the Erie Canal. To avoid conflict with western settlers, he encouraged the company to liberalize the transfer of deeds in 1807 because only one-fifth of settlers residing on the purchase could legally vote. Also, in order to administer the purchase more effectively, he encouraged the state legislature to create four additional counties.

Although a Democratic Republican, Ellicott opposed the trade embargoes instated by President Thomas Jefferson (mainly via the 1807 Embargo Act) because they hurt land sales and empowered the Federalists. Ellicott supported the widespread smuggling by settlers on the purchase during the embargo period because it enabled them to survive economically. The War of 1812 brought similar concerns. To reassure settlers, Ellicott stated publicly that the British would not attack the area, but he nevertheless encouraged defensive measures. Concerned about western New York’s vulnerability, he expressed dismay at the appointment of Stephen Van Rensselaer as commander in chief of the militia and commander of the Niagara frontier, believing him not up to the task.

Initially the war brought prosperity to the settlers on the purchase because of the market for supplies to feed the troops. After the British burned Buffalo on December 30, 1813, Ellicott turned the company office in Batavia into a hospital. He became a state commissioner to distribute relief to the refugees from Niagara County who had fled the British invasion.

After the war Ellicott promoted the Erie Canal, urging state leaders to extend the canal to Buffalo. Ellicott’s long reign as resident-agent and his role as Democratic Republican Party political boss in western New York created resentment that forced his resignation in 1821. Apparently suffering from mental illness, Ellicott committed suicide at a mental asylum in New York City on August 19, 1826.
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Elliott, Jesse Duncan

Birth Date: July 14, 1782

Death Date: December 18, 1845

U.S. naval officer. Born in Hagerstown, Maryland, on July 14, 1782, and educated in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, after his father’s death, Jesse Duncan Elliott initially pursued a career in law. He entered the U.S. Navy as a midshipman on April 2, 1804, and was promoted to lieutenant on April 23, 1810, after routine service, including service aboard the warships Essex, Chesapeake, Enterprise, John Adams, and Argus.
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U.S. Navy lieutenant Jesse Duncan Elliott was second in command of the American squadron in the September 10, 1813, Battle of Lake Champlain. His role in the battle was controversial and afterward he and squadron commander Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry engaged in a feud over it that split the officer corps. (Library of Congress)

When war broke out with England in 1812 Elliott was still a lieutenant, serving under Captain Isaac Chauncey at the New York Navy Yard. When Chauncey received command of naval forces on the Great Lakes, he sent Elliott ahead to establish a base on Lake Erie. Elliott selected as a site the mouth of the Niagara River and, despite a lack of resources, began construction and conversion of ships for an American squadron. On October 9 he led a cutting-out party that seized two British brigs, the Detroit and Caledonia, temporarily crippling the British position on the lake. By early 1813 Elliott had rejoined Chauncey on Lake Ontario as the commander of the brig Oneida and took part in the raid on York that April. In August 1813 Elliott returned to Lake Erie and joined the squadron recently constructed by Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry to contest control of that lake.

Although Elliott had desired the Lake Erie command for himself, he became Perry’s second-in-command and commanded the 20-gun brig Niagara, sister to Perry’s flagship Lawrence. This became an irreconcilable sore point between the two men. Consequently when the U.S. and British squadrons met on September 10, 1813, Elliott disregarded orders and held his ship back, while Perry single-handedly engaged the British flagship Detroit and a large part of the enemy squadron. Eventually Perry transferred to the Niagara and detailed Elliott to command the squadron’s smaller vessels. With his new flagship, Perry quickly forced the surrender of Barclay’s entire squadron.

Although Perry praised Elliott in his official report, rumors persisted that Elliott had deliberately held his ship back from action until he thought that Perry had been killed in action. Court-martialed at his own request after the battle, Elliott was acquitted of any misconduct. The issue would not die, however, as he and Perry continued to feud over his conduct in the battle. In any case, Elliott was promoted over 22 senior officers to the rank of master commandant on July 24, 1813, and assumed command on Lake Erie that October.

After the war Elliott commanded the sloop Ontario in Commodore Stephen Decatur’s squadron against Algiers in 1815 and received promotion to captain on March 27, 1818. In 1820 Elliott served as second-in-command to Commodore James Barron in the latter’s duel with Decatur, which resulted in the Decatur’s death. Elliott’s later commands included the frigate Cyane, the West Indies Squadron, the Boston and Charleston Navy Yards, and the Mediterranean Squadron. He faced another court-martial in 1840 amid charges of misconduct during his Mediterranean command, which resulted in his suspension from duty for four years. Restored to duty in late 1843, he was then appointed to command the Philadelphia Navy Yard. Elliott was still serving in that position at the time of his death on December 18, 1845.
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Elliott, Matthew

Birth Date: ca. 1739

Death Date: May 7, 1814

British Indian agent. Matthew Elliott was born in Donegal County, Ireland, around 1739. He immigrated to North America and settled in Pennsylvania in 1761. During Pontiac’s Rebellion (1763), Elliott assisted in British Army colonel Henry Bouquet’s relief of Fort Pitt.

During the 1760s, Elliott began trading with the Shawnees in the Ohio Valley. At the same time, he fathered several children with a Shawnee woman. In 1777, he went to British-occupied Detroit in an attempt to reclaim goods stolen by the Senecas. The British, who suspected that he might be a rebel spy, arrested him. Elliott, however, was released after a few weeks of incarceration and went to Pittsburgh in early 1778. In March 1778, believing that his economic interests would be best served as a Loyalist, Elliott returned to Detroit. For the remainder of the Revolutionary War he served as an Indian agent and scout for British troops in the Ohio Valley. His knowledge of Native Americans facilitated British victories in the region in 1779, 1780, and 1782.

After the American Revolution, Elliott established a successful farm in Amherstburg, Canada. During the 1790s he encouraged the Shawnees, whom he provided with British supplies, to resist American encroachment in the Ohio Valley. Following the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, the British, realizing the importance of relations with Indians on the American frontier, appointed Elliott as superintendent of Indian affairs for the district of Detroit.

Elliott took a leading role in persuading Shawnee leader Tecumseh to ally with the British during the War of 1812. Elliott participated in the capture of Detroit in August 1812. Throughout the spring and summer months of 1813 he worked closely with Colonel Henry Procter in Ohio and western Upper Canada, although relations between the two remained strained. Basing his operations in Burlington, Ontario, during the winter of 1813–1814, Elliott led Indian raids on the Niagara frontier. He died on May 7, 1814, in Burlington, Ontario.
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Embargo Act of 1807

Congressional legislation passed on December 22, 1807, in response to the Napoleonic Wars. The Embargo Act of 1807 made it illegal for U.S. ships destined for foreign ports carrying goods to leave American harbors. President Thomas Jefferson defended his guidance of the Embargo Act through Congress as an alternative to entering the Napoleonic Wars. The embargo was the president’s boldest act in retaliation for French emperor Napoleon’s restrictive Continental System, itself a form of embargo, and the British Orders in Councils that restricted neutral shipping and called for the impressment of deserted soldiers. As a neutral nation, the United States had found itself caught in the middle of total economic warfare between Great Britain and France. It was Jefferson’s hope that closing American trade to Europe might produce such harmful economic losses in Britain and France that America’s neutrality rights would be restored and respected.

Of the two European nations’ policies, however, it was British actions that generated the greatest uproar and protest among Americans. On April 16, 1806, Congress had passed the Non-Importation Act that was to exclude select imports to the United States, especially products from Britain. But while Jefferson and Secretary of State James Madison enumerated the list of prohibited products, they came to realize that Americans depended substantially on British products—more so than the British relied on American goods. As a result, Jefferson delayed the enforcement of the Non-Importation Act.

It was the British enforcement of their impressments of sailors that eventually forced Jefferson to retaliate. On June 22, 1807, the British warship Leopard approached the American frigate Chesapeake just 10 miles off the U.S. coast in the Chesapeake Bay. After Commodore James Barron refused a request by British captain Salusbury Pryce Humphreys’s Leopard crew members to board the Chesapeake, the British warship opened fire, killing 3 Americans and wounding 18 others. Barron then submitted to the boarding, allowing the impressment of 4 of his crew, of whom apparently only 1 was a British citizen. Faced with cries for revenge, Jefferson avoided war by pursuing the Embargo Act of 1807.

[image: image]

A political cartoon lampoons the “Cursed Ograbme” (embargo spelled backward). The Embargo Act of 1807 made it illegal for American ships to sail from U.S. ports with goods for other nations. It was intended to force Britain and France to respect the neutral trading rights of the United States. A failure, the act was repealed in 1809. (Lossing, Benson J., The Pictorial Field-Book of the War of 1812, 1868.)

Unfortunately, the embargo was a dismal failure. First, it unintentionally assisted the British, who now had a freer hand in controlling European trade. Second, American manufacturers and merchants resented the Embargo Act, as it brought commerce to a virtual halt, and many lost their livelihoods. Initially Jefferson enforced the embargo quite strictly, making arbitrary arrests and seizures of smugglers’ ships. In some areas such as New England, opposition to the embargo became extremely intense, almost teetering on rebellion. Eventually Jefferson abandoned enforcement in New England before ultimately admitting defeat and repealing the Embargo Act amid intense congressional pressure during the concluding days of his presidency in 1808.

A new embargo—the Non-Importation Act of 1809, which prohibited British and French ships and goods from U.S. ports—replaced the old Embargo Act on March 1, 1809. This legislation also failed, resulting in Macon’s Bill No. 2 (1810). That bill reopened American ports to British and French trade but promised an economic embargo against one country if the other restored its trade with the United States and recognized American neutrality rights. Neither of these later efforts eased the nation’s economic dislocations or averted war, however.

Stephen Burgess-Whiting
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Embargo Act of 1813

The final embargo act passed by Congress during the Napoleonic Wars. The Embargo Act of 1813 followed a series of earlier embargo and nonintercourse acts that had proven ineffective in safeguarding Americans’ neutral rights. After the final prewar embargo had expired in 1812 at the onset of war, President James Madison called for a new attempt to stop illegal trade by New England and New York merchants with the British. Supported by the Democratic Republicans and opposed by Federalists, the act passed the House of Representatives on December 12, 1813, by a vote of 85 to 57. The Senate approved it 20 to 14, and Madison signed it into law on December 17.

The Embargo Act of 1813 had minimal impact on the South, already subject to the British blockade. New England, in contrast, had not been tightly blockaded because the British wanted to enhance antiwar sentiment there. The embargo hit New England severely, provoking increased talk of secession and general unhappiness with the national government.

New Englanders responded to the law by withholding aid and complaining that the diversion of forces to Canada had left their coast vulnerable. With things going badly, especially from the New England perspective, the 1813 embargo seemed intolerable and led New Englanders to propose keeping their military forces and money for strictly home defense. Massachusetts, for instance, promised to call up a force of 10,000 men under state control for coastal defense.

New England opposition climaxed in December 1814 when delegations from Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island and representatives from New Hampshire and Vermont met at Hartford to discuss their grievances. By then the war was winding down, however, so the convention proved anticlimactic, issuing a statement of grievances but otherwise doing nothing more.

The embargo forced home production of goods or alternatives that had been previously purchased from abroad. Particularly in the North, new industries developed to meet these needs, especially clothing and textiles. The war’s end in December 1814 ultimately flooded the United States with European and British goods, however, which forced many U.S. manufacturers out of business.

The embargo had hurt agriculture by closing the foreign markets, but agriculture blossomed after the war as demand increased and brought higher prices again for cotton, tobacco, and other products of the middle and southern states. Madison refused to repeal the 1813 embargo until after the final 1815 defeat of Napoleon had reopened European trade and made the matter moot.

John H. Barnhill

See also

Congress, U.S.; Economy, United States; Hartford Convention; Madison, James; New England; Trade

Further Reading


Adams, Henry. History of the United States during the Administrations of Madison, Vol. 2. New York: Library of America, 1986.

Horsman, Reginald. The Causes of the War of 1812. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1962.



Emuckfaw Creek, Battle of

Event Date: January 22, 1814

Military engagement between Tennessee militia and allied Cherokees and White Stick Creeks on the one side and Red Stick Creeks on the other. The battle occurred on January 22, 1814, at Emuckfaw, a Red Stick settlement located in southeastern Alabama. Although they forced the Americans to retreat at Emuckfaw, the Red Sticks lost their best opportunity for a quick victory over the United States and their Indian allies during the Creek War.

The Creek War began as a civil war between two rival Creek factions: the Red Stick Creeks, encouraged by Tecumseh, who supported the British and wanted to end American colonization in Alabama and southern Georgia, and the White Stick Creeks, who favored a conciliatory policy toward the United States. The Creek War coincided with the War of 1812. The Red Sticks, whose name was probably derived from the red-colored war clubs used by their warriors and the red sticks used by Creek shamans, championed traditional Creek values and, beginning in 1813, actively sought to expel white settlers from Alabama and southern Georgia.

Following the slaughter of 250 white and mixed Creek settlers by Red Stick warriors near Mobile, Alabama, in August 1813, the United States initiated military activities to crush the pro-British Red Stick uprising. Tennessee militia under Major General Andrew Jackson therefore spent most of the War of 1812 fighting Indians rather than British troops.

On January 17, 1814, Jackson and his men departed from Fort Strother in northern Alabama to confront the Red Sticks at the village of Emuckfaw. More than 90 percent of Jackson’s 1,000 men, however, were inexperienced recruits lacking discipline who had just arrived at Fort Strother on January 14. In addition, the troops were forced to march through difficult terrain in territory occupied by hostile forces. On January 21, 1814, Jackson’s troops encamped along the Emuckfaw Creek, about 12 miles away from the village of Emuckfaw. Jackson immediately sent out scouts, who discovered an encampment of about 500 Red Sticks only about three miles distant.

At dawn on January 22, 1814, the Red Sticks attacked Jackson’s encampment but were repelled. Taking the initiative, Jackson sent a force of 200 Americans and 200 Indian allies led by Brigadier General John R. Coffee to attack the Red Stick encampment. Finding the encampment stoutly defended, Coffee ordered his troops to return to Jackson’s camp. The Red Sticks, however, immediately counterattacked Jackson’s encampment. In the ensuing battle, 54 of Jackson’s men were killed and a number were wounded, while the Red Sticks suffered only 24 fatalities. Realizing his precarious situation and unwilling to suffer a defeat, Jackson ordered a withdrawal to Fort Strother.

On January 23, 1814, Jackson’s force encamped on the Enitachopco Creek, about 30 miles north of Emuckfaw, on their way back to Fort Strother. Although Jackson’s troops passed the night without incident, they were again attacked by Red Stick warriors on the morning of January 24, 1814, as they attempted to cross Enitachopco Creek. Surprisingly, Jackson’s men were able to repel the attack. Nevertheless, Jackson realized the difficulty of fighting the Red Stick Creeks in hostile territory without sufficient reinforcements and continued the retreat to Fort Strother. Regardless, the Red Creeks had lost their best chance for a decisive victory against Jackson’s forces, who resumed the offensive in mid-March 1814, leading to Jackson’s defeat of the Red Sticks at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814, and precipitating the surrender of the Red Sticks in August 1814.
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Depiction of the Battle of Emuckfaw Creek, January 22, 1814, between Tennessee militiamen and allied Creeks and Cherokees on one side and the Red Stick Creeks on the other during the Creek War of 1813–1814. (Getty Images)
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Enemy Trade Act of 1812

Act of Congress signed by President James Madison on July 6, 1812, that prohibited U.S. trade with Britain except for trade with non-British ports officially sanctioned by trade licenses. After war began anew in 1803 between Britain and France, both countries instituted punishing economic sanctions designed to damage the foreign trade of the other. These sanctions greatly affected American overseas trade and the U.S. economy, as both France and Britain were major trading partners of the United States. In response, the U.S. government enacted several laws from 1807 to 1812 that prohibited Americans from trading with Britain and/or France. These laws severely disputed American overseas trade but had only minimal effects on the two countries. British seizure of American cargoes and the impressment of American merchant sailors finally led President James Madison to ask Congress to declare war against Britain, which it did on June 18, 1812.

Soon afterward, U.S. representative from South Carolina John C. Calhoun introduced a bill to prohibit the export of war matériel and provisions to Canada. Congress greatly expanded the bill to include all trade with the British Empire except for exports carried in American ships to non-British ports under British licenses. This exception would allow Americans to continue shipping American grain to the British army in Spain. President Madison signed the Enemy Trade Act on July 6, 1812.

The law did little to curtail American trade with British forces in North America, however. British military and civilian authorities willingly granted licenses to Americans that protected American overseas trade and coastal trade with blockading Royal Navy warships.

Throughout the war, Madison tried to strengthen the act. In 1813 he asked Congress to ban the use of licenses, ban all exports in foreign ships, and embargo all exports. None of these bills, however, passed both houses of Congress. The Navy and War Departments did instruct local commanders to seize any vessel headed toward a British warship or British station. Madison finally obtained a ban of enemy licenses during the summer of 1813.

Despite these restrictive measures, American merchants became quite adept at trading with British forces in Canada and coastal waters. Furthermore, many American military officers, customs officials, and judges looked the other way as Americans smuggled goods in and out of the country. Efforts to enforce the law were largely stymied by the pervasiveness of illegal trading.

In December 1813 Madison finally prodded Congress to halt the flow of provisions to the British, tighten the nonimportation system, prevent the fraudulent use of neutral flags by British ships’ captains, and end the use of ransoming “captured” trade good as a cover for illegal trade. Then in early 1814 Madison asked Congress to repeal both the embargo and nonimportation acts.

In December 1814 Congress debated a new stronger enemy trade bill. This bill would authorize American customs officials to search suspected vessels or persons trading with the British without a warrant, search any building suspected of holding goods likely to shipped to the British, and raise the penalties for illegal trading. On February 4, 1815, Madison signed the new enemy trade bill into law. However, this law expired two weeks later when official news of the signing of the Treaty of Ghent reached the United States.
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Enemy Trade Act of 1815

Congressional act passed on December 14, 1814, and signed into law on February 15, 1815. The legislation was designed to strengthen trade restrictions with Great Britain during the War of 1812. Secretary of the Treasury Alexander J. Dallas sought to strengthen the existing enemy trade law, and Congressman John W. Eppes of Virginia introduced the new enemy trade bill, known as the Enemy Trade Act of 1815, in December 1814. Federalist politicians proposed a number of amendments to the bill after it was introduced, but these were rejected. Democratic Republicans mustered sufficient votes to push the bill through both houses of Congress, and President James Madison signed the measure into law on February 4, 1815.

The act gave government officials extensive powers to regulate trade, more so than any previous trade restriction including the Enforcement Act of 1809 and the Embargo of 1813. Customs officials were authorized to search, without a warrant, any land vehicle or watercraft or any person suspected of trading with the enemy and to seize any goods suspected of being illegally imported or of being on their way to the enemy. After securing a warrant, customs officials could also search any building suspected of containing goods that were likely to be shipped to the enemy or that might have been imported from enemy territory. Inspectors were classified as customs officials, and all such officials were empowered to raise posses and were rendered virtually immune to damage suits. The legislation increased penalties for trading with the enemy, and no one was permitted to loiter on the border without proper business or to visit enemy territory, an enemy ship, or an enemy camp in American territory without a passport from the president or a state governor.

The Enemy Trade Act of 1815 was the last restrictive measure enacted during the conflict. The law never received a fair test, however, because it expired two weeks later, after peace had been restored. The law was extreme, but many doubt that it would have seriously impacted illicit trade with the British. The latter was too profitable to those living on the frontier, and the Customs Department did not have the manpower to police this activity effectively.
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Enforcement Act of 1809

Legislation enacted on January 9, 1809, and supported by President Thomas Jefferson. Based largely on recommendations made by Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin, the Enforcement Act was designed to enforce the Embargo Acts. The Enforcement Act of 1809 included eight principal measures.

First, the law forbade the loading of any vessel with the intent to evade the embargo. Second, officials were given absolute authority to refuse a permit to load a vessel upon suspicion that a violation of the embargo had taken place or would take place. Third, the president was authorized to single out specific vessels to which no permits could be issued. Fourth, no vessel could be loaded without receiving prior permission, and an inspector was required to supervise the loading of the vessel. Fifth, vessels sailing between U.S. ports were denied the right to plead capture, distress, or accident as an excuse for failure to deliver their cargoes to an American port. Sixth, collectors were authorized to take into custody any cargo when there was reason to suspect an intention to export to a foreign nation. Seventh, collectors were given protection against lawsuits by authorizing them to plead in their defense the enforcement act and the instructions of the president. Finally, the president was given the power to use the army and navy to enforce any embargo laws.

Gallatin and President-elect James Madison, who would take office in March 1809, were determined to continue the embargo through the first few months of the new administration. The two men believed that the embargo, now strengthened by the 1809 Enforcement Act, would serve as a preliminary step to war with either Britain or France, or possibly both. Gallatin and Madison claimed that British and French restrictions on U.S. trade amounted to war against the United States, and as such preparations for war against both nations commenced. Gallatin planned to replace the embargo with a system of nonintercourse on June 1, 1809, and if either Britain or France dropped their restrictions against U.S. commerce, the United States would open trade with that power and declare war on the other. If neither changed their policies, the United States would declare war on both powers.

Gallatin’s plans were compromised, however, because of strong opposition to the Enforcement Act of 1809 in New England. The Massachusetts and Connecticut legislatures adopted resolutions condemning the Enforcement Act and hinting that the New England states were considering seceding from the Union. Making matters worse for Gallatin, New England congressmen pushed through a bill that called for the immediate activation of all warships, which would have been so expensive that it would have undermined Gallatin’s plans for financing a war.

Faced with possible disunion, a bitterly divided Congress heatedly debated the embargo issue during the last week of February 1809 and decided to repeal the Enforcement Act on March 4, 1809, Jefferson’s last day as president. Congress replaced it with a system of nonintercourse in which Americans would be permitted to trade with all nations except Britain and France. Madison and Gallatin were thus forced to alter their plans for war. The Non-Intercourse Act failed to force Britain and France to change their policies, however, and continuing British restrictions on U.S. shipping ultimately led to the War of 1812.
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Enitachopco Creek, Battle of

Event Date: January 24, 1814

Engagement between Major General Andrew Jackson’s Tennessee Militia and their Cherokee and White Stick Creek allies on the one side and Red Stick Creeks on the other. The battle occurred at Enitachopco Creek on January 24, 1814, during the American retreat from the January 22 Battle of Emuckfaw Creek. Enitachopco Creek is located in southeastern Alabama, some 30 miles north of Emuckfaw, a Red Stick encampment. Red Stick Creeks attacked American troops and their Cherokee and White Stick Creek allies as they attempted to cross Enitachopco Creek. Although the Red Sticks inflicted significant casualties on Jackson’s force, which continued its hasty retreat, the Red Sticks lost a second opportunity to gain a decisive victory during the Creek War.

On January 23, 1814, Jackson’s forces encamped on the Enitachopco Creek on their way back to Fort Strother. Although Jackson’s troops passed the night without incident, they were attacked by Red Stick warriors on the morning of January 24, 1814, as they attempted to cross Enitachopco Creek. Jackson immediately instructed his right and left wings to cross the creek and envelop the attackers, but the badly trained levies wilted in the face of determined resistance. With only his center holding firm, Jackson ordered up his only artillery piece, a 6-pounder, and kept the Creeks at bay. Surprisingly, Jackson’s troops, who were in a state of panic, rallied and were able to repel the attack, during which they sustained 24 fatalities. Nevertheless, Jackson fully realized the difficulty of fighting the Red Sticks in hostile territory without sufficient reinforcements, and he continued the retreat to Fort Strother. Regardless, by failing to press their initial assault, the Red Stick Creeks had lost another opportunity to crush Jackson’s forces, who resumed the offensive in mid-March 1814.
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Enlistment Bill of 1814

Controversial bill proposed in the autumn of 1814 that emerged from Secretary of War James Monroe’s recruitment plans to support American military operations against Great Britain in 1815. By October 1814, President James Madison and Monroe had become alarmed over the thinning ranks in the army and the refusal of many states to permit their militia forces to augment regular army forces in the field.

Monroe tackled the issue head-on by submitting to Congress in mid-October several recruitment plans. The goal was to raise an additional 70,000 men for the army. Filling the currently undermanned ranks required 30,000 recruits, while the remaining 40,000 were to be used as a defensive force. One plan was to continue the existing scheme of enlisting men voluntarily. Another proposed exemption from militia service for every 5 men, providing 1 man for regular army service. Monroe preferred the first plan, which required every free male between 18 and 45 years of age to be divided into groups of 100, with 4 men to be selected for service from each group. Monroe viewed this method as the most expedient. Another plan essentially proposed drafting state militias for regular army service.

The congressional response, from both political parties, disappointed the administration. The Federalists, particularly those from New England, were unwilling to support what they considered flawed plans to invade Canada anew. Democratic Republicans expressed reservations over tinkering with the militia system and the perceived movement toward conscription. Debate followed in both houses of Congress during November and December, with fierce opposition from both parties derailing Monroe’s attempt to conscript troops through his most favored plan.

Senator William W. Bibb of Georgia offered a compromise position, proposing that the ranks of the regular army be filled by preserving the current structure of recruiting males between 18 and 50 years of age while doubling the land bounties offered for military service. He also modified Monroe’s final militia plan by enabling the president to call for a state militia quota of 100,000 men for regular army service for two years.

In spite of concerns over the federal government directing state militias, the Senate passed the compromise bill on November 22, 1814, and sent it to the House. The House debated the bill for six days and finally passed the measure with militia service reduced to one year. A compromise position of 18 months’ service established among conferees from both houses essentially failed in late December, when the bill was postponed for further consideration until March 15, 1815. By then, the war was over and the issue became moot. The debates, however, presaged future battles between the states and the federal government over the control and use of military power.
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Enterprise, USS, vs. HMS Boxer

Event Date: September 5, 1813

On the morning of September 5, 1813, the U.S. Navy brig Enterprise, commanded by Lieutenant William Burrows, was cruising off the northeastern U.S. coast searching for British privateers out of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, when its crew spotted the British brig Boxer, under Commander Samuel Blyth, lying off Penguin Point a few miles from Portland, Maine. The two warships were of near equal size, although the Enterprise had a somewhat heavier armament and had a far larger crew, which would mean faster service of its guns. The Enterprise, commissioned in 1799, was armed with 16 guns: 2 long 9-pounders and 14 18-pounder carronades. It had a crew of 102. The Boxer, which had entered service in 1812, was armed with 14 guns: 2 long 6-pounders and 12 18-pounder carronades. It had a crew of 66 men.

At about 9:00 a.m., with the two brigs still four miles apart, the wind fell calm. When a breeze sprang up about 11:30, the two ships closed. Blyth ordered his ship’s colors nailed to the mast, vowing a fight to the last. Combat was joined at 3:15 p.m., with the two ships on the same tack and broadsides at near dueling pistol range. The Americans fired their port guns, and the British their guns to starboard. Blyth was killed in the first exchange by an 18-pounder shot that passed through his body, while Burrows received a mortal wound in the thigh from canister shot shortly thereafter. Burrows refused to be carried below and lay on the deck encouraging his men. Lieutenant David McGrery took command of the Boxer, while command of the Enterprise fell to Lieutenant Edward R. McCall.

After about 15 minutes the Enterprise pulled ahead of the Boxer. The Enterprise rounded the British ship on the starboard tack and raked it from the bow, shooting away the Boxer’s top mast and topsail yard. The British crew fought bravely, all except four men who deserted their posts and were later court-martialed for cowardice. The Enterprise maintained its position off the starboard bow of the Boxer and continued to rake the British ship. After 30 minutes of combat the badly battered Boxer surrendered.

The dying Burrows declined to accept Blyth’s sword, directing that it be sent to the family of the dead British captain. “I am satisfied, I die contented,” Burrows said. In the battle the British sustained 21 killed or wounded, the Americans 12.
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A cartoon treating naval losses suffered by the British early in the War of 1812, in particular the defeat of the British brig Boxer by the American brig Enterprise off the northeastern coast of the United States on September 5, 1813. (Library of Congress)

After securing his prize, which had received a number of hull shots, and making hasty repairs to his own ship, principally aloft, McCall took both ships into nearby Portland, Maine. Americans rejoiced at the victory, one of their few successes on the high seas in 1813. On September 7 the two captains were buried in Portland with full honors. The Boxer was subsequently sold at auction and continued in merchant service for some time thereafter.
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Epervier, HMS

See Peacock, USS, vs. HMS Epervier

Espionage

Both sides engaged in espionage activities before and during the War of 1812. It was relatively easy for spies of Canada or the United States to pass as a citizen of the other country because of their common language and similar culture. Between 1807 and 1812, British subjects moved freely in American cities and along the frontier, assessing American attitudes toward and preparations for war. In October 1807 an Indiana Militia captain arrested a man on Buffalo Trace to Vincennes because of his alleged odd behavior. Although the man claimed to have been previously held by Indians for a period of two years, it was later determined that he was a British spy.

John Henry was another prewar spy. Probably born in Dublin, Ireland, he arrived in Philadelphia around 1793 and secured a commission as a captain of artillery and the commander of Fort Jay on Governors Island in New York Harbor for a time during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800). Resigning from the service in 1801, he settled in Vermont, where he farmed, studied law, and wrote occasional articles attacking the republican form of government.

Henry’s articles attracted the attention of Canadian governor in chief Sir James Craig, who apparently employed him as early as 1809 to report on the degree of New England disaffection with the federal government. Henry met with the British consul in Washington, D.C., and through association with French con man Paul-Emile Soubiron, who was also known as Count Edward de Crillon and had engaged in spying on the American East Coast, was introduced to President James Madison. Henry allegedly provided the British with information on military installations, troop numbers and militia units, ships, and New England Federalists’ sympathetic attitude toward the British.

Henry’s “spying,” however, amounted to little more than information gathered from newspapers and tavern talk passed along to Canadian officials. After Craig left office in 1811, Henry sought compensation for his work, but when he was unsuccessful in securing it, he approached President Madison and informed him of his activities for the British. Madison authorized a secret payment to Henry and Crillon of $50,000 in return for Henry’s information, which Madison hoped to use it as a means to convince Congress to support preparations for war against Britain and to discredit the Federalists. When news of the affair leaked out in the American press, the questionable expenditure proved highly embarrassing to Madison.

The British also sent agents into the Old Northwest Territory both to measure the loyalty of Native Americans to the U.S. government and to convince them to side with the British in the event of war. In May 1812 Captain Nathan Heald, commanding Fort Dearborn in Michigan Territory, ordered the arrest of Jean François Rheaume, a métis of mixed French and Indian heritage. Heald suspected him of spying. Rheaume, who had been traveling northward with two Indian guides, alleged that he was a resident of Malden, Upper Canada, and that he had been sent to find and inform Robert Dickson, a British trader, that his presence was needed at Malden. Finding nothing on Rheaume’s person that would substantiate his suspicions, Heald freed him, unaware of a letter sewn between the soles of Rheaume’s moccasins, ordering Dickson to prepare for an attack on Fort Mackinac.

American merchants also served as spies, granted special licenses to sell or trade with the British as long as they provided information on American troop movements. Edward Doyle and Leon Lahanne, British subjects appointed by governor in chief of Canada Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, were in charge of issuing the merchant licenses and receiving the intelligence. Along similar lines, some American farmers along the St. Lawrence River sold cattle and farm produce to the British and often exchanged information on the location of American regiments.

Deserters were a fertile source of information on both the British and American military establishments. In March 1814 during the war, Sergeant William Baker of the British 103rd Regiment of Foot supposedly deserted near Plattsburgh in upper New York state. He subsequently secured a pass to move about the American countryside, where he took notes on troop numbers and locations. When he attempted to return to Canada, he was caught by American authorities. Baker was summarily tried and hanged for spying.

Spies also joined local militia units to obtain intelligence on troop movements and numbers, and then deserted to the other side to pass along the information. On the Niagara frontier, some paroled and observant American prisoners of war passed on information about troop strength and location of regiments gleaned as they passed through enemy areas.

During the War of 1812, commanders often implemented their own espionage operations, although little is known about them because there are only vague references to them in correspondence. The majority of this activity occurred along the border between Canada and the United States, and employed disaffected citizens from both sides. Disaffected Canadians, especially those born in the United States and whose parents had moved them to Canada for generous land grants, sometimes spied for the Americans. Among them was Alexander Westbrook of Delaware Township, Upper Canada, who in July 1812 was commissioned a captain by Brigadier General William Hull. Westbrook was captured by Canadian militia but escaped. Another Canadian, Abraham Markle, traveled the Canadian countryside in 1814 and reported on the strength of British forces. He is credited with discovering the location of Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond’s regiments in Upper Canada.

Sometimes spies exposed other spies. In July 1813 Commodore Isaac Chauncey ordered the arrest of American Samuel Stacey based on reports of his own spies. Stacey had not made a business trip to Utica, New York, in late May 1813, as he claimed, but instead had gone to Sackets Harbor to observe the departure of American naval vessels and troops for Fort George. He passed this information on to the British, who then launched an attack on the lightly defended Sackets Harbor on May 29. Unknown to Stacey, Chauncey had him followed.

Spies who were captured were usually sentenced to death, although a number survived the war. Some spies performed their duties for patriotic reasons without compensation or reward, while others received money or land grants, or both, especially in the case of Canadians who had lost their property because of their spying activities.
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Essex, USS, Second Cruise of

Start Date: October 1812

End Date: March 1814

The second cruise of the U.S. Navy frigate Essex is one of the most remarkable episodes of the War of 1812 and indeed of all U.S. naval history. Launched in 1799 and named for Essex County, Massachusetts, the people of which donated the ship to the navy, the frigate Essex served in the Pacific and then in the Mediterranean during the Tripolitan War. After the beginning of the War of 1812 the Essex took 10 prizes, including HMS Alert (18 guns), in its first cruise off Newfoundland during June–September 1812.

On October 28, 1812, the Essex, commanded by Captain David Porter and armed with 6 long 12-pounders and 40 32-pounder carronades, departed the Delaware River. Because this cruise was expected to be a long one, the ship was heavily laden with provisions and had a larger than normal crew of 319 men in order to man prizes. Porter’s orders were to join Commodore William Bainbridge’s squadron of the frigate Constitution and brig Hornet in the Cape Verde Islands. Failing this, he was to cruise independently.

When the Essex, proceeding slowly because of its load, reached San Iago, Cape Verde, Bainbridge had already departed. Crossing the equator on December 11, the next afternoon the Essex chased, and that evening overtook and captured the British mail packet Nocton (10 guns) with a crew of 31 men and carrying $55,000 in gold, which Porter seized and would use to finance his voyage. Porter sent the Nocton to the United States with a prize crew of 17 men, but the ship was recaptured en route by a British frigate.

Porter then headed for the second rendezvous point of the island of Fernando de Noronha. There he received a letter from Bainbridge informing him that the squadron was off Cape Frio. Porter was proceeding there when the Essex came across a large British convoy. He pursued it for some distance, taking the schooner Elizabeth, which he burned on December 29 before putting in to St. Catherines to take on water. There was still no sign of Bainbridge’s squadron.

Porter then learned that the Constitution had won a battle with a British frigate (true) and that the Hornet had been lost (untrue). Assuming that his was the only ship left in the intended squadron, Porter decided to sail round Cape Horn and into the Pacific Ocean, there to raid British whalers. This decision was fraught with danger, as the British and their Portuguese and Spanish allies controlled these waters, and there would be no place where Porter could refit.

In mid-February the Essex successfully transited the difficult straits of Cape Horn but then encountered terrible storms that threatened to sink the ship. These finally abated, and Porter proceeded to Mocha Island and then on to Valparaiso, Chile, in early March.

Departing Valparaiso on March 25 after victualing, Porter fell in with an American whaler and learned from its crew that two other American ships, the Walker and Barclay, had been captured by a Peruvian corsair off Coquimbo, accompanied by an English ship. Porter proceeded up the coast and soon overhauled and captured the corsair, the Nereyda (15 guns). He took from it the captured Americans and ordered all its cannon, small arms, and ammunition thrown overboard and then sent the ship into Callao with a letter to the Peruvian viceroy denouncing the conduct of the corsair’s commander and requesting his punishment.

The Essex then sailed to Coquimbo but, finding nothing there, proceeded on to Callao. Nearing that harbor, the Essex recaptured the Barclay and sailed with it north for the whaling area of the Galapagos Islands. On April 29 the Essex chased down the English whaler Montezuma. After placing a prize crew on board, Porter made sail after two other ships. The wind died, and Porter sent ahead a flotilla of small boats under Lieutenant John Downes. That afternoon the larger of the two ships surrendered to Downes. It was the English whaler Georgiana. The other ship, the Policy, also soon surrendered. All three English prizes provided the crew of the Essex with much-needed supplies. Porter then fitted out the Georgiana as a cruiser. Pierced for 18 guns, it had 6 when taken. The Policy was similarly pierced but with 10 guns mounted. The guns of the Policy were now added to the armament of the Georgiana, which with 16 light guns became a consort of the Essex under the command of Downes with a crew of 41 men.

On May 12 the Georgiana and Essex parted company to cruise separately. The Essex, accompanied by the Policy, Montezuma, and Barclay, remained in the area of the Galapagos and on the afternoon of May 28 chased after a strange sail, catching up with it the next morning. It turned out to be the English whaler Atlantic, pierced for 20 guns but mounting 8 18-pounder carronades and with a crew of 34 men. During this chase another ship was spotted, and the other ships of Porter’s squadron and the Essex chased it down as well. It turned out to be the Greenwich, mounting 10 guns and with a crew of 25 men. Both the Atlantic and Greenwich had been issued letters of marque and, as fast sailers, were dangerous to American commerce.

Porter sailed with his five prizes to Tumbes, Peru, in the Gulf of Guayaquil, where he anchored on June 19. He was joined on June 24 by the Georgiana, bringing with it two captures of its own, the Hector of 11 guns and the Catharine of 8 guns. Downes had taken a third ship, the whaler Rose of 8 guns, but it turned out to be a dull sailer, and he had removed its whale oil, thrown its guns overboard, and placed in it all the English prisoners on condition that they sail for St. Helena in the South Atlantic.

With the Atlantic superior in every way to the Georgiana, which had turned out to be a slow sailer, Downes transferred to it. Now mounting 20 guns with a handpicked crew of 60 men, the Atlantic was christened the Essex Junior. The Georgiana was also armed with 20 guns and was converted into a storeship under the command of Parson Adams, chaplain of the Essex.

Porter now commanded nine ships. His squadron departed Tumbes on June 30. On July 9 they parted. The Essex Junior proceeded with the Catherine, Hector, Montezuma, Policy, and Barclay to Valparaiso, while Porter returned to the Galapagos Islands with the Essex, Georgiana, and Greenwich.

On July 13, 1813, the Essex captured the English whaler Charlton, with 10 guns and a crew of 21 men. Two other ships were nearby. The smaller, the New Zealander (8 guns), quickly surrendered. The Greenwich pursued the larger, the Seringapatam (14 guns), which had a crew of 40 men. Following several broadsides, it too surrendered.

With so many prisoners, Porter was forced to parole many of them. They were put in the Charlton, and sent to Rio de Janeiro under a pledge of honor. Meanwhile, Porter ordered the cannon transferred from the New Zealander to the Seringapatam, giving it 22 guns. Porter sent the Georgiana, with a cargo of $100,000 worth of spermaceti oil, to the United States along with the captain of the Seringapatam in irons. With no privateer commission, he was classed a pirate.

Porter then sailed the Essex, in the company of the Greenwich, Seringapatam, and New Zealander, for Albemarle Island, the largest of the Galapagos group. On the morning of July 28 they spotted a strange sail and pursued the unknown ship all day, but it managed to escape during the night. This was the only time since entering the Pacific that another ship had escaped Porter. Porter’s ships remained in the Galapagos Islands during the month of August. Sailing alone, on September 15 the Essex took an English whaler, the Sir Andrew Hammond, with 12 guns and a crew of 31. It turned out to be the ship that had eluded capture on July 28. The prize had a large supply of food and water, of which Porter had need. The Essex then joined the rest of the squadron at Banks’s Bay, where the Essex Junior soon came in from Valparaiso. Downes had moored there three of the prizes and sent the fourth, the Policy, to the United States with a cargo of spermaceti oil.

At Valparaiso, however, Downes learned that the British had sent out three ships, one of which was said to be a 36-gun frigate, to hunt down the Essex, and he immediately sailed to the Galapagos to warn Porter. This news altered Porter’s plans. The Essex now had a fouled bottom and weakened rigging. In order to be able to fight the British warships dispatched against him, he would need to find a secure location where he could refit.

On October 2, accordingly, the Essex, the Essex Junior, and the four prizes sailed from the Galapagos Islands west to the Marquesas Islands. They landed on the island of Nuku Hiva (Nooaheevah) and there passed seven weeks. On Porter’s orders, the men built a fort. Porter also claimed the island for the United States (which President James Madison later rejected).

The men emptied the Essex, careened the ship, and scraped and recoppered its bottom, using copper taken from one of the whalers. They also fumigated the ship and reworked its rigging. Porter was also obliged to take sides in a native dispute and wage a minor military campaign, but the stay there was nonetheless so pleasant for the men, who especially enjoyed the company of the island’s women, that Porter feared a mutiny when he ordered a departure.

Porter had accomplished a great deal. The Essex was the first U.S. Navy warship to sail around the Cape of Good Hope. Some 10,000 miles from home, without a naval station or even a truly friendly port and means of repairing his ship, he had lived entirely off supplies taken in the English prizes. He had not only protected American shipping in the region but had also captured almost every English whaler in the South Pacific area, altogether some 4,000 tons of shipping and worth about $2.5 million, along with their 360 crewmen.

Following a brief stop at Mocha Island, Porter returned to Valparaiso in early February 1814. A few days later two British warships arrived. They were the 36-gun frigate Phoebe and 18-gun sloop Cherub, commanded by Captain James Hillyar. Both were armed primarily with long guns. Hillyar had been searching for Porter, and Hillyar’s ships now took up position to blockade the Essex. Hillyar declined Porter’s challenge of a two-ship engagement, choosing to wait for a time of his own choosing to do battle.

That opportunity came on March 28 when the Essex lost its anchor in a great gale and was forced to put to sea. The two British ships pursued, and an engagement ensued. Although the Essex possessed superior speed, the essential for its carronade armament, it lost its main topmast, making it impossible for Porter to close the distance. Porter sought refuge in a small bay, but the British ships pursued in violation of Chilean neutrality. After an ensuing unequal 2.5-hour contest in which the English ships stood off a distance and pounded the Essex with their long guns, Porter, with casualties exceeded 60 percent of his crew, surrendered to end the slaughter. The second cruise of the Essex, glorious as it may have been, had come to an end.
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Essex, USS, vs. HMS Alert

Event Date: August 13, 1812

Naval engagement between the U.S. frigate Essex and the British warship Alert on August 13, 1812, in the North Atlantic. At the time of the U.S. declaration of war of June 18, 1812, the frigate Essex, commanded by Captain David Porter, was undergoing repairs in New York. Repairs completed, the Essex sailed on July 3, flying a white standard emblazoned with the words “Free Trade and Sailors Rights.” Rated as a 32-gun frigate, the Essex was armed with 6 12-pounder long guns and 40 32-pounder carronades.

In early August the Essex cut out a British transport from a convoy, taking some 150 troops prisoner. Other captures followed. On August 13 under the guise of a British merchant ship with its gun deck ports concealed, topgallant masts housed, and sails trimmed in a disheveled manner, the Essex was about 230 miles northwest of the Azores when a lookout spied a ship bearing down on the Essex from windward. Porter correctly assumed that it was a British warship and elected to continue the illusion of the Essex as a merchant ship in passage. On Porter’s orders, only a few men of the crew were visible and cables were paid out over the leeward side, where the British could not see them, so as to retard the ship’s speed, adding to the illusion that it was a lumbering merchantman.

The ship in question was indeed a British warship, the ship sloop Alert of 18 guns under Commander Thomas L. P. Laugharne. The Alert was a converted collier taken into the Royal Navy in 1804 and mounting 2 9-pounder long guns and 16 18-pounder carronades.

Laugharne ordered his crew to investigate the apparently fleeing Essex, despite the fact that the escaping ship was flying the British flag. However, when the Alert came up on the starboard quarter of the Essex, the latter hoisted American colors. Laugharne elected to engage, raising the British flag and opening fire.

Aboard the Essex, Porter responded in kind. Gun ports quickly opened, and the Essex fired a broadside into the Alert. The astonished English crew replied but had been taken by surprise and, moreover, were greatly outgunned. After the Alert had received two partial broadsides from the Essex, many members of the Alert’s crew fled below decks for safety. Eight minutes after the action opened the Alert struck, the first British warship captured during the war.

Upon boarding the Alert, Porter’s crew found the ship to be badly damaged, with seven feet of water in the hold. After steps had been taken to keep the ship from sinking, the British officers and much of the crew were transferred to the Essex, and the Alert was taken in tow.

With the Essex now crowded with prisoners, Porter became aware of a plot by the prisoners to take the ship. Desiring to rid himself of the British captives but unwilling to return immediately to port, Porter ordered the Alert’s guns to be thrown overboard and for the ship to be made seaworthy. Once repaired, the Alert was employed as a cartel, and under the command of Lieutenant James P. Wilmer of the Essex, the prisoners were transported to St. John’s, Newfoundland, to be exchanged for American prisoners of war.
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Essex, USS, vs. HMS Phoebe and Cherub

See Phoebe and Cherub, HMS, vs. USS Essex


Essex Decision

Prominent maritime law case that declared broken voyages illegal. Protection of U.S. shipping and trade had been guaranteed under the Jay’s Treaty of 1794 and the Convention of 1800. After 14 months of peace following the Treaty of Amiens, fighting resumed between Britain and France in May 1803. The United States sought to trade with both nations but found itself caught in the middle as each imposed severe restrictions regarding neutral trade in an effort to wreak economic hardship on the other.

The U.S. merchant ship Essex had been seized by the Royal Navy en route from Salem, Massachusetts, to Havana, Cuba. The voyage had actually originated in Barcelona, Spain, however. On July 23, 1805, a British Admiralty Court ruled that U.S. shippers had violated the Rule of 1756 that neutral ships could not trade with certain colonies in wartime if that trade had been restricted during peacetime. The ruling held that U.S. shippers were employing “broken voyages” to transport goods from the French or Spanish colonies to their home ports in Europe. Thus, U.S. shippers could not claim protection as neutrals when they transported French or Spanish goods via an American power to a final destination, as they were simply rerouting a continuous voyage that was illegal in peacetime. In sum, the ruling forbade broken voyages and asserted that trade practices banned in peacetime could not be undertaken in a time of war. The Essex Decision led to a sharp rise in Royal Navy seizures of U.S. merchant ships, enraged American officials, and began an escalatory spiral of economic measures and countermeasures between Great Britain and the United States that helped set the stage for the War of 1812.

According to the Rule of 1756, trade not open in time of peace could not be legally permitted during a time of war. The British government sought to apply the rule to the French and Spanish West Indies colonies. The rule remained in effect until 1800. That year, the U.S. ship Polly was intercepted by a British naval vessel as it sailed from the United States to Spain filled with sugar and cocoa from the Spanish West Indies. A British Admiralty Court, however, interpreted the Rule of 1756 more favorably toward U.S. interests. In its ruling, the court noted that the Polly was not in violation of the rule because the sugar and cocoa had first been shipped to the U.S. mainland from the Spanish colonies.

The facts of this decision were that the Polly sailed to Marblehead, Massachusetts, where the cargo was unloaded and the customs duties paid. After a brief layover the items were reloaded aboard ship, which then set sail for Spain. In reinterpreting the Rule of 1756, the Admirably Court established the broken-voyage interpretation, allowing U.S. ships to reexport Caribbean goods to European ports despite increased costs to American shippers. Because of this ruling, U.S. exports during the next four years more than doubled to $100 million.

British shipping companies complained bitterly during the preceding three years. They argued that Americans were taking over the Caribbean trade by less than honorable means. They also argued that American shippers were carrying goods for Britain’s enemies, France and Spain, as tensions mounted in Europe. In the spring of 1805 the Admiralty Court, pressured by British merchants and the appearance of James Stephen’s pamphlet, War in Disguise, or the Frauds of the Neutral Flags, thus issued a new decision. The ruling it rendered in May and formally codified on July 23, 1805, was based on the seizure of the Essex, captured sailing from Salem, Massachusetts, to Havana, in a voyage that had actually begun in Barcelona, Spain. The new ruling revised the 1802 decision, arguing that the seizure was acceptable because payment of duties in the United States could no longer be deemed evidence of “good faith.” Based on this decision, shippers were now required to provide additional proof that they did not intend to sidestep the Rule of 1756 by what was now reinterpreted as a “continuous voyage”: carrying goods between Spain and its colonies or France and its colony without stopping at U.S. ports.

The Essex Decision led to the Royal Navy’s seizure of hundreds of U.S. ships and merchantmen. Although British courts released most of these reexport ships and sailors, American commercial centers railed at the concept of the continuous voyage. British ships carefully monitored American ports searching for any evidence that violated the new ruling. Relations between Great Britain and the United States were severely strained over matters involving reexport of cargo and the impressment of American seamen. Although the British government allowed the reexport of trade with certain stipulations, problems associated with the Essex Decision, followed by the 1807 British Orders in Council and the attack on the U.S. frigate Chesapeake, resulted in the U.S. Embargo Act and a prolonged economic conflict, which eventually led to the War of 1812.
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Essex Junto

A clique of mainly New England merchants, lawyers, and congressional officials who sought separate nationhood for New England and were highly critical of the policies of the Thomas Jefferson and James Madison administrations. A large majority of these disaffected individuals were Federalists. The term “Essex Junto” was derived from the place where the cabal first materialized: Essex County, Massachusetts. The group first emerged during the Revolutionary War and gained momentum in the early 1800s; President Jefferson popularized the term “Essex Junto” when he began using it to describe his political adversaries from Massachusetts. In its formative years the group supported Alexander Hamilton, but when he refused to underwrite a secession plan for New England and New York, many shifted their support to Aaron Burr, who also refused to back such a scheme. The group’s principal supporters included Senator Timothy Pickering, Theophilus Parsons, and Congressman Fisher Ames.

When the War of 1812 began, many New England Federalists, including the radical Blue-Light Federalists, became de facto members of the junto. In the summer of 1812 John Lowell of Massachusetts first advocated a new union of the original 13 states. This became the main rallying point for the group. In two pamphlets, Mr. Madison’s War and Perpetual War: The Policy of Mr. Madison, Lowell aired all of the New England Federalists’ frustrations and accused Madison of warmongering for political gain.

In the winter of 1813 Lowell set forth a detailed plan for a new union, which would not include any territory west of the Appalachians. Comprised only of the original 13 states along the coast, his plan borrowed liberally from the 1798 Virginia and Kentucky Resolves. Believing that the Midwest’s interests were antithetical to those of the East, especially New England, Lowell argued that the only way to prevent a dangerous imbalance in the American political balance of power was to cut loose the Trans-Appalachian West. Furthermore, a new union was needed to curtail midwestern threats to eastern commercial interests. A fair number of those in the Essex Junto supported Lowell’s plan, as did Gouverneur Morris of New York and Charles Carroll of Maryland. All but one of Boston’s Federalist newspapers also endorsed the plan.

In the end, Lowell’s secessionist dream became the foundation for the December 1814–January 1815 Hartford Convention, although by then most disaffected Federalists had backed away from secessionist prescriptions. But Lowell’s arguments no doubt informed the delegates’ demands, which included requiring a two-thirds congressional vote to declare war, admit states, or restrict commerce; a one-term presidency; and the repeal of the three-fifths clause in the Constitution. Like many Federalists, those among the Essex Junto faded into obscurity once the war was over, having been labeled obstructionists and, worse yet, traitors.
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Eustis, William

Birth Date: June 10, 1753

Death Date: February 6, 1825

U.S. physician, politician, and secretary of war (1808–1814). Born on June 10, 1753, at Cambridge, Massachusetts, William Eustis followed his father into medicine. Educated at the Boston Latin School, he entered Harvard College at age 14 and graduated in 1772. He subsequently studied medicine under Dr. Joseph Warren.

With the beginning of the Revolutionary War, Eustis joined the Patriot cause and served as a surgeon for an artillery unit at Cambridge. He cared for the wounded in the Battle of Bunker Hill in June 1775. Later he was a hospital surgeon and reportedly dipped into his own funds to keep the facility going, remaining with the army until the end of the war.

After the war Eustis entered private practice in Boston, although he did serve briefly as a surgeon to forces called out to crush Shays’ Rebellion during 1786–1787. Thereafter Eustis was identified closely with the Democratic Republican Party. During 1786–1810 and again in 1830 he was vice president of the Society of the Cincinnati.

Throughout the 1790s Eustis held various political offices. He served in the Massachusetts legislature during 1788–1794 and was a member of the U.S. House of Representatives for two terms during 1801–1804, defeating Federalist leaders Josiah Quincy and John Quincy Adams but losing a second race to Adams in 1804. Eustis’s strong anti-Federalist views and new president James Madison’s desire to shore up the Democratic Republican base in Federalist-dominated New England led to Eustis’s appointment as secretary of war, succeeding Henry Dearborn. Eustis took office on March 7, 1809.

As secretary of war Eustis was well-intended, but he lacked both basic administrative schooling and specialist military knowledge. He presented no initiatives and instead followed whatever policies were placed before him by the president or Congress, showing a particular interest only in trying to pare expenses. Eustis did oversee army expansion in the wake of the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair of June 1807 but beyond that did little to prepare the army for war apart from some improvements in coast defenses and enhanced weapons production. Eustis had little interest in the nation’s fledgling military academy at West Point.

Eustis clashed openly with prominent army leaders Brigadier Generals James Wilkinson and Wade Hampton. In the former case Eustis’s ire was justified, for Wilkinson’s demonstrated incompetence led to the deaths of hundreds of his men from disease in the notorious Terre aux Beoufs Affair. Eustis, however, contributed to the men’s suffering by failing to approve expenditures for supplies. Hampton was so irked at Eustis that he challenged the secretary to a duel, but the dispute was settled without recourse to weapons.

On the declaration of war in June 1812, the U.S. Army numbered fewer than 7,000 men. The rank and file was poorly trained, and incompetent aged officers held positions of leadership. This was the army that was forced to face the small but well-trained and effectively led professional British army in Canada. Eustis failed to provide Major General William Hull with adequate instructions and support during the latter’s invasion of Upper Canada. Hull’s subsequent surrender of Detroit, the loss of Forts Michilimackinac and Dearborn, and the U.S. defeat at Queenstown Heights led to calls for his resignation, which he submitted on December 3, 1812.

Eustis formally left office on January 13, 1813, to be followed by John Armstrong Jr. Eustis then returned to private life in Massachusetts. In 1814 Madison appointed Eustis the U.S. minister to the Kingdom of the Netherlands, a post he left in 1818 because of poor health.

Eustis eventually resurrected his political career. He was again elected to the House of Representatives and served during 1820–1823. After three unsuccessful tries he was elected governor of Massachusetts and served two terms during March 1823–February 1825. Eustis died in office at Boston on February 6, 1825.
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Evans, Sir George de Lacy

Birth Date: October 7, 1787

Death Date: January 9, 1870

British Army officer and radical reformist politician. George de Lacy Evans was born in Moig, Ireland, on October 7, 1787, into the minor landed gentry. He attended the Royal Military Academy, Woolwich. Commissioned an officer, he first saw service as a lieutenant in India, where he distinguished himself on several occasions. He subsequently took part in the Peninsular War during 1812–1814. He was wounded several times and had several horses shot from under him. However, despite being continuously mentioned in official dispatches, he failed to secure either promotion or recognition. Embittered by the process of purchasing commissions, he was assigned to the staff of Major General Robert Ross as assistant quartermaster general and sailed with him to the United States.

Evans fought in the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814, losing two horses in the process, and that evening he led a party of light infantry into a deserted Washington, D.C., and personally occupied the Capitol building. He then accompanied Ross to Baltimore, Maryland, where Evans fought in the Battle of North Point on September 11, 1814, and was favorably mentioned in the report of Colonel Arthur Brooke, Ross’s successor. After a brief visit to Jamaica, Evans accompanied Lieutenant General Edward Pakenham in his campaign against New Orleans. Evans volunteered to fight in the Battle of Lake Borgne on December 12, 1814, under Royal Navy captain Nicholas Lockyer and was the only British soldier of this conflict to receive the Royal Navy’s General Service Medal. Evans then accompanied the army ashore and fought at Villeré Plantation on December 23, 1814, receiving yet another wound. Evans was present on Pakenham’s staff at the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815, when he was wounded again while ably assisting in the withdrawal of British forces. Having been mentioned five times in official dispatches from American, Evans finally secured promotion to captain of the 5th West India Regiment.

After more distinguished service at the Battle of Waterloo in June 1815, where he had two horses shot from under him, Evans successfully stood for a seat in Parliament. There he argued for several radical policies, not the least of which was abolition of the army’s purchase system for commissions. In 1829 he published a memoir of the Potomac campaign to correct what he viewed as condescension toward the army by Admiral Sir George Cockburn. Evans saw additional distinguished service while leading the British Legion in Spain during 1835–1836, where his draconian measures angered another War of 1812 veteran, John Richardson. After two more decades in Parliament, Evans took to the field during the Crimean War in 1854 as a lieutenant general, commanding the 2nd Division. He performed exceptionally well in the Battles of Alma and Inkerman, being wounded yet again. Back home, Evans received thanks from the House of Commons for his services and continued agitating for radical social and military reforms until his retirement in 1865. Evans died in London on January 9, 1870.
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Expansionism, U.S.

In 1812 the great majority of the American population lived within 50 miles of the Atlantic coast, and the population center was fewer than 18 miles from Baltimore, Maryland. Only two roads crossed the Allegheny Mountains, and only half a million people lived as far west as Tennessee, Kentucky, Ohio, and western Pennsylvania. The frontier areas of Kentucky, Tennessee, Ohio, and elsewhere were still dominated by Native Americans. Kentucky, only recently populated by whites, still served largely as a buffer zone and hunting preserve for the Indians.

The vast area that would become Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin as well as Alabama, Mississippi, and western Georgia was considered largely Indian territory, populated by Wyandots, Miamis, Kickapoos, Shawnees, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Creeks, and Cherokees. The most recent additions to the Union was Louisiana (1812) and Ohio, which joined in 1803. That year, President Thomas Jefferson calculated that it would take 1,000 years to populate all of the land east of the Mississippi River. The War of 1812 changed all of that, however, shifting the frontier, the center of population, the Indians, and the states in the Union farther to the west.

The expansionist impulse was one factor driving the War of 1812. Whites saw Indians as blocking Americans’ inexorable spread to the west, and many Americans believed that the British were arming and agitating these Indians. The Indians themselves recognized the danger of expansionism. Indeed, Shawnee leader Tecumseh and his brother Tenkswatawa, the Prophet, determined that all Indians had to ally if they were to stop the Americans from pushing them out of their territory. When the frontier came under increasing Indian pressures, the War Hawks in Congress blamed the British and had considerable evidence to substantiate their claim.

The War Hawks were already angered by British impressment and trade restrictions; meanwhile, the U.S. government mobilized forces against Tecumseh, with Major General William Henry Harrison defeating Tecumseh’s force at Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811. The battle helped open the frontier to more white settlement, but the British continued to supply the Indians with arms and incited them to violence. By 1812 a number of Americans, especially the midwestern War Hawks, were eager to wage war with the British, not only to end Indian depredations in the Midwest but also to seize Canada and perhaps Spanish Florida.

[image: image]

Illustration showing a party of 10 American settlers traveling from Connecticut to eastern Ohio during the westward expansion of the United States, 1805. The group made the 600-mile journey in 90 days. (Getty Images)

Expansion into Canada and Florida, Americans hoped, would compensate for the years of British impressment on the high seas and financial hardship engendered by the British Orders in Council. Florida was held loosely by Spain, a fading imperial power. Upper Canada was thinly populated and appeared to be an easy target by Americans who assumed that the population, many of whom were recently arrived expatriates attracted there by cheap land, would rise up in support of a U.S. invasion. This proved to be a significant misreading of Canadian sentiment, however.

Another argument for expansionism was “geographic predestination,” historian Albert K. Weinberg’s term for the claim that Divine Providence had defined the limits of the United States from the Gulf of Mexico in the South to the permafrost in the North. Canada was within that range. Expansionism was also patriotic, which helped rally support for a war that enjoyed far from universal support.

In June 1812, using mainly commercial justifications, the Midwest and South supported a war declaration despite opposition from the protrade Federalist Northeast. Expansionism was a significant factor in southern and midwestern agitation for war with Britain. Although President James Madison’s war message emphasized maritime grievances, the expansionist urge, particularly the desire for Canada, was significant. Canadian territory would compensate for shipping losses while permanently removing British support for the Indians in the Midwest.

In the end, however, America’s expansionistic impulses went largely unmet, and at no time during the conflict was Canada in any danger of conquest. Several ad hoc invasions failed miserably between 1812 and 1814, and Canada remained firmly in British control at war’s end. The only foreign territory gained during the war was a slim piece of land along the Gulf Coast, including Mobile and its environs, wrested from Spanish Florida. The successful conclusion of the Creek War in 1814, however, helped Americans appropriate millions of acres of Creek lands in the Deep South, which were then opened for white settlement. White settlements expanded rapidly westward in the years after 1815, although the next grand expansion did not occur for another three decades during the Mexican-American War of 1846–1848.
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F

Faial, Naval Engagement at

Start Date: September 26, 1814

End Date: September 27, 1814

Naval engagement between the General Armstrong, an American privateer, and the boats of a British squadron off the island of Faial (Fayal) in the Azores. On the afternoon of September 26, 1814, the General Armstrong, an American privateer mounting one long 24-pounder gun and eight long 9-pounder guns and commanded by Captain Samuel Chester Reid, anchored at the roadstead at Faial. Reid considered this a safe location because the Azores belonged to Portugal, a neutral nation. However, just hours after the General Armstrong anchored, a British squadron under Captain Robert Lloyd comprising his ship, the third-rate ship of the line Plantagenet (74 guns), as well as the frigate Rota (38 guns) and brig Carnation (18 guns) appeared. Reid had his schooner anchored closer to the shore under the guns of a castle that protected the anchorage.

The British thought the General Armstrong suspicious, and in the darkness Lloyd sent at least one boat to make a reconnaissance. The Americans hailed the British and warned them off. When the British drew closer the Americans fired toward the boat, and the British withdrew. Lloyd determined that the Americans had broken the neutrality of the port by firing, and he ordered four small boats from the Plantagenet and three from the Rota, carrying 180 men in all, to attack under the overall command of the Rota’s first lieutenant, William Matterface. In addition, the Carnation sailed into the roadstead to cover the attack, but it failed to gain its position in the darkness, the current, and the unfamiliar channel. This left the British boats exposed when they approached the privateer around midnight.

American cannon fire and musketry failed to drive off the British boats, which approached the privateer’s bow and the starboard side of the stern. The British then attempted to board. The action soon devolved into hand-to-hand combat. The Americans repulsed the boats at the stern, but the attackers at the bow briefly gained possession of the forecastle before Captain Reid and his men drove them back. By this point two of the British boats were sinking or had sunk and two other boats lay alongside the General Armstrong heaped with the dead and dying, while the remaining three limped back toward the Plantagenet and Rota.

The British reported suffering 34 killed and 86 wounded (some American accounts claim that the British attacked with 400 men and lost as many as 120 killed and 150 wounded). The Americans had suffered 2 killed and 7 wounded. Around daylight the Carnation stood in to destroy the General Armstrong. Believing the situation hopeless, Reid ordered his men to shore and the ship burned. Several days after the action, two British brigs arrived at Faial. Lloyd ordered them to Britain with the wounded, and he then sailed with his squadron for the West Indies to serve as part of the expedition against New Orleans. Some accounts claim that the losses suffered at Faial delayed Lloyd’s passage, postponing the British attack on New Orleans.

Kevin D. McCranie
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The American privateer General Armstrong at Faial (Fayal) Island in the Azores, shown firing on British boats sent in to capture it, September 26–27, 1814. (Library of Congress)
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Farragut, David Glasgow

Birth Date: July 5, 1801

Death Date: August 14, 1870

U.S. naval officer. Born at Campbell’s Station, Tennessee, on July 5, 1801, the son of a naval officer, James (later David) Glasgow Farragut moved to New Orleans with his family while an infant. Orphaned there, Commodore David Porter became his guardian; when James was 9 years old, Porter secured an appointment for him as a midshipman in the navy on December 17, 1810. Farragut served under Porter aboard the frigate Essex, which preyed on British shipping in the Atlantic during the War of 1812, and at age 12 he was a prize master. In early 1813 Farragut saw action when the Essex sailed around Cape Horn and harassed British whaling ships in the Pacific. Captured in the sanguinary battle with HMS Phoebe and Cherub on March 28, 1814, he was taken prisoner. Lauded by Porter for his conduct in the battle, Farragut in turn honored Porter by changing his name from James to David.

Farragut’s naval assignments following the War of 1812 included postings to the Mediterranean and service in the West Indies in 1822 as part of Porter’s squadron to eradicate piracy. Farragut won promotion to lieutenant on January 13, 1825; to commander on September 8, 1841; and to captain on September 14, 1855.

Farragut was a resident of Norfolk, Virginia, when that state voted to secede from the United States. A staunch Unionist, Farragut moved to the North, where his loyalty was suspect because of his Southern origins. He was at first placed in administrative duty, but in December 1861 Secretary of the Navy Gideon Welles, upon the urging of Captain David Dixon Porter, his stepbrother, appointed Farragut to command the West Gulf Coast Blockading Squadron and ordered him to capture New Orleans. It took Farragut several months to assemble a squadron, but on April 24, 1862, the squadron ran past the forts at the mouth of the Mississippi, swept aside a small Confederate squadron, and took New Orleans the next day. On July 16, 1862, Farragut was one of four officers promoted to the new rank of rear admiral, ranking first in seniority in the navy.

During the summer of 1862 Farragut operated on the Mississippi, but his attempts against Vicksburg failed. He then tightened the blockade on the Gulf Coast and, ordered to operate against Mobile, on August 5, 1864, he ran into Mobile Bay, defeating the Confederate squadron there, including the powerful Confederate ram Tennessee. This victory brought him promotion to vice admiral that December 31. Poor health prevented Farragut from taking part in the Fort Fisher campaign, but he recovered in time to participate in combat along the James River at the end of the war. Aggressive and resourceful, Farragut was a model commander and undoubtedly the preeminent U.S. Navy officer of the war.

On July 26, 1866, Farragut was promoted to full admiral, the first U.S. Navy officer to hold that rank. During 1867–1868, he commanded the European Squadron. Farragut died while visiting the Portsmouth Navy Yard in New Hampshire on August 14, 1870.
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Fayal, Naval Engagement at
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Federalist Party

The party of minority opposition to the War of 1812, opposing President James Madison and the politically dominant Democratic Republican Party. From 1789 to 1801 when the Federalists controlled government, peace was a cornerstone of their policy. U.S. presidents George Washington and John Adams managed, despite serious difficulties with Great Britain and France, to avoid a declared war. They maintained armed forces, but never with the intention of going to war.

Under Democratic Republican presidents Thomas Jefferson and Madison from 1801 to 1812, foreign policy changed to economic coercion of Britain and France through total or partial trade embargoes. As a result, Federalist New England’s shipping interests were devastated, and Federalists became bitter opponents of these two presidents. The Federalists also opposed the drift toward war in the years from 1809 to 1812, and in Congress they voted against the declaration of war in June 1812.

Federalists made Madison’s war the determining issue in the election of 1812. DeWitt Clinton, a northern Republican and the Federalist candidate for president, and Federalist congressional candidates who opposed Madison’s leadership went down to defeat. In desperation they joined a small group of dissenting Jeffersonians, the Old Republicans, who also were opposed to the war. During the course of the next three years the Federalist–Old Republican coalition opposed the entire Madisonian legislative program and what it saw as Democratic Republican assaults on civil liberties. They also opposed what they called imperialistic assaults upon Canada and at the same time derided the military ineptitude of the Madisonians in endeavoring to accomplish their designs. The coalition adamantly opposed Madison’s program of financing the war through loans and the printing of paper money, and New England bankers refused to cooperate. In late 1814 and early 1815 the coalition would not countenance arguments by Democratic Republicans for the organization of a national bank to solve some of the Treasury’s worst difficulties in financing the war. This constituted a reversal, as the First Bank of the United States, a pillar of Federalist economic policy, was allowed by Democratic Republican to expire in 1812.

The Federalist–Old Republican opposition to the war climaxed in October 1814 when Secretary of War James Monroe recommended the introduction of conscription to fill the army’s ranks. On December 14, 1814, Federalist delegates from Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Hampshire, and Vermont met in convention at Hartford, Connecticut, to propose constitutional amendments aimed at curbing federal power and to discuss potential secession from the United States. The extremists did not gain control, and secession talk quickly died down, but the delegates did propose amendments and suggested that individual states take unilateral actions against the central government. The War of 1812 ended with the Treaty of Ghent on December 14, 1814, and with it the bootless opposition of the Federalists. The only lasting effect of their intransigence was the demise of their party in the postwar nationalistic euphoria brought on by Madison’s so-called victory over Britain. Indeed, many Americans viewed Federalist machinations and obstructionism as treasonous.

Paul David Nelson
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Fencible and Provincial Corps

Fencible infantry regiments raised in British North America since 1803 were very similar to regiments of the British line infantry. They were regular troops in the imperial British establishment voted by Parliament in London. Their officers and men were subject to the Articles of War and regulations of the British Army. Their personnel also received the same pay, rations, clothing, necessaries, lodging, and pension benefits as those in the regular British Army. The only basic difference was that fencible regiments were not liable for service outside North America. Most of the officers were from the British Isles, and the enlisted men were mostly born in North America.

Four of the five fencible regiments were ordered raised in 1803. They were the Royal Newfoundland Fencibles, the Nova Scotia Fencibles, the New Brunswick Fencibles, and the Canadian Fencibles. Of these units, the New Brunswick Fencibles volunteered to serve anywhere and were therefore admitted into the line infantry as the 104th Regiment of Foot. A second regiment of New Brunswick Fencibles was raised in New Brunswick in July 1813 to replace the first one. A fifth fencible regiment, the Glengarry Light Infantry, was raised in Upper Canada from the beginning of 1812.

The Nova Scotia and New Brunswick Fencibles did not see action during the war. All the others had distinguished battle records. Royal Newfoundland Fencible detachments served at Detroit, Fort Meigs, the defense of York (now Toronto), at Sackets Harbor, Fort Stephenson, Put-in-Bay, the Thames River, and the defense of Mackinac. They also acted as marines in the capture of the U.S. Navy schooners Scorpion and Tigress in 1814. Canadian fencible detachments fought at Châteauguay, Crysler’s Farm, and Lacolle. The Glengarry Light Infantry was present at Salmon River, Ogdensburg, York, Fort George, Sackets Harbor, Fort George, Oswego, Lundy’s Lane, Fort Erie, and Cook’s Mills. All the fencible regiments in British North America were disbanded in 1816.

The Canadian Voltigeurs—also called the Provincial Corps of Light Infantry and, in French, the Voltigeurs Canadiens—was raised by the province of Lower Canada from April 1812 at the request of Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost. It was not part of the British establishment but instead was an establishment of the province. However, from the autumn of 1812 the regiment was included in the returns of the regular British forces in North America, the only Canadian provincial corps that was obviously considered as a colonial fencible unit. The regiment was recruited among French Canadians and largely led by French Canadian officers. It was subject to the same basic regulations as regular units except that because it came under the Lower Canada Militia Law, its men could not be flogged. Under British law, Roman Catholics were not allowed to hold commissions in the army or in the public service unless they were foreigners. French Canadians were British subjects, even if two-thirds of them were Roman Catholics. By officially putting the corps in the provincial establishment, the difficulties with this matter were averted, and the regiment was in fact treated like other regular units. Detachments fought at the Salmon River, Sackets Harbor, Châteauguay, Crysler’s Farm, Lacolle, and Plattsburgh. The corps was disbanded in March 1815.

Other provincial corps were mostly raised in Lower Canada as battalions of Select Embodied Militia. They sought volunteers but could resort to a limited draft among sedentary militiamen to fill their ranks. Pay, rations, and other benefits were the same as in the regular British Army. The first four battalions were raised from April 1812, the fifth was raised in September 1812, and the sixth was raised in February 1813. In March 1814 the 5th Battalion was converted into a light infantry corps, named the Canadian Chasseurs, and brigaded with the Canadian Voltigeurs.

A battalion of provincial Incorporated Militia was raised in March 1813 in Upper Canada. It fought notably at Lundy’s Lane. A few small units of provincial cavalry, light infantry, artillery, and artillery drivers were also raised in both provinces. The 6th Battalion was disbanded in September 1814, and all other provincial units were disbanded in March 1815.
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Financing, British and Canadian

When the United States declared war on Great Britain in June 1812, Great Britain was already engaged in a much more demanding struggle against France, ruled by Emperor Napoleon I. Neither the British nor their colonists in Canada were prepared to finance a new war against the United States. The demands of the Napoleonic Wars on both land and sea made it extremely difficult for the British to resupply Canada with troop reinforcements, let alone pay for them. Cash was already in short supply in Canada when the war began, and funds had been taken from the military chest to build roads and public facilities at York (present-day Toronto). The situation was further complicated by the Assembly of Upper Canada, which was dominated by recently arrived American émigrés and refused to issue paper money to cover expenses that would be incurred during the course of the war. In the absence of hard currency, British officials such as Henry Lord Bathurst, secretary of state for war and the colonies, permitted Lower Canada to issue script, known as paper army bills. Because paper money was not available in Upper Canada, officials there relied on paper money from Lower Canada. Eventually Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of Canada, followed Lower Canada’s example and issued paper money in Upper Canada. Many British subjects in Canada were apprehensive about accepting paper army bills, however, and would not accept them until the local Anglican bishop encouraged them to do so.

The lack of sufficient currency made paying troops and purchasing supplies in North American difficult. Army foragers gave farmers receipts when the army’s credit was poor. The shortage of money led to high prices and inflation, making the supplying of large garrisons a challenge. Civilian artisans contracted by the British frequently left their jobs because they were not paid. In some cases, the Commissariat Department or the quartermaster division of the British Army could not pay farmers the full amount for goods worth less than £25. Suppliers frequently had to accept less than what their goods were worth. Others were not paid at all because officers issued improper receipts. The situation became so serious that Prevost had to establish a board of inquiry to decide who was owed money by the army.

[image: image]

With the end of the War of 1812, Britons were anxious for tax relief. This British political cartoon from March 1816 by George Cruikshank champions the end of the property tax. Henry Brougham, John Bull, and the British lion (Leo Britannicus) all attack a hydra representing the property tax. (Library of Congress)

Merchants in Upper Canada converted British Army bills into bills of exchange, which allowed them to pay off their debts in Britain proper. Hence, a considerable portion of the cost of the War of 1812 was absorbed by the taxpayer in Britain rather than by Canadians. The American invasions of British territory in 1812 pulled farmers away from their crops, leading to shortages and higher prices, which were ultimately paid by the British taxpayer. The military expenditures incurred during the Napoleonic Wars and the War of 1812 were never separated by the British Treasury, which makes determining the actual cost of the War of 1812 difficult. However, the war’s cost can be loosely estimated by examining increases in the amount of money borrowed by the British government from 1812 to 1815.

The budget increased from £22.4 million in June 1812 to £46.8 million in 1813 but declined to £40.5 million in 1814. The War of 1812 increased Britain’s national debt by about £25 million, which is a very rough estimate of the cost of the war. The increases in expenditures and debt were largely funded through an income tax in Great Britain. When deciding whether or not to continue the War of 1812 in 1814, taxation and increased debt proved to be a major incentive for the government to end the war as soon as possible. By then the British had been at war for more than 20 years, Napoleon had finally been defeated, and Britons were eager for peace and a reduction in their taxes.

Edward J. Martin
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Financing, U.S.

When the War of 1812 began, the U.S. government found itself ill-prepared to fund a major war, especially because revenue had decreased in the years leading up to the conflict, and the Bank of the United States no longer existed to supplement the government’s financial activities. The failure of Congress to recharter the bank in 1811 severely hampered Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin’s plan to finance the war. Without the help of the bank, Gallatin had to find other ways to pay for the war, such as the issuance of Treasury notes, raising taxes, and loans.

The government authorized five Treasury note issues during the war, amounting to a total of $36.6 million, although no more than $17.6 million was outstanding on any given date. The notes were proposed by Gallatin as a way to make up for any deficiency of loan subscriptions. Congress authorized the first Treasury notes on June 30, 1812, issuing $5 million of one-year notes sold in denominations of not less than $100 that paid 5.4 percent interest. Gallatin made no attempt to disguise the fact that the use of Treasury notes was conceived as a means of forcing a reluctant public to loan money to the government.

The initial issue was followed by others. In 1815, the Treasury issued $2.75 million in Treasury notes, including small circulating notes in denominations of less than $100. These notes were declared legal tender for all government transactions, and they were convertible into long-term securities in denominations of $100 or more, which paid interest of 5.4 percent.

During the war, Congress also enacted new taxes. Tariffs were increased, and internal taxes were placed on sugar, liquors, retailers of alcoholic beverages, bank notes and other financial instruments in excess of $50, and all carriages for the conveyance of persons. These taxes, however, were insufficient in raising the amount of funds needed to finance the war.


Comparative Cost of America’s Wars





	War
	Cost*




	*Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan in 2011 dollars. All other wars in 2008 dollars.




	American Revolutionary War
	$1.8 billion


	War of 1812
	$1.2 billion


	Mexican-American War
	$1.8 billion


	Civil War (Union)
	$45 billion


	Civil War (Confederacy)
	$15 billion


	Spanish-American War
	$6.8 billion


	World War I
	$253 billion


	World War II
	$4.1 trillion


	Korean War
	$320 billion


	Vietnam War
	$686 billion


	Persian Gulf War
	$96 billion


	Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan (through fiscal year 2011)
	$1.257 trillion





Ultimately Congress authorized five loans, the first in March 1812 three months before the start of the war. This allowed the government to borrow $11 million at 6 percent interest. Within a few months, however, only $6.4 million of the $11 million loan had been secured, which led to the issuance of Treasury notes as described above. One major factor contributing to the failure of this loan was staunch opposition in New England to the war. Less than $1 million was received from New England, yet this region possessed much of the wealth of the nation. In 1813 the Treasury authorized another war loan for $16 million in so-called government stock, of which only $6 million was received. The government borrowed the remaining $10 million from Stephen Girard, Jacob Barker, David Parish, John Jacob Astor, and a few other wealthy businessmen at a discount of 12 percent, meaning that $88 would be given for every $100 of government stock purchased, along with 6 percent interest on the loan. Girard and others made a profit of $4 million on this loan. Later in 1813 the Treasury authorized an additional loan of $7.5 million and a $25 million loan the following year, each sold at a huge discount. A congressional committee calculated in 1830 that between 1812 and 1816 the Treasury borrowed an estimated $80 million yet had received only $34 million in specie value.
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FitzGibbon, James

Birth Date: November 16, 1780

Death Date: December 12, 1863

British Army officer. James FitzGibbon was born on November 16, 1780, in Glin, County Limerick, Ireland. Entering military service at age 15, he served in military campaigns in Europe before arriving at Quebec in 1802 in the 49th Regiment. Liked and respected by his commanding officer, Isaac Brock, FitzGibbon was promoted to sergeant major (1802), ensign and adjutant (1806), and lieutenant (1809) without the usual purchase of commissions.

Promoted to captain in 1813, FitzGibbon played a leading role in the defense of Upper Canada. In 1812 he ensured that supplies reached Kingston and Niagara. In 1813 he served as company commander at the Battles of Stoney Creek (June 6, 1813) and Beaver Dams (June 24, 1813). On July 25, 1814, he fought in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, and he was present during the initial phases of the siege of Fort Erie (August–September 1814).

FitzGibbon also conducted numerous reconnaissance and guerrilla raids and, following the Battle of Stoney Creek, received permission to select 50 men for irregular warfare operations in conjunction with local Indians against American troops occupying nearby Fort George. U.S. major general Henry Dearborn subsequently ordered Lieutenant Colonel Charles G. Boerstler to dislodge this force, giving him a mixed cavalry and infantry force of 700 men and two field pieces. Boerstler set out but was delayed by bad weather. Laura Secord, a local farmer’s wife, walked more than 12 miles to FitzGibbon’s camp and warned him of the impending American attack.

On June 24, 1813, as the Americans entered the woods, they were attacked by 400 Caughnawaga warriors commanded by Captains William J. Kerr and Dominique Ducharme, sparking what came to be known as the Battle of Beaver Dams. Three hours after the battle began, FitzGibbon and his 50 men arrived and accepted the American surrender after bluffing Boerstler into believing that he was greatly outnumbered and that more warriors were on the way. FitzGibbon captured 462 American regulars and militia as well as a considerable amount of equipment.

Initially FitzGibbon took the credit for the triumph, leading an Indian Department officer to quip that the “Cognawaga Indians fought the battle, the Mohawks or Six Nations got the plunder, and FitzGibbon got the credit.” FitzGibbon eventually penned a letter of acknowledgment that the Indians were responsible for the victory and noted that he merely accepted the surrender. News also surfaced that Secord had warned him of the impending attack, and her bravery entered into popular myth, supplanting that of the natives and even FitzGibbon himself. In Canada, popular myth maintains that Secord was entirely responsible for the victory by revealing in advance the American plans. FitzGibbon, however, also remains a Canadian hero not only for his prominent role in the victory at Beaver Dams but also for his actions throughout the War of 1812.

FitzGibbon remained in Canada after the war, sold his commission in 1825, and entered the Canadian militia as a colonel in 1826. In 1837 he helped put down the Irish rebellion in Upper Canada. After experiencing political and financial difficulties, he left Canada in 1847 and returned to England. FitzGibbon became a military knight at Windsor Castle in 1850, a post that he held until his death there on December 12, 1863.

Karl S. Hele
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Florida

Fighting in the War of 1812 occurred as far south as the upper fringes of the Spanish territory of Florida. Spain had regained Florida from Britain in 1783 at the end of the American Revolutionary War. At the outbreak of the War of 1812, Spanish Florida consisted of two colonies: East Florida and West Florida. West Florida included territory as far west as the Mississippi River, while East Florida was centered around St. Augustine and the Florida peninsula.

Much of central and southern Florida lay in swampland, and Spain’s hold there was at best tenuous. Spanish Florida in fact contained few whites. In the early 1800s, no more than 5,000 Spaniards, mostly soldiers or clergymen and missionaries, resided there. The Native American population at the time was probably about the same number. Among principal Florida tribes were the Apalachee, Calusa, and Cherokee, as well as Seminole tribes, which consisted largely of cast-off Creeks and African American refugees.

Spain’s hold on Florida was rendered even more tenuous by events in the mother country. In 1808 the armies of French emperor Napoleon I had occupied Spain, and a Spanish nationalist uprising in Madrid in May of that year signaled the beginning of a prolonged effort to dislodge them. Britain then dispatched troops to the peninsula, ultimately led by Sir Arthur Wellesley, Duke of Wellington, to aid the Spanish fighting the French. This protracted and bloody struggle, known as the Peninsular War, lasted from 1808 to 1813 and ended in the expulsion of the French. During the fighting, Spain’s colonies were left largely on their own.

Whereas the collapse of Spanish authority led to independence movements in other parts of the Spanish Empire, in Florida it meant only a dearth of troops, equipment, and supplies. This, of course, made Florida a particularly attractive target for U.S. expansionists. The stalemate in the Canadian theater of war late in the War of 1812 also made Florida an attractive area for military operations by both sides. The British in particular saw Spanish West Florida as an important springboard for their planned operations against the Gulf Coast.

Spanish Florida was of interest to the United States for several reasons. First, many Americans regarded Florida as a logical extension of the United States. Its acquisition would allow them to control the lower Mississippi coast and the Gulf Coast as well as the Florida Straits. Securing it was certainly a goal of the most ardent U.S. expansionist congressmen, known as the War Hawks. Acquiring Florida would also close a refuge for Indians and runaway slaves from South Carolina and Georgia, who often used its territory to raid across the border or escape their owners. The runaway slaves, who became known as the Black Seminoles, joined with the Creeks and other Native Americans in Florida to form the evolving multiethnic and biracial Seminole tribe.

Another factor leading to fighting in Florida during the War of 1812 was the Creek War of 1813–1814, which erupted when a faction of Upper Creeks known as the Red Sticks went on the warpath against white settlers encroaching on their lands. Many Americans assumed incorrectly that the Spanish and British had been arming the Creeks against them, and this belief only intensified after refugees from the fighting of the Creek War sought safety in Spanish Florida, especially at Pensacola. The war came to the Florida frontier sooner than the British had anticipated. Interest was especially pronounced regarding West Florida as the British contemplated naval operations for 1814 against the U.S. Gulf Coast, for Pensacola was regarded as key in the British campaign to take New Orleans.

Fighting in Florida actually began several years earlier. Filibusters from the United States had been active, especially in West Florida, with the U.S. government claiming that territory west of the Perdido River (today the western border of the state of Florida) as part of the Louisiana Purchase territory. Before the War of 1812, the United States controlled only that part of West Florida that lay between the Pearl and Mississippi Rivers, then known as the Florida Parishes. In April 1813, acting on Washington’s orders, Major General James Wilkinson and U.S. troops occupied Mobile and eventually annexed the territory claimed by the United States to the Perdido. There was little Spanish authorities could do to resist this move. In any case, the U.S. acquisition of Mobile left Pensacola as the only major Spanish settlement of note in West Florida.

Fighting in East Florida commenced just before the beginning of the War of 1812 in what came to be known as the Patriot War, when President James Madison hoped to duplicate his coup in West Florida. In January 1811 Madison authorized former Georgia governor General George Mathews and Colonel John Mckee to try to secure in “an amicable manner” the remainder of both West and East Florida. Mathews organized a force of so-called Patriots in East Florida, with his immediate objective being the smuggler stronghold of Fernandina, on Amelia Island (opposite present-day Jacksonville).

In the spring of 1812 the Madison administration began to have second thoughts, however. Secretary of State James Monroe reminded Mathews that he was authorized to take possession of parts of East Florida only if this could be accomplished “amicably” or in the case of an attempted takeover by a foreign power, meaning England. Monroe revoked the authority given to Mathews earlier and then in April and May communicated the new hands-off policy toward East Florida to Georgia governor D. M. Mitchell. But Madison was evidently playing a double game.

In any case, Mathews proceeded with assistance from both the U.S. Army and the U.S. Navy. Some 200 armed self-styled Patriots set up a camp opposite St. Marys at Rose’s Bluff inside East Florida, supported by five navy gunboats under Captain Hugh Campbell. In mid-May, Mathews demanded the surrender of Amelia Island, but Spanish commander Don Lopez refused. With Campbell implying support for the insurgents, however, Lopez surrendered the island on May 18, 1812. The Patriots raised their flag over the fort at Fernandina; soon it was superseded by a U.S. flag. Regular U.S. Army troops, including about 120 riflemen commanded by Colonel Thomas Adams Smith, also crossed the St. Marys River into Spanish territory, ostensibly to protect the insurgents from Spanish troops. Ultimately they held most of the territory between St. Marys and St. Augustine, where there was a garrison of Spanish troops loyal to King Ferdinand VII.

With relations with Britain fast deteriorating, the Madison administration was fearful of offending Spain further; ultimately Washington, D.C., disavowed the whole enterprise and ordered captured Spanish territory returned and the gunboats in Spanish waters withdrawn.

In the autumn of 1812 after the beginning of war with Britain, the Madison administration made another effort to acquire East Florida. Claiming that this would forestall any British move, Madison ordered Major General Thomas Pinckney to concentrate all troops south of Virginia at Point Peter, Georgia. In October the Navy Department placed Campbell’s gunboats at the disposal of Pinckney or the officer commanding the military post near St. Marys. Congress refused to go along. In February 1813, however, the plan to annex East Florida was defeated in the Senate in a vote along sectional lines, and preparations for invasion were halted. Militia troops from Tennessee who had gathered for the invasion were ordered home.

The Americans did attack the Seminoles in north-central Florida, however, and claimed this action was necessary because the Seminoles were planning raids into neighboring Georgia. While the Seminoles were not defeated outright, they never attacked Georgia. The Spanish were not pleased with the invasion, however, and demanded that the Americans withdraw to U.S. territory, which they soon did.

Meanwhile, fighting had already begun in West Florida. The British regarded Pensacola, with its excellent harbor, as a useful base in their planned operation against New Orleans. At the same time the Americans, who were campaigning against the Creeks, became aware of the importance of securing the Gulf Coast area against the British, now intent on supplying the Creeks with arms. In May 1814 Andrew Jackson, commissioned a major general in the regular army following his success against the Creeks, assumed command of the Seventh Military District in the Gulf region. Jackson was also anxious to secure Pensacola but for the United States.

The British beat the Americans to the punch. In the summer of 1814, British major Edward Nicolls of the Royal Marines arrived in the area with as many as 200 men, charged with establishing a supply base whereby the British could funnel arms to the Creeks. On August 14 he moved from the Apalachicola River to Pensacola. The Spanish governor in Pensacola, Don Mateo González Manrique, feared an imminent American descent on that place and now agreed that the British might garrison both the town and Forts Barrancas and St. Michael. Nicolls also demanded command of the Spanish troops in the event of an American attack.

In mid-September the British sent out four warships and a force of marines and Indians from Pensacola against American Fort Bowyer at the mouth of Mobile Bay to the west. This attack of September 15 was a complete failure and an embarrassment to the British, who lost the 20-gun ship Hermes and suffered damage to their other warships.

Manrique now became alarmed over this violation of Spanish neutrality. The Spanish also were angry over British high-handedness regarding the freeing of Spanish-held slaves. Rightly fearing that the British would provoke an American attack on Pensacola, the Spanish governor refused Nicolls demands, whereupon the British major then removed his troops from the city and positioned them in the forts.

As Manrique had feared, Jackson now moved against West Florida in force. Although Washington warned him of the British plan to attack New Orleans, Jackson ignored this threat and moved east from Mobile against Pensacola, arriving at that place on November 6, 1814, with a large force of 4,000 men. When demands for the surrender of Pensacola were rejected, Jackson attacked the next day, surprising the Spanish and British by moving against the town from the east rather than from the west, as expected. The 500-man Spanish garrison put up little resistance before Manrique surrendered Pensacola. The British evacuated by sea on November 8, destroying Fort Barrancas. They then relocated to the mouth of the Apalachicola as before, where they could both supply the Native Americans and retain a position on the Gulf Coast.

Although Jackson’s move prevented the use of Pensacola Harbor by the British for a strike against the interior, U.S. troops were stretched thin along the Gulf Coast all the way from Baton Rouge and New Orleans to Florida, and little had been done to prepare defenses at New Orleans. Jackson now moved rapidly west. He detailed 1,000 men under Major Uriah Blue to pursue Native Americans into West Florida along the Yellow and Escambia Rivers and hopefully take the British position at Prospect Bluff on the Apalachicola. He also left 1,200 men to defend Fort Bowyer and sent the remaining 2,000 men by forced marches to New Orleans.

Blue’s foray had little success. The troops burned some native villages and there were a few skirmishes, but no real damage was inflicted on the Native Americans, nor was there any real threat to the British at Prospect Bluff. This operation had also drawn off a rather sizable number of troops from the defense of New Orleans. Fortunately for the Americans, they were not needed at that place, for Jackson decisively defeated a large British expeditionary force from Jamaica at New Orleans on January 8, 1815. Following their repulse, the British did achieve success in a new descent on Fort Bowyer, in what had been part of West Florida and captured the fort in February. The British did not withdraw from Prospect Bluff until June 1815.

The end of the war did not end Jackson’s operations in Florida. Just three years later, on his own volition, he invaded West Florida to subdue Indians there. This action, coupled with Jackson’s capture of Pensacola in 1814 and the ongoing encroachments after the war by the United States, prompted Spain to sell Florida to the United States in the Adam-Onís Treaty of February 22, 1819. Ratified in February 1821, the treaty ceded both Floridas to the United States. In 1845 Florida became a state. In a very real sense, the War of 1812 was not just the restoration of the status quo ante bellum, as is usually pictured. Indeed, the war helped bring the acquisition of Florida.

Seth A. Weitz and Spencer C. Tucker
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Flournoy, Thomas

Birth Date: January 3, 1775

Death Date: July 24, 1857

Prominent Georgian and brigadier general during the War of 1812. Thomas Flournoy was born in Henrico County, Virginia, on January 3, 1775. His father was killed by Indians near the Cumberland Gap in 1784. Flournoy then moved to Augusta, Georgia, with his older brother Robert, who encouraged him to become a lawyer. In late 1797 Thomas Flournoy traveled to Litchfield, Connecticut, to apprentice in law. In 1798 he returned to Augusta, where he worked for his brother and began to make a name for himself in the courtroom.

Flournoy’s legal skills, however, brought him into conflict with some prominent local men including Judge George Walton, which resulted in a duel with the judge’s nephew, John Carter Walton. On March 7, 1804, Flournoy killed Walton in a duel, an event that resulted in him gaining wider recognition. As a lieutenant colonel in the Georgia Militia, Flournoy became involved in the Patriot War in northern Florida in early 1812, which included raising troops, securing the coast, and defending Americans living in East Florida.

When war with Britain began in June 1812, Flournoy received an appointment as a brigadier general in the U.S. Army. In March 1813 Flournoy replaced Major General James Wilkinson as commander of the Seventh Military District, which comprised the Mississippi Territory and the states of Louisiana and Tennessee. Upon taking command at New Orleans, Flournoy had three major challenges: improving relations with local political leaders, dealing with increasing Red Stick Creek raids, and meeting the threat of a British attack along the Gulf Coast.

Flournoy’s difficulties became even greater when Secretary of War John Armstrong violated the concept of unity of command by designating Major General Thomas Pinckney, commander of the Sixth Military District headquartered in Charleston, as commander of all forces sent to fight the Red Stick Creeks within Flournoy’s Seventh District. Flournoy did not handle the situation well and was particularly reluctant to provide supplies, troops, and other support to armies over which he did not exercise direct command, including that commanded by Major General Andrew Jackson. Flournoy also did not help himself by implementing policies that seemed to question the loyalty and preparedness of many local leaders in Louisiana and New Orleans. Flournoy was roundly criticized for the disastrous Battle of Fort Mims on August 30, 1813, for which he was not prepared. Flournoy also ordered Fort Bowyer evacuated as indefensible, an order that Jackson subsequently reversed due to an appeal from the local citizens.

On May 22, 1814, Jackson replaced Flournoy as commander of the Seventh District. Flournoy eventually returned to Augusta and resigned his commission on September 13, 1814. There he resumed his law practice. He briefly entered public service again in 1820 when he served as a treaty commissioner to the Creeks. Flournoy died in Augusta, Georgia, on July 24, 1857.

Steven J. Rauch
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Floyd, John

Birth Date: October 3, 1769

Death Date: June 24, 1839

Georgia Militia general during the War of 1812 who led troops against the Red Stick Creeks during 1813–1814. John Floyd was born in Beaufort, South Carolina, on October 3, 1769. In 1791 he moved with his father to Camden County, Georgia, near the Satilla River, where his carpentry skills enabled him to become a shipwright. Floyd’s success in business enabled him to establish large estates near present-day Woodbine. During this time, Floyd was appointed as a brigadier general in the Georgia Militia.

After the Red Sticks attacked Fort Mims on August 30, 1813, the U.S. government requested that the southern states provide volunteer troops to help extinguish the uprising. Georgia ultimately raised 3,600 men, who rendezvoused for service at Fort Hawkins on the Ocmulgee River. Floyd was appointed commander of this brigade, which included an artillery company, a dragoon squadron, a rifle battalion, and two infantry regiments. Floyd expended most of his energy trying to acquire enough food and supplies to support an expedition into Creek territory.

In November, Floyd’s command departed Fort Hawkins for Creek territory, building a line of supply forts along the way. At Fort Mitchell, on the right bank of the Chattahoochee River, Floyd’s army was joined by 400 Creek allies led by William McIntosh. From Fort Mitchell, Floyd led 900 of his militia and his Creek allies against the Red Stick town of Autosse on the Tallapoosa River. Early on the morning of November 29, Floyd’s force executed a surprise attack on Autosse and a smaller town discovered nearby. The battle lasted more than an hour and ended with 200 Red Sticks killed and 400 of their homes destroyed. During the battle, Floyd was seriously wounded. He then returned to Fort Mitchell to recuperate.

After six weeks, Floyd organized another expedition into Red Stick territory with 1,300 militia and 600 friendly Creeks. Before dawn on January 27, 1814, almost 1,800 Red Sticks attacked Floyd’s force as it encamped at Calabee Creek (near present-day Tuskegee). The militia by now had become well disciplined and withstood the attack. At daylight Floyd was able to mount a counterattack using artillery and close combat with bayonets to repel the Red Sticks. Because the enlistments of his militia were due to expire on February 22, 1814, Floyd moved his men back to Fort Mitchell and then into Georgia, where he concluded his service on March 8, 1814.

When the British threatened the Georgia coast in late 1814, Floyd was recalled to duty to command a brigade at Savannah from October 17, 1814, to March 10, 1815. After the war he served as a member of the Georgia House of Representatives and the U.S. House of Representatives during 1827–1828. Floyd managed his plantations until his death on June 24, 1839, in Camden County, Georgia.

Steven J. Rauch
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Forsyth, Benjamin

Birth Date: ca. 1760

Death Date: June 28, 1814

U.S. Army officer and leader of American riflemen in the War of 1812. Benjamin Forsyth was likely born in Stokes County, North Carolina, but virtually nothing is known about the circumstances of his birth or early years. Before the war he achieved some distinction in North Carolina, serving two terms in its House of Commons. He was commissioned a captain in the U.S. Regiment of Riflemen on July 1, 1808, and commanded rifle units along the border between New York and Canada during 1812–1814. In the autumn of 1812 his rifle company also became the first body of regular forces assigned to the strategic Sackets Harbor, New York. In time his men gained a well-deserved reputation as crack shots and enthusiastic plunderers.

On September 21, 1812, Forsyth led a successful raid on the Canadian village of Gananoque on the St. Lawrence River. Losing just one man, the Americans captured arms and supplies and took prisoner eight Canadian militiamen. Following a string of American defeats, even a small victory served to boost morale, and thus Forsyth’s exploit was celebrated. He subsequently relocated his command to Ogdensburg, New York, directly on the St. Lawrence River and astride the vital British supply route.

Promoted to major on January 20, 1813, Forsyth led a raid on Elizabethtown (present-day Brockville, Ontario) on February 7, 1813. Without losing a single man, Forsyth’s raiders took 52 prisoners. This notable success earned Forsyth a brevet to lieutenant colonel.

The British did not allow Forsyth’s raids to go unanswered, however. On February 22, 1813, several hundred British regulars and militiamen under Lieutenant Colonel “Red George” MacDonnell attacked Ogdensburg, New York. Greatly outnumbered, Forsyth’s men inflicted numerous casualties on the attackers but were nonetheless forced to withdraw. He then appealed to his commander, Colonel Alexander Macomb, for reinforcements, pledging to regain Ogdensburg or die in the attempt. Macomb refused, however, and the riflemen marched back to the harbor.

Forsyth also led his riflemen in the first assault wave at the Battle of York on April 27, 1813. His men drove off the British and their native allies and set the stage for the successful attack into the city itself. Repeating this exploit, Forsyth and his riflemen were part of Colonel Winfield Scott’s advance guard assaulting the shore of Lake Ontario during the Battle of Fort George on May 27, 1813. Ten days later Forsyth and his men fought in the Battle of Stoney Creek of June 5–6, 1813.

Throughout the summer, Forsyth’s riflemen skirmished around Fort George. In the autumn of 1813, Forsyth joined Major General James Wilkinson’s campaign against Montreal, which ended with the U.S. defeat at Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813. Not actually on that battlefield, Forsyth and his men had been assisting in clearing the way along the St. Lawrence River as part of Brigadier General Jacob Brown’s advance guard brigade. Forsyth’s company gave a good account of itself throughout the campaign, which ended for the riflemen in the skirmish at Hoople’s Creek on November 10.

The following year, Forsyth was posted to the Lake Champlain region. He and his men skirmished intermittently along the border with Lower Canada. In one such skirmish at Odelltown, New York, on June 28, 1814, Forsyth was killed by an Indian warrior while in the vanguard of the fighting. Forsyth’s riflemen rendered him the singular honor of wearing black armbands for 30 days following his burial at Champlain, New York. In 1849 the State of North Carolina created Forsyth County by renaming part of Stokes County in his honor.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Forsyth, Thomas

Birth Date: December 5, 1771

Death Date: October 29, 1833

American fur trader, Indian subagent, and spy during the War of 1812. Born at Detroit on December 5, 1771, and raised in the family fur-trading business, Thomas Forsyth settled at Peoria on the Illinois River as an Indian trader in 1804. In December 1811 he was appointed the subagent for Indian affairs in the Illinois Territory. Forsyth continued his trading business, but upon the declaration of war in June 1812 he offered to spy for the United States, reporting to Superintendent of Indian Affairs William Clark, governor of the Missouri Territory Benjamin Howard, and Illinois Territory governor Ninian Edwards. Forsyth went on to provide military intelligence on the Northwest Territory, primarily Illinois, Wisconsin, Indiana, and western Michigan, by giving descriptive locations and the number of warriors of various Great Lakes tribes. He also reported information gleaned from local and regional Indian tribes.

Based on information that Forsyth provided, Howard and Edwards believed that the Peoria vicinity was serving as a base of military operations against American settlements to the south, including St. Louis. Three raids were then mounted against Peoria. The first mission, in October 1812, was led by Kentucky Militia brigadier general Samuel Hopkins with a force of mounted volunteers, along with Colonel William Russell leading three companies of U.S. Rangers. Hopkins failed to reach Peoria, but Russell succeeded, although no significant military activity occurred there. A second mission was undertaken by Governor Edwards in mid-1813, during which some property was looted and burned. The last expedition, in September 1813, was led by Governor Howard and included regulars, militia, and U.S. Rangers from both the Illinois and Missouri Territories. On reaching Peoria the force constructed Fort Clark, named for George Rogers Clark, brother of William Clark. It remained garrisoned until the end of the war. During this period U.S. forces destroyed Forsyth’s extensive property holdings, including two warehouses, a storehouse, and much more. Forsyth moved to St. Louis and lodged a complaint, demanding to be reimbursed for the property taken.

Forsyth feared that his cover would be exposed. Although it never was, he experienced threats made against him, including from Sauk war chief Black Hawk and, in March 1814, from Robert Dickson, who sent six Winnebago warriors to assassinate Forsyth. In the latter incident, local Pottawatomis warned him of the danger, and the attempt was foiled.

Despite the numerous raids on Peoria that caused him financial ruin, Forsyth continued to aid the American government. He also assisted in arranging the release of prisoners from the Fort Dearborn Massacre. Forsyth continued to work for the U.S. government until 1831, mainly as a subagent to the Sauks and Foxes. He died at St. Louis on October 29, 1833.

Sally E. Colford Bennett
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Fort Amherstburg

See Fort Malden

Fort Astoria

Fur-trading post first established in 1811 by John Jacob Astor’s Pacific Fur Company near the mouth of the Columbia River in what is today far northwestern Oregon. Astor envisioned the post as a regional administrative headquarters for his fur-trapping business and a place to conduct trade with Native Americans and the British.
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Fort Astoria was a U.S. fur trading post on the Columbia River, built and operated by John Jacob Astor’s Pacific Fur Company. Canada’s Northwest Company bought the outpost in 1813 and Great Britain officially took possession with the arrival of HMS Raccoon in December 1813. The fort was returned to the United States in 1818 under the terms of the Treaty of Ghent. (Getty Images)

Fort Astoria was a wooden stockade-style compound surrounded by thick log pickets. At least two small two-story log blockhouses stood in the corners along the periphery. Several cannon were placed along the perimeter. The stockade enclosed several outbuildings, which included quarters, a storehouse, a trading store, and a blacksmith shop. In 1813 when Astor’s company was threatened with capture by a British naval expedition, Fort Astoria was sold to the British-held North West Company, which promptly enlarged it and renamed it Fort George. It became the first British post on the Pacific coast of North America, if by default.

In 1818 as a result of the Treaty of Ghent, the region encompassing Fort Gratiot was turned over to U.S. control, although the North West Company continued to own and occupy the post. The United States, however, had no military or civilian presence in the region, and so the area came under joint Anglo-American occupancy, which persisted until 1846 when the issue was resolved by the Oregon Treaty. A year prior, the James K. Polk administration had nearly gone to war with Britain over tensions arising from the joint occupancy of Oregon.

In 1821 the North West Company merged with the Hudson’s Bay Company, which operated Fort George until 1825, when it was abandoned. From 1830 to 1848 the company reoccupied it, albeit sporadically, until it was compelled to give up all its claims south of the 49th Parallel as a result of the Oregon Treaty. In the decades after that as American settlers made their homes in the area, they established the town of Astoria, which became an important port of entry and a commercial hub.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Fort Bowyer

An American sand and log defensive work built at Mobile Point at the entrance to Mobile Bay in Alabama. A semicircular front faced the bay entrance, and a bastioned front guarded the fort’s rear. The entire work was surrounded by a 20-foot ditch, and its land front was protected by a glacis, a slope of land that obscured the fort from enemy gunners. Fort Bowyer was well positioned to guard the bay entrance, but it was vulnerable to land-based artillery fire from the rear. Completed in May 1814, the fort was named for Colonel John Bowyer, who oversaw its construction. Subsequently abandoned, the fort was reoccupied in August 1814 by Major William Lawrence and 160 men of the 2nd U.S. Infantry. The fort mounted as many as 14 guns.

Two battles were fought for control of Fort Bowyer during the War of 1812, both related to the British campaign against New Orleans. In 1814 commander of the British North American naval station Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane developed a plan to capture New Orleans by first taking Mobile. This would enable the British to sever trade with Louisiana and then move overland to Natchez and cut off New Orleans from the north. To capture Mobile, Cochrane sent an expeditionary force commanded by Royal Navy captain William Percy in the sixth-rate Hermes (22 guns). Percy also has another sixth-rate ship and two brig sloops, the four British ships mounting a total of 78 guns.

On September 12 Percy landed Lieutenant Colonel Edward Nicolls with 130 Royal Marines, 100 allied Spanish troops, and perhaps 600 Indians, along with a howitzer, some nine miles from the fort. These troops then moved to attack Fort Bowyer by land. The Americans repulsed the British land attack on September 14.

On September 15 Percy crossed the bar with his four ships to engage the fort at close range, but only two of the British ships were able to work into position, and their two-hour-long bombardment effected little damage before the Hermes ran aground opposite the American guns. Percy ordered the flagship abandoned and burned. It blew up when the flames reached the magazine.

The next morning, the three remaining British ships crossed the bar and sailed away. The attack was a humiliation for the British, who lost the one ship sunk and 32 killed and 40 wounded (the latter including Percy). The Americans suffered only 4 killed and 4 wounded. Cochrane now decided to move directly against New Orleans by water.

After U.S. major general Andrew Jackson defeated the British forces at the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815, Major General John Lambert, new commander of the New Orleans expeditionary force, decided to attack and capture Fort Bowyer as the necessary first step toward securing Mobile. Recognizing the importance of Fort Bowyer, Jackson had ordered it reinforced, and the fort was then held by 375 men of the 2nd U.S. Infantry, still under Major William Lawrence. The fort mounted 22 guns, and Jackson was confident that it could hold against a large attacking force, but the installation remained vulnerable to attack from the land side.

The British arrived on February 7. Captain T. R. Rickets had command of the British naval forces in the third-rate ship of the line Vengeur (74 guns). Lambert landed some 1,400 men and six guns and a considerable quantity of Congreve rockets. The British then cut off Fort Bowyer from land resupply and began laying siege lines while under American fire.

On February 12, with their siege lines complete, the British were able to bring Fort Bowyer under devastating artillery fire. Following an initial barrage that demonstrated the fort’s vulnerability, Lambert under a flag of truce called on Lawrence to surrender. Recognizing the inevitable, Lawrence agreed. British casualties in the five-day siege were 13 killed and 18 wounded; American losses were 1 killed and 374 taken prisoner, including 10 wounded. Previously Lawrence had appealed to Brigadier General James Winchester for reinforcements, but Winchester failed to respond in a timely fashion, dooming the garrison.
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The British were preparing to move against Mobile when, two days later, the sixth-rate Brazen (22 guns) arrived with news of the Treaty of Ghent. Lambert then withdrew his forces. This Second Battle of Fort Bowyer was the last land engagement between British and American forces in the War of 1812.

The acquisition of Mobile was the only permanent territorial gain for the United States in the War of 1812. Fort Bowyer was subsequently replaced by the more robust Fort Morgan, which saw action during the American Civil War.

Mark A. Smith and Spencer C. Tucker
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Fort Crawford

Fort Shelby, more popularly known today as Fort Crawford, was a U.S. installation erected in June 1814 at Prairie du Chien (Wisconsin) at the key location of the Mississippi River and the Fox-Wisconsin waterway linking the Mississippi with the Great Lakes. It was soon captured by the British, who renamed it Fort McKay. After the War of 1812, the Americans reoccupied the site and again renamed the post Fort Crawford. When the War of 1812 began, U.S. Indian agent Nicholas Boilvin maintained a presence at Prairie du Chien, but the majority of the inhabitants were associated with the fur trade and tended to align themselves with the British. The Indian tribes in the area also gravitated toward the British, who had fomented anti-American feelings among them since the end of the Revolutionary War.

In 1814 after the abandonment of Fort Madison, the U.S. government decided to establish a military presence at Prairie du Chien to counter the British threat from this direction. On June 2 a U.S. force of 61 regulars and 140 volunteers, commanded by Lieutenant Joseph Perkins and accompanied by Missouri Territory governor William Clark, arrived at Prairie du Chien and quickly built Fort Shelby, named in honor of Kentucky governor Isaac Shelby. The Americans also had a wooden barge, the Governor Clark, anchored in the Mississippi River near the village. By the end of June most of the volunteers had departed upon the expiration of their 60-day enlistment term, leaving Perkins with fewer than 100 men. Some volunteers remained, but they moved aboard the barge.

Meanwhile, the British at Fort Mackinac learned of the American presence and sent a force to secure Fort Shelby for themselves. Lieutenant Colonel William McKay led 650 men, consisting of militia, the Michigan Fencibles, and Indian warriors. They arrived at Fort Shelby on July 17, 1814. The Americans refused to surrender, and the British attacked that afternoon. The British first fired their one field piece at the Governor Clark and succeeded in forcing it to withdraw downriver along with the volunteers, all 14 American cannon, and most of the fort’s ammunition and supplies. The British then turned to assaulting the fort. The Americans endured for two days but then ran out of ammunition and water. With the British preparing to fire hot shot at the fort, Perkins offered to surrender in return for a pledge of his men’s safety. McKay agreed but insisted on a delay of one day to secure the compliance of his Indian allies. The formal surrender took place on July 20. Sixty Americans surrendered, and all were allowed to return to St. Louis. The British renamed the post Fort McKay. The only casualties of the siege were 7 wounded on the American side and 3 warriors on the British side.

In August the United States mounted an expedition from St. Louis intending to recapture the fort, but this effort failed with the Battle of Credit Island on September 5. Fort McKay remained in British hands until the end of the war. Not until May 1815, well after the Treaty of Ghent entered into force, did the British finally evacuate Fort McKay. They burned it to the ground and then returned to Canada.

Upon reoccupying Prairie du Chien in June 1816, the Americans built Fort Crawford on the same site. It remained an important frontier post until it was abandoned in 1832. A second Fort Crawford was built in the same area in 1832 and was garrisoned until 1856.
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Fort Dearborn Massacre

Event Date: August 15, 1812

Massacre perpetrated by Pottawatomi warriors on August 15, 1812. Fort Dearborn was an isolated U.S. Army post built in 1803 under the direction of Captain John Whistler on the bank of the Chicago River near the confluence with Lake Michigan (present-day Chicago). Named after Secretary of War Henry Dearborn, it served chiefly as a trading post for Great Lakes merchants. The fort was surrounded by a 12-foot stockade, which protected two blockhouses, a barracks, a hospital, a magazine, and officers’ and commandant’s quarters.

In 1812 Captain Nathan Heald commanded the fort, which was garrisoned by his company of the 1st U.S. Infantry Regiment and some militia. The families of some of the soldiers added to the population, which totaled about 100 people. After Fort Mackinac fell to the British on July 25, 1812, Brigadier General William Hull, the commander of the Northwestern Army at Detroit, ordered Heald to evacuate Fort Dearborn and move east to Fort Wayne, Indiana, in anticipation of further British and Indian attacks.

Emboldened by the British victory at Mackinac, the Pottawatomis had already begun to make threatening moves against Fort Dearborn. To ensure their goodwill, Heald provided them with clothing and nonmilitary goods in return for a pledge not to interfere with U.S. actions. On August 14 William Wells, Indian agent at Fort Wayne, arrived with several Miami warriors to reinforce the fort and provide escorts for the march east.

The evacuation of Fort Dearborn, which the Native Americans were already anticipating, began on August 15. The column moved along the shores of Lake Michigan and was less than two miles from the abandoned fort when it was ambushed by more than 400 Pottawatomis. Heald led his soldiers in a counterattack, and a fierce firefight ensued. Some warriors made their way to the baggage train, where they killed several women and children in the span of just a few minutes. Several civilians, including Heald’s wife, escaped to safety with the help of friendly Indians.

The Pottawatomis demanded that Heald surrender, and he agreed only on the pledge that there would be no further bloodshed. Assured of protection, Heald surrendered. In the end, Heald’s column had lost 26 regulars, all the militia, 12 children, and 2 women. Pottawatomi chief Blackbird then held the survivors, who were later ransomed to the British.

Fort Dearborn was burned, signifying the loss of another strategic position in a series of defeats that included Mackinac and Detroit. All of Michigan had been surrendered, and the entire Northwest Frontier would remain in the hands of the British and their Indian allies until late 1813.

Steven J. Rauch
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Fort Deposit

See Forts Deposit

Fort Detroit

U.S. fort located at Detroit, Michigan. The French established Fort Ponchartrain de Détroit at this general location in 1701. The fort passed into British hands in 1760 during the French and Indian War (1754–1763). The British then relocated the fort in 1778 and renamed the new installation Fort Lernoult (later Fort Detroit) in honor of its new commander, Captain Richard B. Lernoult. British troops remained there until 1796, when it first came under U.S. control that July.

With its strategic location along the Detroit River connecting Lake St. Clair to Lake Erie, Detroit was the gateway to the upper Great Lakes. Fort Detroit provided protection for American territory in the Old Northwest as the forts there had done for the French and British earlier. In 1805 a devastating fire leveled most of the town’s buildings, and Fort Detroit itself was badly damaged.

Located on high ground, Fort Detroit was a typical bastion installation. It had four curtains and four half bastions and was constructed of a combination of earth and stockade walls and ramparts. The base of the walls measured about 26 feet thick, tapering to a 12-foot-thick parapet. A ditch measuring 5–6 feet deep and 12 feet wide extended around the perimeter of the fort. By 1811 Fort Detroit mounted some 35 cannon of various calibers.

During the summer of 1812, Fort Detroit was the base of operations for Brigadier General William Hull’s Northwestern Army and its invasion of Upper Canada. With the collapse of that operation, Hull withdrew back on Fort Detroit, closely followed by British and allied Indian forces under the command of British major general Isaac Brock, who arrived there in mid-August. Brock was determined to take Fort Detroit. As the British prepared positions for their largest guns (2 18-pounders), Hull refused permission for U.S. gunners at Fort Detroit to fire, although the fort then had 28 guns, including several 24-pounders. Hull also refused permission to a subordinate to place a battery to contest the British crossing of the Detroit River.
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On August 16, 1812, without major resistance, U.S. Army brigadier general William Hull surrendered Fort Detroit to a British and Indian force led by Major General Sir Isaac Brock. This action led to Hull’s court-martial. (National Archives)

On August 15, Brock demanded that Hull surrender Fort Detroit, claiming that he might not be able to control his Indian allies if the Americans refused. Hull rejected the initial request after a delay of several hours. When the British began shelling the fort with the men, women, and children of the town all crowded inside and given the deaths of several officers from the shelling, Hull’s will broke. Concerned about the lack of supplies, the slim possibility of reinforcement, and the safety of the civilians at the hands of the Indians, he surrendered on August 16.

The British occupied Fort Detroit without incident until after the Battle of Lake Erie and a U.S. advance on Detroit by troops under Major General William Henry Harrison. The British withdrew into Canada, and Kentucky cavalry under Colonel Richard Mentor Johnson retook possession of the fort on September 29, 1813. It remained in American hands thereafter. The fort was named Fort Shelby at that time in honor of Governor Isaac Shelby of Kentucky who had provided a regiment of troops.

All but abandoned by the federal government, the fort was acquired by the City of Detroit in 1826. Work demolishing the fort began the next year. Its location is noted by a historical marker at the intersection of Fort and Shelby Streets.

Steven J. Rauch and Spencer C. Tucker

See also

Brock, Sir Isaac; Detroit, Surrender of; Hull, William

Further Reading


Antal, Sandy. A Wampum Denied: Procter’s War of 1812. Ottawa, Ontario: Carleton University Press, 1997.

Kent, Timothy J. Ft. Pontchartrain at Detroit: A Guide to the Daily Lives of Fur Trade and Military Personnel, Settlers, and Missionaries at French Outposts. Ossineke, MI: Silver Fox, 2001.

Woodford, Arthur M., and Frank B. Woodford. All Our Yesterdays: A Brief History of Detroit. Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1969.



Fort Erie

Redoubt located at the south end of the Niagara River in Fort Erie, Ontario, Canada. Fort Erie was a strategic military post in the War of 1812 and was the site of the longest siege of the war. The fort was built to protect the water and land routes between the Niagara River and the Detroit River. It was the fourth fort to be built on that site, the previous forts having fallen into disrepair and been prey to encroaching ice and heavy snowfalls. The British began building Fort Erie in 1805 and were still working on it when the War of 1812 began.

The fort was of European design, featuring thick masonry walls, bastions, parapets, and inner and outer earthworks designed to protect strategic points from artillery fire. Surrounding the fort was a large moat, perhaps 10–15 feet wide and 6–8 feet deep; a palisade surrounded the moat. Inside the walls were barracks, a guard room, officers’ and family quarters, powder magazines, a kitchen, and several other small buildings and storage facilities.

Fort Erie changed hands several times during the war. The British garrison repulsed an American attack on November 28, 1812. In May 1813, however, the British evacuated Fort Erie after Fort George, at the north end of the Niagara River, was captured by the Americans. The British reoccupied Fort Erie in December 1813.

The year 1814 saw the heaviest fighting at Fort Erie. On July 3 American forces recaptured the fort as part of the planned offensive along the Niagara Peninsula. They maintained a garrison there consisting of as many as 3,500 men. Following the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, the Americans returned to Fort Erie. The fort was not sufficiently large to hold all of the U.S. forces, however, so many of the soldiers were camped south of the fort. During July 28–31 the Americans greatly expanded and improved the fort’s defenses. They built extra gun emplacements and surrounded their outer encampment with a protective wall and ditch.

In early August 1814 the British, under the command of Major General Gordon Drummond, arrived at Fort Erie and laid siege to the Americans there. Despite their heavy guns, however, they were unable to breach the walls of the fort. On August 15 the British attacked Fort Erie at night. During heavy fighting a gunpowder magazine in one of the fort’s bastions exploded, killing many of the British attackers. Drummond called off the attack, but the siege continued for another month.

On September 17 the Americans mounted a surprise sortie on the British gun emplacements. After destroying several of the guns, the Americans retreated back inside the fort. With some of his guns destroyed, many of his soldiers sick, and no possibility of defeating the Americans inside the fort, Drummond decided to raise the siege. On September 21 the British retreated from Fort Erie and took up positions north of Chippawa Creek.

In November the Americans decided that Fort Erie was not worth holding. They then began moving their soldiers across the Niagara River, back to U.S. territory. On November 5, 1814, the Americans blew up Fort Erie to prevent the British from using the fortifications.

Fort Erie is now a National Historic Park administered by the Niagara Parks Commission.
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Fort Erie, Siege of and Sortie from

Start Date: August 1814

End Date: September 1814

Successful defense by U.S. forces of a key strategic position during the July–November 1814 Niagara campaign. In the spring of 1814, U.S. secretary of war John Armstrong ordered Major General Jacob Brown to advance down the Niagara River from Lake Erie to Lake Ontario with his force of 3,400 men, with the goal of capturing York, the capital of Upper Canada. Brown, with the assistance of Brigadier Generals Winfield Scott and Eleazar W. Ripley, easily seized Fort Erie, at the upper mouth of the Niagara River, on July 3, 1814. Located on the lake, with its eastern side bounded by water, the fort had been garrisoned by only 137 British soldiers.

The Americans then marched down the river, successfully fought the British in the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, and compelled the British force of 2,500 men, commanded by Major General Phineas Riall, to fall back to Fort George, on the lower Niagara River near Lake Ontario. Brown then established his army at Queenstown and awaited reinforcements and naval support from Commodore Isaac Chauncey. When this assistance failed to materialize, Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond, British commander in chief of Upper Canada, reinforced Riall first with regulars newly arrived from England. Taking command of Riall’s army, which now numbered 3,000 men, Drummond advanced up the Niagara River, defeated the Americans in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, and forced Brown’s reduced army of 2,600 troops to fall back to Fort Erie. Drummond, his own force eviscerated, finally laid siege to the fort during August 3–4 and skirmished with the Americans, attempting without success to draw them into battle. That evening the British also launched a failed attempt to storm Buffalo across the river and sever the garrison’s supply line, but this was repulsed at Conjocta Creek.

On August 4, 1814, American brigadier general Edmund P. Gaines arrived and took command from Brown, who retired to New York to convalesce. For the next nine days Drummond erected batteries from which he could batter the Americans into surrender with artillery sent from Fort George. At the same time, Gaines was reinforced with regulars and militia. Little fighting took place, however.

On August 13 six British guns opened a cannonade on Fort Erie, only to discover that they were too distant to effect much damage. Nonetheless, Drummond decided to assault the American works early on August 15. His plan, criticized by some of his own officers as being unnecessarily complicated, was a three-pronged night attack to be pressed home with the bayonet. Two columns, under command of Lieutenant Colonels William Drummond and Hercules Scott, were to drive on the north side of the fort and break into its ramparts, while the largest column, consisting of 1,300 men under Lieutenant Colonel Victor Fischer of the DeWatteville Regiment, would attack the Snake Hill battery on the southern end of American entrenchments. Meanwhile, Drummond’s Native American allies were to carry out a diversionary attack on the American center. A reserve of some 1,000 would await the chance to exploit any opening.
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At 2:30 a.m. on August 15, Fischer launched his attack against the Snake Hill battery, only to discover that Gaines was prepared for his assault. Some 150 defenders supported by six cannon, were waiting. Within minutes 150 of Fischer’s troops had been captured, and the rest fell back under intense American fire, having accomplished nothing. The northern columns met with greater initial success. Lieutenant Colonel Scott’s troops, on the left, were repulsed after two brave attacks on Fort Erie’s shore battery, during which Scott was killed. Lieutenant Colonel Drummond’s column, to the right of that of Scott, managed to breach the northeast bastion of the fort but, receiving no reinforcements, held it only until dawn. William Drummond was also killed in the fighting. The attack was stopped in its tracks when a magazine in the bastion exploded, inflicting hundreds of British casualties.

As the British attacks faltered, Gaines rushed reinforcements northward from the Snake Hill battery, but the Native Americans never attacked. With the British withdrawal, the battle was over. The British reported casualties of 57 killed, 307 wounded, and 538 captured or missing. Gaines reported only 17 killed, 56 wounded, and 11 missing, in addition to 9 Americans killed and 36 wounded in the preliminary bombardment.

Following this debacle Gordon Drummond continued his siege of Fort Erie, but his position gradually became untenable. An American naval blockade of Lake Ontario prevented his army from receiving adequate supplies, and incessant rains increased sickness among his troops. The Americans in the fort, on the other hand, were well supplied, and morale was high.

Gaines had been wounded on August 15, and Brown, although still recovering from his wounds, resumed command on September 2. On September 17, Connecticut Militia general Peter B. Porter orchestrated a surprise sortie with 2,000 men against a new British battery near the fort that threatened it. This action spiked a number of British guns and produced more casualties among the defenders than for the attackers: 609 British and 511 Americans. It also led the British to withdraw four days later down the Niagara River toward Fort George. On November 5 Brigadier General George Izard ordered that Fort Erie be abandoned and the works blown up. The Americans then withdrew from their sole holding at Niagara.

Paul David Nelson
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Fort George

British-built fort located at the north end of the Niagara River, in Niagara-on-the-Lake, Ontario, Canada, and constructed between 1796 and 1800. The 1794 Jay’s Treaty between Great Britain and the United States had called for the British to abandon several forts in U.S. territory. This included Fort Niagara, a fort originally built by the French as a fur-trading post on the Niagara River in New York state. To replace Fort Niagara, the British began construction of Fort George in 1796. The work took several years, but by 1800 a roughly hexagonal fort, with wooden blockhouses, bastions, and a 12-foot-high palisade was complete.

From 1800 to 1812, Fort George served as a barracks and supply depot for the British Army. During this time the fort fell into disrepair, however. After the declaration of war in 1812, the British began to rebuild the fort’s defenses. They constructed a new wall along the south end and added a new magazine.

The fort was a key post at the mouth of the Niagara River, and during the war both sides tried to occupy it. On May 27, 1813, U.S. forces captured Fort George in an amphibious assault from the lake, and the British garrison retreated to the west. The Americans pursued the British, but after the Battle of Stoney Creek on June 6, the Americans returned to Fort George. For the remainder of the summer and autumn of 1813, British forces kept the U.S. forces close to Fort George.

By December 1813, most of the U.S. troops stationed at Fort George had been sent to fight in other areas along the border. The fort’s commander, Brigadier General George McClure, ordered it abandoned. The gunpowder magazine in Fort George was destroyed, and on December 10 and 11 McClure moved his remaining soldiers across the river to Fort Niagara. The British soon occupied what remained of the fort. On the night of December 19, 1813, the British surprised the garrison of Fort Niagara and captured it.

The last military action at Fort George occurred in July 1814. After the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, the British retreated to Fort George and Fort Niagara, and U.S. forces approached Fort George. However, the Americans did not have cannon large enough to batter down the walls and soon moved farther south. Following the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814, the U.S. Army concentrated at Fort Erie, while Fort George remained securely in British hands.
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The British built Fort George on the Niagara River to replace Fort Niagara, which had been turned over to the United States in the 1783 Treaty of Paris. This etching depicts the American capture of Fort George in May 1813. The Americans abandoned the fort in December 1813. (Library of Congress)

Following the War of 1812, the British used the much stronger Fort Mississauga as their base on the Niagara River. Fort George thus fell into disuse once again and was eventually abandoned. Fort George is now administered by Parks Canada as a National Historic Site.
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Fort George, Battle of

Start Date: May 25, 1813

End Date: May 27, 1813

Engagement in which American forces captured Fort George, the westernmost British fort on Lake Ontario. Fort George was located at the north end of the Niagara River, in Niagara-on-the-Lake, Ontario, Canada, and was constructed between 1796 and 1800. The fort served as the British Army’s regional headquarters.

Following the American victory at the Battle of York on April 27, 1813, the ships of Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s squadron transported Major General Henry Dearborn’s army across Lake Ontario to Fort Niagara, where Dearborn was to reorganize his forces for an attack on Fort George. In mid-May, U.S. Navy lieutenant Oliver Hazard Perry arrived from Lake Erie with his squadron and reconnoitered the landing sites at the mouth of the Niagara River.

Colonel Winfield Scott, Dearborn’s chief of staff, finalized the plans for the attack on Fort George. American land forces were to land on the lake shore supported by 12 schooners, while the sloop of war Madison and the brig Oneida would engage the British batteries. Because of the limited number of landing boats, the 2,500 troops involved would have to come ashore in four waves.

British brigadier general John Vincent had between 1,000 and 1,200 regulars and as many as 500 militia garrisoned at Fort George. To try to cover the entire threatened front, Vincent split his regulars into three detachments. He placed the majority on the Niagara River side, believing that the Americans would attack under cover of the guns of Fort Niagara.

On May 25 American artillery along the river and from Fort Niagara and Chauncey’s schooners began shelling Fort George. Just after dawn on May 27, Scott’s troops began landing west of the mouth of the Niagara River as Perry’s schooners silenced the nearby British batteries. Scott’s troops repulsed the first line of British defenders. As the Americans advanced they encountered another British force, which drove Scott’s troops back. However, the guns from the American warships plus troop reinforcements who had just landed repulsed the British in turn.

As the third wave of Americans began landing, Vincent realized that he would soon be outflanked and surrounded in Fort George. As a result, he ordered his troops to spike the fort’s guns, blow up the powder magazines, and retreat south to Queenston. However, the quickly advancing Americans captured the fort substantially intact after Captain Jacob Hindman of the 2nd U.S. Artillery extinguished one of the magazine fuses by hand. After entering the fort, the Americans discovered some British women and children. Left behind in the hasty retreat, they would have suffered heavy casualties if demolition had proceeded as Vincent ordered.

Scott continued to press Vincent’s forces, and the American batteries shelled the withdrawing British from the other side of the river. However, American dragoons failed to cut off Vincent’s retreat, and Scott halted the pursuit to reorganize his men. As he did, he received orders from Major General Morgan Lewis to return to Fort George.

The U.S. Army lost 1 officer and 39 enlisted men killed in the battle and 5 officers and 106 enlisted men wounded; the U.S. Navy suffered 1 killed and 2 wounded. British regular troops suffered 52 killed, 44 wounded, and 262 missing as well as 16 wounded men left behind in the Fort George hospital. The British militia unit at Fort George lost 5 officers and 80 enlisted men. The Americans took 276 prisoners, 163 of them wounded.

Vincent continued his retreat to Beaver Dams, near present-day Thorold, Ontario, where he gathered British regular detachments from Fort Erie and other posts higher up the Niagara. He then fell back to Burlington Heights near the western end of Lake Ontario. When the British abandoned Fort Erie, Perry moved several armed schooners, previously blockaded at Black Rock, into Lake Erie.

However, the American army bungled its attempts to exploit the capture of Fort George and allowed Vincent to partially regain the initiative at the Battle of Stoney Creek. By concentrating their naval squadron against Fort George, the Americans had left themselves vulnerable to a counterattack on their base at Sackets Harbor. Only indecisiveness on the part of British commander Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost allowed the Americans to repulse the British attack at the Battle of Sackets Harbor.

The Americans subsequently withdrew into a small defensive enclave around Fort George. Later an Indian force surrounded the post and forced American troops from Fort George to surrender at the Battle of Beaver Dams on June 24, 1813. The Americans subsequently remained largely inactive in the region, ultimately abandoning Fort George in December 1813.

Robert B. Kane
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Fort Gratiot

Small U.S. military redoubt built in 1814 after the Americans had retaken Fort Detroit to the south. Fort Gratiot was located near present-day Port Huron in St. Clair County, Michigan, and was situated at the easternmost part of lower Michigan at the juncture of the St. Clair River and Lake Huron. The fort was built to cutail British naval vessels entering the river.

Fort Gratiot was a stockade-style fort designed and built under the supervision of engineer and U.S. Army captain Charles Gratiot, who had helped plan and construct Fort Meigs the year before. Constructed entirely of wood, Fort Gratiot probably featured log palisades, thick plank and log walls, and a small two-story blockhouse. Little is known about its precise physical characteristics because there are no extant remains, and other buildings, including a lighthouse, were later erected at the site. The British undertook no major actions against the fort during the War of 1812.

In 1822 the redoubt was abandoned and then was rebuilt and reoccupied in 1828. The site was used intermittently as a military installation until 1879. The Fort Gratiot Lighthouse, built in 1825, remains in use. The site of the fort itself is now part of Pine Grove Park, where there is a museum commemorating both the fort and the lighthouse.
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Fort Harrison

U.S. military post located in west-central Indiana (then part of the Indiana Territory) at the northern edge of present-day Terre Haute. Historians consider the September 4–5, 1812, Battle of Fort Harrison, a military engagement between Native Americans and U.S. forces, to be the first decisive land victory for the United States during the War of 1812. In the autumn of 1811, governor of the Indian Territory William Henry Harrison had ordered the construction of the fort on a bend of the Wabash River to protect Vincennes, the capital and oldest town in the Indiana Territory, from potential British-inspired Indian attacks. Major Joseph Hamilton Daveiss proposed that the fort be named in Harrison’s honor.

Fort Harrison provided unobstructed views of more than one mile in both directions along the Wabash River. It was a 150-foot square stockade with 20-foot blockhouses constructed of logs in each corner and had barracks space for more than 1,000 men. The stockade was entered through a large gate protected by bastions, palisades, and a 4-foot-deep trench.

In the autumn of 1811 after assembling his forces at the fort, Harrison’s army of about 1,000 regulars and militia departed to confront hostile Indians led by Tenskwatawa at Prophetstown in northern Indiana. Although Harrison’s force suffered 62 fatalities in the Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811, the battle represented an important psychological victory for the Americans and a serious blow to the unified Indian confederacy envisioned by Tenskwatawa’s half brother, Tecumseh. The battle also had much to do with causing the Indians of the region to side with the British in the War of 1812. Following the Battle of Tippecanoe, Harrison returned to Fort Harrison and assigned a small permanent garrison to it under the command of Captain Zachary Taylor, 7th U.S. Infantry.

During the early months of the War of 1812, the United States suffered a series of humiliating defeats in military engagements against the British, Canadians, and Native Americans. These reverses emboldened other Native Americans to launch campaigns against American outposts in the Indiana Territory. On September 4, 1812, approximately 600 Kickapoo, Miami, Potowatomi, and Winnebago warriors attacked Fort Harrison. At the time, the fort was garrisoned by only 15 soldiers, a third of whom were ill. Taylor was able, however, to muster the support of several American civilians living in the area. During the battle, a warrior was able to set fire to the barracks within the fort. Taylor ordered the civilians and the fort’s doctor to extinguish the fire while his troops continued to battle the Native Americans. Suffering only 3 fatalities, Taylor’s troops successfully repelled the attack the next day. Stymied in their attempt to capture the fort, the Native American forces remained in the area in a futile attempt to starve the fort’s occupants. On September 15, 1812, reinforcements from Vincennes arrived and dispersed the warriors. In recognition of his success at the Battle of Fort Harrison, the U.S. government brevetted Taylor a major.

Meanwhile, on September 12, 1812, reinforcements led by Harrison had lifted the Native American siege at Fort Wayne, which had begun on September 5, 1812. The momentum from these two victories emboldened Harrison to orchestrate punitive expeditions against the Miamis, culminating in the Battle of Mississinewa on December 17, 1812. The net effect of these endeavors was that no further Indian attacks occurred in the Indiana Territory for the duration of the War of 1812. Local settlers established the town of Terre Haute a few miles south of Fort Harrison in 1816. Terre Haute remains a flourishing city to present times.
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Fort Harrison in west-central Indiana on the outskirts of present-day Terre Haute. A battle here between U.S. forces and Indians on September 4–5, 1812, was the first decisive land victory for American forces in the War of 1812. This print depicts the fort in 1815. (Library of Congress)

Michael R. Hall

See also

Fort Wayne; Harrison, William Henry; Indiana Territory; Miamis; Pottawatomis; Taylor, Zachary; Tecumseh; Tenskwatawa; Tippecanoe, Battle of

Further Reading


Edmunds, David. Tecumseh and the Quest for Indian Leadership. White Plains, NY: Longman, 1984.

Owens, Robert M. Mr. Jefferson’s Hammer: William Henry Harrison and the Origins of American Indian Policy. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 2007.



Fort Hawkins

Stockade fortification established on the west bank of the Ocmulgee River near present-day Macon, Georgia, and an important logistics and administrative post during the War of 1812. Established in 1806, Fort Hawkins was named for U.S. Indian agent Benjamin Hawkins, who had first surveyed the site. Fort Hawkins quickly became a frequent contact point to conduct official trade and business with the Creek Nation. In that role, it served as a storage facility for the annual gifts and payments provided to the Creeks by the U.S. government.

In February 1806 soldiers of the 2nd U.S. Infantry began construction of the fort under the supervision of Captain William R. Boote. Fort Hawkins was situated on a hilltop overlooking the Ocmulgee River and provided extended observation to the west, south, and east. It was designed as a stockade fort with two blockhouses at opposite corners of the enclosure and included a barracks that could house about 180 men.

At the beginning of the War of 1812, the Fort Hawkins garrison consisted of 73 men of the 3rd U.S. Infantry. Throughout the war, Fort Hawkins served as an important administration and logistics base for operations directed by commanders of the U.S. Sixth and Seventh Military Districts. When the Creek War intensified, Fort Hawkins became a rendezvous point where various expeditions organized before heading west into Alabama.

In July 1813 the U.S. 8th Infantry escorted a convoy carrying 500 pounds of lead and 400 barrels of gunpowder to the fort. During August–September 1813 more than 3,600 Georgia militiamen commanded by Brigadier General John Floyd assembled at Fort Hawkins as they prepared to invade Creek territory. By late October, Floyd’s command moved westward and established a series of supply forts extending from Fort Hawkins to Fort Hull in Alabama to provide for sustained logistics resupply into the combat theater.

In late November 1813, Major General Thomas Pinckney, commander of the Sixth Military District, established his headquarters at Fort Hawkins to better command and control operations against the Creeks. Pinckney stayed at Fort Hawkins through April 1814, when he received word of Major General Andrew Jackson’s victory at Horseshoe Bend. Fort Hawkins also served as a recruiting center where 210 men entered U.S. service.

As the war shifted to the Gulf and Atlantic coasts, key leaders moved to those areas, leaving Fort Hawkins to resume its role as a routine administrative and logistics center. After the War of 1812 Fort Hawkins continued to support military operations, including during the First Seminole War. By the early 1820s the frontier had moved west, and Fort Hawkins held no strategic importance. It was decommissioned in 1822.

Steven J. Rauch
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Fort Jackson

Redoubt constructed by Major General Andrew Jackson at the fork of the Coosa and Tallapoosa Rivers in central Alabama (then Mississippi Territory). Fort Jackson was constructed in the immediate aftermath of the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814, in which Jackson’s force soundly defeated the Red Stick Creeks. The fort became most famous for the punitive treaty that was signed there with the Creeks on August 9, 1814.

In 1717 the French had built a stockade-style post at the site and named it Fort Toulouse. Its purpose was to establish trade with the local Indians and cultivate them as allies. The fort also protected the eastern boundary of Louisiana from incursions by the British and the Spanish. The French rebuilt the fort in 1735 and maintained it thereafter as an outpost garrisoned by 15–30 soldiers. After the end of the French and Indian War in 1763, the French abandoned the fort, and it quickly deteriorated. By the end of the century, not much remained of Fort Toulouse except a few rusted cannon lying in the weeds.

Creek Indians considered the land between the two rivers, known to them as Hickory Ground, to be one of their holiest places. For this reason Jackson chose to build Fort Jackson over the remains of Fort Toulouse in 1814. The earthen fort was rectangular in shape, with bastions jutting out at each corner. It was much more imposing and sturdy than the earlier French forts, and its embankments were reinforced by heavy logs. Additional logs were sharpened and placed into the walls, facing outward in all directions.

The Treaty of Fort Jackson, signed at the fort on August 9, 1814, was dictatorial and punitive. The treaty deprived the Creeks of some 22 million acres, or roughly two-thirds of their ancestral lands in Georgia and the future state of Alabama. This represented one of the darkest moments in Creek history, especially for those Creeks who had sided with Jackson during the Creek War. The treaty inspired many disaffected Creeks to continue their resistance against the United States from the safety of Spanish Florida.

In 1960 the Fort Jackson site was declared a National Historic Landmark. In 1971 it was purchased by the Alabama Historical Commission, which presently operates it as the Fort Toulouse–Fort Jackson Historic Site. The park, south of Wetumpka, is open year-round and features living history programs as well as reconstructed portions of both Fort Toulouse and Fort Jackson.
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Fort Jackson, Treaty of

Treaty between the United States and the Creek Nation that officially ended the 1813–1814 Creek (Red Stick) War. The treaty was negotiated and signed on August 9, 1814, at the newly constructed U.S. outpost of Fort Jackson along the Coosa and Tallapoosa Rivers, near Wetumpka, Alabama.

Following his great victory over the Red Stick Creeks in the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814, Major General Andrew Jackson was determined to impose a punitive peace treaty. Jackson’s goals were twofold: to end Native American attacks on whites in the lower South and to secure millions of acres of land in Alabama and Georgia for future white settlement and farming.

Following several weeks of negotiations, the Treaty of Fort Jackson, to which Jackson was himself a signatory, resulted in the transfer to the United States—without compensation—of approximately 23 million acres of Creek lands, chiefly in central Alabama and southern Georgia. The treaty also granted the U.S. government the right to establish roads, trading posts, and military installations on remaining Creek lands and was a final blow to Native American power throughout the Southeast except for Florida. Many Creeks who had backed the United States during the Creek War were embittered by their treatment, which for all practical purposes dealt with all the Creeks—hostile or friendly—in a similar manner. Some Creeks went to Florida, where they joined the Seminoles. Creek leader Osceola, for example, refused to abide by the terms of the treaty and relocated to southern Florida. Many Creeks followed him. Eventually a number of these expatriates fought against U.S. forces in the Seminole Wars.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Fort Knox

U.S. fort first established in 1787 on the east side of the Wabash River at Vincennes, Indiana. Fort Knox was named for Henry Knox, the first U.S. secretary of war. The fort helped reinforce U.S. authority in the Indiana Territory, particularly regarding the various Indian land acquisition treaties made between 1803 and 1809 concluded by territorial governor William Henry Harrison. Fort Knox went through several incarnations, moving three times during a span of 29 years.

Prior to the Americans controlling the area, the French had built the first post at Vincennes in 1702; the British then constructed a fort near the site in 1766. The first Fort Knox was constructed in 1787 in Vincennes. It established an American presence in the largely French community but was also designed as a show of force for the region’s Indians. After the 1795 Treaty of Greenville, authorities believed that the post was no longer needed and closed it around 1798. In January 1801 William Henry Harrison became territorial governor of Indiana and soon requested that Fort Knox be reopened and again garrisoned. By this time the structure was badly in need of repair. That development, combined with the local community’s past difficulties with unruly soldiers, led Harrison to request that a new fort be built three miles to the north.

This new installation, constructed in 1803, was also named Fort Knox (it is often referred to as Fort Knox II). As concerns of war with Great Britain increased, Harrison dissuaded the secretary of war from building a series of land-based forts in the territory; instead, he urged that forts be constructed to protect strategic waterways, such as the Wabash River. Although he requested that another fort be built farther up the Wabash, permission to do so did not come until October 1811, resulting in the construction of Fort Harrison near present-day Terre Haute, Indiana.

It was at Fort Knox that Harrison mobilized and departed for Prophetstown in the autumn of 1811 to curb the influence of Tenskwatawa, the Shawnee prophet. The result was the costly Battle of Tippecanoe (November 7, 1811).

The location of Fort Knox changed again during the winter of 1813 as a result of the War of 1812. By then, it was feared that Vincennes might fall victim to Indian attack and that Fort Knox was too distant to fend off such an assault. U.S. forces, aided by some territorial militiamen, dismantled the existing fort, salvaging as much material as possible, and shipped it down the Wabash to the original site of Fort Knox. At least 100 soldiers were kept busy with this duty under Colonel William Russell of the 7th U.S. Infantry. The new Fort Knox was abandoned in 1816 and its garrison relocated to Fort Harrison.

Sally E. Colford Bennett and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Fort Lisa

See Fort Manuel

Fort Mackinac

See Mackinac Island

Fort Madison, Native American Assault on

Start Date: July 1813

End Date: September 1813

A U.S. military post built in 1808 and located on the Mississippi River near the Des Moines Rapids and 15 miles upriver from the mouth of the Des Moines River. Present-day Fort Madison, Iowa, occupies the site.

After the 1803 Louisiana Purchase, the United States rapidly constructed three forts to control trade and to counter continued British presence north of St. Louis up to the Great Lakes. Thee posts were Forts Belle Fontaine (St. Louis), Osage (on the Missouri River near present-day Kansas City), and Madison. Fort Madison was at a strategic location because its garrison could observe river traffic. An American factory, or trading post, was also established at the site. The fort was intended to protect traders and provide a safe environment for the different Indian tribes to trade there. It was also the first U.S. land fortification west of the Mississippi River.

The construction of Fort Madison provoked tensions with the Sauk, Fox, and Kickapoo tribes, however. They saw the fort as a military provocation. The Sauk and Fox tribes had already disputed the 1804 Treaty of St. Louis, which had transferred large tracts of Indian land to the U.S. government. The tribesmen considered the erection of Fort Madison a violation of the 1804 treaty. However, the agreement had allowed the U.S. government to build trading posts, and the Americans claimed that the soldiers were there to protect trading.

By December 1808, Fort Madison consisted of three blockhouses, two trading post buildings, officers’ quarters, two barracks, and a guard house. From the beginning the Sauks and Foxes, encouraged by the British, harassed Fort Madison and its garrison. In May 1809 the men of the garrison believed that they were about to be attacked by Sauk warriors and drove off them off by bringing cannon to the main gate. In his memoirs, Chief Black Hawk stated that the Sauks were merely curious and did not have a plan to attack the fort. However, after that incident tensions mounted, and from then on the local tribes sporadically threatened the fort, foraging parties, and traders.

In July 1813 during the War of 1812, the British-backed Sauks, probably led by Black Hawk, made preparations to attack and destroy the fort. After some months of observing the fort and inconclusive ambushes and skirmishes, the Indians opened a siege of Fort Madison in early July, using fire arrows in an attempt to ignite its wooden structures. At one point the fort’s commander, Lieutenant Thomas Hamilton, 1st U.S. Infantry, ordered the trading post burned and consolidated within the fort. The Sauks abandoned the siege sometime in late August or early September when they ran out of ammunition, but smaller parties continued harassing the garrison and made gathering supplies and water outside the fort dangerous. In mid-September, Hamilton burned the fort, withdrew to the river, and escaped to St. Louis with his men. Precise dates of the siege are not known because the garrison records were also burned.

George Eaton
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Fort Malden

British Fort Amherstburg, later to become known as Fort Malden, was established in 1796, a result of the signing of Jay’s Treaty in 1794. The fort was designed as a replacement for the loss of Fort Detroit. The British constructed it at the mouth of the Detroit River at a traditional center of the regional fur trade. Prior to the War of 1812, Fort Amherstburg was the site of the British headquarters in southwestern Ontario. The location provided an important base for a naval yard, and this gave the British an early advantage in controlling Lake Erie during the early period of the War of 1812.

Between 1796 and 1804 the British steadily added to the fort. By 1804 there were at least 10 structures at the site, including an ordnance blockhouse, barracks, a guard house, a powder magazine, storage buildings, a gathering space, and a kitchen. In 1799 a wooden and earthen palisade had also been constructed. At each corner of the fort was a diamond-shaped bastion mounting four cannon.

At the beginning of the War of 1812, U.S. brigadier general William Hull launched an invasion of Windsor, Ontario, from Fort Detroit, hoping to wrest control of the Detroit River from Fort Amherstburg. Realizing that he lacked proper support in carrying out his intended goal, he soon fell back on Fort Detroit. British major general Isaac Brock capitalized on the situation, going on the offensive and forcing the surrender of Fort Detroit with minimal loss.

In 1813 British major general Henry Procter set out from Fort Amherstburg to secure the mouth of the Maumee River in northern Ohio by capturing Fort Meigs. His subsequent failure there, accompanied by the U.S. victory of Commodore Oliver Perry at the Battle of Lake Erie, forced the British to abandon their aspirations in Michigan and Ohio. Following Procter’s retreat, Major General William Henry Harrison launched a renewed offensive in Upper Canada, with the hope of capturing Fort Amherstburg. As American forces moved into Ontario, Procter burned the fort and its naval yard to slow Harrison’s advance. Harrison subsequently rebuilt the fort and named it Fort Malden. By all accounts Fort Malden was a decidedly primitive redoubt but did feature a wooden palisade, although it was probably smaller than the one for Fort Amherstburg.

While U.S. forces operated in Ontario, Fort Malden provided them with a base from which to launch raids deep into the heart of Ontario. In the Battle of the Thames, American forces defeated a combined British–Native American force led by Procter and Chief Tecumseh. This American victory ended the British–Native American alliance upon the death of Tecumseh; however, this also marked the climax of the American offensive into Ontario. Subsequent skirmishes at the McCrae House and Longwoods convinced Harrison of the futility of pressing the invasion of Canada farther, for even though American forces were garrisoned at Fort Malden, they simply lacked the numbers to achieve much.

Under the terms of the Treaty of Ghent, which officially ended the war, the Americans returned the fort to the British on July 1, 1815. The British continued to use the name Fort Malden rather than convert the fort back to its original name after rebuilding in 1838. Fort Malden remained a minor military facility until the breakout of the Upper Canada Rebellion (1837–1838), when the fort was once again necessary for controlling the surrounding area. Beginning in 1839, the British built more than a dozen new structures and erected earthen defensive works. Decommissioned in 1851 and closed permanently in 1858, the fort served many other functions, notably as a hospital for the insane and then as a military hospital during World War I.

Caleb Klingler and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Fort Manuel

Fur-trading post located on a bluff overlooking the Missouri River near the present-day town of Kenel, South Dakota. Manuel Lisa, working for the Missouri Fur Company, led an expedition to establish a trading post along the Missouri River. The expedition departed St. Louis on April 19, 1807, and by that November construction of Fort Manuel, also known as Fort Raymond and as Fort Lisa, was well under way. A quadrilateral stockade of upright posts set in a shallow trench and reinforced by circular bastions in two corners composed of upright posts enclosed several buildings. Circular bastions were not the normal construction for forts on the upper Missouri; most of the other western outposts were constructed with square blockhouses.

By March 1813 because of hostile Native Americans, Manuel Lisa had abandoned Fort Manuel and withdrawn to Cedar Island. John C. Luttig, a clerk for the Missouri Fur Company, had maintained a journal during the four months in which the fort was operational. He recorded events such as the presence of Toussaint Charbonneau and his Shoshone wife Sacagawea, previously a member of the Lewis and Clark expedition who died at the fort of a fever on December 20, 1812. Luttig’s journal stops a few days before the fort’s abandonment, however, leaving the post’s last days and the details of its demise virtually undocumented. He does not record details of Indian attacks, but archaeological findings suggest that quite probably Sioux Indians burned the fort.

One account of the fort’s demise opined that Flathead Yankton Sioux warriors under Chief Red Thunder and his son Waneta, along with some Arikaras, laid siege to the post and then attacked it on March 5, 1812. As many as 100 warriors are said to have participated in the raid. Some accounts have suggested that the Indians had received assistance from the British, but there is no evidence to prove that. Indeed, the far western location of the fort made it an unlikely place for an Indian-British alliance.

In any case, the personnel at the fort abandoned it. If this account is to be believed, the defenders lost at least 15 men before the rest of the defenders managed to get away. The attackers subsequently burned the fort. The site of the fort was excavated and photographed before being flooded for the Lake Oahe reservoir in the late 20th century.
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Fort McHenry

Fort located on the western side of the entrance to Baltimore Harbor in Maryland that withstood a withering British naval bombardment during September 13–14, 1814, in the War of 1812. Certainly this was one of the epochal events of the war, for it was during the bombardment of the fort that Francis Scott Key composed “The Defence of Fort McHenry,” the poem from which the national anthem “The Star-Spangled Banner” is derived. Built between 1794 and 1803, Fort McHenry, located on the Locust Point peninsula, was constructed as the chief defense for the inner harbor of Baltimore. It was part of a defensive system built in the aftermath of the American Revolution to protect important ports on the eastern coast of the United States from enemy attack.

The five-pointed star-shaped Fort McHenry occupied some 43 acres of land. Designed by John Jacob Ulrich Rivoli and built of masonry and dirt fill, the fort was based on French military construction made popular by the plans of French master of fortification Marshal Sébastien Vauban, which were in vogue at the end of the 17th century. A V-shaped structure protected the fort’s entrance from direct attack, while a dry moat surrounding the entire fort was designed as a shelter from which troops might defend the fort from a land attack. Fort McHenry was named in honor of James McHenry, the third U.S. secretary of war.

The fort had not been well maintained before the war, and little had been done to improve it after the conflict began. As late as April 1813, many of its guns had not been mounted. Maryland Militia major general Samuel Smith, who had overall command of the defenses of Baltimore, prodded Colonel Decius Wadsworth of the Ordnance Department for assistance and was allowed to use 42-pounders and smaller guns from the broken-up French ship of the line L’Eole. Smith also ordered construction of a water barrier. This wooden boom in the harbor extended from both shores and ran some 450 feet in front of the fort’s water batteries, where it was patrolled by barges manned by flotilla men. As part of the general defense of Baltimore, the Americans also sank several merchant ships at the entrance to the harbor. In September 1813 Fort McHenry was manned by some 1,000 men commanded by Major George Armistead, 3rd U.S. Artillery.

After having taken Washington, D.C., British vice admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane planned to move next against Baltimore. But in order to get to Baltimore Harbor, Cochrane and his 45 warships and transports would first have to bypass Fort McHenry. British troops under Major General Robert Ross debarked at North Point, 12 miles from Baltimore, on September 12, 1814, but encountered strong American resistance, making naval support essential if the British attack was to succeed. Cochrane then ordered a number of his warships to attack Fort McHenry and reduce it by cannon fire and rockets.

At 5:00 a.m. on September 13, 1814, British rocket and bomb vessels, escorted by the brig Cockchafer, approached the fort, and one of the bomb vessels let loose a few shells to test the range. By 7:00 a.m. the British ships were just under two miles from the fort when the Cockchafter fired a broadside. McHenry returned fire, and in the ensuing exchange the Americans damaged the brig’s rigging, leading Cochrane to order a slight withdrawal beyond the range of the fort’s guns. Here only the heavy mortar shells from the British bomb vessels would be effective. Armistead allowed his gunners to continue shooting until 10:00 a.m., when he ordered fire suspended to conserve ammunition. Cochrane meanwhile sent a note to Ross relating the apparent ineffectiveness of the bombardment and expressing doubts about the possibility of overall success. Cochrane’s confidence was further shaken by news that Ross had been killed.

At about 2:00 p.m. a British shell hit and dismounted one of the 24-pounder guns in Fort McHenry’s southwest bastion. The American activity in remounting the gun apparently convinced Cochrane that the bombardment was having the desired effect, and at about 3:00 p.m. he ordered the bomb vessels to close the range, after which the American gunners—frustrated by 6 hours of inactivity—opened up a withering return fire. Within 30 minutes, three of the British bomb vessels had been hit. One, the Erebus, was damaged so severely that it had to be pulled out of range by boats dispatched from a British frigate. Soon all the British bomb ships had withdrawn. The British bombardment then continued from long range.

[image: image]

Illustration of the bombardment of Fort McHenry, which defended Baltimore, Maryland, by ships of the Royal Navy during September 13–14, 1814. This print is from 1816. (Library of Congress)

All lights were extinguished ashore to inhibit the British aim; the only illumination came from the guns and Congreve rockets. Although the British fire was inaccurate, Armistead was concerned about the possibility of a lucky British hit on his shingle-roofed brick magazine. To minimize the danger, he ordered soldiers to redistribute the power in the fort. Meanwhile, the shelling continued into the night until about 1:00 a.m., when Cochrane changed tactics.

Uncertain whether Ross’s successor, Lieutenant Colonel Arthur Brooke, might mount an attack, Cochrane believed that he should at least carry out a diversion. He therefore ordered Captain Charles Napier of the frigate Eurayalus to lead 20 boats with 1,200 men up the Ferry Branch and land at Ridgely’s Cove in order to threaten both Baltimore and the dependencies of Fort McHenry. Ironically, this boat attack occurred just as Brooke was withdrawing.

The British boats set out during a lull in the firing but in a driving rain, causing the last 11 boats to lose contact with the others for the balance of the operation. Napier continued on with the 9 remaining boats and had almost reached Fort Covington when they were spotted from the shore. Covington and the battery on the Northwest Branch then opened a furious fire on the British, who responded in kind. Napier had no option but to withdraw, minus 1 of his boats that had been badly damaged. Following a brief interlude while Napier’s boats regained the fleet at 2:00 a.m., the British ships had resumed their shelling. It became intermittent by 4:00 a.m. and ended at about 7:00 a.m. on September 14. Two hours later the British ships rejoined the remainder of the fleet at North Point. The British ships remained in that location until early on September 17, when they reoccupied their former station off the mouth of the Patuxent River.

In the 24 hours of British shelling of Fort McHenry, little damage was inflicted on the fort, which withstood some 1,500–1,800 shot and shells. British gunnery under trying circumstances had been commendable. While much ordnance had fallen short or over, a number were accurate airbursts, and some 400 had fallen inside the fort. A number of the latter were duds, including 1 that struck the magazine. The Americans sustained only four fatalities, including an African American soldier and one woman bringing supplies to the fort. Twenty-four others were wounded.

Prior to the British attack, Armistead had commissioned a Baltimore resident, flag maker Mary Pickersgill, to sew a 42- by 30-foot American flag to fly over the fort. Francis Scott Key, a Washington, D.C., lawyer who had traveled to meet with British officers to negotiate the release of an American civilian prisoner, watched the bombardment of McHenry from a British ship. He was so overjoyed to see Pickersgill’s flag still flying on the morning of September 14, 1814, that he wrote the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry” from which the “The Star-Spangled Banner” is derived, becoming the official national anthem of the United States after a congressional resolution in 1931.

Fort McHenry served as the main defense of Baltimore until 1848, when Fort Carroll was constructed. During the American Civil War, it served as a military prison for Confederate prisoners and civilians suspected of being Confederate sympathizers. In 1925 the U.S. Congress made Fort McHenry and its grounds a national park. In 1939 the U.S. government designated Fort McHenry a National Monument and Historic Shrine.

Michael R. Hall and Spencer C. Tucker
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Fort McKay

See Fort Crawford

Fort Meigs, Sieges of

Event Date: 1813

Fort Meigs was established by Major General William Henry Harrison on the Maumee River (near present-day Toledo, Ohio) in February 1813. The fort was at the center of U.S. military operations in the Northwest Territory, serving as a base for operations to defend present-day northern Ohio from British attack following the U.S. defeat at Frenchtown in January 1813. Captain Eleazer D. Wood, U.S. Corps of Engineers, directed construction of the fort on a bluff overlooking the Maumee, just below the Maumee Rapids. The spacious eight-acre stockaded structure consisted of seven blockhouses, five artillery battery positions, powder magazines, and earthen traverses that crossed the length of the fort to shield men from incoming artillery fire. The fort ultimately boasted 20–30 artillery pieces. Harrison hoped that Fort Meigs might subsequently serve as a staging area for a U.S. invasion of Canada.

Throughout the spring of 1813, Harrison amassed almost 1,100 men from Kentucky, Ohio, Virginia, and Pennsylvania to defend Fort Meigs against an anticipated British attack. Meanwhile at Amherstburg, Ontario, British forces, commanded by Brigadier General Henry Procter and Shawnee leader Tecumseh, prepared to move against the fort.

On April 26, 1813, Procter arrived at the mouth of the Maumee River in a half dozen ships, 2 gunboats, and a number of bateaux carrying a ground force of 984 men: 522 British regulars and 462 militia. Quickly erecting batteries on both sides at the river mouth, Procter was joined by Tecumseh and 1,200 warriors. The British and Indians then proceeded upriver six miles to lay siege to Fort Meigs, held by Harrison and some 1,000 men, mostly militia but with a handful of regular detachments. The British and Indians lacked the manpower to encircle Fort Meigs completely, so Harrison was able to get word to Brigadier General Green Clay, approaching from the southwest with 1,200 Kentucky militia, to march to his assistance.

The British commenced their bombardment on May 1, assisted by fire from the two gunboats, and continued the shelling for four days but with little effect. On May 3 the British established an artillery battery east of the fort, which provided a cross fire.

On May 5 nearly 800 of Clay’s Kentucky militiamen under Colonel William Dudley arrived by boat. Having been in communication with Harrison, according to plan they attacked the British siege batteries on the north bank of the river while Harrison sortied from the fort to attack the southern British battery.

In the ensuing Battle of the Maumee, the British and their Indian allies proved victorious. While the American militia captured the northern British battery, much of their force was decoyed toward the main British force, then cut off and destroyed by the Indians. The remaining Americans then retired inside Fort Meigs, agreeing to a two-day truce. American losses in the Battle of the Maumee were about 50 killed and 547 taken prisoner. British losses were only 14 killed, 47 wounded, and 41 captured. The Indians suffered 19 killed or wounded. Once again, Procter was negligent in the care of American prisoners. Thirty-eight wounded men were moved to the disused Fort Miami, where they were massacred by late-arriving Indians who had not participated in the battle.

Despite success in the Battle of the Maumee, Procter was unable to take the fort, and with his militiamen anxious to return home and plant spring crops, he abandoned the siege on May 9, 1813, and returned to Amherstburg. During the siege the British had fired some 1,700 shots at the fort with little effect, a tribute to the soundness of Captain Wood’s design.

The Native Americans were disappointed with the outcome of the battle, and Tecumseh insisted on another attack of Fort Meigs later in July, which included a deception by staging a mock battle of warriors with American reinforcements, hoping to ambush the garrison as they emerged from the fort to assist their countrymen. When the warriors began their mock battle, however, the fort’s commander perceived the ploy and steadfastly refused to allow any men to leave the fort.

Fort Meigs remained in American hands, manned by militia units, for the remainder of the war. It was abandoned in May 1815 and shortly thereafter burned to the ground. A reconstructed fort, opened in 1974, stands on the site today.

Steven J. Rauch
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Fort Mims, Battle of

Event Date: August 30, 1813

Key engagement of the Creek War (1813–1814) between U.S. forces and the Red Sticks that occurred on August 30, 1813. Fort Mims was located approximately 50 miles north of Mobile, Alabama. The Creek War was waged in the southeastern United States simultaneously with the War of 1812, and the horrific details of the demise of the U.S. garrison at Fort Mims increased pressure for U.S. military action against the Creeks.

In the Southeast, increasing American encroachment on Creek lands had brought a significant effort to assimilate the Indians into American society and resulted in a sizable population of mixed-blood residents in parts of Georgia and Alabama. Inspired by Tecumseh’s denouncement of the “civilizing” influences and policies of the U.S. government, the Upper Creeks (referred to as the Red Sticks for their red-colored war clubs) destroyed a number of assimilated Lower Creek villages during 1812 and 1813. These Red Stick attacks spread panic throughout the region and forced many refugees to seek shelter in nearby U.S. blockhouses and fortified homesteads.

The U.S. government attempted to maintain a credible posture that would keep it neutral during the Creek War; however, on July 27, 1813, near Burnt Corn Creek, Alabama, an American militia unit ambushed a Red Stick force returning from Pensacola, Florida, after purchasing Spanish ammunition there. Upon learning that the American militia responsible for the attack had come from Fort Mims (one of the region’s fortified homesteads near Tensaw Lake), Red Stick leaders Peter McQueen, William Weatherford (Chief Red Eagle), and Paddy Welsh targeted it for retaliation.
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An army officer attempts to protect a white woman during the Red Stick Creek attack on Fort Mims, Alabama, on August 30, 1813. The Red Sticks incurred as many as 400 casualties themselves but killed as many as 500 men, women, and children, bringing greater U.S. involvement in the Creek War. (Library of Congress)

The small, poorly defended Fort Mims proved no match for the Red Stick assault on August 30, 1813. Nearly 500 refugees had crammed into almost 17 buildings within the 1.25-acre enclosure of Samuel Mims’s farm. The fort’s commander, Major Daniel Beasley of the Mississippi Militia, had no prior military experience and failed to bolster his defenses as ordered by Brigadier General Ferdinand Claiborne, militia commander of the Mississippi territory. Furthermore, Claiborne had reassigned half of Beasley’s garrison to other nearby forts, leaving the settlement weakly defended. Meanwhile, between 800 and 1,000 Red Stick warriors gathered undetected in the woods approximately 400 yards from the fort. On the day of the attack, several slaves alerted the garrison that large numbers of Indians were gathered in the nearby woods, but their reward was to be whipped for “lying.”

As the drummer sounded the call to the noon meal, the Red Sticks rushed toward the fort, surprising and overwhelming the inattentive guards before the gate could be closed. The Indians’ initial momentum then stalled. The defenders fled to secondary defensive positions within a corner of the palisade and held out for more than four hours, pouring fire into Red Stick ranks before being burned out of their buildings. All but a few were killed trying to escape the flames.

The final death toll shocked both sides. Reports indicate that the Red Sticks incurred almost 400 casualties, or 50 percent of their force. The Fort Mims defenders and residents suffered immensely too, according to the approximately 15 survivors and witnesses to the battle’s aftermath. Red Sticks reportedly killed, scalped, mutilated, and brutalized between 250 and 500 whites, including women and children. (More than 100 slaves were taken by the Creeks and used as human shields at the subsequent Battle of Horseshoe Bend.) The magnitude of the disaster incensed the Americans, especially those along the southern frontier, and they clamored for revenge.

The U.S. government called upon the state militias to avenge Fort Mims and subdue the Red Sticks. Tennessee militiamen, led by Major General Andrew Jackson, soon shattered Creek resistance, culminating in the 1814 Treaty of Fort Jackson that added nearly 23 million acres to Alabama and Georgia from Indian lands. With the Red Stick threat eliminated, the Americans were now able to focus on the forthcoming British campaign to capture New Orleans.

Derek W. Frisby
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Fort Mississauga

British-built fortress located on the shores of Lake Ontario in present-day Niagara-on-the-Lake, Ontario, Canada. A classic star-shaped earthwork facility located directly across from the U.S.-built Fort Niagara, Fort Mississauga was built between 1814 and 1816 but was garrisoned by British troops soon after construction was begun in 1814. Its buildings and main structure were built entirely of brick and mortar, much of which had been salvaged from the town of Newark, previously sacked and razed by U.S. forces in December 1813.

As early as 1790, the British had planned to build a fort as the site; however, those plans eventually changed, and a lighthouse was built there instead in 1804. After American troops destroyed nearby Fort George in December 1813, the British decided to demolish the lighthouse, using many of its materials to erect Fort Mississauga. Not fully completed until 1816, the fort saw no combat during the War of 1812 but remained an important fortification in the defense of Upper Canada.

Fort Mississauga included a barracks, a guardroom and tower, cells for prisoners, and two underground powder magazines with a tunnel leading to the shore of Lake Ontario. The facility was the only one in Canada to be designed in a classic star shape.

In 1826 the fort was abandoned, but it was renovated and rearmed in 1837 following an uprising in the area. Fort Mississauga was again abandoned in 1854 but was reactivated in 1866; it was abandoned for good in 1870, although the Canadian military used the site as a training ground during the first half of the 20th century. The fort can be toured today, but all that remains are the brick tower and various earthworks.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Fort Niagara

Strategic military post located on the east bank of the Niagara River, where it empties into Lake Ontario, in present-day Youngstown, New York. For more than 130 years prior to the War of 1812, Fort Niagara served as a key military and trading post, first for the French, then the British, and finally the Americans. The first building was erected on the site in 1676 by the French explorer René-Robert Cavelier, Sieur de La Salle. A decade or so later the French constructed a new redoubt at the site, which became known as Fort Denonville. The site was temporarily abandoned in 1688, but the French rebuilt a trading post there in 1726. The most significant feature of the new outpost became a massive stone house, resembling a castle, that remains standing to the present day.

Fort Niagara fell to the British during the French and Indian War (1754–1763). During the American Revolutionary War, the outpost served as a center of Loyalist support in the region. Although formally ceded to the United States in 1783 per the mandate of the Treaty of Paris, the British effectively controlled Fort Niagara until 1796, after Jay’s Treaty was signed.

By 1812, Fort Niagara encompassed 278.5 acres and featured the French-built “castle” that measured 134 feet long and 24 feet wide, with 8-foot-thick walls. The building served mainly as a barracks and officers’ quarters. There were also two sizable blockhouses (built in 1771 and 1773) and assorted outbuildings, including a kitchen, storehouses, barns, and an ammunition and powder magazine. The entire area was surrounded on three sides by thick pickets made of wood planted in the ground and perhaps 12 feet in height. On the fourth side was a thick earthen embankment. Fort Niagara was garrisoned by approximately 370 men and armed with 27 large cannon.

British forces under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond captured Fort Niagara on December 19, 1813, at which time they also ravaged the surrounding countryside and nearby towns. Buffalo and Black Rock, New York, were likewise both destroyed before the end of December. Fort Niagara remained under British control but was returned to the Americans under the December 1814 Treaty of Ghent, which ended the war. The outpost remained an important one for U.S. defenses thereafter, and after the American Civil War (1861–1865) a new fort was constructed outside the confines of the existing one. In subsequent wars the site was a training facility, a prisoner-of-war camp, and headquarters for antiaircraft artillery before being permanently decommissioned in 1963. The site has been largely restored and may be toured today. It is frequently the location of 18th- and 19th-century battle reenactments.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Fort Niagara, taken from the British side of the river near Newark, New Jersey, circa 1810. The fort had served as a key military and trading outpost for more than 130 years. Although garrisoned by approximately 370 men and armed with 27 large cannon, the fort was taken by the British under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond on December 19, 1813. It was returned to the Americans at the end of the war. (Library of Congress)
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Fort Raymond

See Fort Manuel

Fort Schlosser

American redoubt located in western New York state (present-day Niagara Falls, New York), originally built by the British in 1760 to protect the upper entrance to the portage surrounding nearby Niagara Falls. Fort Schlosser, named after its first commander, Captain Schlosser, a German serving in the British Army, replaced a French-built post on the site, known as Fort Petite Niagara, that the British had destroyed in 1759 during the French and Indian War.

Fort Schlosser was taken over by the United States after the end of the Revolutionary War but was only sporadically manned until the beginning of the War of 1812. It is believed that during the British period of occupation, the fort featured square earthworks with four bastions, surrounded by ditches. The extent to which U.S. forces may have altered that setup is not known.

In July 1812 shortly after the beginning of the War of 1812, Fort Schlosser was manned and armed by a relatively small U.S. garrison. A year later, on July 5, the post came under assault by a small detachment of the British 49th Infantry Regiment and some 35 local militiamen. Their goal was to occupy the fort and thereby disrupt the strategic transshipment route around Niagara Falls. The men caught the U.S. garrison off guard and managed to force their way into the facility while encountering only light resistance. By the time a local militia unit engaged the British and chased them away, the raiders had seized a sizable number of small arms and ammunition, assorted other supplies, a brass cannon, two bateaux, and a gunboat. No casualties were reported on either side. In December 1813 during the fighting that saw much destruction on both sides in the vicinity of Niagara, the British again seized Fort Schlosser and burned it to the ground. All that remains of the redoubt today is a stone chimney.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Forts Deposit

Name given to two isolated forts located in present-day Alabama, important in the Creek War of 1813–1814. In September 1813 Major General Andrew Jackson and his Tennessee volunteers set out to avenge the massacre at Fort Mims, Alabama. Jackson decided that a series of small forts, or supply bases, would be needed to carry out operations against the Red Stick Creeks. Jackson and Colonel John Coffee marched men from Fayetteville (in Lincoln County, Tennessee) to an area near present-day Huntsville, Alabama, where on October 4 they established a base near Ditto’s Landing.

Learning of Red Stick plans to continue their raids, Jackson then marched his men from Ditto’s Landing to the southernmost location of land along the Tennessee River. At a spot where the river met Thompson’s Creek in northwestern Alabama, Jackson established Fort Deposit, near present-day Guntersville, on October 22, 1813. This base would become Jackson’s major supply depot for attacks against the hostile Creeks.

Little is known about the precise physical characteristics of the fort. It is believed that it was a stockade-style fort surrounded by small earthworks enclosing a headquarters building, small barracks, storage sheds, and a powder magazine. From Fort Deposit, Jackson marched his men to the Coosa River, 50 miles away, three days later. This new base, named Fort Strother, would be the launching point for attacks on Creek towns.

Meanwhile, Brigadier General Ferdinand L. Claiborne, governor of the Mississippi Territory, created a new Fort Deposit as a base for his attack on Econochaca (also known as Holy Ground), located in present-day Lowndes County in southwestern Alabama, in mid-December 1813. Claiborne drove the Creeks from the village and burned it on Christmas Day. Casualties were light, but the psychological significance of the town’s destruction was immense. Dwindling supplies led Claiborne to withdraw from the region, leaving only a small force behind. Virtually nothing is known about the physical characteristics of this redoubt.

The Fort Deposit farther to the north was also sparsely supplied. Short of funds and perpetually in conflict with contractors, Jackson’s men repeatedly ran low on supplies, leading to near mutiny and a depletion of his forces. Jackson almost had to abandon Fort Strother before new supplies and relief columns arrived. Reinforcements later allowed him to establish yet another base of operations: Fort Williams.

Following the decisive engagement at Horseshoe Bend in March 1814, additional garrisons were created to ensure that the peace would be kept. These included the New Fort Deposit, at the site of Claiborne’s base southwest of Montgomery, Alabama. The original site in northeastern Alabama, which became known as Old Deposit, still served as a base, consisting of a company of rangers. To this day cannonballs, arrowheads, and other artifacts can be found at these sites.

John Anthony Tures
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Fort Shelby

See Fort Crawford

Fort Stephenson

U.S. fortification established in June 1812 on high ground of the west bank of the Sandusky River at present-day Fremont, Ohio. The rectangular stockade-style fort was designed to guard a critical point along the line of communications for Major General William Henry Harrison’s operations against the British in northwestern Ohio during the War of 1812. Fort Stephenson had blockhouses in the northeast and southwest corners and one in the center of the north wall. The fort was surrounded by a wide, shallow ditch and had 200 yards of cleared fields beyond it. Major George Croghan commanded the fort with 160 men from two companies of the U.S. 17th Infantry and one 6-pounder cannon dubbed “Old Betsy.”

On August 1, 1813, Croghan found his command facing a large force of some 1,000 Indians led by Tecumseh, along with 400 British troops of the 41st Regiment and some Canadian militia under Major General Henry Procter. The British also had seven artillery pieces and support from two gunboats, the Eliza and Myers, each mounting a 9-pounder gun. With his force having been repulsed for a second time at Fort Meigs on July 28, Procter, upon Tecumseh’s urging, decided to attack Fort Stephenson to sever Harrison’s supply route from the east.

Suspecting that Fort Stephenson was the next British target, on July 29 Harrison had ordered Croghan to abandon the post and save the garrison. Croghan, however, insisted on holding the fort, reasoning that his men would be safer there than in Indian country. On July 31 Harrison recanted and instructed Croghan to do what he thought best.
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An Indian and British force led by Brigadier General Henry Procter attack American Fort Stephenson, on the Lower Sandusky River, on August 13, 1813. The attackers suffered defeat and withdrew in what was their last offensive in the Ohio region. (North Wind Picture Archives)

Procter began the siege with a surrender demand. Croghan refused, telling his men that “we’ll blow the hell out of them.” Given the disparity of forces, the British should have easily taken the fort. The attack began on August 2, with the British firing more than 500 shots at the fort but causing little damage. Procter then ordered an infantry assault by more than 100 men. The British attack failed, repulsed by grapeshot from the fort’s single 6-pounder, which was kept masked until the last possible moment.

Croghan’s spirited defense of Fort Stephenson induced Procter to withdraw to Amherstburg, Canada. The British never invaded the Ohio Territory again. In the battle for Fort Stephenson, the British suffered 26 killed, 41 wounded, and 29 missing; the Americans lost 1 killed and 7 wounded. Croghan also became a national hero.

Steven J. Rauch
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Fort St. Joseph

Redoubt established in 1796 by the British located on St. Joseph Island (present-day Jocelyn, Ontario, Canada, on Lake Huron) that was burned in 1814 by U.S. forces. The fort was not reconstructed after the conclusion of the War of 1812. Fort St. Joseph served as the key staging area for the first successful attack on and capture of an American military post in the Great Lakes.

After the 1783 Paris Peace Treaty, which formally ended the American Revolutionary War, Britain refused to vacate interior posts south of the Great Lakes, including Fort St. Joseph, then located at the southern edge of Lake Michigan. The signing of Jay’s Treaty of 1794, wherein Britain agreed to hand over possession of the interior posts, prompted the search for a new location in the upper Great Lakes. The southeastern tip of St. Joseph’s Island was chosen because it would overlook the main canoe route to Lake Superior and was within easy reach of Fort Mackinac.

Fort St. Joseph was rudimentary in construction and accommodations. The palisades were never fitted with gun platforms, and its armaments were inadequate and outdated. Because of its remote location, the post quickly became known as the military “Siberia” of Upper Canada.

A small number of traders and their employees nevertheless followed the troops to the island. Here they were granted permission to construct buildings outside of the fort’s walls. By 1807 there were at least four large storehouses near the fort, owned by the North West Company and the Mackinac Company, as well as a small residential community.

Fort St. Joseph played a key role in Britain’s Indian affairs. In June 1798, local Native Americans signed a treaty surrendering the island to the British. The British presented all visiting Native Americans with gifts of cloth, tobacco, powder, shot, and weapons. These gifts, particularly the weapons, subsequently lent credence to U.S. claims that the British were arming the Native Americans and encouraging them to attack Americans.

Fort St. Joseph launched the forces that achieved the first British victory in the War of 1812. In June 1812 Captain Jonathan Roberts received news that Great Britain and the United States were at war; he also received orders to capture Mackinac with the assistance of friendly fur traders and Native Americans. After forces were gathered, the final decision to attack Fort Mackinac was made on July 15. Roberts, along with 45 men of the 10th Royal Veterans, 180 traders, and about 400 native allies, captured the American fort on July 17. This victory proved to its native allies that Britain would persecute the war seriously, provide secure staging areas for parties heading east, and place control of the upper Great Lakes within British hands for the entire war.

In 1814 in an effort to retake Fort Mackinac, U.S. troops under the command of Colonel George Croghan burned the now abandoned Fort St. Joseph but left its civilian buildings intact. By destroying the abandoned fort, Croghan had inadvertently warned the British of his presence in the region, allowing for Fort Mackinac to be reinforced and virtually ensuring an American failure. Even after it had been abandoned, Fort St. Joseph played a key strategic role in the war effort, helped secure the British presence in the interior, and thereby influenced the final peace settlement.

After the war the site of Fort St. Joseph served as a temporary location for the British. As late as 1816 the stone powder magazine, which survived the 1814 burning, was still in use by the military. Eventually the British decided that a new fort would be constructed at Drummond Island, which was closer to Mackinac. Similarly, the civilian population followed the troops to the new locale. This left the site of Fort St. Joseph to be reclaimed by nature until excavated by archaeologists in the 1960s and 1970s, when it became a Canadian National Historic Site.

Karl S. Hele
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Fort St. Philip

Located about 75 river miles south of the city of New Orleans on the east bank of the Mississippi River, Fort St. Philip was originally constructed by the French in 1746 and later rebuilt by the Spanish in 1791. The garrison had long served as an important part of the city’s defenses and was instrumental in protecting New Orleans from the British during their attempted invasion in the winter of 1814–1815. Fort St. Philip was a brick and masonry structure.

On December 1, 1814, Major General Andrew Jackson arrived in New Orleans and began to organize the city’s defenses in preparation for a possible British invasion. Because the area lacked solid ground on which a landing force could encamp or position artillery to conduct a siege, Fort St. Philip could only be assaulted by a naval force positioned on the river. After personally inspecting the fort, Jackson ordered the old wooden barracks torn down to prevent fires. He also placed additional batteries in the fort along with a reinforced garrison of trained artillerists.

From late December 1814 until early January 1815, American and British land forces clashed on Chalmette Plantation, about five miles south of New Orleans. Following the defeat of the British at the Battle of New Orleans, the commander of the British naval forces in North American waters, Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, attempted to seize the city by way of the Mississippi. Because British heavy warships could not cross the bar at the mouth of the Mississippi, Cochrane ordered a flotilla of five small warships, including two bomb ketches, to attack Fort St. Philip from beyond the range of the fort’s battery on January 9, 1815.

The fort, commanded by Major Walter H. Overton, was manned by 366 men, most of whom were regular soldiers of the 7th U.S. Infantry. The fort’s defenses included 29 24-pounders, 2 32-pounders, and several heavy mortars and howitzers. In addition, an American gunboat commanded by Lieutenant Thomas Cunningham protected the rear of the fort. At 3:30 p.m. on January 9, the British opened fire and bombarded the fort for nine days. Although a few Americans were killed and several of their guns were struck, the British shelling inflicted little structural damage and could not silence the American batteries.

On the morning of January 18, after firing more than 1,000 shells, the British ships withdrew downriver. American casualties were minimal, with only two killed and seven wounded. Fort St. Philip was similarly besieged by Union forces in April 1862 during the American Civil War. The fort was later decommissioned; there are no surviving remnants of the structure.

Christos G. Frentzos
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Fort Strother

U.S. fort built under the supervision of Tennessee Militia major general Andrew Jackson. The fort was located near Ten Islands on the Coosa River in St. Clair County, Alabama, about 50 miles south of Fort Deposit. Completed in October 1813, Fort Strother served as Jackson’s base of operations during his campaign against the Creeks during the War of 1812. A square enclosure measuring 100 yards by 100 yards, the installation contained eight huts, a supply building, a hospital, and room sufficient for 25 tents. All told, the outpost could accommodate about 1,000 men.

From this base Jackson was to merge forces with Tennessee Volunteer major general John H. Cocke’s command. Prior to the arrival of Cocke’s army, Jackson dispatched Brigadier General John Coffee to disperse hostile Creek warriors at Tallahatchie on November 4, 1813. Coffee’s detachment killed 186 Creeks there as well as numerous women and children. He returned to Fort Strother with 86 women and children as prisoners, including a 10-month-old orphan boy named Lyncoya, whom Jackson sent to his wife Rachel to be raised as their own child.

Fearing an assault on the fort, Jackson rushed to engage the Creeks at Talladega on the morning of November 9, 1813. This victory also marked the first time Jackson had commanded troops in battle. He then returned to the fort, which was now without provisions, leading to grumbling from his men and several officers. Pleas by them to return to the settlements for provisions forced Jackson to compromise by sending a detachment to Fort Deposit.

While at Fort Strother, Jackson constantly wrangled with his soldiers over provisions and their willingness to continue to prosecute the war against the Creeks. This greatly inhibited his ability to wage an offensive campaign. Worse yet, in mid-December 1813 an entire brigade threatened to mutiny. They acquiesced only when Jackson defiantly threatened to have the protesters shot. By the end of the year, however, Jackson’s force was so diminished that further prosecution of the war appeared dubious. In fact, at that point Tennessee’s governor recommended that Jackson abandon Fort Strother and terminate the campaign.

In spite of these difficulties, Jackson decided to push farther into the Creek interior. During mid to late January 1814 he conducted two costly indecisive battles against the Creeks near the mouth of the Emuckfaw and Enitachopco Creeks before returning to Strother. The fort also served as the base of operations for Jacksons’s March 27, 1814, attack at Tohopeka, also known as the Battle of Horseshoe Bend. His decisive victory there effectually ended Red Stick Creek resistance and led to the signing of the August 9, 1814, Treaty of Fort Jackson in which the Creeks ceded 23 million acres to the United States.

Greg G. Brooking
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Fort Warburton

U.S. military installation located about 10 miles south of Washington, D.C., in the southern part of Prince George’s County opposite Mount Vernon on the banks of the Potomac River. In March 1794 Congress authorized the construction of a system of forts to defend key American harbors and cities. President George Washington, concerned about defending the new capital city, suggested Digges Point on the Maryland side of the Potomac River opposite Mount Vernon as the site for a fort. Both the fort and an artillery battery built within Washington, D.C., at Greenleaf’s Point were intended to defend the city against a waterborne attack from the south up the Potomac.

Construction on Fort Warburton at Digges Point began on April 14, 1808, under the aegis of Captain George Bomford. The design was to be similar to that of Fort Madison at Annapolis, but the four acres purchased from Thomas Digges proved too small, and the work was done on reduced scale. The possibility of war with Great Britain spurred construction, and the work was completed on December 1, 1809. Bomford described the fort as situated next to the river and of enclosed masonry with a semielliptical face and circular flank. The fort was intended for about 120 artillerymen and 15 guns and contained quarters for two companies. On the bluff above the fort, a tower for 6 guns could house an additional company. In the event of attack the fort was to be supported from the river by gunboats from the Washington Navy Yard.

The fort’s parapet was a solid 10 feet 4 inches thick and rose 41 feet above the river. The fort was but lightly defended from the land side, where it was dominated by higher ground. A study of the fort made after the war began in 1812 praised its ability to withstand bombardment from the river and concluded that an attack from the land side was unlikely.

On August 6, 1814, Captain Samuel T. Dyson, Corps of Artillery, took command of Fort Warburton. It then had only a 49-man garrison manning 26 guns ranging in size from 6-pounder field pieces to a 50-pounder columbiad. A British invasion force was moving north to the east of the Potomac, its goal the American capital of Washington. The British then turned west, and on August 24, 1814, they defeated the Americans in the Battle of Bladensburg and advanced on Washington, D.C., from the northeast.

At the same time a second British force, a naval squadron under Captain James Gordon, was also moving north but up the Potomac. Its progress was slowed by contrary winds and current as well as shoals. Gordon’s goal was the port city of Alexandria, Virginia. Just before sunset on August 27, Gordon’s ships arrived off Fort Warburton.

At about 7:00 p.m., with their bomb vessels in position, the British ships commenced shelling the fort. Knowing of the burning of Washington by the British, Captain Dyson ordered the fort’s guns spiked, fuses lit to a ton and a half of powder in the magazine, and the fort abandoned. The British observed the American withdrawal, and shortly thereafter there was a great explosion as the magazine blew up. Captain Charles Napier of the British frigate Euryalus was surprised at the precipitous American action, for he thought that the American position was a strong one. Because of darkness, the British delayed going ashore until the next day. They then occupied Fort Warburton and took possession of 26 guns, 564 cannonballs, and numerous small arms and ammunition.

With Fort Warburton neutralized, the way was now open for the British squadron to move against Alexandria, only six miles upriver. There the British seized 21 merchant vessels and confiscated considerable produce and goods. For his part in the precipitous surrender of the fort and what followed, Dyson was court-martialed. Found guilty of abandoning his post and destroying government property, he received a dishonorable discharge.

Major Pierre Charles L’Enfant, the first architect and designer of Washington, D.C., was soon ordered to what remained of Fort Warburton to commence a new defensive works in case the British should decide to return. Subsequently army engineers began construction of a new fort, now named Fort Washington, on higher ground above the original site. The work was strengthened in 1840.

Fort Washington would see continual use until 1939, at which time it was relinquished to the U.S. Department of the Interior. When the United States entered World War II, the fort was again taken over by the War Department, only to be relinquished again in 1946. Today Fort Washington is a National Park, preserving the generations of fortifications built there.

Martin K. Gordon and Spencer C. Tucker
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Fort Washington

See Fort Warburton

Fort Wayne

Fort Wayne was initially an Indian village named Miamitown and then became a frontier trading post controlled first by the French, then the British, and finally the Americans, who built a fort on the site in the autumn of 1794 and named it after Major General “Mad” Anthony Wayne. Fort Wayne was located in northeastern Indiana. Capable of accommodating a garrison of about 100 men, it was sturdily built of log and earth construction and was reportedly designed to withstand fire from 24-pounder guns.

Fort Wayne arose at the juncture of two rivers, the St. Marys and St. Joseph. These two rivers then join to form the Maumee River, which flows across what is today northeastern Indiana and northwestern Ohio and then empties into the western end of Lake Erie. Although the Maumee River had neither the size nor the enduring national significance of the Ohio River, control of it was strategically important at a critical point during the War of 1812.

In November 1811 Indiana governor William Henry Harrison had attacked the confederation of Indians gathered at Prophetstown under the leadership of the Shawnee prophet Tenskwatawa and his brother, Tecumseh. In the short term, the Indians’ defeat had the effect of galvanizing Native American resistance to American settlement and of pushing militant Native Americans into an alliance with the British. In 1812 the British and their Native American allies either captured or forced American troops to abandon every major fort around the Great Lakes, from Fort Dearborn on the site of present-day Chicago to Fort Detroit. The Americans retained control of only two forts in the whole of the Old Northwest Territory: Fort Harrison in southwestern Indiana and Fort Wayne.

In September 1812 while Harrison was recruiting a militia force in neighboring Kentucky, Miami warriors began an unsuccessful siege of Fort Harrison. At the same time, Pottawatomis under Chiefs Winamac and Five Medals began a siege of Fort Wayne. The fort and its garrison were poorly prepared for a siege, however. The fortifications had deteriorated, and the garrison’s discipline and morale had eroded under the fort’s inept commanding officer, Captain James Rhea.

Indeed, Rhea’s incapacity became so pronounced at the time of the first Native American attack on the fort that two of his subordinates, Lieutenants Daniel Curtis and Phillip Ostrander, removed him from command and organized the defense of the fort themselves. Between September 5 and September 12, 1812, the Pottawatomis and their Miami allies launched repeated attacks against Fort Wayne. They attempted to set the timber stockade on fire and even set an adjacent woods ablaze in an attempt to engulf the fort. As Tecumseh began to move toward the fort with some 400 Native Americans and 140 British troops, Harrison raced toward Fort Wayne with a force of Kentucky and Ohio militiamen to relieve the siege.

Advance units of Harrison’s force reached the fort as early as September 6. When the full force arrived on September 12, the Pottawatomis suddenly broke off the attack and scattered into the surrounding wilderness. During the next few months, U.S. control of the Maumee River then allowed the recapture of Fort Detroit and gradual reassertion of the American military presence on the Great Lakes.

Martin Kich
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Fort Wellington

British fortification near Prescott, Upper Canada. Fort Wellington lay along a key British logistical and communications route between Montreal in Lower Canada and Kingston in Upper Canada. The fort served as a transshipment point from which merchant vessels exchanged cargo from smaller bateaux carrying supplies and personnel from Montreal.

No fortifications had been built at Prescott prior to the war, but during 1812 a 200- by 150-foot wooden stockade and a battery were completed there. During early 1813 an inspection found the existing defenses inadequate, and new fortifications were ordered. Lieutenant Friedrich de Gaugreben of the King’s German Legion Engineers remained at Prescott to supervise the construction.

By the spring of 1813 construction of a one-story blockhouse measuring 100 feet square was under way, and a rectangular-pattern earthen redoubt was taking shape around the perimeter of the fort. Gaugreben employed a company of sappers and miners, regular troops, militia, craftsmen, and civilian labor for the work. Stone came from a nearby quarry. Work progressed under the watchful eyes of the citizens of Ogdensburg, just across the river, who reported its progress to the U.S. Army commander at Sackets Harbor. These reports noted the mounting of guns and the completion of a shore battery. Work was actually proceeding much more slowly than it appeared, and the project experienced several setbacks. Gaugreben was also called away to oversee work at York and on the Niagara Peninsula, which ended construction at Prescott for that year.

In January 1814 the fort was named in honor of Arthur Wellesley, the Duke of Wellington. Unfortunately, it never achieved the grandeur associated with that individual. Gaugreben, overly optimistic in estimating its completion, lost the confidence of his superiors and was eventually replaced. The casemate magazine was so hastily built that it was condemned and had to be rebuilt. Gaugreben was forced to defend his efforts, complaining of labor problems particularly because unit commanders failed to provide work parties. New standing orders quickly rectified that problem.

Work on the blockhouse, ditches, and battery continued until December 1814, when Gaugreben declared the fort complete. Not everyone agreed that the redoubt was ready for service, with one officer referring to the clumsiness of its construction, while the commanding royal engineer at Kingston reported that the fort still had many problems.

Prescott and its fort were never tested during the War of 1812, although the batteries did fire upon the boats carrying Major General James Wilkinson’s troops attempting to reach Montreal, an operation that ended in dismal failure at Crysler’s Farm.

Fort Wellington was abandoned after the War of 1812 and fell into disrepair. In 1837 it was rebuilt using the original earthworks. Much of the work was completed in 1839. After World War II Fort Wellington was transferred to the Dominion Parks Branch, now Parks Canada, and is preserved as a National Historic Site.

John R. Grodzinski
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Foster, Sir Augustus John

Birth Date: December 1 or 4, 1780

Death Date: August 1, 1848

British diplomat and politician. John Augustus Foster was born on December 1 or 4, 1780, in Ireland to a politically well-connected family. He attended Christ Church, Oxford, and became interested in foreign service. During 1802–1804 Foster served as secretary to the British Legation for the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies in Naples. Between 1805 and 1807 he served as secretary to the British Legation in the United States before becoming chargé d’affaires in Sweden, a post he held from 1808 to 1810. In June 1811 Foster was named minister plenipotentiary to the United States.

In April 1812 as tensions between the United States and Great Britain continued to mount, Foster sent a dispatch to Robert Stewart, Viscount Castlereagh, warning the foreign minister that war sentiment in Washington was running very high and that even a small incident or clash along the U.S.-Canadian border or at sea could plunge both countries into war. At the same time, Foster was engaged in nearly daily conversations with U.S. secretary of state James Monroe in an effort to avert conflict. Privately, however, Foster fretted that war might be unavoidable.

In May 1812 Foster alerted Sir George Prevost, captain general and governor in chief of British North America, that the Americans appeared to be preparing for war. The British now seemed to be making their own war preparations. Indeed, in just one week Foster received reports of as many as 140 British ships departing New York Harbor to supply its land army to the north. After the United States declared war in June 1812, the Foreign Office recalled Foster. However, before he left for Britain in August, Foster, now in Halifax, Nova Scotia, received news that Parliament had rescinded the Orders in Council. Hoping to bring an early end to the conflict, Foster immediately passed the information to Prevost, which resulted in a provisional cease-fire with Major General Henry Dearborn. The armistice ended in early September, however, and fighting along the frontier resumed.

Upon his return to Britain, Foster won a seat in the House of Commons, and in May 1814 he became minister plenipotentiary to Denmark, where he remained until 1824. From 1824 to 1840 he served as minister plenipotentiary to the Kingdom of Sardinia in Turin. In 1825 he was knighted by King George IV. Foster retired from public service in 1840 and began compiling a memoir of his time in the United States, which would not be discovered and published until many decades after his death (Notes on the United States of America). In declining health, Foster took his own life on August 1, 1848, at Branksea Castle, Poole, Dorset, England.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Fox, Josiah

Birth Date: October 9, 1763

Death Date: November 17, 1847

U.S. naval constructor during the George Washington, John Adams, Thomas Jefferson, and James Madison administrations. Born on October 9, 1763, at Falmouth, Cornwall, England, Josiah Fox was a descendant of prominent Quaker merchants. At age 23 he was apprenticed as a shipwright to Edward Siberel, master naval constructor at Plymouth.

After nearly four years at Plymouth and four months at an East India yard at Deptford, Fox gained experience at sea traveling with his brother, Captain Henry Fox, an employee of G. C. Fox & Co., a Falmouth shipping agency. Josiah Fox visited the building yards at Archangel in Russia and Cádiz in Spain as well as the naval arsenal at Venice.

In 1793 Fox immigrated to the United States, arriving in October at Alexandria, Virginia. In April 1794 he was employed by Secretary of War Henry Knox to assist in the formation of a new navy. In addition to making drafts and molds for the first frigates authorized by Congress, Fox designed the 32-gun frigate Crescent given by the U.S. government to the dey of Algiers; the Revenue Cutter Service schooners Pickering (14 guns), Eagle (14 guns), and Diligence (12 guns); the ship Portsmouth (24 guns); the 36-gun subscription frigate Philadelphia, captured at Tripoli and set afire by U.S. Navy lieutenant Stephen Decatur in 1803; the Charleston, South Carolina, subscription frigate John Adams (28 guns); and the brig Hornet (18 guns). Fox also designed and built the ill-fated 36-gun frigate Chesapeake, the ship sloop Wasp (18 guns), and the brig Viper (former Ferret, 12 guns), all three captured by the British during the War of 1812.

Fox was dismissed by the Democratic Republicans in 1801 under the Peace Establishment Act, but in 1804 Secretary of the Navy Robert Smith reappointed Fox as a navy constructor. For five years Fox was engaged in the repair and maintenance of ships of war and the design and construction of gunboats at the Washington Navy Yard. An ardent Federalist, Fox became a victim of political intrigue and was discharged on August 2, 1809.

Expecting to build schooners on the Ohio River, Fox moved in 1811 to Wheeling, Virginia (now West Virginia), but the venture failed, and in 1814 he purchased a 200-acre farm in Ohio. At age 70 he traveled to England to claim a substantial family estate, returning as a wealthy man. Although he was disowned from the Society of Friends by the Philadelphia Meeting in 1797 for designing warships and for marrying a woman who was not Quaker, he remained active in the Society of Friends and participated in the separation that occurred in Ohio in 1828. He died at his farm at Colerain, Belmont County, Ohio, on November 17, 1847.
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Foxall, Henry

Birth Date: May 24, 1798

Death Date: December 11, 1823

The most important cannon founder in the United States during the period 1798–1815. Born in West Bromley, Monmouthshire, England, on May 24, 1798, Henry Foxall learned the iron trade in nearby Birmingham. In 1794 he became superintendent of an ironworks near Dublin, Ireland, and soon thereafter he assumed a similar position at Carrick-on-Shannon.

In 1796 Foxall immigrated to the United States. In Philadelphia he established the Eagle Foundry, located on the Schuylkill River, in partnership with Richard Morris. Within a year, their firm was casting cannon for the navy.

In 1800 Foxall ended his association with Morris and established a new cannon foundry, the Columbian (or Columbia), at Georgetown outside Washington, D.C. It was in operation from 1801 to 1849. In 1810 its annual production capacity was some 300 guns. Foxall was the first founder in the United States to produce effective boring machinery for cannon manufacture. Competitors copied his methods and even hired away his workers.

During the period of Foxall’s ownership, the Columbian Foundry cast long guns, carronades, and mortars as well as shot for both the army and navy. Foxall also cast the columbiad, a short type of heavy cannon that some believe was the first heavy ordnance of distinctly American design. Probably it was named for his foundry.

The Columbian Foundry escaped destruction during the 1814 British raid on Washington, but in 1815 Foxall sold the firm and returned to England for an extended visit. He was mayor of Georgetown from 1821 to 1823 and then again visited England, where he died at Handsworth, near Birmingham, on December 11, 1823.
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France

West European nation bordered by Spain to the south; the Bay of Biscay to the west; the English Channel and the North Sea to the north; Belgium and Luxembourg to the northeast; Germany, Switzerland, and Italy to the east; and Monaco and the Mediterranean Sea to the south. At 643,427 square miles, France is Western Europe’s largest country. Historically and currently, France has also possessed an overseas empire consisting of numerous territories. Some, such as Haiti, Louisiana, and colonies in Africa and East Asia, are no longer part of France, while others, such as French Guiana, St. Pierre and Miquelon, and Guadeloupe remain French possessions.

France’s population at the time of the War of 1812 was approximately 29 million. Although Celts, Greeks, Romans, and other groups occupied either part or all of the future territory of France in ancient times, the Merovingian dynasty, established during the mid-400s CE by Germanic-speaking Franks, is considered the beginning of the modern French nation. The Carolingian, Valois, and Bourbon dynasties came later. Royal absolutism developed especially under Bourbon king Louis XIV and lasted until the French Revolution, beginning in 1789. In late 1799 General Napoleon Bonaparte seized power, ending the period known as the Directory, and established the French Consulate, with himself as first consul. In 1804 Napoleon had himself crowned as emperor, thereby establishing the First French Empire, which endured until 1814.

During his years as emperor Napoleon instituted a number of domestic reforms that affected much of French life, including law, taxation, and education; he also worked to improve the nation’s infrastructure and reestablished ties with the Catholic Church, broken earlier during the radical period of the Revolution. With few exceptions, Bonaparte’s foreign relations focused primarily on expanding French control over Europe. His decision to regain control over Haiti, which had gained autonomy during the Haitian Revolution of 1791–1804, resulted in an unsuccessful French invasion of that country and eventual Haitian independence. Just prior to France’s Haitian defeat in November 1803, Napoleon agreed to sell the Louisiana Territory to the United States for $15 million, which lessened the threat that France might either close the mouth of the Mississippi River at New Orleans or use the region to mount attacks against the United States.

[image: image]

Portrait of Napoleon Bonaparte (1769–1821), emperor of France. (Library of Congress)

In 1803 following the end of a 10-month truce (the Peace of Amiens) with Britain, fighting began anew between these two states and continued until 1814. Although the warfare occurred primarily on European soil, it impacted much of the rest of the world as well. Indeed, the Napoleonic Wars served as an important catalyst for the War of 1812, for in his attempt to defeat the British, Napoleon resorted to economic warfare, beginning with the Berlin Decree on November 21, 1806, that established the Continental System. This forbade those parts of Europe under French control from trading with Britain. The British responded in kind on November 11, 1807, with the Orders in Council that forbade Great Britain, its allies, and neutral nations from trading with France. American merchants soon found themselves at the mercy of British and French economic policies. Both nations continued to tighten their trade policies, with the United States caught in the middle. Meanwhile, Britain’s growing need for seamen to man its ships led to the impressment of American sailors, another major cause of war with Britain. However, the Napoleonic Wars were an assist to the United States during the War of 1812, for the bulk of the British Army and the Royal Navy’s ships were committed to the fighting in Europe. It was only with the defeat of France and the abdication of Napoleon in April 1814 that substantial British forces were released for service in America.

In the aftermath of the Napoleonic Wars, Bourbon king Louis XVIII was restored to power in 1814. Bourbon rule lasted until 1830, when the French people established a constitutional monarchy under King Louis Philippe. He was unseated by another revolution, in 1848, that established the Second French Republic. Louis Napoleon Bonaparte (Napoleon III) was elected the republic’s president, but in 1852 he proclaimed the Second Empire, which endured until 1870. The Third Republic lasted from 1870 to 1940, and the Fourth Republic endured from 1946 until 1958, until the establishment of the current Fifth Republic.
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France, Navy

Although France viewed the United States as a useful cobelligerent against Britain at the start of the War of 1812, it had little capacity to assist America or play any role in the naval war. Despite Emperor Napoleon I’s efforts to reconstitute the French fleet, it was but a shell of its former self, having been devastated by the revolutionary purges of its officer corps and its 1805 defeat at the Battle of Trafalgar.

Moreover, the British blockade kept French ships trapped in port, meaning that the French Navy was unable to develop the seamanship skills or conduct the training required to reconstitute its earlier proficiency. The fleet was poorly disciplined, and morale was low, depressed by the fleet’s decade of failures and long idle periods in port. To escape the blockade’s effects, the French Navy virtually abandoned Brest, its primary Atlantic base in 1810, as Napoleon tried to base naval operations out of Antwerp, where he had built a new shipyard and naval works. However, he was not able to rebuild the fleet despite a massive expenditure of resources.

The French fleet numbered some 72 ships of the line in 1811, but only about 30 were operational, compared to a British fleet of more than 100 ships of the line. Moreover, Napoleon’s rush to rebuild the fleet rapidly had come at the expense of quality. Most of the ships were of obsolete design and were built from green timber. In addition, by using conscripted foreign shipwrights, Napoleon all but ensured that the ships’ construction suffered from poor workmanship. Trained gunners and naval officers were also in short supply. Worse yet, Napoleon tried to impose army structures and procedures on the fleet, forcing sailors to wear army uniforms and organizing ships’ crews into naval battalions. The resulting combination of obsolescent ships, bad workmanship, low morale, and poor discipline proved disastrous on the rare occasions when major units put to sea.

It was apparent to France’s naval leaders, if not to Napoleon himself, that the French Navy was in no position to challenge its British counterpart. As a result, the French Navy’s primary impact on the War of 1812 was via commerce raiding, primarily in the Mediterranean Sea and the Indian Ocean. French privateers were also active in those waters and the Caribbean as well, complementing America’s effort against Britain’s maritime shipping. Although it raised the war’s cost, commerce raiding neither broke the British blockade nor blocked them from taking the war to America’s coastal cities via amphibious raids.
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Francis, Josiah

Birth Date: ca. 1770

Death Date: April 1818

A mixed-blood Creek prophet and an instrumental figure in the 1813–1814 Creek War. Josiah Francis was born circa 1770, the half brother of Sam Moniac and cousin to Shawnee chief Tecumseh. Francis galvanized the Upper Creeks (Red Sticks) to readopt traditional ways and attack the Lower Creeks, who had aligned themselves with white settlers and the U.S. government. In 1813 Francis led a diplomatic mission to the Spanish governor at Pensacola, Florida, requesting weapons and supplies but was rebuffed. A detachment of this Creek mission was ambushed at Burnt Corn Creek on July 27, 1813. The Creeks and their white allies were repulsed, helping to ignite the Creek War.

Francis then led raids on settlers, but he fled before the Battle of Holy Ground on Christmas Day 1813, which led to the destruction of Econochaca, the spiritual home of the Red Stick movement. Some reports have him present at the Battle of Emuckfaw Creek on January 22, 1814, against Major General Andrew Jackson’s men.

After the Treaty of Fort Jackson, which ended the Creek War, was signed, Francis joined ranks with British forces. British colonel Edward Nicolls even brought Francis to England, where he received gifts and a uniform but no formal support for an insurrection against the Americans. Francis then returned to West Florida, which was still under Spanish control. After Jackson’s invasion of that region, the Creek prophet was captured near present-day St. Marks, south of Tallahassee, Florida, in April 1818 and was hanged by Jackson’s men.

John Anthony Tures
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Free Ships, Free Goods

The principal reason for waging the War of 1812, from the U.S. perspective, was to protect the nation’s neutral shipping rights, meaning that Americans expected their merchant ships to be able to trade with all nations, without fear of being harassed or seized while doing so. This rationale was captured well in Captain David Porter’s flag that read “Free Trade and Sailors’ Rights,” which became a potent political slogan during the war.

The British naval victory at Trafalgar in 1805 led French emperor Napoleon I to try to blockade Britain from the land by imposing what became known as the Continental System. Napoleon hoped to cut off British trading access to European markets, forcing Britain to terms through economic ruin. The success of the system thus required control of neutral trade, including that of the United States. The decidedly naive American concept of free ships, free goods, suffered accordingly as Napoleon enacted the 1807 Milan Decree, which subjected all trade vessels going through British ports or paying British tariffs to seizure. Britain countered that same year with Orders in Council, which further jeopardized neutral shipping. Other than enacting a series of ineffective embargoes, which basically devastated their own economy, the Americans could do little more than protest diplomatically.

Until the early modern era, neutral shipping had been routinely subjected to seizure while carrying enemy goods (contraband), and neutral goods were also subject to capture if found aboard enemy vessels. The concept of free ships, free goods, arose with the 17th-century Dutch Republic, but France and England maintained the earlier doctrine to their own advantages.
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Illustration of the U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake about to engage the British frigate Shannon off Boston on June 1, 1813. The Shannon’s victory was a great boost to British morale, stung by a succession of frigate losses at the hands of the Americans. A banner proclaiming “Free Trade and Sailors’ Rights” flies from the Chesapeake. (Library of Congress)

The Americans claimed that neutrals had the right to trade with anyone, even to the point of carrying goods from one port to another of a given belligerent. The United States accepted that contraband was to be excluded, but the U.S. definition of contraband differed greatly from the definition employed by the European belligerents. In the end, the war was fought primarily to ensure that ships of neutral nations would be allowed to trade with any nation, regardless of the wartime situation, and that goods from neutral nations would not be subjected to seizure even if aboard a belligerent ship.
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“Free Trade and Sailors’ Rights”

A political slogan of the James Madison administration made popular when on July 12, 1812, U.S. Navy captain David Porter flew a flag inscribed with the motto from the frigate Essex (46 guns) as it departed New York Harbor. In the proceeding 70 days, Porter had captured 10 prizes, including the ship sloop HMS Alert. Taken on August 13, 1812, the 16-gun Alert was the first British warship to surrender to American forces during the War of 1812. For many Americans who supported the conflict, the slogan encapsulated the war’s meaning.

When Royal Navy captain James Lucas Yeo, commanding the frigate Southampton, challenged Porter to meet his ship for a two-ship duel, Porter responded that the Essex would be easily distinguished by its flag and motto. The challenge, widely reported in the press, put the motto at the forefront of the Madison administration’s war propaganda, helping define the aims of the Democratic Republican administration.

The coupling of the two phrases “free trade” and “sailors’ rights” created a popular slogan with deep social and political roots that summarized for many the meaning of American independence and economic interests. The slogan also brought together elements of high and low culture that helped create the new emerging American identity. The idea of free trade challenged European models of mercantilism, and the concept of sailors’ rights looked to the common person and his ability to control his own life and interests. The slogan steadily gained popularity, and after the war it would be used in various ways until the mid-19th century.

Timothy J. Demy

See also

Essex, USS, vs. HMS Alert; Madison, James; Propaganda; Yeo, James Lucas

Further Reading


Gilje, Paul A. “‘Free Trade and Sailors’ Rights:’ The Rhetoric of the War of 1812.” Journal of the Early Republic 30(1) (Spring 2010): 1–23.

Glenn, Myra C. Jack Tar’s Story: The Autobiographies and Memoirs of Sailors in Antebellum America. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010.

Hicks, Dan. “True Born Columbians: The Promises and Perils of National Identity for American Seafarers of the Early Republic Period.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, Pennsylvania State University, 2007.



French Canadians

Canada in 1812 was divided into two parts. Upper Canada was the newer region, settled predominantly by English-speaking Loyalists and Americans during and after the American Revolution, and had some 75,000 people in 1812. Lower Canada was the older region, long settled by the French who had controlled Canada until the end of the French and Indian War (Seven Years’ War) in 1763. Lower Canada had about 330,000 people in 1812, many of whom were French speaking and harbored latent anti-British feelings. Nevertheless, the vast majority of French Canadians remained loyal to Britain in the War of 1812 and defended their region against American forces.

The French had settled under the near-feudal seigneurial system, with large landholders allowing agricultural workers, known as habitants, to farm their land in return for services. The society was highly stratified, with aristocratic families and Catholic clergy dominating politics and the economy. The French Canadian masses were expected to leave their land at the call of the governor for service in a militia officered by foreigners (English) or aristocrats (French Canadians), both of whom regarded the militia soldiers with contempt. The masses, however, had felt nationalistic urges and had no desire to leave their homes to fight someone else’s war. Swiss-born French-speaking Sir George Prevost, governor in chief and commander of British forces in North America, was well aware of the potential disloyalty of the habitants. When Prevost was compelled by the imminent threat of war in 1812 to augment the 6,000 British troops in Canada, he chose to call up approximately one-third of those qualified under the enabling Militia Act. Even so, the draft led to riots.

The draft riot at Lachine began on July 4, 1812. American agents meanwhile were already in Lower Canada sowing dissension. The decision to call up men for the Select Embodied Militia, to serve as border defense rather than home defense (provided by the Sedentary Militia, populated by older men) led to draft resistance, with some resisters jailed. For two days, armed protesters roamed the streets. The unrest was stopped only after troops fired into a crowd, killing two civilians.

Despite this inauspicious start, French Canadian soldiers proved loyal and reasonably effective. They rejected American efforts to sow dissension, acceded to the wishes of the elites who supported the British, and repulsed the inept Americans at the Battle of Châteauguay on October 26, 1813.

French Canadians, in fact, had a long-standing antipathy toward Americans, and old aristocrats saw an opportunity in the war to restore their past martial glory. The French Catholic clergy traditionally collaborated with colonial administrations in time of war, and the British administration knew it could count on them. Prevost incorporated at least some elite French leadership into the military and allowed increased French participation in government, particularly the bourgeois Parti Canadien. Meanwhile, the Voltigeurs Canadiens, consisting of some 1,000 French-speaking Lower Canadian volunteers, was one of the most noted Canadian regiments in the war. In the end, the French Canadians displayed at least a rudimentary nationalist impulse in fighting to keep Americans out of their territory. Indeed, the conflict helped instill in them a growing sense of Canadian identity and fealty regardless of ethnicity.

John H. Barnhill
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French Creek, Engagement at

Start Date: November 1, 1813

End Date: November 2, 1813

Occurring during November 1–2, 1813, the engagement at French Creek was the first attempt by the British to attack the large U.S. invasion force moving toward Montreal in the autumn of 1813. French Creek, a tributary of the St. Lawrence River, is located in upper New York state on the American side of the river.

In November 1813 U.S. major general James Wilkinson led an American invasion force of more than 7,000 men from Sackets Harbor, New York, down the St. Lawrence River in bateaux and other watercraft toward the major Canadian city of Montreal. On November 1 U.S. Army brigadier general Jacob J. Brown’s 2nd Brigade formed the vanguard of the invasion and was at French Creek awaiting the arrival of the remainder of the American force. The mouth of French Creek forms a shallow bay with high bluffs on its western side. Brown knew that Commodore Isaac Chauncey had not been able to blockade the British at Kingston, so Brown moved his bateaux and gunboats up the winding creek to protect them from possible British naval attack and from the violent weather that plagued the movement of the army. Brown placed infantry atop the bluff and three 18-pounder guns on the shore to protect against naval attack. These weapons were manned by members of the Regiment of Light Artillery, one of few ostensibly elite units in the U.S. Army.

Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo, commander of Royal Navy forces on the Great Lakes, dispatched Commander William Howe Mulcaster and a small squadron to locate the Americans and do what he could to impede their movement. Mulcaster commanded two sloops, two schooners, and four gunboats, for an aggregate of 57 guns. As the sun was setting on November 1, Mulcaster discovered Brown’s encampment. Assuming correctly that the American vessels were hidden in French Creek, Mulcaster decided on an immediate attack in an attempt to destroy the American boats.

Mulcaster could move only three of his larger vessels into the bay. There they anchored and then opened fire. The American infantry fired their muskets from the bluffs, and the three American artillery pieces also engaged the British ships. This inconclusive exchange went on for about an hour. With daylight fading, Mulcaster broke off the attack.

Shortly after dawn on November 2, 1813, Mulcaster’s flotilla reappeared, and the engagement resumed. However, during the prior evening Brown had ordered a furnace constructed, and the Americans were now ready with hot shot. The hot shot started several fires aboard one of the British ships. Mulcaster now believed it unlikely that he would be successful in destroying the American boats in the creek. He was also aware that a stronger American naval force was heading in his direction. After only 45 minutes Mulcaster broke off this second attack and returned to his base in Kingston, Upper Canada.

In the engagement the British suffered 1 dead and 4 wounded; Brown reported 10 casualties. The next day the remainder of Wilkinson’s invasion force arrived at French Creek, and the American division continued toward Montreal. While the British were unsuccessful at French Creek, they halted the American invasion at the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Frenchman’s Creek, Battle of

Event Date: November 28, 1812

Minor military engagement between British and U.S. forces in Upper Canada near the Niagara River that occurred on November 28, 1812, part of an American offensive designed to pave the way for a larger invasion of Canada. A month earlier, an American invading force primarily consisting of militia was defeated at Queenston Heights. Militia major general Stephen Van Rensselaer then resigned, and his second-in-command, U.S. Army brigadier general Alexander Smyth, assumed command of the force. Smyth proceeded to assemble 4,500 troops for a nighttime attack near the border.

Smyth charged an advance force of 200 men, led by Captain William King and supported by U.S. sailors, with capturing a position known as the Red House and spiking the British guns there so that the main force would not be subjected to artillery fire as they crossed. At the same time, Lieutenant Colonel Charles Boerstler, 14th U.S. Infantry, would take another 200 men and destroy the Canadian bridge at Frenchman’s Creek to prevent the arrival of British reinforcements.

The initial plan appeared to work, as the Americans successfully spiked the guns at the Red House. Boerstler’s force also took the bridge at Frenchman’s Creek. However, poor planning prevented the attackers from rejoining the main force, and stranded Americans under King and Boerstler now faced a counterattack launched from Fort Erie and Chippawa, including Canadian militia led by Lieutenant Colonel Cecil Bisshopp. Smyth initially ordered the balance of the 14th U.S. Infantry to cross under Colonel William H. Winder but subsequently canceled the order. When the fighting was over, the Americans had suffered 88 killed or wounded and 39 captured; the British reported 57 killed or wounded and 34 taken prisoner.

As for Smyth and his larger effort, inept preparations (mainly boat shortages), lack of artillery, and poor weather hampered several subsequent attempts to get the main body of the U.S. assault force out of Buffalo, New York. The army nearly mutinied on the second failed boat crossing, and much of the militia dispersed.

John Anthony Tures
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Frenchtown, Battle of

Start Date: January 22, 1813

End Date: January 23, 1813

Bloody clash between U.S. troops and British forces and their Indian allies that occurred at Frenchtown (present-day Monroe), Michigan, during January 22–23, 1813. The Battle of Frenchtown was a significant event in the Old Northwest during the War of 1812 and a sharp defeat for the Americans that subsequently became a regional rallying cry.

Following the surrender of Detroit on August 16, 1812, President James Madison appointed Major General William Henry Harrison commander in chief of the Northwestern Army. Harrison had under his command a mix of regulars and militia, both untrained, with whom he hoped to recapture Detroit. He ordered an autumn campaign, beginning in September, to restore the American position. While some forces reinforced American forts on the Mississippi River, Harrison divided his main force into three columns. While he commanded the center, marching from Ohio, Brigadier General James Winchester led the left column through the Indiana Territory. Harrison hoped to join his columns on the Maumee River and then move against Detroit.

The campaign proceeded slowly. Native Americans in the region had allied themselves with the British, but the Americans were unable to bring them to battle. Instead, the Indians destroyed their villages and the food supplies that the Americans needed. This put Harrison’s troops in a precarious situation because American logistics were in a shambles, made worse by corrupt contractors and a rainy autumn. By December, Harrison suspended the operation. He ordered Winchester to remain on the Maumee at Fort Defiance. Winchester’s column, however, was short of supplies and the men were anxious to fight. They were mostly volunteers from Kentucky whose enlistments would expire in February, causing Winchester to fear that inactivity would compel many to leave when their time was up.

Understandably, Winchester lent a sympathetic ear to the citizens of Frenchtown. The settlers there had been raided by British and Indian parties, and they promised Winchester food and fighting. Accordingly, he sent Lieutenant Colonel William Lewis ahead with 660 Kentuckians. After a hard-fought skirmish, Lewis dispersed a small party of British near Frenchtown. Winchester’s men then occupied the village and enjoyed the fruits of their victory. Tired, with many sick or overindulged with food and drink, Winchester’s column failed to organize a proper defense. Winchester joined them the next day with another 300 men. When Harrison heard of Winchester’s advance, he recognized the danger and ordered his forces forward immediately.
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British cartoon of U.S. Army brigadier general James Winchester, captured by British and Indian forces led by Henry Procter in the Battle of Frenchtown during January 22–23, 1813. (Library of Congress)

Colonel Henry Procter, the British commander in Detroit, recognized the danger that Winchester posed and quickly gathered a force of about 600 regulars, militia, and sailors, including those driven out of Frenchtown. Some 600–800 Indians also joined him. These were mostly Wyandots and Pottawatomis under the Wyandot chief Roundhead and some renegade Shawnees (Tecumseh was away). Procter also managed to collect six pieces of artillery. The mixed British-Indian force was encamped near Frenchtown by January 21. The Americans failed to reconnoiter the area, however, and had no idea of the impending threat.

At dawn on January 22 the British attacked, concentrating on the American right. The surprised Americans nevertheless managed to form up and put up a tremendous fight. For a half hour, they held their own, and the Kentuckians especially, being armed with rifles, did particular execution among the British. At that point ammunition began to run low, and although Winchester had a large supply, this was located at his headquarters nearly a mile behind the lines. When the right wing collapsed, Winchester was captured. Many of the Americans who began fleeing were killed by pursuing warriors. The American center and left continued to hold out for several more hours. Finally Winchester convinced his remaining commanders to surrender on the promise that they would not be massacred. Out of 934 Americans, only 33 escaped to reach Harrison.

Procter had captured more than 500 Americans. Approximately 350 had died in the fighting. His own losses were heavy and amounted to 24 British killed and 161 wounded. Although Procter had won the victory, his scouts reported that Harrison’s column was only 15 miles distant. Fearing a counterattack, Procter ordered his men withdrawn immediately back to Malden. Sufficient sleds were available to carry the British wounded, and those Americans who could walk were rounded up to be marched to Malden also. Some were prisoners of the Indians, who were reluctant to give them up. The British traded whiskey for the prisoners, and the spirits were quickly consumed.

However, approximately 80 Americans were too wounded to walk, so they were left in Frenchtown. A British officer and several interpreters remained with them to protect them from the 50 or so warriors who remained as guards. Winchester protested the delay in moving his men, but Procter promised to send sleds back as soon as possible. During the night several drunken warriors killed some of the prisoners. By early morning approximately 100 other warriors had returned to Frenchtown, and they wanted revenge for their losses in the battle of January 22. Many of the wounded were now put into houses that were set on fire, and they either burned to death or were killed trying to escape. At least 30 Americans died before help arrived.

The defeat at the Raisin River was one of the worst suffered by the Americans in the Old Northwest. When he heard of the battle and that Procter had withdrawn, Harrison called off his own advance and returned to the Maumee. He gave up his idea of marching on Detroit and decided to wait until the U.S. Navy had secured control of Lake Erie. The massacre of American wounded soldiers on the Raisin River caused outrage among Americans, especially among Kentuckians. They blamed Procter for allowing the Indians to massacre defenseless men and also blamed regular army leadership for the way the battle had been waged. While many men flocked to the militia, they avoided enlisting in the regulars. Thousands of militiamen turned out for Harrison’s successful 1813 campaign. Their battle cry was “Remember the Raisin!”

Tim J. Watts
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Frenchtown, Maryland, British Attack on

Event Date: April 29, 1813

Small Maryland town located in Cecil County on the Elk River in the upper Chesapeake Bay that was a ferry landing and staging point for merchandise traversing the Eastern Seaboard. As such, Frenchtown was a strategic point for the British to attack in the spring of 1813, after they had declared a blockade of the East Coast in late 1812. On April 16, 1813, Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn’s Royal Navy squadron threatened Baltimore and then stopped to get provisions and water on Specutie Island on April 23. On April 29 Cockburn attacked Frenchtown, the first place of any consequence in the upper bay to be struck by the British.

Aided by escaped slaves who had extensive knowledge of the surroundings, the British would move at night. On April 29, 13 British barges, manned by some 250 sailors and Royal Marines under the command of Lieutenant G. A. Westphal of the third-rate 74-gun ship of the line Marlborough, advanced on Frenchtown. The town’s defenses consisted of a small redoubt with 3 small 4-pounder cannons. After the militia fled, the only defenders were a few stage drivers and wagoners, who were soon forced to withdraw. The British spiked the guns and burned the wharf and warehouses containing goods worth $30,000 but did not burn any homes. The raiders also destroyed five vessels at the docks.

On May 3 the British would hit a more strategic target when they plundered and burned two-thirds of the 60 houses in Havre de Grace (Harford County) on the west side of the Chesapeake Bay at the mouth of the Susquehanna River. This pattern of sudden raids and destruction of settlements continued through the summer of 1814.

Christopher T. George
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Frigate

The workhorse ship type of navies in the Age of Fighting Sail. The frigate was comparable in its functions to the later cruiser. Only ships of the line were larger. Fast and powerful, frigates scouted ahead of the main battle fleet to provide warning of the approach of enemy vessels. They also served on detached service and acted as commerce destroyers.

Frigates were square-rigged ships (each mast had cross yards) mounting their principal ordnance on a single covered gun deck. Frigates carried most of the ordnance in broadsides, on two decks: the lower, covered gun deck and the open (spar) deck. The heavier guns were carried on the gun deck. Armament varied widely, depending on ship size. Small frigates might carry 24–30 guns, the larger ones 50 guns or more.

Frigates grew in size over the years. American frigates of the War of 1812 period were the largest and heaviest of their class in the world. The frigate Constitution, technically still in commission, is 204 feet in length, with a gun deck of 175 feet and an extreme beam of 45 feet 2 inches; it displaces 2,200 tons. In 1812 the Constitution mounted 55 guns: 30 24-pounder long guns as its main battery on the gun deck along with 1 long 18-pounder chase gun and 24 32-pounder carronades.

The Royal Navy’s heavy frigates in the early 19th century mounted 18-pounders. Most British captains believed that 24-pounders were too heavy for a frigate, and they pointed out that 24-pounders were slower to load than 18-pounders. Larger crew sizes aboard the U.S. ships overcame this disadvantage, however.

Thus, the Royal Navy’s 38-gun fifth-rate frigates officially mounted 28 18-pounder guns on the upper deck, 8 9-pounders on the quarterdeck, and an additional 2 9-pounders on the forecastle. The change to partial carronade armament allowed more guns to be carried. In 1812 the fifth-rate Macedonian mounted 49 guns: 28 long 18-pounders, 2 long 12-pounders, 2 long 8-pounders, 16 32-pounder carronades, and 1 shifting 18-pounder carronade. The early U.S. frigate victories in the War of 1812 led to a change in larger British frigate armament; they received 24-pounder long guns in place of 18-pounders.
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Fulton, Robert

Birth Date: November 14, 1765

Death Date: February 24, 1815

U.S. inventor, artist, and engineer best known for his contributions to the development of the steamship. Robert Fulton was born on November 14, 1765, in Little Britain Township, Pennsylvania, later named Fulton in his honor. At age 17 he moved to Philadelphia to make a living as a painter and was there befriended by Benjamin Franklin. In 1786 Fulton moved to England to study art under Benjamin West. While there Fulton also pursued his interest in mechanical inventions, particularly the practical applications of steam power. Before moving to France in 1797, he patented a powered marble saw mill, a rope-making machine, and a dredging machine, among other useful mechanical contrivances.

In 1800, Fulton met U.S. minister to France Robert Livingston, who provided the capital for Fulton to develop a steam-powered ship. The first attempt to test the steam-powered vessel on the Seine River failed; however, a second attempt on August 9, 1803, was partially successful. Nonetheless, neither party was happy with the slow speed of the craft. Fulton conducted a number of other experiments with his paddle wheel, but it would not be until his return to the United States that he found practical success.

While in France, Fulton focused his energies on submarine technology. While there he designed the first practical submarine, the Nautilus, which was commissioned by Napoleon Bonaparte for the purpose of attacking British warships. Although the submarine proved satisfactory in tests, Fulton was displeased with it and dismantled it, whereupon Napoleon ended funding.

Undaunted, Fulton traveled to England and offered his services to the British government. British prime minister William Pitt the Younger became his chief patron but was interested only in Fulton’s advocacy of mines, then known as torpedoes, by which the British hoped to destroy French ships gathering at Boulogne for a possible invasion of Great Britain. Fulton twice conducted raids on Boulogne with floating mines but had little success. In a test Fulton did destroy a 200-ton captured Danish brig, the first time such a large vessel had been sunk by a mine.
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Robert Fulton was known as a painter before leaving the United States for Britain in 1786, yet his real fame came as an inventor. In France and Britain he built both a submarine and naval mines. Fulton continued his experiments with mines following his return to the United States in 1806 but also oversaw construction of the Clermont, the world’s first commercially successful steamship, and the Demologos, the world’s first steam-powered warship. (BiographicalImages.com)

On the death of his patron Pitt, Fulton returned to the United States in 1806 and devoted himself to the development of a steamboat. On August 17, 1807, Fulton’s vessel the Clermont departed New York City up the Hudson River. It arrived at Albany some 32 hours later, having traveled at a speed of five miles an hour. While not the first successful use of a steam-powered ship, “Fulton’s Folly” or “Fulton’s Monster” as it was called, proved to be the first commercially viable application of steam power. Fulton and his associates outfitted the Clermont for service as the world’s first passenger steamship and commenced regularly scheduled service on the Hudson.

Fulton also continued his experiments with torpedoes, conducting experiments with the U.S. Navy. In 1807 he presented plans to the U.S. government for a moored mine. The navy provided funding, and in July 1807 Fulton blew up a 200-ton brig in New York Harbor. This test required several attempts before it was successful, however. In 1810 Fulton carried out another experiment against a sloop, but the attempt was unsuccessful because the defenders were permitted to deploy a net. While admitting failure, Fulton pointed out the immobility that such defensive schemes would impose on an enemy. He also believed that moored torpedoes could close American ports to an attacking force.

During the War of 1812 several attempts were made to employ his torpedoes, without notable success. In 1814 Fulton secured a contract from the U.S. government for the world’s first steam-powered warship, a twin-hulled catamaran designed as a floating battery to protect the port of New York. This ship, the Demologos (renamed after Fulton’s death the Fulton and later the Fulton I), was launched on October 29, 1814. It did not see combat before the end of the war, nor did Fulton live to see it completed. He died on February 24, 1815, in New York City.

Tom Lansford
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Gaines, Edmund Pendleton

Birth Date: March 20, 1777

Death Date: June 6, 1849

U.S. Army officer. Born in Culpepper County, Virginia, on March 20, 1777, Edmund Pendleton Gaines moved with his family to the frontier of North Carolina and Tennessee, where at age 18 he served as a lieutenant of a volunteer company fighting Native Americans. In 1797 he joined the U.S. Army as an ensign and was quickly promoted to lieutenant. Serving in the Old Southwest, Gaines surveyed the Natchez Trace from 1801 to 1804; served as military collector in Mobile, Alabama; and commanded Fort Stoddert. Promoted to captain in 1807, he led the troops that apprehended Aaron Burr following the failed Burr Conspiracy and provided testimony at Burr’s trial.

After an extended leave in which he studied law and began practicing law in the Mississippi Territory, Gaines returned to active service as a major upon the outbreak of the War of 1812. He was advanced to colonel the following year, commanding the 25th U.S. Infantry. Gaines established his military reputation while covering the American retreat after the Battle of Crysler’s Farm (November 11, 1813). Thereafter he became adjutant general under Major General William Henry Harrison. On March 9, 1814, Gaines was promoted to brigadier general and was placed in command of the strategic Sackets Harbor. He was summoned to Fort Erie, Upper Canada, by Major General Jacob Brown following the Battle of Lundy’s Lane (July 25, 1814) and succeeded Brigadier General Eleazar W. Ripley. Gaines’s defense of Fort Erie during August–September 1814, during which he was severely wounded, earned him a brevet to major general and the thanks of Congress.

After recovering from his wound, Gaines returned to duty with Major General Andrew Jackson’s Southern Division. Dispatched to southwestern Georgia in 1817 to protect settlers against the Seminoles, Gaines constructed Fort Scott on the Flint River and helped precipitate the First Seminole War when he sent troops to attack Negro Fort, a former British outpost that runaway slaves had refortified on Prospect Bluff on the Apalachicola River. On July 17, 1817, American gunboats opened fire on the fort, striking its powder magazine with hot shot and causing an explosion that killed 270 runaways. After the Seminoles launched retaliatory raids and Chief Neamathla of Fowltown rejected Gaines’s demands that those responsible be turned over, Gaines ordered Major David Twiggs to attack Fowltown on November 12. Following the First Seminole War, Gaines was named commander of the new Western Department in 1821 and took the field during Black Hawk’s War in 1832 without seeing significant action.

In 1828 following the death of Major General Brown, the commanding general of the army, Gaines and Scott engaged in an embarrassing public spat about who should succeed Brown. Consequently, President John Quincy Adams bypassed both men in favor of Alexander Macomb.

Upon the outbreak of the Second Seminole War in 1835, Gaines led some 1,100 men to the vicinity of Tampa, Florida, where he was besieged by Seminoles, wounded, and ended up quarreling with Scott, comparing him to Benedict Arnold. After his failed Tampa campaign, Major General Winfield Gaines returned to Louisiana, where he led a force across the Sabine River and held Nacogdoches during the Texas Revolution of 1836.

The ongoing conflict between Gaines and Scott worked more to the detriment of Gaines than it did Scott, even though an official court of inquiry in 1837 criticized both commanders. When the War Department rejected Gaines’s recommendations for using floating batteries and railroads to improve western defenses, Gaines believed that he had been foiled by Scott. Consequently, in 1840 Gaines bypassed the War Department and sent his recommendations directly to Congress. This may have played a role in his court-martial in late 1846 for raising Louisiana volunteers for Brigadier General Zachary Taylor without the express approval of the War Department. At the time Gaines was in command of the army’s Western Division. Gaines was acquitted on the grounds that his actions were excusable because Taylor was his subordinate and had been authorized to raise volunteers. Nevertheless, Gaines remained bitter toward Scott, who had spearheaded the charges against him. In the meantime, Taylor and Scott had their own personality clashes during the Mexican-American War. Gaines died in New Orleans on June 6, 1849, without having seen action in the Mexican-American War.

Justin D. Murphy
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Gales, Joseph, Jr.

Birth Date: April 10, 1786

Death Date: July 21, 1860

Prowar American journalist and politician. Joseph Gales Jr. was born in Eckington, Derbyshire, England, on April 10, 1786, and immigrated with his family to the United States in 1795. His remaining childhood was spent in Philadelphia and then in North Carolina, where his father worked as editor of the Raleigh Register and owner of a bookstore. Gales received a classical education at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill but was expelled before graduation. His father subsequently taught him the printing trade.

In 1807 the younger Gales settled in Washington, D.C., where he became the assistant and partner of Samuel Harrison Smith. Together they published the radically pro–Democratic Republican National Intelligencer. In 1810 Gales became sole proprietor of the paper and made it a triweekly publication. He also became the only reporter for the U.S. Senate. In 1812 he went into partnership with his brother-in-law, William W. Seaton.

The National Intelligencer soon became the official mouthpiece of the James Madison administration. In 1813 the newspaper was published daily. By the 1830s, Gales and Seaton obtained the contract to become the official printer for Congress and served in this capacity for several decades.

The National Intelligencer was avidly prowar in the lead-up to the War of 1812. After the war began, Gales magnified U.S. battlefield triumphs and ridiculed British victories or claims. This meant that particularly in the opening months of the war, when the American land effort suffered a number of reverses, he instead emphasized the individual ship victories of the U.S. Navy and glorified the triumphs of American privateers in capturing or destroying British shipping. In this respect Gales was much like his counterpart in Baltimore, Hezekiah Niles, owner and editor of the Niles’ Weekly Register, who also promoted the war effort.

A particular bête noire of Gales’s editorials was British rear admiral George Cockburn, who began raiding around the Chesapeake Bay in the spring of 1813. On August 24, 1814, the British captured Washington, D.C. The admiral, who accompanied British land force commander Major General Robert Ross in the field, made it a particular objective to destroy and burn the editorial office of the National Intelligencer. The office was located on Pennsylvania Avenue between the Capitol and the White House, both of which had already been gutted by fire. As the work of destruction began, Cockburn openly lampooned “Josey” Gales as merely “Jemmy” Madison’s printer. Two ladies with houses adjacent to the editorial offices persuaded the admiral not to burn the premises in case the fire spread to their residences. Instead the admiral contented himself with wrecking the printing presses and asking his troops to scatter the type. A bonfire was lit in the street that consumed parts of the physical office along with back issues of the newspaper and documents. Several thousand dollars in damage was done to the office.

Gales was elected an alderman for Washington, D.C., in 1814. In 1827 the city council elected him mayor of the District of Columbia, to fill out the term of the resigning Mayor Roger C. Weightman. In 1828 Gales was elected mayor to a two-year term. He died in Washington on July 21, 1860.
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Gallatin, Albert

Birth Date: January 29, 1761

Death Date: August 13, 1849

Financier, diplomat, prominent Democratic Republican Party politician, and secretary of the U.S. Treasury (1801–1814). Born into an aristocratic family in Geneva, Switzerland, on January 29, 1761, Albert Gallatin immigrated to the United States in 1780. He first settled in Massachusetts, where he attempted but failed to set himself up in business. Eventually he made his home in Pennsylvania near Pittsburgh. He was a member of the Pennsylvania state constitutional convention in 1789 and the state legislature in 1790. In 1793 Gallatin was elected to the U.S. Senate from Pennsylvania but was removed for failing to meet the residency requirement of nine years. Gallatin maintained that he had met the requirement, and his removal was effected on a party-line vote.

Gallatin returned to Congress as a member of the House of Representatives in 1795, where he became an outspoken critic of Secretary of the Treasury Alexander Hamilton’s economic program. Eventually Gallatin rose to the position of majority leader. He helped to formulate and advance a vision of government finance that rested on balanced budgets, external over internal taxation, and less government spending, particularly on the military. His opposition to the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800), given his Swiss background, made him a target for Federalist attacks.

After Thomas Jefferson’s election in 1800, Gallatin became secretary of the treasury. In that post he managed to balance the budget and lower taxes while providing for a small army, a coastal defense navy, and the monumental 1803 Louisiana Purchase. He held to some of Hamilton’s policies once in office, however, such as support for the Bank of the United States. After James Madison’s election in 1808, Gallatin remained in office but now served as a close adviser to the president. This led to rivalry within the cabinet between Gallatin and Secretary of State Robert Smith. In 1811 Gallatin, believing that he was about to be ousted from the cabinet, offered his resignation, which Madison refused. At about the same time, James Monroe replaced Smith as secretary of state.

The War of 1812 required increased expenditures that the Treasury was unable to meet, given Democratic Republican economic policy. Consequently, Gallatin had to turn to forms of taxation that he and his party had spent the last 20 years denouncing. Shortly before the War of 1812, Gallatin proposed funding the coming conflict through loans as well as a reinstitution of the Federalist tax on salt.

As the war ground on, Gallatin was frequently the main voice for holding the line on expenditures when it came to raising money for more troops and ships. He ultimately turned to double duties on imports because Congress repeatedly refused to grant higher internal taxes, although the British blockade made imports a less profitable source of revenue. In addition, a policy that depended on taxing imports required a less stringent enforcement of the Non-Intercourse Act that barred trade with Britain and France. The war was funded through higher internal and external taxes but primarily through loans, which in turn required more taxation to pay for the interest. In short, the nation was financially unprepared for the conflict, and Gallatin continually struggled to find new sources of revenue for its continuation.

[image: image]

Albert Gallatin, a highly effective secretary of the treasury during 1801–1814, also played an important role in the diplomacy leading to the Treaty of Ghent that ended the War of 1812 in December 1814. (BiographicalImages.com)

When John Armstrong was appointed as secretary of war in 1813, Gallatin had serious doubts as to the new secretary’s competence and loyalty to Madison. The war increased the patronage capabilities of the War Department, making it more than the equal of the Treasury, which hurt Gallatin politically in his home state of Pennsylvania. Here Armstrong openly favored the faction opposed to Gallatin. Gallatin’s unwillingness to serve with Armstrong was the chief reason that Madison chose Gallatin as an American representative (along with James Bayard and John Quincy Adams) in 1813 to serve as a negotiator at peace talks being arbitrated by the Russian government. The Senate rejected his appointment, however, arguing that he could not serve as treasury secretary while also acting as an emissary in the peace talks. Thus, anxious to serve Madison in a new role, Gallatin resigned from the cabinet in February 1814 to commence the peace talks that were to be held in Paris. He was replaced at the Treasury by George Washington Campbell, another party stalwart.

Some Democratic Republicans resented Gallatin for undertaking the peace mission shortly before a series of taxes that he had recommended came before Congress. Gallatin had proposed loans and direct and indirect taxation that irked both Democratic Republican ideologues and Federalists opposed to the war.

The Russian peace talks did not result in a treaty, but direct talks with the British were scheduled to begin at Gothenburg, Sweden, and these eventually led to the Treaty of Ghent. Here Gallatin’s skillful and patient diplomacy paid dividends. The British were slow to negotiate, however, as long as things were going well for them militarily. Thus, Gallatin found himself in the position of communicating to the president what needed to be accomplished militarily in order to achieve at the peace table what the administration desired. Gallatin had the unenviable task of delivering the news of the general peace in Europe that portended greater numbers of British troops available for use in North America. Eventually, however, war weariness and the failure of British offensive campaigns resulted in a status quo ante bellum peace with the signing of the Treaty of Ghent on December 24, 1814.

After the war Gallatin was a proponent for chartering the Second Bank of the United States. He remained in France as the U.S. minister. Returning to America in 1823, he was nominated for vice president on the 1824 Democratic Republican ticket headed by William H. Crawford of Virginia but later withdrew. During 1826–1827 Gallatin was minister to Great Britain. Following this service, he settled in New York City. Gallatin helped found New York University in 1831 and served as president of the National Bank of New York from 1832 to 1839. He also pursued the study of Native Americans as an amateur ethnologist and linguist and published two works on the subject. Gallatin died in Astoria, Long Island, New York, on August 13, 1849.
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Galley

Galleys were a vessel type that resembled gunboats in that they were long and narrow, shallow of draft, and mainly open-decked. However, they lacked the dimensions, strength, and sailing ability of the various rates of warships. Propelled by boat oar and sail, they were still suitable for aspects of naval operations and saw some action during the War of 1812.

The U.S. Navy had built some galleys in 1798 and 1799 for use on rivers and in harbors but some were transferred to the U.S. Revenue Cutter Service, and others were sold off by 1803. There were none in use when the War of 1812 commenced, and they did not reappear until 1814 on Lake Champlain. Early that year Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough received permission from Secretary of the Navy William Jones to build a number of galleys while he also oversaw the construction of the ship Saratoga and the fitting out of the merchant schooner Ticonderoga.

Macdonough’s support for the addition of galleys to his force came as a result of his experience with the British. Their Lake Champlain Squadron had about six gunboats, three of which were frequently classified as galleys since they were longer and armed with an 18-pounder long gun in their bows and sometimes a 32-pounder carronade in the sterns. They had played an effective role during the British raid against Chazy, Plattsburgh, and other places on the New York shore at the end of July 1813 and were also used on patrol in the northern region of the lake. They were able to take advantage of the shallow channels, since the galleys were light of draft and could be propelled by oars. Macdonough had heard that the British had more galleys under construction at their base at Île aux Noix and concluded that he likewise needed such craft in his own squadron.

American Noah Brown, one of the New York master shipwrights whose work during the war won him acclaim, subsequently constructed six galleys on the banks of Otter Creek at Vergennes, Vermont. He received the design from the navy’s master constructor, William Doughty, but applied his own ideas as well, such as a straight sternpost rather than a curving one. Each galley was 75 feet long and 15 feet wide, with two masts for lateen sails. Each mounted two guns: a 24-pounder long gun and an 18-pounder carronade.

In his preparations for the Battle of Lake Champlain, Macdonough placed the galleys and four gunboats just on the land side of the north-northeast line of his warships to support them as needed, which they did. The British squadron had 11 gunboats (rarely referred to officially as galleys, the longest being about 64 feet) that proved ineffective. After the battle the American galleys saw some limited service.

In June 1814 Secretary of War John Armstrong ordered galleys to be built at Sackets Harbor for use with military detachments on the St. Lawrence River. Although constructed, they were never placed into active service. Galleys also saw some limited service in escorting along the Eastern Seaboard, especially in convoying American merchant ships along the inland waterways.
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Galusha, Jonas

Birth Date: February 11, 1753

Death Date: September 24, 1834

Governor of Vermont. Jonas Galusha was born in Norwich, Connecticut, on February 11, 1753, the son of a farmer. He relocated to Shaftsbury, Vermont, in 1775, where he joined the local militia and saw considerable service during the Revolutionary War. He subsequently served as sheriff of Bennington County, and in 1787 he gained local renown by preventing members of Shays’ Rebellion from operating on Vermont soil. Galusha entered politics in 1793 when he served as state councilor for two nonconsecutive terms and also held the position of judge of the county court during 1801–1805. His political fortunes crested in 1809 when he defeated incumbent governor Isaac Tichnor by a narrow margin and was continually reelected over the next three years. However, the onset of the War of 1812 greatly revitalized the Federalist Party in Vermont, and Galusha, a strident Democratic Republican, found himself increasingly out of step with his constituents.

When the war commenced, the Democratic Republicans controlled both the governor’s mansion and the legislature, so Galusha had little difficulty complying with the James Madison administration’s wartime plans. To this end, Galusha openly backed Major General Henry Dearborn’s call for militia troops for service along the northern frontier. Galusha also prevailed upon the legislature to enact laws forbidding trade with Canada, which, among other things, greatly stimulated the rise of smuggling and angered the agrarian sector by depriving them of their largest market. Galusha ignored rising dissent, however, and in the summer and autumn of 1813 willingly assigned militia troops to assist the aborted offensive of Major General Wade Hampton against Montreal. At this juncture, the unpopularity of the war manifested in a strong protest vote against the incumbent, and when neither Galusha nor his Federalist challenger, Martin Chittenden, received a clear majority, the issue was taken up by the Federalist-dominated General Assembly. It elected Chittenden to office by a single vote, and following another defeat in 1814, Galusha retired from politics for the rest of the war.

In 1815 Republican fortunes were revived by the onset of peace, and Galusha successfully defeated Chittenden on a popular vote, regaining the governor’s mansion. He was continually returned to office up through 1820, and ran several times without serious opposition. True to his party’s precepts, he attempted to end the practice of sending debtors to prison for small amounts, but he was thwarted by the legislature. Two years after leaving office, Galusha died in Shaftsbury, Vermont, on September 24, 1834.
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Gambier, James, First Baron Gambier

Birth Date: October 13, 1756

Death Date: April 19, 1833

British admiral. Born on October 13, 1756, in New Providence, Bahamas, when his father was serving as lieutenant governor of that colony, at age 11 James Gambier entered the navy in the third-rate 60-gun ship of the line Yarmouth, which was commanded by his uncle, future Vice Admiral James Gambier. Promoted to lieutenant in 1777, the younger James Gambier soon received command of the bomb vessel Thunder.

Captured by the French during the American Revolutionary War, Gambier was soon exchanged and took command of the fifth-rate frigate Raleigh (32 guns), which had been captured from the Americans. He participated in the capture of Charleston, South Carolina, in May 1780. He was on half pay until 1793, when he took command of the third-rate 74-gun ship of the line Defence. During this command Gambier became particularly well known for promoting religion and morality among his crew.

At the Battle of the Glorious First of June (1794) Gambier was among the first to break the French line, earning him a gold medal. Promoted to rear admiral in 1795, he served as an Admiralty commissioner first during 1795–1801 and again during 1804–1806 and 1807–1809. In 1806 he was governor and commander in chief on the Newfoundland Station.

Gambier commanded the bombardment of Copenhagen during September 2–5, 1807. Raised to the peerage, he returned to the Admiralty until he took command of the Channel Fleet. In the Battle of Basque and Aix Roads (April 11–12, 1809), Gambier disagreed with Captain Thomas Cochrane’s audacious plan to attack the French fleet with fireships and gave it only nominal support. To clear his name from Cochrane’s public charges against him, Gambier requested a court-martial and was acquitted of any wrongdoing.

Gambier remained in command of the fleet until 1811, after which he had no further active naval service. In 1814 he was one of the commissioners negotiating at Ghent, Belgium, a treaty of peace with the United States, ending the War of 1812 on December 24, 1814. In his later years Gambier continued his interest in promoting religion among seaman. In 1824 the Episcopal bishop of Ohio in the United States made contact with Gambier, and he became one of the founders of Kenyon College. Its seat, the town of Gambier, Ohio, is named for him. Promoted to admiral of the fleet in 1830, Gambier died at Iver House in Iver, Buckinghamshire, on April 19, 1833.
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Gamble, John Marshall

Birth Date: March 12, 1790

Death Date: September 11, 1836

U.S. Marine Corps officer and the first marine to command a U.S. warship. John Marshall Gamble was born in Brooklyn, New York, on March 12, 1790. On January 16, 1809, Gamble was commissioned a second lieutenant in the Marine Corps. He was advanced to first lieutenant on March 5, 1811.

Gamble is best remembered for his actions in the Pacific during the War of 1812, where he saw service under Commodore David Porter in the U.S. frigate Essex off South America and in the Pacific. He was the first Marine Corps officer to serve in that theater. He participated in actions in the Galapagos Islands in 1813, and on April 29 he took part in the capture of the British ship Montezuma and the privateers Policy and Georgiana. On July 13 while in command of the Greenwich of 2 guns, taken from the British on May 28 and converted into an armed storeship, Gamble captured the more heavily armed British corvette Seringapatam (14 guns) with a crew of 31 men. Gamble thus became the first marine to command a U.S. Navy warship. The former whaler Seringapatam had been outfitted as a cruiser and was preying on American whalers in the Pacific. Porter subsequently added the ship to his squadron.

On October 3, having been 11 months at sea and with the Essex badly in need of overhaul, Porter ended his cruise in the Galapagos and set sail for the remote Marquesas Islands with his four remaining prizes, where he could safely effect repairs. After a three-week cruise of some 3,000 miles, the Americans arrived at Nuku Hiva (also known as Nukahiva, and later renamed Madison’s Island), where repairs to the Essex were immediately commenced.

On December 12, 1813, Porter sailed from Nuku Hiva with the Essex and the Essex Junior, leaving the island in the charge of the 22-year-old Gamble, 2 other officers, and 18 seamen, along with 6 British prisoners. Gamble also had command of the four prize ships Greenwich, Seringapatam, Sir Andrew Hammond, and New Zealander. Porter’s orders to Gamble were for him to fill the New Zealander with whale oil from the other ships and send it to the United States. Gamble and his remaining men were then to remain at Nuku Hiva for five and a half months. If at the end of that time Porter had not returned or sent other instructions, Gamble was to man two of the ships, burn the remainder, and sail to Valparaiso, Chile, where he was to sell one of the ships and return to the United States with his crew and the prisoners in the other.

Gamble followed Porter’s instructions and sent the New Zealander to sea with 1,950 barrels of whale oil. Shortly thereafter trouble developed with the natives on the island, forcing Gamble to land men from the ships offshore to restore order and protect the property on shore. Subsequently one of his marines drowned and four other men deserted, making their escape in a whale boat and taking with them a number of muskets.
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First Lieutenant John M. Gamble, USMC, commanded the Greenwich of 2 guns, which had been captured from the British and converted into an armed storeship. On July 13, 1813, it captured the more heavily armed (14 guns) British corvette Seringapatam. Gamble thus became the first marine to command a U.S. Navy warship. (National Archives)

With no word from Porter, on April 12, 1814, Gamble ordered the remaining men to begin rigging the Seringapatam and Sir Andrew Hammond for sea with the intention of leaving the island. On May 7 while on board the Seringapatam, Gamble and two midshipmen were suddenly attacked and overpowered by British prisoners who had been working on that ship. The Americans were made prisoners. The mutineers then took weapons and powder from the Seringapatam and spiked the guns in the other ships. Gamble was also subsequently slightly wounded by the accidental discharge of his guard’s pistol. The ship’s former captain took command of the Seringapatam and sailed it to New South Wales, where the mutineers returned it to its original owner.

Once the Seringapatam was under way, Gamble and the two midshipmen were set adrift in a small boat, receiving from the mutineers on his request a barrel of powder and three old muskets. The three men managed to row the boat, which they were barely able to keep afloat, some six miles to the island. There the natives were already plundering the encampment ashore.

Gamble decided that the only viable solution was to sail as soon as possible for Valparaiso. He gathered the remaining men aboard the Greenwich and then sent some of the men ashore in an attempt to recover some of the stolen property. The natives attacked the landing party and Gamble lost one of his midshipman and three others killed and another man badly wounded. The natives then tried to take the ships as well but were driven off. With their ammunition now nearly expended, Gamble gave orders to fire the Greenwich and to sail in the Sir Andrew Hammond.

Gamble set out on May 10 without the benefit of oceanic charts and with a crew of seven men, one of whom was badly wounded and several others who were sick. His ship anchored at Oahu in the Hawaiian Islands on May 30. After taking on supplies, he set sail for Valparaiso but was intercepted on June 13 and captured by the 20-gun Royal Navy sloop Cherub. Following a difficult and lengthy imprisonment aboard the British ship, Gamble and his crew were released at Rio de Janeiro in December, and he was finally able to return to New York in August 1815.

Gamble had been promoted to captain on June 18, 1814. He remained with the Marine Corps after the war and was brevetted major on April 18, 1816, and promoted to major on July 1, 1834. He was brevetted lieutenant colonel on March 3, 1827.

In 1828 Gamble successfully petitioned Congress for prize money for the capture of the Seringapatam. He died, still on active duty, on September 11, 1836, in New York City. The U.S. Navy destroyer Gamble, which saw service in World Wars I and II, was named in honor of him and his brother, U.S. Navy lieutenant Peter Gamble.
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Gananoque, Canada

Canadian town located on the St. Lawrence River about 20 miles east of Kingston, Ontario. Ganonoque was first settled in 1789 under founder Joel Stone, a Loyalist from Connecticut, and served as a depot for the lines of communication between Montreal and Kingston. The only American raid on Gananoque occurred on September 21, 1812. At the time the U.S. garrison at Sackets Harbor was in a difficult situation. Living conditions were poor, and supplies were few. New York Militia brigadier general Jacob Brown, commanding there, even purchased blankets at his own expense for his men. Reinforcements who had arrived on September 14 were found to be desperately short of ammunition. With no further supplies forthcoming, Brown decided that the shortfalls might be made up in Canada.

Brown ordered Captain Benjamin Forsyth of the U.S. Regiment of Rifles to lead a raid against Gananoque, which was known to be lightly defended. On September 18, Forsyth departed Sackets Harbor with 90 riflemen accompanied by 20 militiamen under Captain Samuel McNitt. The combined force proceeded in small boats.

Adverse winds slowed the Americans, but shortly after daylight on September 21 they landed two miles west of Gananoque. There was no opposition until the party neared the town. As they approached, 100 members of the 2nd Regiment of Leeds Militia formed up to meet them and unleashed a volley. Forsyth moved his men to within 100 yards of the Canadian militia, fired, and then charged, causing the militiamen to fall back. The Americans continued shooting while the Canadians fled across a bridge that spanned a stream dividing the town.

With the militia gone, the Americans turned their attention to the town and did not limit themselves solely to taking public stores. Several militiamen began ransacking the residence of the colonel of the Leeds Militia, but most of the perpetrators were stopped by their officers, forcing them to abandon bedding and other articles they intended to plunder. Thirty minutes after landing, the Americans were back in their boats with 3,000 ball cartridges, 41 muskets, and other provisions, while 150 barrels of provisions had been set alight. Forsyth lost 1 man killed and 10 wounded, while 8 Canadians were killed and another 8 were taken prisoner. When news of the raid reached Kingston, a force of British regulars and Canadian militia pursued the attackers. They were unable to locate them but did destroy an American blockhouse and several boats before returning to Canada.

The raid on Gananoque and other attacks along the frontier led to the British reinforcement of the lines of communication between Montreal and Kingston, and defenses were improved beginning in 1813. Kingston, Prescott, and Coteau du Lac received the largest defensive works, while a blockhouse was built at Gananoque. Gananoque was not again attacked during the war.
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Gardner, Charles Kitchel

Birth Date: June 27, 1787

Death Date: November 1, 1869

U.S. Army officer, writer, and editor. Charles Kitchel Gardner was born on June 27, 1787, in Morristown, New Jersey, but moved to Newburgh, New York, with his family as a child. In 1807 he enrolled at Columbia College to study medicine but left his studies in 1808 to join the 6th U.S. Infantry as an ensign. Gardner served in New York and then Louisiana before the War of 1812.

When the War of 1812 began, Gardner served in the 3rd U.S. Artillery as a captain before being transferred to Washington, D.C., in 1813. There he was an assistant to the adjutant general. Promoted to major later that same year, Gardner joined the 25th U.S. Infantry at Sackets Harbor, New York, and took part in the failed American expedition into Canada, seeing action at the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813.

The following year Gardner was attached to Major General Jacob Brown’s left division at Sackets Harbor and Buffalo, New York. Gardner was promoted to full colonel while serving as adjutant to Brown and saw action throughout the 1814 Niagara campaign. Gardner soon became embroiled in a feud with Major General Eleazar W. Ripley, who had disapproved of Gardner’s performance at Fort Erie. Gardner confronted the general personally and was arrested and court-martialed at Boston in September 1815 after the war had ended. Gardner was found guilty of disrespecting a superior officer but was acquitted on the charges of cowardice and neglect of duty. The army chose not to punish him, however, pointing out that the charge had resulted because of personal differences. The two men remained bitter enemies thereafter.

Gardner resigned his commission in 1818, mostly at the behest of his fiancé. Before doing so, he conceived the system of designating regimental companies by letter. Gardner then moved to New York City and wrote several books on military tactics. He also served as the editor of several periodicals, including the Literary and Scientific Repository and Critical Review. Through these editorships, Gardner served often as a political commentator, and eventually he championed Andrew Jackson’s policies. During the 1830s Gardner held a number of supervisory positions with the U.S. Postal Service in Washington, D.C.

During 1853–1856 Gardner was the surveyor general of Oregon. He then took a post with the U.S. Treasury Department, retiring in 1867. Gardner died on November 1, 1869, in Washington, D.C.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Geography, Topography, and Hydrography

During the War of 1812, geography, topography, and hydrography influenced strategic decisions made by American and British political and military leaders and strongly impacted the course and outcome of the conflict. The lack of improved roads (and, in places, roads of any sort) throughout most of eastern North America and a reliance on draft animals to move goods by land virtually precluded supplying significant military forces over medium and long distances except by water. Most trade between the western and eastern areas of the United States moved along the Ohio and Mississippi River systems and then by sea rather than across the barrier of the Appalachian Mountains.

Similarly, in Canada most of the population was clustered along the St. Lawrence River and, to a lesser extent, the shores of the Atlantic Ocean and the eastern Great Lakes. Furthermore, rugged, wooded, and sparsely settled lands separated the core population area of Canada, stretching from Quebec to Montreal, from the core area of the United States, located along the Atlantic Seaboard.

Only two natural avenues of approach connected the two regions. The first, the St. Lawrence River, was controlled by the Royal Navy throughout the war and was thus effectively closed to any American offensive action. Similarly, British naval strength prevented any American attack on the Canadian Atlantic provinces. The second, the Hudson River–Lake Champlain–Richelieu River corridor, offered a nearly all-water route between New York City and Montreal. However, given that this avenue was a direct and obvious line of approach that had been fortified and fought over since colonial times, successfully exploiting it would have proven difficult and would have been virtually impossible without naval control of adjacent Lake Champlain.

West of the Appalachian Mountains, several other natural routes linked the peripheral regions of the United States and Canada. Troops and supplies could be dispatched up the Hudson River and the Mohawk Valley to Lake Erie and then down the St. Lawrence, or vice versa. Similarly, several portage routes, all of them lengthy and difficult, connected the Ohio River and its tributaries to Lakes Ontario and Erie. The ability to wage a successful military campaign in the Great Lakes region, however, hinged heavily upon attaining naval superiority on the lakes in order to protect one’s own lines of communications and threaten those of the enemy, a goal that each side strove to achieve throughout the war.

In two places—along the Niagara River and along the straits connecting Lake Erie to Lake Huron—the United States and Canada shared a common boundary, thus offering opportunities for offensive action. While both the Americans and the British, assisted (especially the latter) by Native Americans, undertook major operations in these theaters, the campaigns held little promise of delivering decisive results because they occurred far from the core regions. At best, the attacking side might hope to inflict local defeats on the enemy, draw off enemy strength from other areas, and occupy territory.

The British enjoyed naval superiority on the high seas throughout the war, allowing them to gradually institute a blockade of the entire coastline of the United States and engage in a series of amphibious operations. These operations, from raids (e.g., along the Chesapeake Bay and southern New England coasts) to large-scale landings (e.g., Washington, D.C., and New Orleans), were intended to seize and destroy property, occupy territory to be used as a bargaining chip in peace negotiations, strike at the American seat of government, and seize centers of commerce.

While the Americans had constructed coastal fortifications at key sites, particularly in or near major port towns and cities, they could not hope to defend their entire seacoast, much of it heavily indented and stretching for thousands of miles, against British attacks. Although natural coastal features, ranging from the rocky shores and reefs of New England to the spits, bars, and vast marshes of the southeastern states, presented a series of obstacles to any landing force, these seldom proved insurmountable. In the New Orleans campaign, however, the swampy wooded terrain characteristic of much of the lower Mississippi Valley, while helping to shield the initial British landings and approach to that city, ultimately hampered their ability to reinforce, supply, or maneuver their forces. The result was a British defeat in January 1815 after the Treaty of Ghent had been signed.

Francis M. Coan
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George III, King

Birth Date: June 4, 1738

Death Date: January 29, 1820

British monarch (1760–1820). Future British king George III was born George William Frederick on June 4, 1738. George became heir to the throne when his father died in 1751 and became king in 1760 in the midst of the Seven Years’ War. George III was king of Great Britain and Ireland from 1760 until 1801, when he was king of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland until his death in 1820. George III was the first monarch from the House of Hanover to speak English fluently.
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George III was king of Great Britain and Ireland from 1760 until 1801, when he was king of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland until his death in 1820. (Corel)

The government of Great Britain at the time lacked effective executive machinery, and members of Parliament were always more ready to criticize than to cooperate with the government. The government had two principal challenges: to make peace and to restore peacetime finances. Peace was made but in such a way as to isolate Britain in Europe, and for almost 30 years the country suffered from the new alignments of the European powers. Overseas trade expanded, but the riches of the East India Company made no significant contribution to the state. The attempt to make the American colonists meet their own administrative costs only roused them to resistance. In 1765 George III and Parliament angered the American colonists with the Stamp Act. Later indirect taxes were imposed and then, as a political maneuver, repealed (except for the tax on tea). After 1768 the king was persuaded to authorize sending troops to Boston to quiet the unrest caused by yet another series of taxes levied by Parliament.

In 1770 George III found a minister he liked, Lord North, and 12 years of stable government followed a decade of disturbance. Unfortunately, during the same period the Revolutionary War interceded, beginning in 1775, and witnessed the American colonists’ growing contempt of George III because he had inextricably linked himself with Parliament and its policies. Ultimately George III acceded to putting down the American rebellion by force of arms, which embroiled the British in an often frustrating colonial conflict that lasted for nearly eight long years. As monarch, George III fully supported his government’s attempts to bring America back into the British fold.

By 1779 the typical English squires in Parliament had sickened of the war, but the king argued that although the war was indefensible on economic grounds, it still had to be fought; that if disobedience were seen to prosper, Ireland would follow suit; and that after the French joined the Americans in 1778, French finances would collapse before those of Britain. By 1780 a majority in Parliament blamed Lord North’s government for the failed war, but there was no responsible or acceptable alternative, for the opposition was reputed to be both unpatriotic and divided. At the time, people believed that corruption alone supported an administration that was equally incapable of waging war or ending it. This alleged increase in corruption was laid directly at the king’s door, for Lord North wearily repeated his wish to resign, thus appearing to be a mere puppet of George III. When Lord North’s government fell at last in 1782, the king’s prestige was at low ebb. North then joined with the liberal Whig Charles James Fox to form a coalition government. In 1783 the Revolutionary War finally came to an end. King George presided over a sizable defeat in a significant colonial struggle that witnessed the loss of Britain’s 13 colonies, from Maine to Georgia.

The many stresses endured by George III probably accounted for his mental breakdown, a situation that divided historians for years. Twentieth-century medical investigation, however, has suggested that the king had an inherited defect in his metabolism known as porphyria, an excess in purple-red pigments in the blood that intoxicated all parts of the nervous system, producing agonizing pain, excited overactivity, paralysis, and delirium that the king suffered in an acute form at least four times during his reign.

The king’s incapacity produced a political storm, but while politicians William Pitt the Younger and Charles James Fox battled over the powers that George, the king’s son and heir to the throne, should enjoy as regent, the king suddenly recovered in 1789. After the outbreak of war with revolutionary France in 1793, all but the most radical Whigs now joined the government. The war with France seemed to most of the aristocracy and the upper middle class to be waged for national survival, and the old king, an object of compassion, was soon a symbol of the old English order for which the country was fighting. Although his potential power in politics was greatly increased, his will to wield it was enfeebled.

The French war had made the issue of Roman Catholic emancipation urgent. Rebellion in Ireland, in Pitt’s view, could not be cured simply by the union of the British and Irish Parliaments (the Act of Union in 1801). Conciliation, through the political emancipation of the Roman Catholics, was a necessary concomitant of this union. George III believed this proposal to be radical and used all his personal prestige to have emancipation defeated. Pitt resigned in 1801, and the king persuaded Henry Addington (later first Viscount Sidmouth) to form a less adventurous cabinet. The collapse of Addington’s government in 1804, after the 10-month Peace of Amiens (1802–1803), brought Pitt back into office (1804–1806), but he returned at the cost of giving up his emancipation proposals.

On the death of Pitt in January 1806, the king accepted Fox as foreign secretary in a coalition government (1806–1807). During this short period of Whig administration, the king allowed his ministers to discuss (abortively) peace with Napoleon and to abolish the slave trade; George III asserted himself and forced their resignation only when they dared to propose some amelioration of the laws against Roman Catholics.

In 1811 George III was again judged to be severely ill. Parliament again enacted a regency under the Prince of Wales (the future George IV) and decreed that Queen Charlotte should have custody of her husband. The king descended into permanent insanity and died on January 29, 1820, at Windsor Castle. All told, he was a modest and popular sovereign.

Martin J. Manning
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Georgia

Southeastern state bordered by the Atlantic Ocean and South Carolina to the east, a nebulous Indian frontier to the west in the Mississippi Territory, Spanish Florida to the south, and Tennessee and North Carolina to the north. Georgia’s 1810 population was 251,407. During the War of 1812, the citizens of Georgia were vulnerable from the threat of coastal raids by the British, attacks by the Spanish and Seminoles on the southern border, and the Red Stick Creeks in the north and west. Nonetheless, support for the War of 1812 and the Creek War remained high throughout the duration of those conflicts.

The primary role of Georgia during the War of 1812 was to provide manpower, bases, and supplies to support military operations, chiefly against the Red Sticks. The State of Georgia also loaned the federal government $80,000 to help prosecute the war. Georgians served within two geographic military districts. The U.S. Sixth Military District, headquartered in Charleston, South Carolina, included Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina and was commanded by Major General Thomas Pinckney. The Seventh Military District, commanded by Brigadier General Thomas Flournoy, a Georgian, included the Mississippi Territory and the Louisiana Territory. These geographic lines of responsibility became muddled when Pinckney was appointed commander for all forces fighting the Creeks, although the action clearly was in Flournoy’s district and included a significant contingent of Georgia troops. This led to friction and poor coordination during the Creek War.

When the Red Sticks attacked Fort Mims on August 30, 1813, citizens of Georgia rallied to eliminate this threat before it could reach their own state. Brigadier General John Floyd commanded Georgia volunteer forces and prepared them for operations in Alabama. During August–September 1813, Floyd gathered more than 3,600 Georgia militia at Fort Hawkins (present-day Macon) and by late October had departed for Alabama, establishing a series of forts from Fort Hawkins to maintain supply lines. Pinckney meanwhile moved his headquarters to Fort Hawkins, where he could better manage operations against the Creeks.

The Georgians experienced a small victory on November 29, 1813, when they attacked the Creek town of Autosse, employing a bayonet charge that forced the Creeks to flee. After resupplying his men, Floyd led them farther into Creek territory. On January 27, 1814, his men were attacked by almost 1,300 Red Sticks while encamped on the banks of Calabee Creek. The Indian assault was stopped by artillery fire, but Floyd had to curtail further advances because the Georgians’ enlistments had expired.

By the late summer of 1814, Georgians believed that a British attack along the Gulf Coast was inevitable, especially after the raids on Washington, D.C., and Baltimore. The British blockade had already severely affected the Georgia economy, especially the export of rice. The United States attempted to establish a small gunboat squadron at Sunbury on the Medway River to patrol the intracoastal waterway between Savannah and St. Marys; however, the required men and gunboats were not available. Georgia did establish several small coastal forts at key locations, including Sunbury. Point Peter near St. Marys served as a base for operations in Florida. In 1814 Point Peter was garrisoned by a small company of regular riflemen and infantry.

As part of the British Gulf Coast operations, Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn was ordered to prevent Georgia from sending troops to bolster Major General Andrew Jackson’s forces at New Orleans. On January 11, 1815, Cockburn landed 1,500 troops on Cumberland Island between the St. Marys River and the Florida border. News of this event had the desired effect, for Georgia then halted the movement of volunteer and militia troops out of the state and directed them to the coast. One contingent, commanded by Georgia Militia brigadier general David Blackshear, marched east from the Flint River to Darien along the coast and constructed a road along the way.

The British attacked Point Peter on January 13. Easily defeating the small contingent of U.S. regulars there, they went on to plunder the town of St. Marys. Cockburn raised further havoc by encouraging the liberation of plantation slaves. He next planned to move against Savannah, Georgia’s largest and most important city, but General Floyd was ready to meet him with 2,000 men. When Cockburn learned of the Treaty of Ghent ending the war, he evacuated Cumberland Island on February 17, 1815.

Georgia’s role in the War of 1812 is often overlooked, but its forces contributed positively to the victory over the Red Sticks, and Georgia was also the scene of the last ground action of the War of 1812. The Treaty of Fort Jackson that ended the Creek War in 1814 transferred millions of acres of Creek lands to state and federal control, opening wide swaths of territory to white settlement.

Steven J. Rauch
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Gerry, Elbridge

Birth Date: July 17, 1744

Death Date: November 23, 1814

Massachusetts businessman and politician. Born in Marblehead, Massachusetts, on July 17, 1744, Elbridge Gerry graduated from Harvard College in 1762. Elected a representative to the Massachusetts legislature in 1772, he was soon recruited for a leadership role by Samuel Adams. Gerry became closely involved in developing Massachusetts’s commitment to the committee of correspondence system, a primary method of building intercolonial consensus for resistance to British colonial policies.

Gerry was soon known for his radical political views, and he used his business acumen to help ready his state for a potential showdown with London. After the battles at Lexington and Concord in April 1775, Gerry collected depositions from minutemen and civilian eyewitnesses to be sent to the Provincial Congress and then published in newspapers and pamphlets to propagandize the rebel cause.

Elected to the Second Continental Congress in 1776 as a strong supporter of independence, Gerry played an important role in convincing delegates of the necessity to break with Britain. He also signed the Declaration of Independence in July 1776. Gerry continued to use his mercantile contacts to encourage trade to benefit the new nation, even to the point of scheduling his family’s ships to transport cargo beneficial to the American cause rather than to the family’s coffers. He also chaired the committee charged with overseeing supplies for the Continental Army and concerned himself with measures for improving the army’s discipline, commissary arrangements, and hospital facilities.

Gerry’s business background also compelled him to grapple with the problem of guaranteeing the value of Congress’s large influx of paper money that was causing rapid inflation and damaging the war effort. In 1780 when his pursuit of Massachusetts’s interests led to his loss of a procedural vote in Congress, Gerry resigned and returned home to devote his efforts to his own state’s legislature. Not until 1783 did Gerry return to Congress.

In 1786 Gerry was again elected to the Massachusetts Assembly and was a key player at the 1787 Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia. There he was instrumental in forging compromises between the larger and smaller states. From 1789 to 1793 he served in the House of Representatives, where he supported Treasury Secretary Alexander Hamilton’s economic policies. Under President John Adams, Gerry served as an envoy to France, where he became embroiled in the XYZ Affair. Chagrined over the U.S. government’s heavy-handed response to the Quasi-War of 1898–1800, Gerry returned to the United States and became a Democratic Republican. For nearly a decade he remained largely removed from public life, not reentering the fray until 1809, when he became convinced that the Federalists in New England were conspiring to secede from the Union.

In 1810 Gerry became the governor of Massachusetts. At first he governed with moderation, as his state’s legislature was quite evenly divided between Federalists and Democratic Republicans. His second term, from 1811 to 1812, was far more partisan, thanks to his party’s dominance in the 1811 elections. Gerry proceeded to turn out many Federalists from state offices, replacing them with Democratic Republicans. He was also complicit in his party’s redrawing of legislative districts to ensure its continued political dominance. The oddly shaped electoral districts, one of which was said to resemble a salamander, forever associated his name with the practice: gerrymandering. Gerry and the Democratic Republicans were repudiated at the polls in 1812, victims of their own extreme partisanship.

Later that same year Gerry was elected vice president of the United States under President James Madison. Gerry served from March 1813 until his death in Washington, D.C., on November 23, 1814.

Joseph M. McCarthy
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Ghent, Treaty of

Peace treaty between the United States and Great Britain ending the War of 1812. Signed on December 24, 1814, in Ghent, Belgium, the treaty essentially restored relations between the two countries to the status quo ante bellum but did not meaningfully address any of the problems that had led to the declaration of war in June 1812.

The War of 1812 had grown out of the fighting that occurred between Britain and France beginning in 1792. U.S. presidents tried to stay neutral in the European conflict while maintaining good trade relations with both countries, as they were the leading trading partners for the United States. However, both Britain and France violated contemporary maritime laws by attacking neutral ships trading with the other country. With its much larger navy, Britain routinely harassed American merchant ships in the Atlantic Ocean, while French customs officials seized American cargoes if the ships had first stopped at a British port. Additionally, after 1805, because of the growing demand for sailors and rising desertion rates among British sailors, British warships began seizing deserters and American seaman alike from American merchant vessels for service in the Royal Navy (impressment); by mid-1812, as many as 6,000 had been captured. These aggressive actions infuriated the American public, and, combined with the growing restraint of trade and the attack on the American frigate Chesapeake in 1807, the U.S. Congress responded by declaring war on Britain in June 1812.

The actual victories and defeats of the war were fairly well split between the two belligerents. The U.S. Army failed to conquer Canada early in the conflict and could not keep the British Army from burning Washington, D.C., in 1814. On the other hand, the U.S. Navy won the Battles of Lake Erie and Lake Champlain that secured the northern border of the United States and also won a number of well-publicized individual ship-to-ship engagements in the Atlantic Ocean that diverted British warships to seek out the American frigates. The U.S. Army and various state militia units also quelled Native American tribes in the area between the Appalachian Mountains and the Mississippi River; some of these tribes had sided with the British.
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The Treaty of Ghent ended hostilities between the United States and Great Britain on December 24, 1814. The U.S. Senate unanimously approved the treaty on February 16, 1815. (National Archives)

Almost as soon as war was declared, the U.S. minister to Britain proposed an armistice if Britain would renounce impressment, but the British refused. Later in 1812 after the British had captured Detroit and news of the repeal of the Orders in Council had reached Washington, the British arranged an armistice with Major General Henry Dearborn; however, President James Madison repudiated the agreement and decided to continue the war. In 1813 Russia offered to mediate a settlement, but London rejected the overture because it might have compromised British interests in Europe. In January 1814 Britain and the United States finally agreed to begin peace negotiations, but the talks were delayed.

With the war against Napoleon winding down, it looked as if Britain would now turn its full attention to the United States. Fortunately, the British people were weary of warfare that had continued with little intermission since 1793. In August 1814 the two countries opened formal peace negotiations in Ghent, Belgium. Dr. William Adams, James Lord Gambier, and Colonial Office undersecretary Henry Goulburn comprised the British delegation. The American delegation consisted of John Quincy Adams, James A. Bayard Sr., Henry Clay, Albert Gallatin, and Jonathan Russell.

Because the British diplomats lacked the power to negotiate directly, they had to relay any American proposals to London and then wait for orders on how to proceed, causing delays of often a week or more. On the other hand, the American delegation had full authority to negotiate directly.

Because Britain was not now in any danger of defeat by Napoleon or the United States, the British delegation opened the negotiations with harsh terms: the establishment of a neutral zone around the Great Lakes south to the Ohio River, the elimination of American fishing rights off Newfoundland established by the 1783 Treaty of Paris, free British access to the Mississippi River, and the annexation of portions of Maine to provide a land corridor to Quebec from the maritime colonies. Refusing these initial terms, the U.S. delegation countered with demands for compensation for the impressment of American sailors and captured American ships, cessions of Canadian territory, and guaranteed fishing rights off Newfoundland.

After months of negotiations against the backdrop of military victories, defeats, and stalemates, both sides finally realized that their respective peoples wanted peace and that there was no real reason to continue fighting. With overseas trade all but paralyzed except for smuggling and with British victories over Napoleon in Europe, the Royal Navy no longer needed to harass American shipping or impress American seamen. Concurrently, Britain was preoccupied with events closer to home, namely recasting Europe after the defeat of Napoleon and preventing disagreement at the ongoing Congress of Vienna from breaking out into open conflict between former allies.

Both nations agreed to essentially return to the status quo ante bellum, probably upon the urging of Robert Stewart, Lord Castlereagh, who sought to end this American diversion quickly. The Treaty of Ghent released all prisoners of war and restored all territory held by the other (about 10 million acres of American territory near Lakes Superior and Michigan, in Maine, and on the Pacific coast). Britain promised to return captured slaves but ultimately did not. Instead Britain elected to pay the United States £250,000 a few years later as compensation. The British proposed creation of an Indian buffer zone in Ohio and Michigan. However, that proposal came to naught with the collapse of the Native American coalition, and the United States ignored Article IX regarding American treatment of the Native Americans. Ironically, the final treaty, signed on December 24, 1814, made no mention of the causes of the war: freedom of the seas, the seizure of American merchant shipping, and the impressment of American citizens.

Because the news of the treaty signing had to cross the Atlantic Ocean by sailing ship, it did not reach the United States until February 1815. On January 8, 1815, unaware that the war had legally ended, American forces defeated British forces in the Battle of New Orleans. British forces captured Fort Bowyer, Alabama, on February 11 and were preparing to lay siege to Mobile, Alabama, when news of the peace treaty finally arrived.

The U.S. Senate unanimously approved the treaty on February 16, 1815, and President James Madison exchanged ratification papers with a British diplomat in Washington on February 17. On March 1, Napoleon escaped from the island of Elba off the Italian coast, which restarted the fighting in Europe and forced Britain to concentrate on the new threat that he posed.

Although the Treaty of Ghent did not officially secure freedom of the seas for the United States, in the century of relative peace overseas until 1914, this freedom was not seriously threatened. Then, the offending power was Germany, not Britain. Britain stopped impressing seamen and never again pursued its disputes with the United States to the point of war. The war also ended the Native American threat east of the Mississippi River and set the stage for their removal to Indian Territory (Oklahoma). The most important result of the war and the treaty was perhaps the burst of nationalism throughout the United States that followed as many Americans came to believe that they had (again) successfully defended themselves from an overbearing Britain. By 1917, the year the United States entered World War I, U.S. relations with Britain had dramatically improved, and the Americans fought on Britain’s side. Far from mutual antagonism, a very special relationship was in the making.

Robert B. Kane
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Giles, William Branch

Birth Date: August 12, 1762

Death Date: December 4, 1830

Influential Democratic Republican congressman, senator, and governor of Virginia. William Branch Giles was born on August 12, 1762, in Amelia County, Virginia. He attended both Hampden-Sydney College and the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University). Upon his graduation from the latter institution in 1781, he studied law under George Wythe and settled in Petersburg in 1786 to practice law and live the life of a Virginia planter.

His early years as a successful lawyer brought Giles to the favorable attention of the Virginia elite. In 1790 he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives to complete the term of Theodorick Bland, who had died in office. Giles’s first decade in federal service saw him gravitate toward the policies of Thomas Jefferson and James Madison and in pointed vocal opposition to Federalist policies and certain cabinet members, particularly Alexander Hamilton. Giles’s bitterness over the Jay’s Treaty and the Alien and Sedition Acts led him to leave Congress in 1798, and he remained particularly acrimonious toward Albert Gallatin, a rising Democratic Republican leader. Elected to the Virginia House of Delegates in November 1798, Giles led efforts to support Madison’s Virginia Resolutions condemning the Alien and Sedition Acts as unconstitutional.
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William B. Giles (1762–1830), a Democratic Republican U.S. senator from Virginia, strongly supported war with Britain. (BiographicalImages.com)

Again elected to the U.S. House in the Democratic Republican sweep in the 1800 elections, Giles supported the policies of the Jefferson administration. Giles began his service as a U.S. senator from Virginia in 1804, being appointed to that post following the resignation of Wilson Cary Nicholas in 1804. Although Giles supported Madison’s election to the presidency in 1808, his support wavered in the years leading up to the War of 1812. Upset with what he perceived as Madison’s failure to foster Democratic Republican initiatives stemming from the election of 1800, especially in curbing the power of the federal judiciary, Giles found himself in increasing opposition to administration policies.

As war loomed with Great Britain, Giles joined the ranks of the War Hawks in clamoring for a stronger U.S. military force. The Madison administration’s desire to rely on militia defense rather than an augmented regular army irritated Giles. Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin’s financial policies, appearing to Giles to prevent military mobilization and preparedness, also colored his perception of the administration. However, the president’s call for military provisions after the British capture and sacking of Washington on August 24, 1814, prompted Giles’s support. As chair of the Senate Committee on Military Affairs, Giles was able to pass an enlistment and compensation measure for additional recruits. But his bill to empower the president to call on the states for militia quotas for defense along the frontier raised constitutional concerns and failed.

Giles’s often caustic criticism of the Madison administration’s prosecution of the war, despite his support in 1814, led to his retirement from the Senate in March 1815. Giles subsequently returned to the state legislature and served as governor during 1827–1830. He died in Amelia County, Virginia, on December 4, 1830.

Mark F. Leep
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Gilman, John Taylor

Birth Date: December 19, 1753

Death Date: August 31, 1828

Governor of New Hampshire. John Taylor Gilman was born in Exeter, New Hampshire, on December 19, 1753. A Minuteman during the Revolutionary War, he was elected to the state legislature between 1779 and 1781. After the war Gilman continued to pursue politics while also running his father’s shipbuilding business. In 1788 Gilman was a delegate to the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia, and he cast the decisive vote to make New Hampshire the ninth and deciding state in favor of adopting a new government.

Gilman subsequently returned home to serve as state treasurer, and between 1794 and 1805 he was consecutively elected governor 10 times as a Federalist. He was finally ousted by a rising Democratic Republican tide in 1805. Undeterred, he resumed business affairs and remained active in local politics, being reseated in the legislature for the 1810 and 1811 sessions. In 1812 Gilman ran again for governor but was narrowly defeated by William Plumer in the Democratic Republican–controlled legislature. By that time the War of 1812 was consuming state politics, which greatly revived Federalist fortunes, and in 1813 Gilman narrowly defeated the incumbent to win an 11th term in office.

As governor, Gilman, while philosophically opposed to the war, nonetheless felt compelled to augment the defenses of his state against possible British attack. The harbor at Portsmouth proved of particular concern because the ship of the line Washington (74 guns) was nearing completion there, and Captain Isaac Hull, commanding the Navy Yard, made repeated solicitations for militia troops. This placed the governor in an awkward situation, for he had previously excoriated his predecessor for compliance with the James Madison administration and now found himself proving troops as requested. Much to Gilmore’s discomfiture, he discovered that the federal government would not supply these troops with the requisite arms and ammunition unless they were placed under government control, and he was again forced to accede to these demands.

Despite these wartime measures, Gilman was reelected in 1814 over Plumer, although by only 881 votes. Equally vexing to the governor was the call for delegates to the Hartford Convention to discuss the possibility of secession from the union. Gilman was willing to comply, but the legislature refused to do so. Thus, the state government was not officially represented at these proceedings.

After the war Federalist political fortunes declined precipitously, but Gilman managed to eke out one final victory over Plumer by only 259 votes. Gilman retired from public life in 1816 to serve on the Dartmouth College Board of Trustees. He died in Exeter, New Hampshire, on August 31, 1828.

John C. Fredriksen
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Girard, Stephen

Birth Date: May 20, 1750

Death Date: December 26, 1831

Financier. Stephen Girard was born in Bordeaux, France, on May 20, 1750, the son of a French naval captain. Blind in one eye since birth, Girard nonetheless went to sea at an early age and rose to captain by 1774. He settled in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, during the American Revolutionary War and afterward obtained a fleet of six trading ships. An extremely astute businessman, Girard prospered through trade despite the Napoleonic Wars, and by 1812 he was one of the wealthiest men in America, with assets estimated at more than $1 million.

Following the demise of the Bank of the United States, Girard entered high finance by chartering his own personal bank in May 1812. Through conservative and far-sighted practices such as deferring profits (there being no stockholders), it proved extremely successful. Consequently, Girard’s bank wielded economic and political influence far out of proportion to its size and was considered a boon to the thriving economy of Philadelphia.

In the early phases of the War of 1812, the U.S. government was in a perilous financial condition owing to its overreliance on tariff revenues, its reluctance to raise taxes to support the war effort, and the resistance of the New England political and business establishment. In 1813 when the government requested a $16 million loan to conduct the war, only $5.8 million could be obtained through private subscriptions. Consequently Girard, in concert with financiers David Parish and John Jacob Astor, formed a syndicate to secure an additional $10 million through the sale of government stock. Significantly, this represented the first time that the government relied on investment bankers to raise money from capital markets. In return, Girard demanded that the government recognize his private bank as an equal to all chartered institutions in Philadelphia, which was granted. Girard’s fiscal activities were completely successful and enabled the government to continue financing the War of 1812 through its conclusion.

After the war Girard was a major player in the campaign to have the Second Bank of the United States chartered. In consequence, President James Madison appointed him one of five bank commissioners tasked with raising $28 million in stock subscriptions. With the national economy in tatters, only $25 million could be raised, so Girard purchased the remaining $3 million shares out of his own pocket. He functioned as a director only to December 1817, however, owing to disagreements with bank president William Jones. Girard continued on as a successful financier until his death in Philadelphia on December 26, 1831. At that time he was worth an estimated $6 million, making him the nation’s wealthiest individual. Girard arranged that part of his bequests be used to found Girard College for the benefit of poor white orphan boys. The college opened in 1848 and continues to the present.

John C. Fredriksen
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Glengarry Light Infantry

Canadian regiment that distinguished itself in the War of 1812. On December 3, 1811, Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of Canada, recommended to London that the Glengarry Light Infantry Fencible Regiment be embodied. Two months later he dispatched Captain George MacDonnell of the 8th Regiment to enlist 376 men from among Scottish infantry veterans living in Upper Canada. He then appointed Colonel Edward Baynes commander of the Glengarrys, Lieutenant Colonel Francis Battersby as his second, and MacDonnell as a brevet major in the new regiment. By August 1812 the Glengarry Light Infantry, as the regiment was commonly known, numbered 904 officers and men. From May to September, the Glengarrys were concentrated at Trois-Rivières and Quebec for training.

[image: image]

Green-clad Canadian Glengarry light infantryman. (Parks Canada)

On September 29, 1812, four companies of the Glengarry regiment, commanded by Captain Andrew Liddell, moved to Prescott and Kingston, while six companies under Lieutenant Colonel Battersby were sent to Montreal. On November 22 elements of the regiment commanded by MacDonnell skirmished with the Americans at French Mills, New York. On February 22, 1813, MacDonnell, newly promoted to lieutenant colonel, led 500 men, including a company of Glengarry Light Infantry, in a successful assault on Ogdensburg, New York, ousting the noted Lieutenant Colonel Benjamin Forsyth and his riflemen. In the following months the Glengarrys fought with distinction but with few victories in Upper Canada. A company commanded by Captain Daniel McPherson was at York on April 27, 1813, when Americans captured and burned the town, and three companies led by Captain Liddell were at Fort George in May 27, 1813, when that post was evacuated. A company under Captain McPherson was involved in the confused fighting at Sackets Harbor on May 29, and a Glengarry unit commanded by Captain Alexander Roxburgh fought in the Battle of Stoney Creek on June 6.

The fortunes of the Glengarrys improved in 1814 while serving under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond. On May 6 at Oswego, New York, one company of the Glengarrys, commanded by Captain Alexander McMillan, and a battalion of Royal Marines conducted an amphibious assault against the American fort there. Landing in waist-high water, McMillan’s men twice charged the defenders with bayonets and helped the Royal Marines capture the post. On July 25, 1814, in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, the Glengarry Light Infantry fought together as a unit for the first time, under Lieutenant Colonel Battersby. During the remainder of the war the regiment was intact under Battersby’s command. At Fort Erie in August and September 1814, the Glengarrys were involved in numerous skirmishes with the Americans. Their last engagement was on October 18 at Cook’s Mills, when they distinguished themselves in assaults against enemy lines. Exhausted, they were ordered by Drummond into winter quarters at York and Kingston. The war ended on December 24, 1814.

During the war the Glengarry regiment suffered losses of 197 dead, 165 wounded, and 65 captured or missing. Given the regiment’s outstanding service record, many in Canada hoped that the British Army would retain it in the regular establishment after the war, but on June 24, 1816, the Glengarry Regiment was disbanded.

Paul David Nelson
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Gordon, James Alexander

Birth Date: October 6, 1782

Death Date: January 8, 1869

Royal Navy officer. James Gordon was born on October 6, 1782, in Aberdeen, Scotland. One of his aunts arranged through a naval officer friend for Gordon to enter the service in November 1793. He was rated a midshipman and employed in a number of warships in English waters and in the Mediterranean, during which he saw action in the major fleet actions, and British victories at Cape St. Vincent (1797) and the Nile (1798). Gordon received his lieutenant’s commission in January 1800 and participated in two severe ship-to-ship actions before being promoted to commander of the brig sloop Raccoon. He captured numerous prizes, leading to his promotion to post captain in May 1805.

During an assignment in the West Indies in 1805, Gordon took ill and was invalided home. In the spring of 1807 he sailed in command of the frigate Mercury with a convoy to Newfoundland and then went to the Mediterranean, where he transferred into a larger frigate, the Active. He continued to distinguish himself in actions against the French, capping this period of his career with participation in Captain William Hoste’s brilliant frigate-squadron victory on March 13, 1811, off Lissa in the Adriatic Sea. During this engagement Gordon was struck in the leg by a cannon shot, resulting in amputation of the limb above the knee. He later received a pension for the wound and an honorary medal for his role the battle.

After recovering his health, Gordon moved into the frigate Seahorse. He made a voyage to South America, capturing a French privateer along the way, and then headed for Chesapeake Bay, where he joined the inshore campaign against the Americans. In August 1814 Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane approved an expedition up the Patuxent River, which resulted in the capture of Washington, D.C. To distract American land forces from this main thrust, Gordon was dispatched with a squadron of frigates and smaller vessels up the Potomac River. Despite the twisting course and shallow passages of the river, the squadron penetrated inland and secured the surrender of Fort Warburton and then the nearby city of Alexandria, which surrendered without a fight. Gordon loaded his ships with provisions and matériel and succeeded in withdrawing to the Chesapeake with little loss, despite the efforts of Captains William Bainbridge, David Porter, and Oliver Perry to stop him with land batteries. This achievement led to Gordon receiving a knighthood in January 1815. He subsequently deployed to the Gulf of Mexico region, where he was briefly involved in the fighting in which Major General Andrew Jackson’s forces captured Pensacola in West Florida.

After the war Gordon commanded ships at Halifax and the Mediterranean until 1819. Thereafter he held only shore commands, rising to rear admiral in 1837, vice admiral in 1848, full admiral in 1854, and admiral of the fleet in 1868. He died at Greenwich Hospital on January 8, 1869.

Robert Malcomson
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Gore, Christopher

Birth Date: September 21, 1758

Death Date: March 1, 1827

Attorney, diplomat, Federalist politician, and vociferous opponent of the War of 1812. Christopher Gore was born on September 21, 1758, in Boston, Massachusetts, the son of a prosperous local merchant. He graduated from Harvard College in 1776 and during the Revolutionary War served as a clerk in the Continental Army. He subsequently read for the law, was admitted to the bar, and began practicing in Boston.
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Christopher Gore was a prominent Federalist from Massachusetts. Governor of that state during 1809–1819 and a U.S. senator from 1813 to 1816, Gore strongly opposed the war with Britain and supported the New England secessionist movement. (Library of Congress)

Gore was a member of the state constitutional convention in 1788 and served in the Massachusetts House of Representatives during 1788–1789 and again in 1808. From 1789 to 1796 he was the U.S. attorney for Massachusetts before being named as a commissioner to the negotiations surrounding the Jay’s Treaty with Great Britain in 1796. He remained in London until 1804 and for two months during 1803–1804 served as chargé d’affaires in the U.S. legation there.

Gore served as a state senator during 1806–1807 and then as governor of Massachusetts from 1809 to 1810. During his tenure as governor, Gore, a staunch Federalist, made known his opposition to the damaging trade embargoes that were causing serious economic dislocations in his native state, and he unambiguously decried U.S. policy toward Great Britain. By 1813, at which time he was appointed to complete the U.S. Senate term of James Lloyd, who had resigned his seat, Gore was among New England’s most vocal Federalists.

Gore served in the Senate until 1816 and steadfastly opposed the war with Great Britain when it came in June 1812. In 1813 he worked behind the scenes to support a group of disaffected New England Federalists who sought to secede from the Union. When the resulting Hartford Convention of 1814 issued a redacted report on its deliberations, Gore heralded it as a model of studious reflection, which he hoped would highlight his party’s legitimate concerns with the trajectory of U.S. foreign policy.

When Gore’s term ended in 1816 he returned to Massachusetts, where he served as a fellow at Harvard until 1820. He had also been an overseer at Harvard from 1810 to 1815. Gore died on March 1, 1827, in Waltham, Massachusetts.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Gore, Francis

Birth Date: 1769

Death Date: November 3, 1852

British government official. Francis Gore was born in 1768 in London, England, into a family of wealth with social connections to the Crown. After formal schooling he entered the British Army as an ensign in the 44th Regiment of Foot in 1787. He retired in 1802 as a cavalry captain, having seen action only once during a campaign in Flanders in 1794. Gore had been aide-de-camp to Lord Camden during his service, and when Camden became the secretary for war and the colonies in the British cabinet, he appointed Gore lieutenant governor of Bermuda in 1804 and then of Upper Canada in 1806.

Gore and his wife took their aristocratic ways to the frontier colony at York, making an effort to promote pomp and circumstance, but their efforts were hindered by festering problems in the administration of the province. The way in which Gore’s predecessors set policies after consultation with their senior advisers rather than through open dialogue with the elected assembly had rankled a rising element of opposition among the populace. Gore clashed with the opposition leaders, some of whom held government appointments and were eventually ousted at his demand. Although he had many admirers among the elite, there were numerous others who strongly criticized both his cronies and him.

The 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair provoked much alarm in Upper Canada. Gore was supportive of naval and military improvements, making changes to the organization of the militia, but also warning his superiors privately that he doubted the loyalty of the populace, many of whom were recent immigrants from the United States. He was concerned about the sad state of the province’s defenses and discussed its many needs with then Governor in Chief Sir James Craig and British Army officer Isaac Brock, who had several tours of duty in Upper Canada during Gore’s term.

One of Gore’s bitterest political disputes prompted an opponent named John Mills Jackson to publish a pamphlet in England condemning his administration, and Gore asked for permission in 1810 to return home and face any questions the House of Commons or the cabinet might pose. Having been granted a leave, Gore departed from the province in the summer of 1811, handing his numerous problems to Brock, who was appointed to act as head administrator in his absence. No parliamentary investigation into the problems in Upper Canada took place, but Gore remained in England until the war was over, returning to York in 1815. Opposition to his policies and those of the Home government continued, and after rejecting such “radical” ideas, Gore finally asked to be replaced. He went back to Britain in 1817, where he accepted another senior civil post and went on to live a comfortable aristocratic life. Gore died at Brighton on November 3, 1852.

Robert Malcomson
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Goulburn, Henry

Birth Date: March 19, 1784

Death Date: January 12, 1856

Conservative British statesman and diplomat who helped negotiate the 1814 Treaty of Ghent. Henry Goulburn was born on March 19, 1784, in London to a politically prominent family. He earned a bachelor’s degree (1805) and a master’s degree (1808) from Trinity College, Cambridge. In 1808 he won a seat in Parliament, and two years later he was named undersecretary of the Home Department.

In 1812 Goulburn became undersecretary for war and the colonies just as the War of 1812 was to begin. He was thus intimately involved in the prosecution of the war and with the happenings in British-held Canada. Goulburn was less than enthusiastic about war with the United States, which had diverted attention from the considerably greater problem of the ongoing struggle with Napoleonic France.

In 1814 when the U.S. government suggested that it might be ready to negotiate an end to the conflict, Goulburn, Admiral James Lord Gambier, and Dr. William Adams were appointed commissioners at Ghent, Belgium, where the peace talks were to be held. It fell upon Goulburn to present the current British position, which included the status of impressment, the need to revise the U.S.-Canadian boundaries drawn up in 1783, and the desire to create an autonomous buffer state for Native Americans east of the Mississippi River. When the talks flagged and appeared ready to collapse, Goulburn pressed onward, insisting that he continue to talk with U.S. commissioners until the deadlock could be broken.

Although Henry Lord Bathurst of the Colonial Office was against making any concessions to the Americans, Goulburn knew that without these, peace would be unlikely. Goulburn was supported by the Foreign Office, however, which was willing to make concessions at Ghent so long as the final settlement was an honorable one. On December 14 the British and American commissioners signed the Treaty of Ghent, which would formally end the War of 1812. During the subsequent debate surrounding the treaty in the House of Commons, Goulburn presented a well-argued defense of the settlement, which helped secure its ratification by a large margin.

Goulburn held several subsequent government positions until being named chancellor of the exchequer, a post he held during 1828–1830 and again during 1841–1846. He performed well in this function, helping to reduce Britain’s debt obligations and secure the repeal of the Corn Laws in the late 1840s. After retiring from office in 1846, Goulburn remained in Parliament until his death in London on January 12, 1856.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Great Black Swamp

See Black Swamp

Great Britain

Island nation located off the northwestern coast of Europe and one of the two chief belligerents in the War of 1812. The United Kingdom is surrounded by the Irish Sea, the English Channel, the North Sea, and the Atlantic Ocean. The United Kingdom included England, Scotland, and Wales in Great Britain in addition to Ireland. The United Kingdom also had numerous overseas possessions, including those in the Caribbean, the island chain of Bermuda, and Upper and Lower Canada. In 1800 the United Kingdom had a population of approximately 10.5 million people. Ireland’s population was about 5.5 million. The United Kingdom—then as now—is a constitutional parliamentary democracy in which much of the day-to-day governing power is vested in a prime minister drawn from Parliament and served by a cabinet, also drawn from Parliament. In the early 19th century the Crown exercised more power than present-day kings and queens, but basically the sovereign deferred to the political process and the prime minister.

Between 1793 and 1814 the British were involved in the French Revolutionary War and the Napoleonic Wars without serious interruption. Except for the 14-month-long Peace of Amiens (1802–1803), they had been at war with one or more of the major European powers for more than 20 years. This long struggle necessarily caused major dislocations to British society. Taxes were increased, governmental debt grew exponentially, and the economy suffered accordingly, especially after French emperor Napoleon I resorted to the Continental System in 1806. In it, France attempted to strangle British trade with mainland Europe by banning all British ships and products. British trade with North America, including its former 13 colonies, also suffered substantially, especially after 1807 as the Americans were reluctantly but inexorably drawn into the trade war between France and Great Britain.

It should come as no surprise, then, that the United Kingdom did not desire to fight the War of 1812. Indeed, once that conflict began, the British government hoped that it might be quickly ended. The war remained a decidedly secondary strategic concern until Napoleon’s abdication in April 1814. Even today, two centuries after the War of 1812 began, British historians have largely treated the war as a backwater conflict, and it has attracted only a fraction of the scholarship generated in the United States and, to a growing extent, Canada. The conflict was essentially an outgrowth of the manner in which Britain chose to conduct its life-or-death struggle against Napoleonic France; it was not motivated by a British desire to engage the Americans in a war. Although some Americans have called the conflict the Second American Revolution, most Britons had no desire to reclaim their former North American colonies; rather, their main goal was to protect Canada, their remaining principal possession in North America. There remains some debate, however, as to whether the British had designs on other North American territory, such as Maine, Spanish-held Florida, and New Orleans and Louisiana, areas that had changed hands between various powers for centuries. It is highly unlikely, however, that the British would have begun a war to seize any of these areas because Britain was completely tied down by affairs much closer to home.

After Britain lost its American colonies in 1783, it gradually abandoned mercantilist economic policies and embraced more modern economic concepts such as free markets and free trade, as espoused by Adam Smith in 1776. Indeed, the exponential growth of British trade with the fledgling United States after 1783 seemed to vindicate Smith’s claims that government intrusion and tight political control were, in fact, inimical toward a robust national economy.

At the same time the British economy was undergoing an even bigger metamorphosis, moving from a production base dependent upon manual labor and draft animals to an manufacturing base harnessing water- and steam-driven machines. This change, known as the Industrial Revolution, catapulted the United Kingdom’s economy forward, and by the early years of the 19th century its productive output dwarfed that of any other nation. The revolution began in textiles and spread quickly to other industries, including coal mining, glass making, and iron forging. The British were also the world’s best shipbuilders, producing far more ships than any other nation. By the early 19th century the United Kingdom could boast the world’s largest and most productive economy and the largest navy in the world, which more than offset its relatively small population.

Despite these economic advancements, however, the British economy sagged under the pressure of a decades-long war and increased trade restrictions. Nonetheless, both Britain and France demanded that neutrals not trade with each other’s enemies and stipulated that any neutral nation that freely submitted to their counterpart’s restrictions would violate its neutral status. In 1806 after Napoleon closed Germany’s northern coast to trade, the British issued an Order in Council that placed the European coast from Brest to the Elbe River under a naval blockade. This severely disrupted American trade with much of Europe. In the meantime the Royal Navy, facing serious manpower shortages, began resorting to the practice of impressment of sailors from neutral ships, which caused serious friction with the United States. Indeed, the June 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, which nearly precipitated war between the Americans and British, demonstrated how determined the British were to obtain and retain seamen for their ships.

In 1807 the British issued two new Orders in Council, which represented a further curtailment of neutral shipping. These orders forced the Americans to resort to their own self-imposed trade restrictions, which virtually ended American trade with Europe and the United Kingdom. The stage was now set for a showdown between the United States and Great Britain over trade and freedom of the seas.

The conservative Tories, who dominated Britain’s political scene from 1807 until 1830, argued for a vigorous prosecution of the war with France and punitive treatment of neutral nations, including the United States. The opposition Whigs shared the Tories’ desire to defeat France but generally advocated a more accommodating relationship with neutrals. Meanwhile, in 1809 Spencer Perceval ascended to the premiership. His tenure in power, which lasted only until his assassination in 1812, was rife with discord. His government had to contend with the mental instability of King George III, the establishment of the regency in 1810, the Luddite Riots, and a serious economic downturn exacerbated by war with France and attendant trade restrictions. In the meantime the war in Europe intensified, and relations with the United States soured. Nevertheless, Perceval proved unsympathetic to American complaints, while his government was bombarded with opposition from British manufacturers, whose businesses were suffering, and deluged by government officials warning that U.S. grain was essential to feeding British troops engaged in Spain.

When Perceval was assassinated on May 11, 1812, Robert Banks Jenkinson, Lord Liverpool, ascended to the premiership. Jenkinson was more flexible vis-à-vis trade restrictions and sought to rescind the Orders in Council so despised in America. However, nearly a month went by before he took office, and there was a delay in the revocation of the orders. On June 16 the orders were rescinded, but this came too late: news of the development arrived in the United States after the U.S. declaration of war on June 18. The Americans seemed resolute on conflict, and so a reluctant Liverpool government went to war, although it provided to that effort the minimum number of troops and ships possible due to pressing European priorities.

During July 1812–April 1814 the British pursued a largely defensive strategy against the United States. First, the British sought to defend Canada from an expected U.S. offensive. Second, they planned to slowly strengthen their naval blockade of the U.S. coast in hopes of forcing the Americans to sue for peace on British terms. Third, the British would make use of privateers to prey on American shipping. Concurrently, the British would train, equip, and utilize Indian allies, especially in the Old Northwest Territory and in the South, where the Creek War had begun in 1813. In the Great Lakes adjoining the New York–Canadian border, the British engaged in an extensive shipbuilding war, although the United States enjoyed the upper hand there by 1814.

In April 1814 Napoleon abdicated, allowing the British government to shift substantial resources to North America. By late spring the New England coast, which had heretofore only experienced a loose blockade, was heavily patrolled by British warships. That autumn the Royal Navy also seized large parts of coastal and eastern Maine with a view toward permanently improving the border situation there. At about the same time, British troop reinforcements farther south resulted in a punishing campaign in the Chesapeake region that culminated in the sacking of Washington, D.C., in August 1814.

Meanwhile, British and American diplomats had been engaged in peace talks at Ghent, Belgium, since August 1814. They finally arrived at a settlement on December 24, 1814, although the war continued into early the next year, most famously at New Orleans where Major General Andrew Jackson dealt the British a decisive defeat. The Treaty of Ghent restored the status quo ante bellum; the British maintained control over Canada, and the Americans saw no land gains at British expense. In Canada, the war helped solidify British loyalty and cultivated a unique British-Canadian identity. After 1814 the United States would never again seriously entertain launching a military attack against Canada, although border friction occasionally flared up through the 1850s.

The war was nevertheless costly for the United Kingdom, which suffered approximately 2,000 combat deaths and another 8,000 nonmilitary deaths. It also hampered recovery of the postwar economic depression, caused widespread shortages, ran up the national debt, and engendered inflation and other financial hardships. But Napoleon had finally been vanquished, and for the war-weary British populace, that alone was worth the price.

Christopher T. George and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Great Britain, American Trade with, 1812–1815

American trade with Great Britain did not cease upon the declaration of war on June 18, 1812. Although Congress enacted the Non-Intercourse Act and the Enemy Trade Act, profit-minded Americans nonetheless found ways to get around both. British goods were introduced into the United States at the beginning of the war by American merchants recently returned from Great Britain. Beforehand, they obtained permits from Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin, which permitted them to return to the United States with their contraband. The James Madison administration hoped that restrictive trade policies would force the British to negotiate, but as the conflict progressed, trade restrictions were considered a useful tool that could deprive the enemy of needed provisions.

The administration’s efforts to coerce the British to alter their policies had an adverse effect on American merchants and farmers who depended on trade for their livelihood. The president could tolerate American merchants and farmers profiting from supplying British soldiers on the Iberian Peninsula with food, but victualing enemy soldiers in Canada proved another matter. Moreover, Americans from New Orleans, Louisiana, to Eastport, Maine, traded frequently with British subjects in Canada and the West Indies, despite the efforts of soldiers, sailors, and customs collectors assigned to stop such activity. Many Americans living in regions adjacent to Canada, especially New England, simply refused to terminate trade ties with the British. Farmers from New Hampshire, Vermont, and New York often drove cattle over the border en masse. During 1814, beef from these states provided food for the British soldiers in Canada. Places such as Block Island in Rhode Island and Nantucket in Massachusetts declared their neutrality and conducted a robust trade with both mainland Americans and the British.

The British openly encouraged the practice of American wartime trade. Licenses issued by admirals and provincial governors protected American ships that carried food to Saint John, New Brunswick, and Halifax, Nova Scotia. British-manufactured goods were also imported into the United States. Some British goods were sent to Amelia Island, a Spanish possession adjacent to the coast of Georgia, and then transported to the United States on neutral vessels. Along the coast of Maine, merchants employed collusive captures, schemes where a privateer met an enemy merchant vessel by prearrangement and seized it. The captured ship was then awarded to the owners of the privateer who were able to import its cargo. Vessels flying neutral flags were also employed to carry British goods to American ports. Ships under Swedish flags, for example, carried British goods up the Penobscot River, while a Spanish flag protected a trading vessel on Lake Champlain.

Customs officials who tried to block covert trade with the British were frequently attacked, particularly in Maine and Vermont. Congress ultimately passed five different versions of the Non-Intercourse Act and the Enemy Trade Act during the War of 1812, but the laws failed to stop American trade with the British. The lure of profit simply proved too irresistible to those wishing to pursue it.

Edward J. Martin
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Great Britain, Army

On June 18, 1812, when the United States of America declared war on Great Britain, British forces were heavily committed to fighting French forces in Spain and garrisoning British colonies in India and the West Indies. Thus, few additional troops could be spared to augment those men already in British North America.

The British regular army in North America consisted of 12 regiments spread from Newfoundland to the upper Great Lakes. Approximately 2,400 men garrisoned the posts in the Maritime Provinces, mostly in Halifax, Nova Scotia. Another 1,200 regulars guarded Upper Canada (Ontario), spread out from Prescott on the St. Lawrence River to Fort St. Joseph near Sault Ste. Marie. The largest contingent, some 4,400 men, was stationed in Lower Canada (Quebec), primarily at Montreal and Quebec City. In addition to the British regular forces, seven regiments of Provincial Fencible units had also been raised, totaling another 4,000 well-trained men. In theory another 86,000 militiamen could be called out for duty, while British alliances with various Native American tribes and nations could theoretically add several thousand warriors to the defense of Canada.

The British Army force in Canada, if small, was well trained and composed of veterans. In this respect, it contrasted sharply with its larger American adversary. The King’s 8th Regiment of Foot had been in Canada since 1809, while the 41st Regiment of Foot had been in British North America since 1799 and the 49th Regiment of Foot since 1802. Fencible infantry regiments, regular army regiments recruited in the provinces enlisted to fight only in British North America, had been formed as early as 1803. Like the regulars they assisted, the fencibles were relatively well trained, uniformed, and armed, and they performed well.

The basic administrative unit in the British Army was the regiment, which could consist of one or more battalions of up to 1,000 men. In 1812 there were as many as 30,000 men in the 43 regiments of cavalry and more than 261,000 infantrymen divided among 104 Regiments of Foot. Regiments were nominally under the command of a colonel who was often more of a figurehead than a field commander. Lieutenants colonel commanded battalions in the field. An infantry battalion consisted of 10 companies, each led by a captain assisted by 1 lieutenant, 1 ensign, 2 sergeants, and 3 corporals.

British regular soldiers were recruited in England, Ireland, and Scotland, often from the lower classes of society, including agricultural laborers, the unemployed, and the destitute. New recruits were first taught drill and marching so that they could efficiently move on the field of battle, forming from column to line and line to square. The Manual of Arms musket drill was practiced continuously, and soldiers learned to quickly load and fire their muskets on command, with most soldiers being able to fire three to four shots per minute from their smoothbore flintlock muskets. Bayonet drill was added, and again the soldiers were drilled to perfection. All of this was necessary given the technology of the time. The victor in battle was usually the commander who could maneuver his men seamlessly on the field and then deliver maximum firepower at near pistol ranges from the inaccurate slow-loading muskets of the day. The incessant training resulted in the soldiers being able to march, perform tactical movements, and load and fire in the heat of battle, even after the regiment had suffered severe casualties. Thus, the vaunted Redcoats had lost none of their well-deserved reputation for discipline and firepower since the American Revolution.

At the onset of the War of 1812 the American army was larger than the British Army, at least on paper. While Congress had quickly authorized a regular army of 35,000 men, only about 12,000 men, with only half of these even marginally trained, had been mustered by the beginning of the war. American plans called for a rapid increase in the size of the army, heavily augmented by up to 600,000 militiamen who could be called out for duty when needed.

When word of the declaration of the war reached Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, the British commander in chief of North America, at his headquarters in Quebec, he was hopeful that peaceful negotiations could quickly end the conflict. Because Prevost did not have sufficient troops or supplies to contemplate an offensive against the United States and because he believed that any chance of peace would be hamstrung by offensive measures, his strategy was to fight a defensive war, at least until he could receive the reinforcements and supplies necessary to carry on a successful offensive campaign. Prevost’s initial assessment was that the Americans would target Montreal, which if captured would cut off all communications with the interior of the continent.

The Americans acted quickly and unexpectedly launched a three-pronged attack on Upper and Lower Canada. The Americans, however, were not well organized and were largely untrained and poorly led, while their British adversaries and the Canadian militia and Indian allies enjoyed certain tactical advantages. The Americans were defeated in the upper Great Lakes at Detroit (August 15–16, 1812) and at the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812. Major General Isaac Brock, the British commander in Upper Canada, orchestrated the victories at Detroit and Queenston but was killed in the latter battle.

In 1813 another seven British regiments arrived in British North America. In addition, eight militia units, suitably trained to the exacting measure of the regular army, were incorporated to extend their terms of enlistment to war’s end. Thus, by the end of 1812 the trained British forces in British North America numbered some 18,000 men, with the larger number of troops guarding Quebec and Montreal.

[image: image]

British soldiers and the destruction of public buildings in Washington, D.C., during the British occupation of the federal capital, August 24–25, 1812. (Library of Congress)

By the spring of 1813 the U.S. Army had grown to 25,000 men, with an additional 12,000 men authorized by Congress. Their training, however, did not approach British standards in most cases. Senior officers largely lacked skills and experience in command and organization. Nonetheless, the Americans again launched a three-pronged campaign, this time with somewhat more success. Once again they invaded on the Detroit frontier and the Niagara frontier and succeeded in capturing parts of these areas. However, by year’s end, even though they controlled southwestern Ontario and Lake Erie, they were forced to abandon Niagara after suffering losses in the Battles of Stoney Creek (June 6, 1813) and Beaver Dams (June 24, 1813).

The most ambitious American campaign of 1813 was aimed at capturing Montreal in a pincer movement. Two American armies were turned back in the Battle of Châteauguay on October 25 and the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11. Again, small but very professional Crown forces had defeated numerically superior American armies, which were committed to battle in piecemeal fashion.

By the winter of 1813–1814 the Napoleonic Wars were winding down. British and allied forces entered Paris on March 31, and on April 6 Napoleon abdicated and went into exile. The British could now finally send sizable numbers of reinforcements to North America. Many of these units came directly from the Duke of Wellington’s Peninsula Army, and they enjoyed the well-deserved sobriquet of “Wellington’s Invincibles.” Additional forces arrived in the late spring, and by August the British army in Upper and Lower Canada had increased in strength from 15,000 to 28,000 men, while those stationed in the Maritime Provinces increased from 4,300 to 7,500 men. However, the American army had also grown in size. In addition, younger officers who had shown initiative were promoted to more senior ranks, and the army had finally been trained to approximate the standards of British regulars.

The Americans could no longer hope to capture Montreal, although an army was assembled on Lake Champlain to threaten the British in that quarter. The American aim now became Upper Canada, with campaigns focused on the Niagara frontier and the Old Northwest. An attack launched at Fort Mackinac in the upper Great Lakes was defeated, but another invasion of the Niagara frontier could only be contained with difficulty. An American army under Major General Jacob Brown beat a similar-sized British army at the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814. A subsequent battle at Lundy’s Lane on July 25 ended in a draw, with the Americans retreating to Fort Erie, captured earlier from the British. That army remained besieged in Fort Erie until the early autumn.

With sufficient reinforcements, Prevost finally felt able to launch an aggressive campaign against the United States. At the same time, a British amphibious army was preparing to attack Baltimore, Maryland, and Washington, D.C. The hope was that a resounding victory would speed the peace negotiations being undertaken in Ghent, Belgium.

While the Washington campaign was a success, Prevost’s efforts ended in an embarrassing retreat. Prevost’s army marched from Montreal with 11,000 men supported by ships and gunboats of the Royal Navy. An American squadron defeated this British squadron at the Battle of Lake Champlain (Plattsburgh) on September 11, 1814. Prevost’s 11,000 men faced an American force of only 3,000 men dug in at Plattsburgh, but without naval support Prevost did not attack and indeed decided to withdraw his army to Montreal. Another British force under Major General Robert Ross, which had previously burned Washington, D.C., met with defeat outside of Baltimore. The net effect of these twin reverses was to convince British negotiators at Ghent to accept the status quo ante bellum.

While the Treaty of Ghent was finally negotiated on December 24, 1814, it would not take effect until ratified by the U.S. Congress on February 16, 1815. Prior to receiving word of the final stages of treaty negotiations, a large British army was borne by the Royal Navy to attack Louisiana, the conquest of which would give the British a stronger bargaining chip at the negotiating table. This offensive resulted in a disaster for British arms. At the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815, a British army of 10,000 men under the command of Major General Sir Edward Pakenham was soundly defeated by a largely militia force half its size under Major General Andrew Jackson.

Other than the defeat at New Orleans, which was really a question of inadequate tactical leadership and not one of poor soldiering, the British Army conducted itself remarkably well during the War of 1812. In several instances during the war the British Army was able to defeat a numerically superior U.S. Army. British soldiers maintained their discipline during some of the most trying circumstances, even after suffering heavy losses. It was superior training and discipline and a strong esprit de corps that ensured that the British soldiers were able to prevent the United States from conquering and annexing Upper Canada during the war.

At the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812, in the last minutes of an 11-hour action, British soldiers in two ranks, shoulder to shoulder, fired a volley and launched a bayonet charge against Americans firing from under cover, panicking the poorly trained enemy force. At Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813, 1,169 British regulars in two thin ranks drove away an American army more than twice as large. However, at the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, a now well-trained army of American regulars formed two ranks deep in the British fashion and forced a slightly smaller British army from the field. The Americans knew by then that sustained realistic training was the key to victory on the battlefield. With greater experience the U.S. Army eventually acquired rough tactical parity with the British Army but too late to effect the outcome of events in Canada.

If the small British army in British North America had been less well trained or lacking in discipline, the United States might have won a decisive victory in the war. If the U.S. Army at the outset of the war had been better trained, better disciplined, and better led, the outcome of the War of 1812 might also have significantly changed the face of North America. Then as now, training was everything.

Ronald J. Dale
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Great Britain, Marines

During the Napoleonic wars, Great Britain kept a sizable contingent of men, divided into detachments of various sizes, to serve aboard all Royal Navy warships. They were the Royal Marines, a corps of infantry companies that originated in 1755 and had rapidly became recognized as an elite body of sea-soldiers. The Royal Marines numbered 31,400 men at the beginning of the War of 1812, but relatively few of these were employed in the Americas. When Napoleon fell in 1814, their numbers were drastically reduced to about 13,000 men.

Royal Marines were not formed into regiments in the British Army but instead functioned as a separate corps within the Royal Navy. In 1813 there were 187 infantry companies divided into four divisions: Portsmouth, Plymouth, Chatham, and Woolwich. These functioned as the home bases from which the marines were detached. The Royal Marine Artillery, a specialist branch within the corps, was raised in 1804. This unit had four companies of 95 officers and men each.

Marine detachments on board British warships took part in the engagements against American warships during the War of 1812. These detachments occasionally were also part of landing parties, such as those participating in the capture of Frenchtown on the Chesapeake River on April 28, 1813, or the attacks on Washington, D.C., and Baltimore in August 1814. For the larger operations, ships’ detachments would be formed into temporary battalions. Numbered battalions were also formed, intended for land service over longer periods. This practice was prevalent during the War of 1812.

In 1810 and 1812 some marines in England had been formed into two battalions for service on land in Portugal and Spain. In early 1813 they came back to England, were increased to 731 officers and men in each battalion and, accompanied by a detachment of 81 gunners of the Royal Marine Artillery, sent to North America. After a stop at Bermuda, they participated in the Chesapeake raids from June to August and then went on to Canada in October. The 1st Battalion served at Île aux Noix, south of Montreal, and was present at Lacolle, near the American border, in March 1814. Some detachments took part in the abortive Plattsburgh expedition in September 1814. The 2nd Battalion went to Kingston, and detachments served on the Great Lakes during 1814, but the battalion structure was broken up in July, its men reinforcing the 1st Battalion or posted to ships on the Great Lakes. Some of the officers of the former 2nd Battalion joined Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cockburn’s ships off the Atlantic Seaboard, providing the officers of a new 2nd Battalion of 1,000 men, which had just arrived from England and took part in the Baltimore raid in September. That November the 1st Battalion left Canada and joined Admiral Cockburn’s fleet. Meanwhile, the 3rd Battalion, with 100 men in each of its 10 companies, was formed in Portsmouth in March 1814. The battalion sailed to Bermuda in April and participated in many operations on the American coast during the summer, notably at Bladensburg and Washington in August. This battalion was disbanded in late August, but on September 4 Cockburn ordered the formation of a new 3rd Battalion, made up of three companies of the former battalion with three new companies recruited among refugee African Americans escaping from slavery in Virginia and Maryland. This 3rd Battalion became known as the Colonial Marines. The three companies of African American marines surprised Americans when they landed on the banks of the Rappahannock River in early December 1814. On December 11 the 3rd Battalion came ashore on Cumberland Island, Georgia, and, accompanied by other troops, laid waste to the town of St. Marys and stayed on Cumberland Island until March 1815. News of peace having arrived, the 3rd Battalion went to Bermuda and disbanded there, its European companies going to England. The disbanded African Americans, besides gaining their freedom, received land grants in Trinidad.

Marine ship detachments and the two marine artillery companies were also formed into a brigade and sent to Louisiana, participating in the unsuccessful operations against New Orleans in January 1815. A Royal Marine detachment of about 100 men also served with the Creeks, harassing American troops and cutting communications in the Mobile Bay and Pensacola areas from August 1814 until the end of the war. These operations were directed by Lieutenant Colonel Edward Nicolls, an enterprising officer.

The Royal Marine Artillery detachment sent to Canada in 1813 was in action at Lacolle in March 1814, Oswego in May, and Lundy’s Lane in July. Other detachments served with the fleet off the American coast from May 1813 and fired Congreve rockets during the raids on Hampton, Virginia, in June; at Ocracoke Inlet, North Carolina, in July; at Bladensburg in August 1814; and at Baltimore that September.

René Chartrand
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Great Britain, Navy

The War of 1812 was precipitated chiefly by maritime issues in which the Royal Navy played a leading role, namely the impressment of U.S. sailors and enforcing the British Orders in Council prohibiting trade with France. The latter severely impacted the American economy, and both issues outraged the American public.

With the U.S. declaration of war against Britain on June 18, 1812, the small American navy of 16 warships and 62 small gunboats in active service faced the world’s largest navy of 130 ships of the line and 600 frigates and smaller vessels. Fortunately for the United States, the British were then locked in a life-and-death struggle with Napoleonic France, which initially limited British naval resources available for deployment in the Western Hemisphere. The British, accustomed to victory at sea, were not worried; they believed that even a relatively small force would be sufficient to deal with the upstart U.S. Navy. Royal Navy ship commanders and crews were well trained for all manner of situations at sea, thanks in large part to their long blockade of France in all weather conditions.

There were three stages of Royal Navy involvement in the course of the war. At the beginning of the war, the British had little naval presence in North American waters; indeed, London sought to reach a quick peace with the United States in order to focus on the primary goal of defeating France. When hopes of that faded, the Royal Navy dispatched additional naval assets to North America, instituted a blockade, mounted a guerre de course against American merchant shipping, and engaged in an effort to round up and defeat the few American warships at sea. The final phase, made possible with the defeat of Emperor Napoleon I, saw the Royal Navy providing significant support to the army in a series of joint operations, most notably in the Chesapeake Bay and against New Orleans.

The major theaters of operations for the Royal Navy during the war were the Atlantic Ocean off North America and the interior Great Lakes. Some two-ship engagements occurred in the eastern Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, however. There was also some action along the Gulf Coast.

Throughout most of the conflict, the Royal Navy committed some 100 warships to the war. These ranged in size from ships of the line (mostly 74-gun third rates) to frigates, sloops, and smaller ships. Not all of these were at sea at any given time because they had to spend time in port replenishing or undergoing repair. In July 1812, however, the Royal Navy had on its North American Station (Halifax and Newfoundland, Jamaica, and the Leeward Islands) 5 ships of the line, 19 frigates, and 57 smaller ships. Fewer than three dozen of these were based at Halifax. One year later, however, there were more than 160.

Despite the seemingly overwhelming force brought to bear by the Royal Navy, there were numerous challenges in mounting long-term operations against the U.S. Navy and the North American continent. The first was that of simple geography. Waging war against France proved simpler for the Royal Navy in terms of logistics because of the relatively short width of the English Channel; British ships could operate near France and then return within a short period of time to British channel ports. In fighting the United States, however, British ships had to operate some 3,000 miles from Britain, making the transoceanic crossing often in heavy weather and rough seas. In addition, the U.S. coastline from Maine to Florida and along the Gulf Coast was much longer than that of France. Much of this difficulty was overcome by the presence of the important British bases at Halifax, Nova Scotia, and in the West Indies. Traditionally, the British North America Squadron had been based in Halifax during the summer months and then moved to the island of Bermuda, some 600 miles east of North Carolina, during the winter.

Another challenge was the weather, with the sometimes harsh and unpredictable patterns associated with North America. Along the U.S. northeastern coastline, Royal Navy warships were subject to severe winter storms called Northeasters (or Nor’easters in the local vernacular), which sometimes featured hurricane-force winds and very heavy seas. To the south, from North Carolina through the Gulf Coast, Royal Navy warships faced the possibility of hurricanes during the summer and autumn months.

Navigation was another potential hazard. Although the Royal Navy boasted experienced officers, few had operated in American waters. Even if they had charts from the Revolutionary War period 40 years earlier, these would not indicate shifting sandbars or shoals. Although the U.S. Navy was small and relatively young, it could rely on the maritime training of sailors who served on more than 11,000 U.S. coastal and transoceanic merchant ships. The men had a working knowledge of local hazards and opportunities and provided much useful information to U.S. Navy captains.

Typical Royal Navy Ship Armaments during the War of 1812





	Type
	Rate*
	Armament




	*Rate does not necessarily correspond to a vessel’s total armament.




	Third-rate
	74
	28 32-pounders on the lower deck


	
	
	30 24-pounders on the upper deck


	
	
	14 9-pounders on the quarterdeck


	
	
	2 9-pounders and 2 32-pounder carronades on the forecastle


	64-gun ships
	64
	26 24-pounders on the lower deck


	
	
	26 18-pounders on the upper deck


	
	
	10 9-pounders on the quarterdeck


	
	
	2 8-pounders on the quarterdeck


	
	
	2 8-pounders on the forecastle (quarterdeck and forecastle armament often replaced by 24-pounder carronades)


	Superfrigate
	58
	28 32-pounders on the lower deck


	
	
	2 12-pounders and 28 42-pounder carronades on the upper deck


	50-gun ships
	50
	22 24-pounders on the lower deck


	
	
	22 12-pounders on the upper deck


	
	
	4 6-pounders on the quarterdeck


	
	
	2 6-pounders on the forecastle


	Frigate
	38
	28 18-pounders on the lower deck


	
	
	14 32-pounder carronades on the upper deck


	
	
	2 9-pounders and 2 32-pounder carronades on the forecastle and quarterdeck


	Frigate
	36
	26 18-pounders on the lower deck


	
	
	12 32-pounder carronades on the upper deck


	
	
	2 9-pounders and 2 32-pounder carronades on the forecastle and quarterdeck


	Frigate
	20–24
	22 9-pounders on the lower deck


	
	
	6 24-pounder carronades


	
	
	2 6-pounders


	
	
	2 24-pounder carronades


	Ship sloop
	22
	2 6-pounders


	
	
	20 32-pounder carronades


	Brig sloop
	10
	2 6-pounders


	
	
	8 18-pounder carronades


	Cutter
	12
	12 12-pounder carronades


	Gunboat
	3
	2 short 24-pounders (bow)


	
	
	1 24-pounder carronade





Yet another challenge to the expected supremacy of the Royal Navy during this conflict was that of the superfrigates of the U.S. Navy. While the U.S. Navy had no ships of the line available during the conflict (construction was begun during the war, but the ships were not commissioned until after its end), it did have a half dozen powerful frigates. Authorized in 1794, these were designed to be both larger and more powerful than their counterpart classes in other navies. They mounted 24-pounder long guns, whereas at the beginning of the war the British frigates only had 18-pounders, the Admiralty believing that the more rapid fire of these guns compared to the 24-pounders would offset their smaller shot size.

Royal Navy ship captains had also grown complacent, thanks to an almost unbroken series of victories over their adversaries during the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars. Thus, it came as a distinct surprise to learn that the Americans had gained much experience in the Tripolitan War. Indeed, American crews were very well trained and their gunnery was excellent, as the British discovered to their chagrin during the early individual ship engagements. The Americans also longed to erase the stain of the humiliating encounter between HMS Leopard and USS Chesapeake in June 1807.

When the Americans declared war on Britain, Vice Admiral Herbert Sawyer commanded the North American Station, with his squadron at Halifax. In September 1812 Admiral Sawyer was relieved by Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren, a former member of Parliament and an ambassador who had been a successful frigate and squadron commander during the Napoleonic Wars. Warren served as the commander in chief of the North American Station until 1814, when the Admiralty, unsatisfied with the war’s progress, replaced him with Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane. Serving as the second-in-command to both Warren and Cochrane was Admiral Sir George Cockburn, an equally capable and experienced commander from the Napoleonic Wars.

These commanders instituted one of the most extensive naval blockades ever attempted. Initially excluding New England, where antiwar sentiment was strong and where there was extensive trade with the Maritime Provinces of Canada, the blockade included the Chesapeake and Delaware Bays, the former important as a water route to both Washington, D.C., and Baltimore, Maryland. Subsequently, the blockade was extended from New York all the way to the Gulf of Mexico. New England would not be formally blockaded until 1814. Because of the extensive U.S. coastline and insufficient British ships, the blockade was not as effective as the Royal Navy planned but did succeed in keeping many U.S. warships in port for most of the war.

During the first six months of the war, the Royal Navy lost 16 ships, 6 to individual ship engagements with the U.S. Navy and the others to poor navigation or storms. Three of the most-celebrated defeats for the Royal Navy during this time came in the loss on August 19, 1812, of the frigate Guerriere, commanded by Captain James Dacres, to the frigate Constitution, under Captain Isaac Hull; the October 25 defeat of the frigate Macedonian, commanded by Captain John Carden, to the United States, under Captain Stephen Decatur; and the defeat on December 29 of the Java, commanded by Captain Harry Lambert, by USS Constitution, under Captain William Bainbridge. This string of defeats was broken on April 9, 1813, when the frigate Shannon, with perhaps the best-trained gunners in the Royal Navy and commanded by Captain Philip V. Broke, defeated the U.S. frigate Chesapeake, with a new crew under Captain James Lawrence.

As a result of the initial U.S. two-ship victories caused in large part by the disparity in the sizes of ships and number of cannon, the British Admiralty directed its captains to avoid U.S. frigates in two-ship actions (unless the British vessel was a ship of the line), recommending instead that Royal Navy frigates operate in squadrons. The British also sent out some larger frigates able to engage the Americans on equal terms.

The British tactical shift largely succeeded. In April 1813 USS Constitution, under Captain Charles Stewart, was chased by and narrowly escaped from Captain Philip Broke’s squadron of the frigates Shannon, Guerriere, Belvidera, and Aeolus and the third-rate ship of the line Africa.

In January 1814 Captain James Hillyar’s frigate Phoebe and sloop Cherub (18 guns) captured David D. Porter’s frigate Essex off Valparaiso, Chile, but this was in part because the Essex had an armament largely of short-range carronades and, having lost its main topmast in a squall, could not close with the British ships, which remained at long range and pounded the American ship with their long guns.

On January 15, 1815, after the formal end of the war but before this was known in America, the Royal Navy ship of the line Majestic and its squadron captured the President, captained by Stephen Decatur; the American frigate had slowed after sustaining damage in crossing the bar in escaping New York.

Meanwhile, in April 1814 Napoleon abdicated, and with the end of the Napoleonic Wars large numbers of Royal Navy ships were freed up for the fight in America. That summer, Warren and Cockburn planned an offensive in Chesapeake Bay that targeted the federal capital of Washington, D.C. In August, Admiral Cochrane and Major General Robert Ross began their Chesapeake offensive with two dozen ships and more than 4,500 soldiers. They met only marginal naval opposition from U.S. commodore Joshua Barney’s Chesapeake Bay Flotilla. The small American boats were no match for the Royal Navy ships and were soon forced to seek refuge in the Patuxent River and then St. Leonard’s Creek. Cochrane was able to use action against Barney’s force to mask his real goal, the capture of Washington. The British land force disembarked at Benedict, Maryland. Barney burned his boats, and Cochrane joined Ross in his campaign toward Washington.

Defeating U.S. forces at Bladensburg, Maryland, the British captured Washington, burning government buildings in retaliation for the U.S. destruction of the Parliament building in York (Toronto), Canada, in April 1813. Meanwhile, Captain James Alexander Gordon’s squadron sailed up the Potomac River and captured the city of Alexandria, Virginia, on August 29, succeeding in capturing more supplies and vessels. The forces returned to the Chesapeake and next sought to attack Baltimore, a special target because it was a center of U.S. privateering. Fort McHenry withstood a massive bombardment, foiling the Royal Navy’s entry into the harbor and prompting a British withdrawal.

Meanwhile, the British had suffered two key defeats on the Great Lakes. On September 10, 1813, a British squadron under Captain Robert Barclay met defeat in the Battle of Lake Erie at the hands of an American squadron under Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry. On Lake Champlain, Captain George Downie’s flotilla was defeated by an equivalent U.S. naval force under the command of Lieutenant Thomas Macdonough on September 11, 1814. This latter defeat induced Sir George Prevost to abandon his invasion of New York state and retire back to Canada.

In December 1814 the British mounted a major effort to capture New Orleans. While a British flotilla drawn from ships of the invasion fleet defeated American gunboats on Lake Borgne on December 14, the land force met rebuff in the Battle of New Orleans after the formal end of the war. The New Orleans expeditionary force ships then shelled Fort St. Philip on the lower Mississippi without result and proceeded to Mobile, which was taken. At that point word was received of the Treaty of Ghent, and the British recovered their land force and sailed away. Other posttreaty naval engagements occurred. The capture of USS President has already been noted, but the most dramatic encounter was the victory of USS Constitution under Captain Stewart over HMS Cyane and Levant, under overall command of Captain Gordon Falcon.

The Royal Navy made it possible for Britain to project its military strength and carry out operations in North America. Its ships escorted the transports bringing men and supplies that made it possible for the British Army to fight the Americans to a draw on land and preserve Canada for the Crown. The Royal Navy also managed to effectively blockade a long and difficult coastline under adverse operating conditions.

Claude G. Berube
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Grenade

Designation given to any small handheld antipersonnel weapon that detonates shortly after release. Initially the grenade consisted of any hollow shell filled with combustibles that would explode, scattering fragments of the shell in the area where it landed. The name “grenade” derives from the French term grenade, meaning “pomegranate,” which the early grenades resembled. Grenades are usually thrown but can be launched as well. They can be used both as antipersonnel weapons and for the demolition of sections of fortifications or fieldworks in preparation for an infantry assault.

The history of grenades in European warfare dates back to the 15th century, when the first such weapons were developed simultaneously in several areas of the continent. Grenades were in such widespread use during the 16th and 17th centuries that specialist army troops, known as grenadiers, were added to all the major European armies. The men in these units were chosen from the tallest and most physically robust members of the infantry so that they effectively could lob the grenades at enemy field fortifications. By the early 19th century, most European armies retained grenadiers but utilized them more as shock troops.

Some sources claim that grenades fell completely out of use during the period of the War of 1812 and returned only during the American Civil War; however, this assertion appears to be misleading. Indeed, there are documented instances of their use in naval engagements during the conflict. In a close engagement they could be hurled by marines from the fighting tops of one ship onto the decks of the opposing vessel. The explosion of a locker containing grenades was a contributing factor in the surrender of the U.S. frigate Chesapeake to the British frigate Shannon off Boston on June 1, 1813. Furthermore, during the burning of government buildings in Washington, D.C., by British troops in 1814, a storage facility containing grenades exploded.

James McIntyre
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Griswold, Roger

Birth Date: May 21, 1762

Death Date: October 25, 1812

Governor of Connecticut. Roger Griswold was born in Lyme, Connecticut, on May 21, 1762, a son of future governor Matthew Griswold. Griswold graduated from Yale College with a law degree in 1780, joined the state bar in 1783, and entered politics by successfully standing for a seat in the Connecticut General Assembly in 1794. Shortly after, he gained election to the U.S. House of Representatives, where his actions established him as a strident Federalist ideologue.

Griswold opposed the rising tide of Democratic Republicanism until 1805, when he resumed his law practice in Connecticut. Consistent with the belief of many staunch Federalists, Griswold flirted with the notion of separating New England from the rest of the country, and he was in constant contact with the British ambassador in Washington, D.C., about the scheme. Between 1807 and 1809 Griswold served on the Superior Court, after which he returned to politics by becoming lieutenant governor. His fortunes crested in 1811 when he was elected governor by defeating incumbent John Treadwell. Griswold, who was not an active churchgoer, was also the first Connecticut chief executive not closely associated with Connecticut’s domineering Congregational establishment.

The onset of the War of 1812 in June 1812 allowed Griswold to act out his high Federalist dogma, which maintained that the conflict was politically and militarily foolish, given the unpreparedness of the nation to wage it. Accordingly, when Major General Henry Dearborn requested that four companies of state militia occupy a fort held by U.S. Army troops, thereby releasing them for service in Canada, Griswold withheld compliance. He maintained that such requisitions of manpower were unconstitutional, seeing that the state had not been invaded, and that these also violated his prerogatives as commander in chief. He was joined in this defiance by the governors of Massachusetts and Rhode Island, who helped orchestrate creation of the Peace Party to oppose the war and helped nominate DeWitt Clinton for the presidency that autumn. Griswold died suddenly in Norwich on October 25, 1812, and was succeeded by another strident Federalist, John Cotton Smith. Griswold’s duration in office in the war had been brief, but it established the tenor of subsequent Federalist behavior throughout this region, which culminated in the infamous Hartford Convention of 1814.

John C. Fredriksen
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Grundy, Felix

Birth Date: September 11, 1777

Death Date: December 19, 1840

Lawyer, Tennessee congressman, U.S. senator, and attorney general of the United States (1838–1839). Felix Grundy was born on September 11, 1777, in Berkeley County, Virginia. In 1779, his family moved to Pennsylvania, followed by another move in 1780 to Kentucky. When Grundy was very young his father died, reducing the family to poverty. Grundy was largely educated at home. He subsequently read law under George Nicholas, one of the leading lawyers of Kentucky.
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Felix Grundy of Tennessee entered the U.S. Congress in 1811. A Democratic Republican, he was a staunch advocate of war with Britain and accused the Federalists of “moral treason.” (BiographicalImages.com)

Grundy was admitted to the Kentucky bar in November 1795. Between 1796 and 1806 he served as the commonwealth attorney, displaying great ability in that post. In 1800 Grundy was elected to the Kentucky House of Representatives and served two terms. In December 1806 he was appointed to the Kentucky Supreme Court of Errors and Appeals. By the following April he was chief justice. At the end of 1807, however, Grundy resigned, apparently because the salary for the chief justice was so low.

Grundy then moved his family to Nashville, Tennessee, and devoted himself to his legal practice. He was so effective representing criminal defendants that he was often called to neighboring states to defend clients. In spite of his success in law Grundy missed politics, and in 1811 he entered the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican, where he served on the Committee on Foreign Affairs and pushed for war with Great Britain. He publicly feuded with the Federalists, whom he accused of “moral treason,” and vigorously backed President James Madison’s war policies. Indeed, Grundy often opined that the Madison administration was not pursuing the conflict with sufficient vigor. Grundy was reelected in 1812 but resigned in the summer of 1814 because of his wife’s illness.

Returning to Tennessee, Grundy reentered politics in 1819 and was elected to the Tennessee legislature on a platform of debtor relief, following the Panic of 1819. A supporter of President Andrew Jackson, Grundy served in the U.S. Senate from 1829 to 1838, where he generally advocated on behalf of Jackson’s policies.

Grundy supported Martin Van Buren in his campaign for president in 1836, and on September 1, 1838, Van Buren appointed Grundy to succeed Benjamin Butler as U.S. attorney general. Grundy resigned from the Senate and served until December 1, 1839. He apparently spent much of his time planning how to carry the South in Van Buren’s 1840 campaign.

In December 1839 the Tennessee legislature elected Grundy to the U.S. Senate. He worked tirelessly throughout the South for Van Buren’s reelection, but the rigors of travel aggravated a stomach ailment, and Grundy collapsed after the election. He was confined to bed at his home in Nashville, where he died on December 19, 1840.

Tim J. Watts
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Gulf Coast Campaign

Start Date: August 14, 1814

End Date: February 11, 1815

Joint British Army–Royal Navy campaign against Gulf Coast targets during August 14, 1814–February 11, 1815, designed to deprive western Americans of access to the sea and to influence peace negotiations. For a number of reasons, military operations along the Gulf Coast were attractive to British planners. There was good reason to believe that people of Spanish and French extraction living in the region as well as the Baratarian pirates, Seminole and Creek Indians, and African Americans might support them. The prosperous city of New Orleans, the principal focus of the campaign, was a tempting target. With a population of some 25,000, it was the chief outlet for western-produced American goods and controlled access to the lower Mississippi River and the Gulf of Mexico. Finally, New Orleans in British hands could potentially be used as a bargaining chip at the end of the war.

In May 1814 preliminary to the main expedition against New Orleans, British North American Station commander Vice Admiral Alexander Cochrane provided arms to the region’s Indians, mainly the Seminoles in Spanish Florida. On August 14 Major Edward Nicolls of the Royal Maines, commanding 100 British soldiers, occupied the fine naval anchorage at Pensacola Bay, West Florida, with the consent of Spanish authorities. Assisted by a naval squadron under the command of Captain William H. Percy, Nicolls led 225 marines and Indians on September 12 against Fort Bowyer at the mouth of Mobile Bay. The British were unable to dislodge the American garrison of 160 regulars commanded by Major William Lawrence, however, and after losing their flagship, the frigate Hermes (22 guns), they withdrew on September 15, having suffered 32 killed and 37 wounded; the Americans lost only 4 killed and 5 wounded.

When Major General Andrew Jackson, American commander along the Gulf Coast, heard that the British were at Pensacola and intending to use it as a staging area, he was determined to march there and drive them out. Secretary of War James Monroe, fearing Spanish reaction, halfheartedly ordered him not to invade West Florida, but the headstrong Jackson proceeded anyway. On November 7, 1814, with 4,100 men, Jackson captured the town of Pensacola, easily overcoming Spanish opposition. He then moved against the British-held forts, causing the British to abandon Pensacola Bay and sail away. Jackson, who expected the British to attack Fort Bowyer and seize Mobile Bay, next marched there. When no British appeared, he proceeded on to New Orleans.

Arriving in New Orleans on December 1, Jackson found the city mired in defeatism and shockingly unprepared to resist a British attack. He immediately began to redress these problems. To block water approaches from the south, he established a series of defensive batteries, and he accepted the services of Jean Lafitte and the Baratarian pirates. Meanwhile, William C. C. Claiborne, governor of Louisiana, called out his state’s militia. Soon Jackson commanded 1,800 men, whom he marched seven miles below New Orleans to take up defensive positions on both banks of the Mississippi River. Jackson also ordered defenses prepared upriver at Baton Rouge, should it prove necessary to withdraw there.

Meanwhile a large British fleet, including 7 ships of the line and many frigates and smaller vessels, all escorting an even larger number of transports carrying an expeditionary force of some 6,500 British regulars, 1,000 West Indian blacks, and 1,000 Royal Marines under Major General Sir Edward Pakenham, had sailed from Jamaica under the command of Admiral Cochrane. It rendezvoused with the British who had quit Pensacola, and the entire expeditionary force arrived in the Lake Borgne area, some 40 miles east of New Orleans, on December 13. The British planned to approach New Orleans not from the south but instead from the east through Bayou Bienvenue, which drains the area east of the city and reaches from Lake Borgne within 1 mile of the Mississippi. This route was far shallower than the British had believed, and it was 62 miles from Cat Island at the mouth of Lake Borgne to Bayou Bienvenue. The U.S. Navy commander at New Orleans, Master Commandant Daniel Patterson, having predicted that the British would take this route, sent 5 of his gunboats with 183 men there under command of Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones. On December 14 British captain Nicholas Lockyer led some 1,200 men in 42 launches and other craft against the gunboats and captured all of them. Although a defeat for them, the Americans had somewhat delayed the British arrival at New Orleans, giving Jackson more time to prepare the city’s defenses.

On December 19, 1814, a British force of 1,800 men, commanded by Major General John Keane, arrived at Bayou Bienvenu, three miles east of the Mississippi River. Keane’s soldiers pushed to the river, where on December 23 Jackson and 2,000 men, supported by gunfire from the U.S. Navy schooner Carolina, attacked them at Villeré Plantation. Rebuffed in a violent nighttime battle, Jackson then withdrew to a point about five miles from New Orleans, where he took advantage of a dry shallow canal, Canal Rodriguez, to erect a line of breastworks. Keane, convinced that he was badly outnumbered, made no attempt to interfere. On Christmas Day, Pakenham arrived to assume personal command of the British forces.

On January 1, 1815, Pakenham sent out a reconnaissance in force that led to an inconclusive artillery duel, with the Americans getting the better of it. Pakenham then called up reinforcements, and these arrived on January 6. This week’s delay also allowed Jackson to receive reinforcements.

On January 8, 1815, in the Battle of New Orleans, Pakenham sent some 5,300 men against Jackson’s strong positions manned by 4,000 men, with another 1,000 in reserve, but the American artillery mowed down large numbers of the attackers. Pakenham was killed, and Major General John Lambert assumed command. On the Mississippi’s west bank, Colonel William Thornton’s men routed the Kentucky and Louisiana militia under Brigadier General David Morgan and threatened Jackson’s right flank. But Lambert ordered them to fall back, and the battle was over. The British had sustained nearly 40 percent casualties: 291 dead, 1,262 wounded, and 484 taken prisoner. The Americans lost only 13 dead, 39 wounded, and 19 missing. For the entire New Orleans campaign, the British had suffered 386 killed, 1,521 wounded, and 552 missing; American losses were 55 killed, 185 wounded, and 93 missing.

On January 18 Lambert withdrew the remnants of his army and rendezvoused with Cochrane’s fleet, which had ineffectually bombarded Fort St. Philip, 65 miles downriver from New Orleans, during January 9–17. Although the British proceeded on to Mobile Bay and captured Fort Bowyer on February 11, they received news of peace before they could achieve their objective of taking Mobile itself. Despite a considerable expenditure in effort and lives, the Gulf campaign cost the British dearly and achieved little.

Paul David Nelson and Spencer C. Tucker
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Gutiérrez-Magee Expedition

Start Date: August 8, 1812

End Date: February 1813

Joint Mexican-American filibustering expedition in Spanish-controlled Texas during 1812–1813 during the early stages of Mexico’s war for independence. Insurrectionist sentiments had surfaced in Texas as early as January 1811, when Juan Bautista de las Casas led a failed coup against Royalists at San Antonio. That December, José Bernardo Gutiérrez de Lara, another Mexican rebel, traveled to Washington, D.C., and there met with Secretary of State James Monroe in hopes of securing support for another rebellion in Texas. With war with Britain looming, U.S. leaders refused to officially sanction the effort, but Gutiérrez was reasonably certain that the Americans would not dismiss the rebellion once it had begun.

After securing a letter of introduction from Governor William C. C. Claiborne of Louisiana, Gutiérrez met with William Shaler, an American diplomat sent to Texas to observe the situation. Shaler soon became the filibustering expedition’s chief adviser, which began mobilizing at Natchitoches, Louisiana, in the summer of 1812. Many soldiers of fortune joined the effort, including a number of Americans who dreamed of seizing Texas for the United States. Shaler convinced Augustus W. Magee, a frustrated former U.S. Army officer, to work with Gutiérrez and lead the military portion of the expedition, which came to be called the Gutiérrez-Magee Expedition.

On August 8, 1812, Magee led some 130 men in crossing the Sabine River into Texas and successfully repelled a Royalist frontier detachment. On August 12 he entered Nacogdoches, regrouped, recruited more men so that his force numbered some 300, and marched farther south and west. The Spanish governor of Texas, Manuel María de Salcedo, mobilized his troops along the Guadalupe River to protect San Antonio. Magee, however, decided to avoid a clash there and instead seized La Bahía (Goliad), unopposed, on November 7. Salcedo laid siege to the village, however, and the filibusterers decided to stand firm. Before anything further could be accomplished, Magee died suddenly on February 6, 1813. Samuel Kemper now took command of the expedition.

On February 10 and 13, Kemper repelled two Spanish offensives before withdrawing toward San Antonio on February 19. Now commanding some 800 men, Kemper went on the offensive, defeating a larger Royalist force at the Battle of Rosillo on March 29. On March 1, Salcedo was forced to relinquish San Antonio to the rebels. After the taking of San Antonio, Gutiérrez, who had taken a somewhat peripheral role in the expedition, reasserted his authority and ordered Salcedo and several other Spanish officials brutally murdered. This act alienated a number of rebels, especially the Americans. Kemper now took more than 100 men with him, left for Louisiana, and abandoned the effort.

Thereafter the expedition became increasingly ineffectual and suffered numerous turnovers in leadership. At the Battle of Medina on August 18, 1813, the expeditionary force of 1,400 men, now led by General José Álvarez de Toledo y Dubois, blundered into an ambush set by Spanish Royalist general Joaquín de Arrendondo, commandant-general of the Provincias Internas, with 1,830 men. The ensuing four-hour battle is the bloodiest engagement ever to occur in Texas. The expeditionary force was virtually wiped out, suffering some 1,300 dead. Only some 100 men escaped, and a number of these were subsequently captured and executed as traitors. The Royalist forces lost only 55 dead. Thereafter Spanish officials used harsh tactics to bring Texas back into line. Although the expedition failed, it showcased how filibusterers sought to take advantage of the War of 1812, which had preoccupied the United States, and demonstrated the volatility of Texas politics and society. Indeed, Texas would remain a hotbed of seething discord, Mexican and American alike, for several succeeding decades.

John H. Barnhill and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Halifax, Nova Scotia

British military outpost established in 1749 along the western shore of the narrows separating Chebucto Bay and the Bedford Basin. In 1812 Halifax, Nova Scotia, had a permanent population of about 10,000. During the War of 1812 Halifax served as an important launching point for 115 British naval raids and a place of detainment for captured U.S. sailors. Moreover, Halifax was Britain’s only year-round naval base on the North American continent. In July 1812 after the beginning of the war with the United States, the Nova Scotia Assembly appropriated £42,000 to refurbish the original outpost, Fort George, as a military staging area for British forces. Melville Prison, on an island in the harbor, also hosted several hundred American captives in difficult conditions.

Halifax prospered during the war years and never came under threat of attack. It served as the center for captured U.S. ships and cargoes, which were auctioned there. In all, some 700 captured ships were escorted to local Vice Admiralty courts. An early British expedition under George Ramsay, Lord Dalhousie, that captured Castine, Maine, originated from Halifax, and British naval forces from Halifax also successfully blockaded the New England coastline. The British frigate Shannon (52 guns), based here, brought the captured U.S. frigate Chesapeake (50 guns) into its harbor on June 6, 1813. Moreover, British warships and provincial privateers both used the port. Halifax was the staging area for the 1814 British Chesapeake Bay campaign and also served as the base from which British raiders advanced on St. George and Thomaston, Maine, leading to the occupation of much of eastern Maine from July 1814 to June 1818.

Although Halifax was immune from American attacks, given the small U.S. blue-water navy, it did experience the social consequences of being home to some 10,000 sailors and soldiers. Many engaged in unruly behavior, and all escaped prosecution because the city was under martial law. The most notable instance occurred in January 1813 when five civilians were stabbed with bayonets in a brawl at Market Wharf. One soldier, convicted of murder, was later pardoned by Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost.

Some 2,000 slaves, who were offered freedom and land by the British, made their way to the city between 1812 and 1816. Thus, Halifax was not only a center of confinement for captured Americans but was also a passageway to freedom for many African Americans. After the war it took two years for the swollen garrison to depart and the backlog of captured goods to be removed from local warehouses.

Charles F. Howlett
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Hall, Amos

Birth Date: November 21, 1761

Death Date: December 28, 1827

Upstate New York pioneer, state official, and militia officer who briefly commanded U.S. forces along the Niagara frontier in late 1813. Amos Hall was born in Guilford, Connecticut, on November 21, 1761. During the American Revolutionary War, he entered military service at age 15 as a musician in his father’s regiment. After the war he maintained ties to the local militia and in 1790 went to upstate New York, where he eventually founded the town of West Bloomfield. He helped form a local militia outfit and maintained a commission for a number of years prior to the War of 1812. Hall also conducted the first official census of western New York in 1790, was a U.S. marshal, and served as a state senator during 1809–1813.

Hall saw only limited military action during the early stages of the War of 1812, by which time he had attained the rank of brigadier general of militia. When the highly unpopular Brigadier General George McClure was removed from command on the Niagara frontier in mid-December 1813, Hall succeeded him on December 25. Fearing a British attack on Buffalo, Hall arrived there the following day and established his headquarters between Buffalo and Black Rock, New York, in hopes of protecting both from British depredations.

Hall lacked the troops and resources to carry out his task. His militia forces were inexperienced, poorly trained, and poorly equipped to face veteran British soldiers. He attempted to position them as strategically as possible, but their lack of training proved insurmountable. Meanwhile, across the border in Canada, Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond was laying plans for assaults against Black Rock and Buffalo and in retribution for McClure’s unwarranted destruction of Newark in Upper Canada. By December 29 Hall had deployed militia units inside of and along the periphery of Black Rock. That night, British troops crossed the Shogeoquady Creek nearby, and Hall’s militiamen panicked after a few minutes of combat and fled. Hall lost an estimated 800 men, most of whom deserted and hid.

At daylight on December 30, Hall marched toward Black Rock with about 1,200 men and some allied Seneca warriors. He sent his militia into the fray against the British, and they fought well initially, but once Hall ordered a withdrawal to prevent their envelopment by British troops, the militia again disintegrated in a pell-mell retreat. The British took Black Rock on December 30 and burned the entire village. Hall’s militia, now numbering about 800 men at nearby Buffalo, fared no better. The British burned Buffalo as well and five ships in port on December 31. Hall’s force suffered at least 140 casualties during the actions.

Hall was subsequently blamed for the destruction of Black Rock and Buffalo and was removed from command in the early winter of 1814. He nevertheless remained in the militia until 1818, at which time he resigned at the rank of major general. Hall remained a prominent citizen in western New York until his death in West Bloomfield on December 28, 1827.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Hall, James

Birth Date: July 29, 1793

Death Date: July 5, 1868

Author, editor, and Pennsylvania militia officer. James Hall was born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, on July 29, 1793, and received a sound education at home. He showed a flair for writing at a young age but decided to read for the law under John Ewing, his uncle. Hall’s brother, John Elihu Hall, was an ardent Federalist who edited an antiwar newspaper in Baltimore. Despite his brother’s political inclinations, James Hall served a stint in the Pennsylvania Militia and then enlisted in the 2nd U.S. Artillery as a second lieutenant in 1814. He served in Major Jacob Hindman’s artillery train, which was then part of Major General Jacob Brown’s left division, as it prepared for an expedition against Canada that summer. Hall saw action in the Battle of Chippawa (July 5, 1814), the Battle of Lundy’s Lane (July 25, 1814), and the Battle and Siege of Fort Erie (August 4–21, 1814). After accompanying Commodore William Bainbridge’s squadron as an artillery officer in the war against Algiers, Hall mustered out of the military sometime in the autumn of 1818 to study law in Pittsburgh.

After the war Hall lived in various locales in the Midwest and eschewed law in favor of writing. He also edited several magazines and newspapers. Two of his published stories, “Empty Pockets” and “The Bearer of Despatches,” which appeared in the Post Folio edited by his brother John, were based on his experiences in the War of 1812; the latter detailed his service as a messenger for General Brown during the Battle and Siege of Fort Erie. James Hall concentrated his writings in the postwar period on life and experiences along the western frontier, chiefly in Indiana, Illinois, and Wisconsin. He died in Cincinnati, Ohio, on July 5, 1868.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Hamilton, Paul

Birth Date: October 16, 1762

Death Date: June 30, 1816

U.S. politician and third secretary of the navy (1809–1812). Paul Hamilton was born on October 16, 1762, in Saint Paul’s Parish, South Carolina, and fought in the American Revolutionary War. After the war he became a successful planter and then political figure in South Carolina. He was a tax collector during 1785–1786 and then served in the state House of Representatives. Hamilton served as governor of South Carolina during 1804–1806.

On March 4, 1809, President James Madison appointed Hamilton secretary of the navy, and he assumed office on May 15, 1809. Because Hamilton completely lacked maritime experience, it is assumed that Madison appointed him for his administrative ability and political acumen.

Madison did not comprehend the importance of a strong navy and merely continued the policies of his predecessor, which centered on coastal defense. In June 1809, however, Hamilton argued that reliance on the large number of gunboats restricted the nation to defensive warfare. If the navy was to protect the U.S. merchant marine and to conduct commerce raiding, then frigates and smaller cruisers would be necessary. The larger ships were not only more cost-effective per gun than gunboats but could better serve for training purposes.

Madison’s views on a restricted naval establishment were shared by the Democratic Republican majorities in Congress, and Congress would not consider Hamilton’s plans for naval expansion. Not only was the legislative branch unwilling to build new ships, but it cut appropriations for maintenance and repair of those that existed. In December 1811 with war looming, Congress voted down Hamilton’s proposal for construction of 12 74-gun ships of the line and 20 38-gun frigates.

Given the limited resources available to him, Hamilton did the best he could. Because the Embargo Act and the Non-Intercourse Act kept much of the nation’s merchant marine in port, he had no problem securing sufficient numbers of seamen. Hamilton also championed technological advances, such as Robert Fulton’s experiments with torpedoes (naval mines) and a means to deliver them. Hamilton also ordered action taken against the illegal trade in slaves along the southern U.S. coasts, ordering commanders to search suspicious ships in U.S. territorial waters. This was to be accomplished regardless of the national flag in question, although he cautioned commanders not to violate the waters of Spanish Florida.
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Paul Hamilton of South Carolina was a highly effective secretary of the navy during May 1809–December 1812, but much of his effort was stymied by President James Madison, who saw little need for a strong seagoing navy. (U.S. Navy)

Hamilton also ordered the defenses of New Orleans strengthened, including an increase in the number of gunboats stationed there, and construction of two blockships. With war imminent he did what he could to prepare, securing supplies and trying to stockpile oak for subsequent construction. Once war came, he ordered Captain Isaac Chauncey to undertake naval construction on the Great Lakes, which proved of great importance there.

In the weeks before the war, Hamilton struggled to meet expectations that the navy could escort home American merchantmen, defend the seacoast against assault, and attack British commerce. It would take time for the Royal Navy to shift additional naval assets to the North American Station. This provided a slight window of opportunity, and Hamilton queried his senior captains as to the strategy that should be followed.

Commodore John Rodgers urged squadron operations off the British coasts and dispatching smaller ships to the West Indies. Commodore William Bainbridge wanted to disperse the ships widely, while Commodore Stephen Decatur favored a middle course of sending out one or two well-provisioned frigates to act against British commerce.

Hamilton ultimately decided in favor of Rodgers and subsequently ordered him to cruise eastward in the central Atlantic, while Decatur proceeded to his south. But this strategy was essentially defensive, designed to see safely home the large number of U.S. merchant ships that had been rushed to Spain with barrels of flour in anticipation of the April embargo. As it turned out Rodgers’s efforts netted nothing, while ships in Decatur’s and Bainbridge’s small squadrons met and defeated the British frigates Macedonian and Java and the sloop Peacock.

Hamilton consequently became a scapegoat for Madison’s failed naval policy at the beginning of the war. The secretary had been considering resignation for some time, and he finally left office on December 31, 1812. William Jones of Pennsylvania replaced him. Hamilton returned to Beaufort, South Carolina, where he died on June 30, 1816.

Robert W. Malick and Spencer C. Tucker
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Hamilton and Scourge, USS, Loss of

Event Date: August 8, 1813

When Commodore Isaac Chauncey assembled the U.S. Navy’s first-ever Great Lakes Squadron on Lake Ontario in the winter of 1812–1813, he depended heavily on merchant vessels that were large enough to undergo conversion into war vessels. These included American schooners bought into the service and several British schooners captured in November 1812. By the summer of 1813 Chauncey’s squadron had 11 converted merchantmen plus the ships General Pike and Madison, the brig Oneida, and the newly built schooner Lady of the Lake.

Among the converted merchantmen were the Hamilton and Scourge. The former had been launched in 1809 at Oswego and named the Diana. It measured about 75 feet on its deck with a beam of nearly 25 feet and a burden of 76 tons. During the summer of 1813 it mounted eight 18-pounder carronades and one 12-pounder long gun on a swivel carriage, or circle.

The Scourge was British-built, launched at Niagara in 1811 and named the Lord Nelson. It measured about 62 feet in length and 20 feet abeam, and it was about 45 tons burden. When the American government enacted a new embargo just prior to the declaration of war, Lieutenant Melancthon Woolsey, looking for trade violators in his brig Oneida, captured the Lord Nelson on June 5, 1812, and took it to Sackets Harbor. By the summer of 1813 it only carried small long guns at its bulwarks, four 6-pounders and six 4-pounders. Although Chauncey’s schooners increased the strength of his squadron, they had difficulty maintaining the tightly controlled sailing order. In contrast, the ships of Commodore Sir James Yeo’s smaller squadron were better able to maneuver because of their deeper drafts and the fact that they were not overburdened by guns and crews.

The two squadrons encountered each other for the first time on August 7, 1813, just off the Niagara Peninsula, but contact proved elusive. That night the Americans lay about six miles north of Twelve Mile Creek (at present-day St. Catharines), while the British were across the lake near York.

Just after midnight the calm weather suddenly changed, and a strong wind and a heavy storm of rain and lightning swept across the American squadron. The crews of the Hamilton and Scourge had left their sails fully set and did not react quickly enough, and the two sloops were thrown on their beams ends by the storm. Within minutes their hulls filled with water and both vessels sank, carrying all but 4 men from the Hamilton and 8 from the Scourge to their deaths. All told, 53 men of 72 aboard the two ships perished. The full story of the event, as relayed by seaman Ned Myers of the Scourge, reached the public in the 1840s when James Fenimore Cooper, with whom Myers had been shipmates early in their lives, wrote his biography and included the loss of the schooners.

In 1975 the sunken schooners were discovered and identified by a Canadian team led by Daniel Nelson of St. Catharines at a depth of 300 feet. Since then they have been the subject of study, with reclamation of objects from the wrecks and construction of a museum to house them under active consideration.

Robert Malcomson
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Hampden, Battle of

Event Date: September 3, 1814

Battle between British and American forces at Hampden, Maine, on September 3, 1814. Hampden is located in Penobscot County, in the eastern part of the state near Bangor and the Penobscot River, and is approximately 27 miles upriver from Penobscot Bay.

In the late summer of 1814 Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of British North America, ordered Sir John Coape Sherbrooke, the lieutenant governor of Nova Scotia, to establish British control of Maine east of the Penobscot River. Securing this territory from New England had stoked British aspirations since the American Revolutionary War. On August 26, 1814, Sherbrooke departed Halifax. His naval force, commanded by Rear Admiral Edward Griffith, included three 74-gun ships of the line, two frigates, two sloops, and a schooner. These escorted 10 troop transports carrying some 2,000–2,500 men.

Early on the morning of August 30, the British squadron encountered the British sloop Rifleman (18 guns), the crew of which informed Sherbrooke that the American corvette Adams (28 guns) had gone up the Penobscot River seeking refuge. Previously the Adams had struck a reef, and Captain Charles Morris had taken his ship up the Penobscot to Hampden to effect repairs.

Although Sherbrooke had planned first to attack Machias, he now decided to eliminate the Adams first. Arriving at Castine, Maine, at the mouth of the Penobscot on September 1, he immediately landed troops. Lieutenant Andrew Lewis and 40 men of the 40th Infantry Regiment defended Castine with four 24-pounders and two field pieces. Faced with overwhelming force, Lewis spiked his guns and withdrew with his field pieces. The British then occupied Castine without resistance.

After dispatching 600 men to secure Belfast on the road between Bangor and Boston and prevent arrival of American reinforcements from that direction, Sherbrooke sent Captain Robert Barrie upriver with 600 men in the 18-gun brig sloops Sylph and Peruvian, a small schooner tender, and the transport brig Harmony. Lieutenant Colonel Henry John commanded the land contingent. On their way up the river, the British spotted American militia marching to Hampden and easily dispersed them, inflicting 1 killed and several wounded.

Meanwhile, the Americans were doing what they could to defend the Adams. Captain Morris had appealed to Brigadier General John Blake of the Maine Militia for assistance, and Blake assembled some 400 men. Most of the Adams’ guns were off-loaded and placed in two shore batteries, one on the bluff above the river and the other at Crosby’s Wharf to cover the water approach. The militia established a defensive line from Hampden Academy to the river, covering the river road from Frankfort. The defenders positioned an 18-pounder carronade and lighter field pieces in the center of the line to control the narrow bridge over which the British had to cross. The militiamen were subsequently joined by Lieutenant Lewis and his 40 regulars.

On the morning of September 3 the British approached in a heavy fog. It lifted long enough for them to land their infantry with a howitzer and a 6-pounder field piece, along with Congreve rockets. The ships in the river also paralleled the land advance.

On the arrival of the British, Blake ordered his men to open fire, but the sudden appearance of the well-disciplined British troops out of the fog apparently created panic among the militia and caused them to break and flee. The British then easily crossed the bridge. With his covering force in full flight, Morris could only order the guns of both batteries spiked and the Adams burned, then he himself fled to avoid capture.

The British quickly occupied Hampden and then moved on to nearby Bangor. At both places they captured or destroyed a number of ships and guns and some supplies. Having extorted $42,000 to ensure the delivery of other vessels under construction to Castine, the invaders withdrew downriver on September 9. British casualties during the Battle of Hampden were 2 killed, 8 wounded, and 1 missing. American losses were 1 killed and 70 taken prisoner, including 11 wounded.

Edward J. Martin and Spencer C. Tucker
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Hampton, Battle of

Event Date: June 25, 1813

Skirmish during amphibious operations conducted by British forces in the Chesapeake Bay region in June 25, 1813. Hampton is situated on the southeast end of the Virginia Peninsula and borders on Hampton Roads and Chesapeake Bay. In the summer of 1813 the British conducted limited operations in the Chesapeake Bay area with two aims in mind. The British hoped that an expedition in Virginia and Maryland waters would divert U.S. military assets and prevent a new U.S. invasion of Canada. They also hoped that amphibious assaults along Virginia and Maryland waterways might wreak enough destruction to compel the U.S. government to sue for peace. Vice Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren had overall command of the North American station; his second-in-command was Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn.

Warren’s orders from London were to raid and reembark his ground forces, not hold territory. He was also admonished not to encourage slave rebellions. His troops, ultimately numbering some 3,000 men and commanded by Colonel Sir Thomas Sidney Beckwith, included two battalions of Royal Marines with accompanying artillery, some soldiers from Bermuda, and two independent companies of French, known as the Independent Foreigners (or Canadian Chasseurs), who had been taken prisoner by the British during the Napoleonic Wars and who had volunteered in order to escape imprisonment. Among Warren’s ships was the gun brig Mariner armed with Congreve’s rockets, which vastly increased his troops’ firepower in landing maneuvers.

In April and May 1813, Warren and Cockburn carried out small amphibious operations against various places in the upper Chesapeake, including Lynnhaven Bay, Virginia, and Frenchtown, Maryland, while awaiting a full concentration of British naval and troop strength to arrive from Bermuda. In mid-June, Warren decided to strike the Gosport Navy Yard at Norfolk, Virginia, with the intention of destroying the yard and capturing the U.S. Navy frigate Constellation, then anchored in the Elizabeth River under the protection of shore batteries.

On June 22 some 1,500 British troops commanded by Colonel Beckwith assaulted two American batteries on Craney Island at the mouth of the Elizabeth River to clear the way for further attacks. Militia brigadier general Robert B. Taylor and his 737 men repulsed the assault, inflicting losses of 16 killed and 62 missing upon the attackers.

Warren determined that further operations against Norfolk would be too costly, so he next turned his attention to Hampton, located to the north of Hampton Roads and west of Chesapeake Bay. Hampton was of negligible importance as a strategic or commercial center and was defended by only one artillery battery and 450 militiamen under the command of Major Stapleton Crutchfield. On June 25 Cockburn made a frontal demonstration to engage the defenders and then landed 2,000 men on the beaches two miles north of Hampton Roads. This force proceeded to attack the American rear. The defenders held for a while, killing 5 British soldiers and wounding 33 more; 10 British soldiers also went missing in the action. The Americans suffered 30 casualties, a third of whom were missing and were to have simply deserted and fled home.

There was relative quiet on the evening of June 25, but the next day the independent French companies and some among the British troops ran amok, subjecting the inhabitants of Hampton to looting and violence. Private residences were pillaged, some inhabitants were murdered, and a number of women were raped. British lieutenant colonel Charles Napier, commander of the 102nd Regiment, was appalled, noting that his men almost mutinied because they were not allowed to join in the sacking of the village. Americans willing to cooperate with the British did benefit in that the British Army paid for provisions it required. Some 600 runaway slaves found freedom with the British forces, departing with them.

The British conduct in their occupation of Hampton aroused great ire among Americans, as it did with several British officers. Colonel Beckwith, already disgusted with his French troop’s insubordination and desertions, informed Admiral Warren that he wished to dispense with their services altogether. Warren agreed, and in July the malcontents were sent to Halifax, Nova Scotia. Warren continued to carry out intermittent and minor British raids in the Chesapeake region until September 1813.

Paul David Nelson
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Hampton, Wade

Birth Date: ca. 1751

Death Date: February 3, 1835

U.S. congressman and then U.S. Army major general during the War of 1812. Scion of a prominent South Carolina family, Wade Hampton was born in Halifax, Virginia, around 1751. In the 1760s he moved with his family to Spartanburg, South Carolina. There Hampton sided with the Patriot cause during the American Revolutionary War, joining a dragoon company at Spartanburg. Soon a captain, he distinguished himself and was advanced to colonel for his role in the Battle of Eutaw Springs in September 1781.

After the war Hampton served several terms in the South Carolina General Assembly. Purchasing a large tract of land near Columbia in 1788, which he named Woodlands Plantation, he cultivated cotton. Stridently independent, Hampton opposed ratification of the U.S. Constitution in 1787. During 1795–1797 he was a member of the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican, but he failed to win reelection. Later reelected, he served during 1803–1805 but again failed to win reelection and retired to private life.

Incensed over the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, Hampton next sought a military appointment. In October 1808 he was commissioned a colonel and given command of a new regiment of light dragoons raised with the expansion of the army. In February 1809 he was advanced to brigadier general and up through 1812 was assigned responsibility for protecting the port of New Orleans and the southwestern frontier. In this post he replaced Brigadier General James Wilkinson, and the change of command resulted in acrimonious relations between them. Once in command, Hampton developed a network of roads that improved mobility within the region. He also found time to purchase several plantations along the lower Mississippi River.

At the time of the U.S. declaration of war against Britain, Hampton was commanding coastal fortifications in the vicinity of Norfolk, Virginia, and thus did not participate in the failed northern campaigns of 1812. On March 12, 1813, Hampton was appointed major general in preparation for another round of campaigns to take Upper Canada. Placed in command of the Ninth Military District, New York, he assumed command of some 4,000 troops near Plattsburgh, but he was shocked by the unprepared condition of his raw recruits. Worse yet, Hampton learned that he would be subrodinated to Wilkinson as the campaign against Montreal unfolded. At that point Hampton asked to be allowed to resign, but he was persuaded to remain by Secretary of War John Armstrong. Hampton also quarreled with Vermont governor Martin Crittenden, a fierce opponent of the war who refused to yield control of the state’s militia to the government.

Hampton was an effective organizer and he established a training camp to turn his officers and recruits into an effective military force. Never certain of the objectives of the campaign, Hampton marched and countermarched his men, reaching Châteaugay Four Corners on September 15 with 4,000 infantry. There he was positioned to threaten Montreal and the river above it as he awaited the arrival of Wilkinson and the main force. However, Hampton was disappointed in that the inhabitants failed to rally to him. Moreover, after he decided to advance into Canada, few of the 1,000 militiamen in his force agreed to cross the border.

Canadian governor in chief Sir George Prevost had since called out troops to meet this threat, and on October 25, 1813, Hampton met the British advance force of only 1,400 men commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Charles Michel d’Irumberry de Salaberry of the Canadian Voltigeurs. De Salaberry expertly employed terrain and abatis to block the Americans’ progress. In response Hampton dispatched 1,500 men under Colonel Robert Purdy on a march during the night of October 25–26 to outflank the British force by crossing the Châteaugay River and striking the British from the rear. Purdy’s men got lost and did not reach the river until the afternoon of October 26, when they found the ford protected by abatis and British troops. When this maneuver failed, Hampton ordered Brigadier General George Izard forward in a frontal attack across the river. Izard’s men overcame the first earthwork, but Hampton, discouraged by the battle’s progress, halted the assault. The Americans then unceremoniously withdrew, having suffered some 50 casualties in the battle; the Canadians suffered 25 casualties.

Hampton remained in the area several more days before agreeing with a council of war of his officers on October 28 to return to New York. Taking up winter quarters, he was barely able to keep his troops fed and could offer no real support to Wilkinson’s poorly timed campaign. However, Hampton failed to inform his superior of his decision to remain in place, a fact prompting Wilkinson to issue a warrant for his arrest.

Hampton resigned his commission on April 6, 1814, and returned to South Carolina. He then concentrated his activities on his numerous landholdings. By the time of his death in Columbia on February 3, 1835, Hampton was considered one of the wealthiest men in America, reputedly owning some 3,000 slaves.

Jeffrey W. Dennis and Spencer C. Tucker
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Handsome Lake

Birth Date: ca. 1735

Death Date: August 10, 1815

Seneca prophet and religious leader. Handsome Lake was born around 1735 along the Genessee River in upstate New York. Little is known of his early years, but gradually he became a respected tribal leader. Cornplanter was his half brother. As Handsome Lake matured, he watched with increasing chagrin as the Iroquois peoples’ traditional cultural values steadily eroded, especially after the conclusion of the French and Indian War in 1763. He also grew discouraged over repeated land cessions to the Americans in the aftermath of the Revolutionary War.

In the late 1790s Handsome Lake suffered from a serious illness, thought to have been precipitated by heavy alcohol consumption. In 1799, however, he had the first of several visions that not only transformed his own life but also created a new religious movement among the Senecas and allied Iroquois tribes. Known as the Good Word, or the Longhouse religion, Handsome Lake’s creed espoused a new moral code, some of which incorporated certain Christian doctrines. Handsome Lake preached against the evils of drunkenness, promiscuity, witchcraft, gambling, and fighting. He suggested that if the Iroquois did not subscribe to this moral code, their world would be destroyed by a mass conflagration. Handsome Lake believed that following the precepts of his Good Word would help his people maintain their traditional cultural and social identity and help in resisting white encroachments on their lands.

Handsome Lake became prominent among many Senecas because of his religious vision, and as the 19th century progressed, more and more tribesmen adopted the Longhouse religion; some Iroquois continue to practice it today. At the start of the War of 1812, Handsome Lake urged neutrality in the conflict, but Cornplanter and Red Jacket concluded a defensive pact with the Americans. After that, Handsome Lake remained aloof from political decisions but continued to maintain an influential role in the religious and cultural realms. Handsome Lake died on August 10, 1815, at the Iroquois’ Onondaga Reservation in New York state.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Hanks, Porter

Birth Date: ca. 1788

Death Date: August 16, 1812

U.S. Army officer. Born in Massachusetts circa 1788, Porter Hanks was appointed a second lieutenant in the artillery in January 1805 and was promoted to first lieutenant in late 1806. He served at Detroit and was then assigned to Fort Mackinac on Mackinac Island in northern Michigan. In January 1811 the commanding officer at Fort Mackinac died, and Hanks assumed command.

On July 17, 1812, Hanks was unaware that war with Great Britain had been declared. However, British Fort St. Joseph on the St. Marys River, some 40 miles to the northeast, had received word by July 8. Moreover, on July 15 the garrison under Captain Charles Roberts received an order to attack Fort Mackinac. The next morning, combined British forces departed in a flotilla of canoes, bateaux, and the schooner Caledonia. Roberts commanded 625 men (45 British regulars, 180 Canadian militiamen, and some 400 allied Indians).

At Michilimackinac on July 16, an interpreter informed Hanks of the plan to attack the fort. Hanks immediately called a council to discuss the matter with his officers and local merchants, including the garrison’s sutler. They decided to send the sutler to Fort St. Joseph to make further inquiry. He left that day by canoe, but during the night he awoke to find himself in the middle of the British flotilla. Taken into custody, he was released and warned to inform only the townspeople to take cover or face the fury of Indian allies. He was to say nothing to Hanks or the garrison.

In the early morning hours of July 17, the British forces landed, separated, and surrounded the fort. A surgeon’s mate warned the village and informed Hanks. Before noon, Roberts sent in a demand under a flag of truce for Hanks to surrender. Hanks later wrote that this was his first knowledge that war had been declared. After meeting with his officers, Hanks surrendered the fort later that same day.

The British paroled Hanks and their other prisoners, who then departed for Detroit, arriving there on August 4. There Hanks penned his report to Major General William Hull, governor of the Michigan Territory, defending his surrender of Fort Mackinac. Hanks noted that his decision was largely guided by the need to prevent a massacre of civilians by the Indians, a tact that Hull himself one day would employ in his own defense. Hanks’s court-martial began on August 15 and continued into the next day, when a British shot hit the room where the court-martial was being held. Hanks was struck and killed instantly on August 16, 1812.

Sally E. Colford Bennett
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Hanson, Alexander Contee, Jr.

Birth Date: February 27, 1786

Death Date: April 23, 1819

American lawyer, publisher, and Federalist politician. Alexander Contee Hanson Jr., the scion of a patriotic politically connected family from Frederick, Maryland, was born in Annapolis, Maryland, on February 27, 1786. His grandfather, John Hanson (1721–1783), served as the first president of the U.S. Congress assembled under the Articles of Confederation during 1781–1782. The younger Hanson was educated at St. John’s College, Annapolis, graduating in 1802. After spending a short time practicing law, he turned to journalism by 1808. He was founder and editor of the Federal Republican newspaper, which actively promoted Federalist Party views and opposed war with Britain. The paper was based in Baltimore. Hanson also served as a member of the Maryland House of Delegates from 1811 to 1815.

On June 22, 1812, just days after the declaration of war against Great Britain, a prowar mob in Baltimore destroyed the editorial offices of the Federal Republican on Gay Street. Undeterred, Hanson had a new issue of the newspaper printed in nearby Georgetown, Maryland. The intent was to distribute the newspaper in Baltimore from an armed and secure house on South Charles Street.

Among the Federalists at the house on South Charles Street was Revolutionary War veteran Henry Lee, father of future Confederate general Robert E. Lee. The prowar mob laid siege to the house on the night of July 27–28 and even commandeered a cannon to fire at the residence. Local militiamen, led by Major William B. Barney, arrived on the scene to quell the unrest. Brigadier General John Stricker, commander of the Baltimore City Brigade, went to negotiate with the Federalists, along with Mayor Edward Johnson. The pair persuaded the Federalists to give themselves up to protective custody in the city jail.

While marching the Federalists to the jail, the militiamen as well as the Federalists were pelted by stones and debris thrown by the mob. During the night the militia guard melted away, and the prowar mob entered the jail and attacked the Federalists. Hanson and Lee were seriously injured in the melee. The riots in Baltimore turned Maryland public opinion against the Democratic Republicans, resulting in the election of Federalist Levin Winder as governor in November 1812.

Hanson subsequently settled in Rockville, Maryland, and was elected as a Federalist to the U.S. House of Representatives. He served from March 4, 1813, until his resignation in 1816. That same year he was elected as a Federalist to the U.S. Senate to fill the vacancy caused by the resignation of Robert Goodloe Harper. Hanson served as in the Senate from December 20, 1816, until his death on April 23, 1819, at his estate, Belmont, near Elkridge, Maryland.
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Hardy, Thomas Masterman

Birth Date: April 5, 1769

Death Date: September 20, 1839

Royal Navy officer. Born on April 5, 1769, in Portisham, Dorsetshire, England, Thomas Masterman Hardy entered the Royal Navy in 1781. He was a midshipman aboard the brig Helena (14 guns) until April 1782, when he left for school and service in the merchant fleet. Returning to the navy in 1790, he was promoted to lieutenant in 1793 while serving in the frigate Meleager (32 guns). He transferred to the frigate Minerve (46 guns) in 1795.

During the next two years Hardy distinguished himself in several actions while serving under Captain Horatio Nelson. In May 1797 Hardy led in cutting out the brig Mutine (18 guns) at Tenerife. He was promoted to captain and given command of the prize. Later in 1798 Hardy became the flag captain of the ship of the line Vanguard (74 guns) when Captain Edward Berry was sent off with dispatches. Hardy followed Nelson to the Foudroyant (80 guns), serving until Berry’s return in October 1799, and then became captain of the frigate Princess Charlotte (46 guns) and returned to England.

In 1801 Hardy rejoined Nelson as flag captain in the ship of the line San Josef (114 guns) and then in the St. George (90 guns). In the Battle of Copenhagen (April 2, 1801), Nelson transferred his flag to the Elephant (74 guns), with Hardy coming along as a volunteer. Hardy remained in the St. George under Nelson’s replacement until that ship’s return to England and then commanded two other ships.

In July 1803 Hardy became Nelson’s flag captain in the ship of the line Victory (100 guns) and remained in that post through the Battle of Trafalgar on October 21, 1805. Hardy was with the admiral when he was mortally shot during the battle and then brought Nelson’s body home.

Made a baronet in 1806, Hardy took command of ship of the line Triumph (70 guns) and served under Sir George Cranfield Berkeley on the North America Station until 1809. During 1809–1812 Hardy was Berkeley’s flag captain in the Barfleur (90 guns) off Lisbon and then commanded the Ramillies (74 guns), in which Hardy returned to North America during the War of 1812.

In the spring of 1813 Hardy was patrolling off New England when the Ramilies captured the sloop Eagle with a cargo of flour. Its crew escaped. While the British were transferring the cargo, a mine planted on board blew up the sloop, killing 10 British sailors. Hardy threatened that if the Americans were going to violate the laws of civilized warfare, he would burn their towns. To protect against further mine attempts, he kept his ships in motion and informed the Americans that he would keep prisoners aboard his ships at all times.

In the summer of 1814 Hardy assisted British operations under Major General John C. Sherbrooke against coastal Maine, specifically Eastport and the Passamaqoddy Islands. Later on August 9, 1814, for reasons that remain obscure, Hardy’s squadron, consisting of the Ramilies, the frigate Pactrolus (38 guns), the brigs Dispatch and Nimrod (both 18 guns), and the bomb brig Terror, appeared off Stonington, Connecticut, and demanded the town’s immediate surrender. Stonington’s officials rejected the ultimatum, and the flotilla bombarded the town with some 50 tons of shot and shell. The bombardment destroyed only 4 houses and damaged another 30–40 out of some 100. Only a half dozen Americans were wounded. British losses in the exchange of fire were between 2 and 21. On August 12 the British abandoned the shelling and sailed away. Although Hardy had given advance warning and thus minimized civilian casualties, there was great outrage throughout the United States over the attack.

[image: image]

British Navy commodore Thomas Masterman Hardy achieved renown during the French Revolutionary War and Napoleonic Wars as a captain under Vice Admiral Horatio Nelson. Near the end of the War of 1812, Hardy’s ships bombarded Stonington, Connecticut, during August 9–12, 1814. (Library of Congress)

Knighted in 1815, Hardy returned to England in July 1816 to command the yacht Princess Augusta. In 1819 he was named commander in chief of the South America Station, with his flag in the ship of the line Superb (74 guns). He returned to England in 1824 and was promoted to rear admiral the following year. In 1830 he was named first sea lord, and in 1834 he became governor of Greenwich Hospital. Promoted to vice admiral in 1837, Hardy died at Greenwich on September 20, 1839.

B. R. Burg, Steven W. Guerrier, and Spencer C. Tucker
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Harper, John Adams

Birth Date: November 2, 1779

Death Date: June 18, 1816

Lawyer, Democratic Republican politician, and prominent War Hawk. John Harper Adams was born in Derryfield, New Hampshire, on November 2, 1779. He attended Phillips Exeter Academy, read law, and was admitted to the bar, probably in 1802. After opening a law practice in Sanbornton, New Hampshire, he moved to Meredith Bridge (present-day Laconia) in 1806. From 1805 to 1808 Harper was the clerk for the New Hampshire State Senate. In 1808 he was elected to the New Hampshire House of Representatives, serving from 1809 to 1810. During 1809–1812 he was also a member of the state militia.

In 1810 Harper was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives and was sworn into office in March 1811 as a member of the Twelfth Congress. He quickly became a member of the War Hawk faction, which was clamoring for war with Great Britain. In 1811 Speaker of the House and Democratic Republican Henry Clay sought to empower the War Hawks in Congress by packing the various committees with them. Among his appointees was Harper, who now sat on the important Foreign Relations Committee. In November 1811 Harper ensured that President James Madison’s message to Congress was brought to the attention of the committee, and he was largely responsible for drafting the committee’s report on the situation with Great Britain. The final report struck a bellicose tone, which proved even more stridently anti-British than Madison’s message.

Harper fully supported the declaration of war in June 1812 and became an ardent supporter of Madison’s policies as the war progressed. In November 1812 Harper sponsored a resolution that would have embargoed certain products, which he believed were being illegally procured from the British or were being traded in return for food for British troops in Canada. The resolution was rejected, as the U.S. economy was reeling from military setbacks and restrictions on trade. Harper’s resolution angered many of his constituents, a good number of whom were Federalists who opposed the war. Harper was defeated in his reelection bid in 1812 and left office in March 1813. He then retired from public life. Harper died on June 18, 1816, in Meredith Bridge, New Hampshire.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Harrison, William Henry

Birth Date: February 9, 1773

Death Date: April 4, 1841

U.S. Army officer, politician, and ninth president of the United States (March–April 1841). William Henry Harrison was born on February 9, 1773, on his family’s plantation in Charles City County, Virginia. He studied classics at Hampden-Sydney College and medicine at the University of Pennsylvania.

Harrison decided to join the 1st U.S. Infantry in August 1791 as an ensign. During the winter of 1791–1792 he led patrols into Native American territory and learned the rudiments of military life. In 1793 he served as an aide to Major General “Mad” Anthony Wayne, commander of the Legion of the United States. Harrison fought with distinction at the Battle of Fallen Timbers on August 20, 1794. The following year he was a signatory to the Treaty of Greenville.

Harrison remained in the army until June 1798, when he resigned his commission to become secretary of the Northwest Territory. Although he was appointed by Federalist president John Adams, Harrison’s politics were more in line with Democratic Republican president Thomas Jefferson. In 1799 Harrison was elected the Northwest Territory’s delegate to Congress.

In 1800 Congress divided the Northwest Territory into two parts. The first eventually become the state of Ohio; the rest was known as the Indiana Territory. Harrison became governor of the Indiana Territory and remained in that post until December 1812. During his tenure he negotiated 10 land treaties with the Native Americans, purchasing from them millions of acres of land. His tactics in the pursuit of land alienated scores of tribes throughout the region.

Shawnee leader Tecumseh in particular refused to recognize the validity of the treaties and worked to create a confederation of tribes to prevent further white incursions. Harrison and white settlers in the region also believed that the British were providing arms to the the Native Americans and provoking them against the Americans.

These tensions and the murder of white settlers prompted Harrison, who was also a brigadier general in the militia, in late September 1811 to lead 970 men into Indian country. On November 6 Harrison’s force arrived near Prophetstown, where Tenskwatawa (known as the Prophet), the half brother of Tecumseh, held sway. The two sides agreed to talks the next day. Tecumseh was away in the South recruiting for his Pan-Indian confederation, but against Tecumseh’s orders, Tenskwatawa goaded the warriors into attacking the nearby American camp before talks could occur the next day.

Harrison had posted a strong guard and warned his men to be prepared for a night attack, but he neglected to throw up entrenchments or to consider the possibility that his men might be silhouetted against their own campfires. Nonetheless, when the warriors did strike early on November 7, Harrison’s men rallied and won what became known as the Battle of Tippecanoe. Having suffered heavy casualties, Harrison vengefully burned Prophetstown and then withdrew. This victory made Harrison a nationally known figure. It also caused many Indians to side with the British in the War of 1812.

At the beginning of the War of 1812, Harrison was appointed a major general in the Kentucky Militia. He led a rescue party to save the besieged Fort Wayne in September 1812 and secured a commission as a regular army brigadier general. Replacing Brigadier General James Winchester, Harrison took command of the Army of the Northwest. In March 1813 he was promoted to major general. Harrison fought a siege and battle at Fort Meigs, near Perrysburg, Ohio, during May 1–9, 1813, and, in conjunction with Commodore Oliver H. Perry following the latter’s victory at the Battle of Lake Erie, recaptured Detroit that September and drove the British forces and Tecumseh down the Thames River to near Chatham, Ontario, Canada. There Harrison and his troops defeated British and Native American forces led by Brigadier General Henry A. Procter and Tecumseh on October 5, 1813. Tecumseh was among those killed in the Battle of the Thames, and his Indian confederation was shattered.
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William Henry Harrison, governor of the Indiana Tetrritory and a militia brigadier general, led American forces in the Battle of Tippecanoe, an important confrontation with Native American warriors near Prophetstown on November 7, 1811. (Library of Congress)

Harrison resigned his commission in May 1814 following ongoing disputes with Secretary of War John Armstrong. Nevertheless, Harrison’s strong showing in the War of 1812 established his reputation as a bona fide military hero, which would stand him in good stead in his subsequent political career. After the war Harrison moved back to his Ohio home in North Bend, near Cincinnati. During 1816–1819 he served in the U.S. House of Representatives. He held a seat in the Ohio Senate but was defeated for the U.S. Senate in 1821. In 1822 he was defeated for the U.S. House of Representatives. However, Harrison rebounded with election to the U.S. Senate in 1825 and served until 1828. Throughout his congressional career, he was concerned with strengthening the military and with veterans’ affairs. In 1828 President John Quincy Adams appointed Harrison minister to Colombia, a post he held until 1829.

Returning to North Bend, Harrison became clerk of the Court of Common Pleas for Hamilton County in 1834. Nominated by the Whig Party for president in 1836, he lost to Democratic nominee Martin Van Buren. Harrison was again nominated by the Whigs in 1840, his vice presidential running mate being John Tyler. Their campaign is often referred to as the first modern campaign and included the slogan “Tippecanoe and Tyler Too.” Harrison handily won the election.

Harrison took office on March 4, 1841, and gave the longest inaugural address in U.S. history (100 minutes) amid a cold, driving rainstorm. He died in Washington, D.C., on April 4, 1841, probably of pneumonia, only one month into his tenure. Harrison was also the first American president to die in office.

William Toth
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Hart, Nathaniel Gray Smith

Birth Date: ca. 1784

Death Date: January 23, 1813

Businessman, lawyer, and Kentucky Militia officer. Nathaniel Gray Smith was born circa 1783 in Hagerstown, Maryland. In 1794 he moved to Kentucky with his family, where he established himself as a prosperous merchant. He also studied law under Henry Clay and began a law practice in Lexington. Hart eventually expanded his business concerns, which came to involve rope and nail making, blacksmith services, and wholesale and retail operations.

A captain in the Kentucky Militia when the War of 1812 began, Hart organized a company of some 100 men, part of the Lexington Light Infantry. In August 1812 his unit moved north and west, and in October it fell under the command of Brigadier General James Winchester. On January 18, 1813, Winchester’s army took Frenchtown, located on the Raisin River, but on January 22 the British launched a counteroffensive, which quickly overwhelmed Winchester’s force. Before he surrendered later that day, the Americans had incurred staggering losses, and some 500 Kentucky volunteers, including Hart, were taken prisoner. During the final hours of the melee, Hart had been badly wounded in the knee and was unable to walk.

As the British and their Indian allies gathered their captives, British captain William Elliot, a longtime friend of Hart, assured him that he would be carried away to a British detainment point, where he would receive medical care. Elliot, however, left the prisoners under the charge of Indians, who proceeded to kill many of them on January 23 after British forces had vacated the area. Desperate to escape the clutches of hostile Indians, Hart offered to pay a friendly Pottawatomi Indian to help him escape. The native, who was to be paid $600, proceeded to spirit Hart away on a litter but was stopped by a band of hostile warriors, who attacked Hart, the Pottawatomi, and several others who were aiding in the escape plan. Hart was killed and scalped, and his body was left along the side of a road.

Many Kentuckians were outraged by Hart’s murder, and some blamed Major General William H. Harrison for not having committed troops to relieve Winchester’s besieged force on the Raisin River. Nevertheless, “Remember the Raisin!” became a rallying call for U.S. troops for the remainder of the war.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Hartford Convention

Start Date: December 15, 1814

End Date: January 5, 1815

A gathering of New England antiwar Federalists who met in Hartford, Connecticut, during from December 15, 1814, to January 5, 1815, to address perceived abuses and unconstitutional acts of the James Madison administration along with problems that had emerged as a result of the War of 1812. Allegedly the Hartford Convention also debated whether or not the New England states should secede from the Union. The convention’s detractors claimed that this was a treasonous act that among other things sought to negotiate a separate treaty with Great Britain. The Federalist Party suffered politically in consequence.

Federalists of New England had long harbored bitter resentment toward the Democratic Republican–dominated U.S. government. The government’s attempts to avoid war with Great Britain through trade restrictions, beginning with the Embargo Act of 1807, had been highly detrimental to the New England economy, as many New England merchants were dependent on commerce with the British Empire. By 1811 the emergence of the War Hawks, who favored war with the British, and the growing influence of the southern and midwestern states led many New England Federalists to fear that their region was becoming increasingly marginalized in the political process. With the outbreak of the War of 1812, many Federalists believed that the government had purposely neglected their defense as revenge.
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A cartoon attacking the Hartford Convention of December 1814–January 1815, caricaturing secessionist leader Timothy Pickering and lampooning secessionist sentiment on the part of the New England convention members. (Library of Congress)

As discontent grew among New England Federalists and merchants, talk of secession from the United States became commonplace, particularly among radical groups such as the Essex Junto based in Massachusetts. More thoughtful Federalists, such as Harrison Grey Otis, sought less radical means to achieve their political ends. On October 10, 1814, the Massachusetts legislature proposed a conference to discuss proposed amendments to the U.S. Constitution that would better protect New England’s interests.

The resulting convention gathered in Hartford, Connecticut, from December 15, 1814, to January 5, 1815. Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island each sent 22 delegates to Hartford. New Hampshire and Vermont did not send official representatives, but each allowed 4 county delegates to attend. Few radicals were present, and a more moderate tone generally dominated the proceedings. George Cabot of Massachusetts served as president of the convention.

One of the first decisions made by the Hartford Convention was to hold all meetings in secret. Attending delegates were sworn to secrecy, and no notes or transcripts of the proceedings were permitted. As a result, little is recorded about the daily functioning and debates of the delegates. Opponents of the convention were quick to point to the clandestine nature of the meeting as proof of its treasonous activities.

The Hartford Convention ultimately adopted a report that was to be presented to the federal government. Restating Federalist grievances and emphasizing that New England had no desire to secede during a time of war, the report proposed seven amendments to the constitution. The most important included an end to the three-fifths compromise for establishing representation in the House of Representatives, the requirement of a two-thirds vote in both houses of Congress for the admittance of new states and the declaration of war, limits on federal authority that would restrict trade, a prohibition on naturalized citizens holding federal offices, and a requirement that a U.S. president must be from a different state than his immediate predecessor.

While the Hartford Convention met, peace between the United States and Great Britain was reached at Ghent, Belgium, on December 24, 1815. It was not until February 3, 1815, however, that the convention’s report was presented to the administration. Many newspapers, energized by the news of Major General Andrew Jackson’s victory at New Orleans on January 8, 1815, vigorously depicted the Federalists as traitors and secessionists. As a result, the Hartford Convention would be quickly forgotten, and the Federalist Party soon disappeared from national politics.

Robert W. Malick
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Harvey, John

Birth Date: April 23, 1778

Death Date: March 22, 1852

British Army officer who distinguished himself during the War of 1812 as both a field officer and an administrator. John Harvey was born on April 23, 1778, in England, the son of a poor Anglican clergyman. The latter persuaded William Pitt the Younger to grant his son an army commission, and young Harvey was appointed an ensign in the 80th Regiment on September 10, 1794.

Harvey served in the Netherlands and France from 1794 to 1796. On July 15, 1795, he was promoted to lieutenant. He was at the Cape of Good Hope in 1796, in Ceylon from 1797 to 1800, in Egypt in 1801, and in India from 1803 to 1806. He was promoted to captain on September 9, 1803. Harvey returned to England in 1807; was promoted to major on January 28, 1808; and served as assistant quartermaster general until June. In July he joined the 6th Royal Garrison Battalion in Ireland. He was promoted to lieutenant colonel on June 25, 1812, and was sent to Upper Canada as deputy adjutant general to Brigadier General John Vincent.

In the War of 1812, Harvey played a conspicuous part in campaigns along the Niagara front. In the Battle of Stoney Creek on June 6, 1813, a night action, he led the advanced troops in a daring attack and helped win a decisive victory over the Americans. The month before, an enemy force of 6,000 soldiers had driven the British from Fort George. General Vincent had retreated with 1,600 infantry to Burlington Heights, pursued by 3,500 Americans under Brigadier Generals William H. Winder and John Chandler, who encamped at Stoney Creek on June 5. As senior staff officer, Harvey reconnoitered the American position and then recommended to Vincent that he be allowed to lead an assault at night with 700 men to disperse them. Vincent agreed.

At 2:00 a.m. on June 6 Harvey attacked, achieving complete surprise. He routed the Americans and captured Generals Winder and Chandler. Praised in Vincent’s dispatches, Harvey’s reputation as a soldier was secure. His fame was enhanced at Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813; at Oswego on May 6, 1814; at Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814; and at Fort Erie on August 6, 1814. Harvey was wounded in the latter battle.

In addition to his fighting prowess, Harvey evinced skill throughout the war as an administrator while serving as Vincent’s deputy adjutant general. During the arduous 1814 Niagara campaign, Harvey performed a similar role on the staff of Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond. Harvey remained in this role until 1817, when he was placed on half pay. He was made a knight commander of Hanover in 1824 and was promoted to colonel in May 1825. Harvey became a major general in January 1837 and a lieutenant general in November 1846. He was appointed inspector general of police in Leinster, Ireland, in 1828 and became lieutenant governor of Prince Edward Island in April 1836. He also served as governor of New Brunswick during 1837–1841, lieutenant governor of Newfoundland during 1841–1846, and lieutenant governor of Nova Scotia during 1846–1852. Harvey, an effective soldier and colonial administrator, died on March 22, 1852, in Halifax, Nova Scotia.

Paul David Nelson
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Haslet, Joseph

Birth Date: ca. 1769

Death Date: June 20, 1832

Governor of Delaware. Joseph Haslet was born in Kent County, Delaware, around 1769, the only son of an army officer. Orphaned in 1777, Haslet became a ward of Chief Justice William Killen and was privately educated. Haslet subsequently relocated to Sussex County to pursue agriculture, where he also developed an interest in politics.

In 1804 Haslet unsuccessfully ran for the governorship of Delaware as a Democratic Republican against Federalist Nathaniel Mitchell and in 1807 lost again to another Federalist candidate, George Truitt. Haslet finally succeeded in 1810 when he ran against and defeated Daniel Rodney by less than 100 votes. Haslet was sworn into office on January 11, 1811. He enjoyed a fruitful, productive tenure in office, during which time the turnpike from Wilmington to the Pennsylvania border was constructed and the Farmer’s State Bank of the State of Delaware came into being.

The bulk of Haslet’s time as governor was preoccupied by the War of 1812, however. Haslet, a loyal Democratic Republican, strongly supported war with England at a time when the majority of his constituents did not. As governor of a small state that was poorly defended, Haslet was forced to plead with his Federalist-dominated legislature for wartime funding to construct defenses and reequip the militia. Eventually the General Assembly approved funding for a 1,000-man force and the $25,000 necessary to properly outfit the troops. Generally the state thrilled to the victory of native son Master Commandant (commander) Captain Jacob Jones, captain of the sloop Wasp, over the British brig sloop Frolic, but their ardor cooled as a succession of British squadrons moved in and out of the Delaware and Chesapeake Bays. This looming threat enabled Haslet to prod his legislature into funding fortifications at the Rocks in Wilmington and at New Castle. However, the federal government declined to construct any defenses on Pea Patch Island unless that land was deeded to it, which was done.

The most exciting event of the war in Delaware was the British bombardment of Lewes on April 6, 1813, which proved ineffectual. Haslet was energetic in mobilizing and deploying militia forces there, and the British withdrew. He left office on January 18, 1814, before hostilities concluded, for the state constitution precluded him from serving two consecutive terms. Back in private life, Haslet resumed his agricultural pursuits until he again successfully ran for the governorship on October 1, 1822, becoming the first and only chief executive of 19th-century Delaware to occupy the executive mansion twice. As previously, his margin of victory was less than 100 votes, and he served only six months from January before dying in office on June 20, 1823.

John C. Fredriksen
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Havre de Grace, Maryland, British Attack on

Event Date: May 3, 1813

In the spring of 1813, Admiral of the White Sir John Borlase Warren, commander of British naval forces committed to the war against the United States, directed Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn to enter the rivers of the Chesapeake region and disrupt trade between Philadelphia and Baltimore. Using escaped slaves as guides, Cockburn proceeded to carry out a number of hit-and-run operations along the Chesapeake Bay. In late April, Cockburn ordered a barge force up the Elk River, and on April 29 a British landing party went ashore at Frenchtown, where it burned some stores along with five bay schooners. The British then proceeded up the Susquehanna River to attack Havre de Grace, Maryland, which lay astride the Baltimore-to-Philadelphia road.

The citizens at Havre de Grace, learning that the British intended to attack there, had mounted an around-the-clock watch over several days, but Cockburn delayed his approach and made certain that the defenders were aware of this. The defenders, who had been without sleep, went to bed. Then, guided by African American slaves who were seeking freedom, Cockburn approached at night as the citizens slept. At dawn on May 3 he surprised the town in an attack by some 150 marines. In the ensuing brief skirmish 1 American was killed by a Congreve rocket, reportedly the only fatality to this weapon in the war.

The British then burned up to 40 of the 60 houses in the town along with most buildings at the nearby cannon foundry owned by Samuel Hughes. This works, known as the Cecil Company, was one of the three cannon foundries in the United States with machinery for boring and finishing guns from solid castings. Here the British spiked 35 24- and 32-pounder cannon, although most of the latter were later drilled out and rendered serviceable.

Departing Havre de Grace, the British next rowed up the Susquehanna River, burning watercraft and destroying a cannon foundry and a number of cannon at Principio. They next moved up the Sassafras River. The British easily brushed aside resistance and then looted and destroyed both Georgetown and Fredericktown before returning to their ships. Cockburn had succeeded in severely jolting morale in the upper Chesapeake Bay region. The British squadron of some 15 warships sailed back down the bay on May 12. For the Americans, it was a foretaste of things to come.

Spencer C. Tucker

See also

Chesapeake Bay Campaign, First; Cockburn, Sir George; Congreve Rocket; Maryland; Warren, Sir John Borlase

Further Reading


Blaine, Taylor. “May 3, 1813: Cockburn vs. O’Neil at Havre de Grace, Britain’s Sea-Going Commando Burns the Harbor of Mercy.” Hartford Historical Bulletin 43 (Winter 1990): 1–20.

Wilmer, James. Narrative, Respecting the Conduct of the British. Baltimore: P. Mauro, 1813.



Hawkins, Benjamin

Birth Date: August 15, 1754

Death Date: June 6, 1816

Long-serving U.S. Indian agent responsible for implementing a policy to “civilize” the southeastern Indian nations. Benjamin Hawkins was born on August 15, 1754, in Bute County (now Warren County), North Carolina. He attended the College of New Jersey (Princeton University), where he excelled in French language studies. During the American Revolutionary War, Hawkins was appointed a colonel and became a part of General George Washington’s inner circle, providing translation services to communicate with French allies.
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Appointed U.S. Indian agent for the Southeast by President George Washington in 1796, by 1811 Benjamin Hawkins feared a major Indian war in the South, as many Creeks were increasingly influenced by the Native American resistance

After the war Hawkins represented North Carolina in the Continental Congress (1781–1783, 1787) and then the U.S. Senate (1789–1795). During that time, he developed an interest in the dilemmas brought about by white settlers’ expansion and related friction with the Indians. This led to his appointment by President Washington as federal Indian agent for the Southeast in 1796. In this role, Hawkins was responsible for all tribes south of the Ohio River. He thus traveled extensively among the southeastern tribes to negotiate treaties and encourage them to “civilize” by adopting the European-American way of life. Hawkins’s base of operations was the Creek Agency located on the Flint River, near present-day Roberta in Crawford County, Georgia. Hawkins lived among the Creeks and established a large farm to instruct the people in European agricultural practices. He sincerely felt a close affinity for his charges and, unlike many contemporaries, dealt with them honestly. Hawkins’s close relationship with the Creeks was shattered by the Creek War of 1813–1814, an uprising instigated by an Upper Creek faction known as the Red Sticks, who had been incited by Shawnee leader Tecumseh’s call for a return to traditional Indian ways. Following the ambush by militiamen at Burnt Corn Creek of Creeks returning with ammunition from Pensacola, the Red Sticks retaliated against the Americans by attacking Fort Mims, Alabama, on August 30, 1813, and they massacred a large number of civilians. This act brought swift military retaliation by the U.S. and state governments in the region. The Creek War also raised concerns about British and Spanish support for the Red Sticks.

The Creek War ended with the decisive defeat of the Red Sticks by Major General Andrew Jackson’s force at the March 27, 1814, Battle of Horseshoe Bend. Subsequent to that, Hawkins accompanied U.S.-allied Creek leaders to the signing of the Treaty of Fort Jackson on August 1, 1814, in which the Creeks were forced to cede most of their lands in Alabama and western Georgia and thus their traditional way of life. The treaty was harshly punitive for all Creeks, even the many who had allied with the United States and who had provided valuable military assistance to Jackson’s army.

Hawkins believed that the Treaty of Fort Jackson was far too harsh, although his criticism had no effect on Jackson or the U.S. government, clearly demonstrating that his influence had waned. Hawkins died at his home in Crawford County, Georgia, on June 6, 1816.

Steven J. Rauch
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Hawkins, William

Birth Date: October 10, 1777

Death Date: May 17, 1819

Governor of North Carolina. William Hawkins was born in Pleasant Hill, North Carolina, on October 10, 1777, into a distinguished local family. After studying in Granville County, he joined his famous uncle, Indian agent Benjamin Hawkins, as an assistant. In 1797 William Hawkins ventured to Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, for additional legal studies. He came home in 1801 and helped resolve a legal dispute concerning the Tuscarora Indians of Bertie County.

Hawkins subsequently opened a legal practice and commenced his political career as a Democratic Republican in 1804 by successfully standing for seats in the state House of Commons from Warren and Granville Counties. From 1810 to 1811, he served as Speaker of the House. His political fortunes crested on December 9, 1811, when he was elected governor by a majority vote in the General Assembly. Consistent with his political leanings, he strongly advocated internal improvements throughout the state respecting industry, agriculture, and education.

Hawkins’s tenure in office largely coincided with the War of 1812 years, and military matters figured prominently in his activities. He strongly supported President James Madison’s policies toward Great Britain and took every measure in his powers to raise 7,000 state troops and the requisite supplies for service along the coast and during the Creek War of 1813–1814. In light of the strong Royal Navy presence off the North Carolina coast, Hawkins constantly toured coastal defenses and gave encouragement to such activity. Fortunately, he had but a small vocal antiwar Federalist clique to contend with in the legislature, but as the conflict ground on he found himself in disagreement with the federal government as to their respective roles.

Hawkins weathered criticism that the state’s military resources had been stretched thin assisting elsewhere, while its own coastal defenses remained undermined. This point was underscored on July 12, 1813, when ships of Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn’s squadron raided Portsmouth, but Hawkins energetically gathered and rallied the militia at New Bern for its defense. Concern for coastal defenses remained a high priority for him until the end of hostilities.

Hawkins was a popular chief executive and was reelected to three terms, the maximum allowed under the state constitution. He left the governor’s mansion on December 7, 1814, but gained election to the North Carolina House of Commons in 1817. Hawkins died while traveling through Georgia on May 17, 1819.

John C. Fredriksen
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Hay, George

Birth Date: February 1787

Death Date: October 10, 1876

British Army officer. George Hay, eighth Marquis of Tweeddale, was born at Bonnington, Scotland, in February 1787, son of George Hay, seventh Marquis of Tweeddale, and part of a most distinguished family. The younger Hay inherited his father’s title and estate following the latter’s death in 1804 and that same year joined the army as an ensign in the 1st Foot Guards. By this time he had matured into a large, fit individual known for his commanding physique and martial prowess. Hay gradually gained a reputation for feats on horseback and his skill with a saber.

Hay served as a staff officer in Sicily in 1806 and the following year joined the staff of the Duke of Wellington in Spain. Hay was wounded at Busaco on September 27, 1810, and advanced to major and quartermaster general as of May 14, 1812. He was conspicuously engaged at the victory of Vittoria on June 21, 1813, where he was again wounded and was promoted to lieutenant colonel of the 100th Regiment.

Sent home for several months to recuperate, Hay in the spring of 1814 joined his regiment for service in Upper Canada. He was posted with the British right division at Niagara under Major General Phineas Riall, an officer for whom Hay had little regard. On July 5, 1814, Hay, though seriously ill, formed the British left flank at the Battle of Chippawa and was in the thick of the action. Previously he warned Riall that the Americans would in all likelihood flank the British line from a dense wood on their right, but the general ignored him. Hay’s regiment was also badly riddled by American musketry and artillery fire, and he received a third wound, in the leg, and had to quit the battlefield. Hay spent several months recovering and could not take to the field until that autumn. He next fought with his regiment at Cook’s Mills on October 18, 1814, as part of a light brigade commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Christopher Myers.

After the war Hay returned to England, where he continued his military service. In 1842 he gained appointment as governor of Madras, India, upon the recommendation of the Duke of Wellington, and remained there for six years. In 1848 Hay returned to his ancestral home at Yester House, East Lothian, to pursue agriculture. He also served as a peer for Scotland, a grandmaster of Freemasons, and, as of May 29, 1875, a field marshal on the retired list. Hay, a little-known but capable regimental figure during the War of 1812, died at Yester House on October 10, 1876.
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Hayne, Arthur Peronneau

Birth Date: March 12, 1788

Death Date: January 6, 1867

U.S. Army officer, planter, and politician. Arthur Peronneau Hayne was born in Charleston, South Carolina, on March 12, 1788. After receiving a classical education, he joined the U.S. Army in 1808 as a first lieutenant in the Regiment of Light Dragoons. The following year he was advanced to captain, retaining that rank until the outbreak of the War of 1812. Hayne was initially deployed along the northern frontier and rendered distinguished service during the May 29, 1813, Battle of Sackets Harbor. He subsequently joined Major General Andrew Jackson’s force in the autumn of 1814 as a lieutenant colonel and participated in the taking of Spanish-held Pensacola in November 1814. By now, Hayne functioned as Jackson’s aide-de-camp and inspector general.

[image: image]

U.S. Army captain Arthur P. Hayne particularly distinguished himself in the Battle of Sackets Harbor on May 29, 1813. (Courtesy Arthur H. Mitchell)

After Pensacola had been secured, Jackson received an urgent request from New Orleans officials, who asked him to march to the city and head off an anticipated British offensive there. Before departing, Jackson sent Hayne on ahead to New Orleans, where he was to scout the area and prepare a report for the general. Arriving in New Orleans in late November, Hayne soon realized that it would not be practical to prevent the British from entering the Mississippi River where it emptied into the Gulf of Mexico. Instead, Hayne suggested that Jackson employ Fort St. Philip as the main defensive point against a British seaborne assault, advice that proved helpful in Jackson’s eventual triumph in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. Hayne continued to supply Jackson with information on defensive preparations and British movements after the general arrived at New Orleans on December 1.

Hayne, who maintained a lifelong friendship with Jackson, remained in the army after the war and frequently provided Jackson with news on army developments. Hayne retired from the army in 1820 and then read for the law and practiced law for a time. He saw service again briefly during the First Seminole War (1816–1818). Hayne also supervised a family plantation and spent five years as a U.S. naval agent in the Mediterranean. In May 1858 he was appointed a U.S. senator from South Carolina to complete the term of Josiah J. Evans, who had died in office. Hayne did not stand for election in his own right and left the Senate in December 1858. He died in Charleston, South Carolina, on January 6, 1867.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Henley, John Dandridge

Birth Date: February 25, 1781

Death Date: May 23, 1835

U.S. Navy officer. John Dandridge Henley was born in Williamsburg, Virginia, on February 25, 1781, the nephew of Martha Dandridge Custis Washington, President George Washington’s wife. Henley secured a midshipman’s warrant on October 14, 1799. He saw considerable action during the Barbary Wars, most notably on August 3, 1804, when he participated in the boarding and capture of an enemy gunboat in Tripoli Harbor. Subsequently he saw service in the Mediterranean and at New Orleans and was promoted to lieutenant on January 3, 1807, and to commander on July 24, 1813.

On January 17, 1813, while sailing to the east of Belize in command of the 12-gun brig Viper with a crew of 93 men, Henley tried to intercept an unknown vessel, only to discover that it was the powerful 32-gun British frigate Narcissus, commanded by Captain John R. Lumley. After taking evasive action for five hours, the Viper was finally overtaken by the Narcissus. To prevent undoubted heavy casualties among his own crew by the more powerful British warship, Henley accepted the inevitable and surrendered his ship. Less than two months later he and most of his crew were paroled in the Bahamas and subsequently found passage to Baltimore, Maryland.

Henley then took command of the schooner Carolina (14 guns). Ordered to proceed to New Orleans to take part in operations against the Baratarian pirates there, Henley encountered the British merchant schooner Shark, sailing without cargo from Jamaica to Grenada. He captured and scuttled that ship on August 4, 1813.

Reaching New Orleans shortly thereafter, the Carolina participated in a series of naval operations, including the attack on the Lake Barataria pirate base and the harassment of British invading forces while U.S. forces under Major General Andrew Jackson prepared defenses at New Orleans. On December 23, 1814, the Carolina bombarded a riverside British encampment at Villeré Plantation with devastating effect. During subsequent fighting on December 27 the Carolina was targeted by British artillery directed by Colonel Alexander Dickson, firing heated shot. The ship caught fire and was abandoned shortly before it exploded. General Jackson subsequently recognized Henley’s contribution to the final victory over the British at New Orleans on January 8, 1815.

Henley was promoted to captain on March 5, 1817. Having served a total of 36 years in the U.S. Navy, Henley died on May 23, 1835, on board the sloop of war Vandalia in the harbor at Havana, Cuba, while commanding the West India Squadron.
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Henry, John

Birth Date: ca. 1776

Death Date: 1853

British agent who became a turncoat because he received no compensation for his reports to Canadian officials concerning antiadministration sentiment among New England Federalists. Born in Dublin, Ireland, about 1776, Henry arrived in the United States in 1792 to work for his uncle, a New York merchant. In 1795 Henry became the editor of the Philadelphia Gazette. During the Quasi-War (1798–1800) Henry, a U.S. Army captain, commanded artillery companies at Governors Island, New York, and at Forts Wolcott and Adams. He also served at Fort Sumner before resigning in 1801. Shortly thereafter Henry purchased a farm near Windsor, Vermont, becoming a propagandist for the Federalist Party.

In 1806 Henry moved to Montreal and began corresponding with Herman Ryland, secretary to the governor in chief, on Anglo-American relations. Following the June 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, Henry wrote Ryland that the New England states, seeking to avoid war with England, would likely rejoin Britain to ensure their security. After reading his letters, Canadian governor in chief James Craig hired Henry in 1808 to assess the political climate in New England.

Federalist opposition toward the 1807 Embargo Act, Henry concluded, would help Britain exploit disaffection in New England if war occurred. In 1809 Craig directed Henry to communicate with any Federalists seeking to contact the governor in chief concerning separation from the Union. While Henry made no such contacts, he assured Craig that New England Federalists would oppose any movement by Democratic Republicans toward war against Britain.

Although Henry had not been promised any reward for his service, he sought a Canadian government post. When Craig died without honoring Henry’s wishes, Henry traveled to London in 1811 to press his claims, but the matter was referred back to Quebec. En route home Henry befriended the notorious swindler Soubiran, posing as Count Edward de Crillon, a knight of Malta, who convinced Henry to sell his letters to the U.S. government.

In early February 1812 with war imminent, Henry informed President James Madison that he possessed information certain to rupture Anglo-American relations. The president, eager to unite his party and expose the alleged treasonous activities of Federalists, purchased the Henry Letters for $50,000. One month later Madison sent the letters to Congress, claiming that they proved that Britain sought to destroy the Union. Despite the initial uproar over the letters, administration critics quickly pointed out that they failed to identify any pro-British Federalists, that Henry had altered their content, and that much of the information could be traced back to newspaper editorials or coffee-shop gossip. Moreover, Crillon was exposed as a political blackmailer. Thus, rather than becoming a casus belli, the Henry Letters led to charges that Madison had engaged in political trickery to influence upcoming elections and to bring about war with Britain. Meanwhile, Henry promptly left the United States for France, where he learned that Crillon had made off with nearly half of the money paid for the letters.

Little is known of Henry’s later life. In 1820 King George IV employed Henry to gather information for use in divorce proceedings against Queen Caroline. Henry died in Paris in 1853.

Dean James Fafoutis
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Hillabee Massacre

Event Date: November 18, 1813

Massacre of Native Americans instigated by American forces under the command of Major General John Hartwell Cocke on November 18, 1813. The action took place against the Creeks from the Hillabee towns along the Tallapoosa River in present-day Cherokee County, Alabama, 20 miles east of Talladega, and resulted from political jealousy between Cocke and Major General Andrew Jackson and the complicated situation among the Creek Nation during the Creek War, then subsumed by the larger conflict known as the War of 1812.

The War of 1812 had split an already divided Creek Confederacy, and many militants from the Upper Creek towns, known as Red Sticks, supported Shawnee leader Tecumseh’s call for a Pan-Indian confederacy against continued American expansionism. The Red Stick capture of Fort Mims and the subsequent massacre of its garrison on August 30, 1813, panicked whites in the Mississippi Territory and terrified people along the entire frontier. Consequently, Tennessee governor William Blount called out the state militia under Major General Andrew Jackson, then commanding the western faction of the Tennessee Militia, and Major General James Hartwell Cocke, commanding the eastern faction, sending them into the Mississippi Territory.

Jackson’s subsequent campaign led to the victories at Tallashatchee on November 3, 1813, and at Talladega on November 9, after which he called on Cocke, his nominal subordinate, to join him for an invasion of the Red Stick heartland along the Tallapoosa River. Disheartened by their recent defeats, the principal chiefs of the Hillabee towns sent Robert Grierson, a released prisoner, to Jackson to request peace terms, which were then agreed upon. Jackson then sent word to Cocke at Fort Armstrong informing him of the Hillabee capitulation.

It is debatable if Cocke actually heard of the surrender before he took action, but he was nevertheless determined to match Jackson’s military success and to punish the Hillabee towns for their previous militancy. On November 18 Cocke dispatched a mounted force under Brigadier General James White and a Cherokee auxiliary force under Colonel Gideon Morgan to attack the towns. Caught by surprise and believing that their terms had been accepted, the Hillabee Creeks offered little or no resistance as White’s men destroyed three towns, killing 64 Creek warriors and forcing prisoners, which included more than 200 women and children, to return with them to Fort Armstrong. Creek warriors who managed to escape later became General Jackson’s implacable enemies and fought resolutely at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 17, 1814, which finally crushed Creek resistance and helped end the Creek War.

Jackson was furious at Cocke’s actions, and if Cocke had complied with Jackson’s earlier request to join forces at Fort Strother, the massacre could have been avoided altogether. Relations between the two Tennessee generals remained strained after their forces were united in December 1813, resulting finally in Cocke’s later arrest and court-martial for continually refusing to obey Jackson’s orders. Cocke was acquitted, and the matter did little to diminish his standing back home, for he went on to serve four terms in the U.S. House of Representatives during 1819–1827.

Rory T. Cornish
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Hillyar, James

Birth Date: October 29, 1769

Death Date: October 20, 1843

Royal Navy officer. James Hillyar, the son of a Royal Navy surgeon, was born at Portsea, England, on October 29, 1769. He first went to sea in 1779 as a surgeon’s servant in the fourth-rate Chatham, which was dispatched to the American coast during the American Revolutionary War, and in 1781 fought and captured a French frigate. Hillyar was by this time a midshipman and remained such until the war began with France in 1793, when he was posted to the first-rate Victory in the Mediterranean. For good conduct in amphibious operations, Hillyar was promoted to lieutenant in 1794 and was present during Lord Howe’s victory over the French fleet on June 1, 1794.

Promotion to commander came in 1800 when Hillyar took charge of the Niger, a lightly armed transport. In it he saw action on the coast of Spain and on the Nile and eventually came to the attention of Vice Admiral Lord Horatio Nelson, who was so impressed that in February 1804 he ordered the Niger to be fully armed, making it a post ship and giving Hillyar the rank of post captain.

Hillyar remained in the Mediterranean until 1807 when he returned to England, after which he served as flag captain to two admirals before being assigned to the frigate Phoebe in the Baltic Sea. In 1810 the Phoebe was stationed at the Cape of Good Hope and was part of the force that captured the Republic of Mauritius. The next year Hillyar and his men saw more action in the capture of Java.

Back in England in March 1813, Hillyar received orders to sail to the Pacific and destroy American fur-trading posts on the Columbia River. He joined with two smaller warships on the voyage, during which he heard about the capture and destruction of British whalers by the U.S. frigate Essex, under Captain David Porter. With the sloop Cherub in company, Hillyar discovered the Essex at Valparaiso, Chile, in February 1814. On March 28 Hillyar fought and captured the American frigate, for which he was knighted in June 1815.

After the war Hillyar appears to have only been on active duty between 1830 and 1832. He was promoted to rear admiral in 1837 and died at Cornwall, England, on October 20, 1843.
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Hindman, Jacob

Birth Date: 1789

Death Date: February 17, 1827

U.S. Army officer and noted artillerist during the War of 1812. Jacob Hindman was born in 1789 in Queen Anne’s County, Maryland, and attended the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) until 1806, when he was expelled for poor behavior. In May 1808 he entered the U.S. Army as a second lieutenant in the 5th U.S. Infantry. After a two-year posting in New Orleans, he was promoted to first lieutenant but took a leave of absence between 1810 and 1812, during which he read for the law in Baltimore.

After the War of 1812 began that June, Hindman rejoined the army as a captain in the 2nd U.S. Artillery. For nearly a year he remained a drill instructor at Fort Mifflin, where he earned a reputation as an exacting and indefatigable drillmaster.

In May 1813 Hindman was chosen to lead the successful American attack against Fort George (Upper Canada), where he distinguished himself by extinguishing by hand a fuse that was set to destroy the fort. He next saw action at the Battle of Stoney Creek before becoming a major in the 2nd U.S. Artillery on June 26, 1813, a position he held until May 12, 1814, when the regiment was merged into the newly created Corps of Artillery, in which Hindman served as a battalion commander. From July 1813 to early 1814, Hindman was assigned to garrison duty at Sackets Harbor.

Hindman next saw action at the Battle of Chippawa in July 1814, where he performed admirably. He then saw action at the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, where he also distinguished himself. It was during the defense of Fort Erie in August 1814 when he provided his greatest contribution by manning the guns within the confines of the fort. In the early morning hours of August 15, 1814, when some 100 British infantry captured one of the fort’s bastions, Hindman led a brave effort to drive them off.

During October and part of November 1814, Hindman commanded the garrison at Fort Erie and supervised its evacuation and destruction on November 14. He was brevetted to lieutenant colonel for his gallantry at Fort Erie. After a brief furlough following the cessation of hostilities, he continued in the army. Hindman, possibly the war’s most distinguished American artillerist, died in Baltimore on February 17, 1827.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Historiography of the War of 1812

The literature on the War of 1812 is vast and dates to the war itself, and that on the causes goes back further. In the run-up to the conflict, administration officials (particularly Secretary of State James Madison), members of Congress, newspaper and magazine contributors, clergymen, and others wrote tracts, speeches, and sermons that shaped the contemporary debate on the causes of the war and thus influenced the ensuing historiography. The Annals of Congress and the American State Papers offer a particularly rich vein of source material on the causes of the war.

Once the war began, reports on the battles and campaigns appeared in the press. Some were official after-action reports; others were letters written by participants, observers, or those who knew, or thought they knew, something about the action. Such reports were commonplace in the United States, which in 1812 had some 350 newspapers as well as several magazines, the most influential of which was Niles’ Weekly Register. Whether these periodicals came out once a week (which was common) or more often, they all were in search of content to fill their pages. By contrast, there were fewer than 15 newspapers in Canada, and hence war-related coverage was necessarily far more limited north of the border. The number of British periodicals fell somewhere in between the American and Canadian figures, but the Napoleonic Wars overshadowed all else, and thus the War of 1812 received only intermittent coverage. The exception was the war at sea. The Naval Chronicle, in particular, was filled with reports and analysis of this aspect of the war with America.

After the war ended a steady flow of publications began, mainly in the United States. One of the early histories of the war, William McCarty’s History of the American War, of Eighteen Hundred and Twelve (1816), was the first to peg the war to a date, although the label did not gain wide acceptance until the outbreak of the Mexican-American War in 1846 made it necessary to distinguish between the conflicts. Other American histories followed: John Thomson’s Historical Sketches of the Late War, between the United States and Great Britain (1816), Henry M. Breckenridge’s History of the Late War between the United States and Great Britain (1816), Samuel Perkins’s History of the Political and Military Events of the Late War between the United States and Great Britain (1825), Charles J. Ingersoll’s Historical Sketch of the Second War between the United States of America, and Great Britain (1845–1849) and History of the Second War between the United States of America and Great Britain (1853), and Joel T. Headley’s The Second War with England (1853).
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A page from Niles’ Weekly Register, March 5, 1814. (Internet

There were also some more specialized studies, many of which were written by participants. Two regional treatments stand out: Robert B. McAfee’s History of the Late War in the Western Country (1816) and Arsène Lacarrière Latour’s Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (1816). James Fenimore Cooper published the pioneering History of the Navy of the United States of America in 1839, and privateersman George Coggeshall contributed an equally useful History of the American Privateers, and Letters-of-Marque in 1856. In The Life and Adventures of Black Hawk (1839), Benjamin Drake sought to present the Native American side of the story, and there were several biographies that shed light on the conflict, most notably Alexander Slidell Mackenzie’s Life of Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry (1840) and James Parton’s Life of Andrew Jackson (1860).

Several documentary collections were also published in the aftermath of the war: Abel Bowen’s Naval Monument (1816), Herman A. Fay’s Collection of the Official Accounts (1817), and, most importantly, John Brannan’s Official Letters of the Military and Naval Officers of the United States (1823).

Memoirs proliferated as well. Some were produced by high-level participants, most notably Major General James Wilkinson (1816), Major General George Izard (1816), Brigadier General William Hull (1824), Lieutenant Colonel Solomon Van Renssealer (1836), Secretary of War John Armstrong (1836–1840), and Major General Winfield Scott (1864). These works usually included documents but were essentially apologia, designed to vindicate reputations. Other memoirs of note were published by Commodore David Porter in 1815, Dr. James Mann in 1816, and an anonymous aide-de-camp (probably William Jenkins Worth) in 1833–1835. Memoirs were also produced by soldiers and seamen, such as Kentucky volunteer William Atherton, who endured capture and imprisonment (1842); Lake Ontario seaman Ned Myers, who survived the sinking of his ship (1843); seaman Samuel Leech, who served on both British and American warships (1843); and Moses Smith, who fought aboard the U.S. frigate Constitution (1846).

The British and Canadians produced far less in the immediate postwar era. In Britain, William James, an admiralty lawyer, published a history of the land war under the title A Full and Correct Account of the Military Occurrences of the Late War (1818), but his best work was on the war at sea. Although James was determined to uphold the reputation of the Royal Navy, his two pioneering works—A Full and Correct Account of the Chief Naval Occurrences of the Late (1817) and The Naval History of Great Britain (1822–1824)—compared the strength of the ships that took part in the naval engagements and presented additional detail hard to find elsewhere today. James’s work was followed by another serviceable British naval history, Edward Pellam Brenton’s Naval History of Great Britain (1823–1825).

In Canada, several general treatments of the conflict were published after the war, most notably Robert Christie’s Military and Naval Operations in the Canadas (1818), David Thompson’s History of the Late War, between Great Britain and the United States of America (1832), Gilbert Auchinleck’s History of the War between Great Britain and the United States of America (1855), and William F. Coffin, 1812: The War, and Its Moral (1864).

There were also some memoirs published by those who had served in the British Army or the Canadian Militia. Among these were two of special value by a young British Army officer, George R. Gleig, published in 1821 and 1833. Others were published by Major John Richardson in 1826–1827, rifleman John Surtees in 1833, infantryman Shadrach Byfield in 1840, and William Hamilton Merritt, a junior officer in the Canadian militia, in 1863. Naval officer James Scott published his memoirs in 1834. In addition, in 1845 Frederic B. Tupper published a biography (with many letters) of his famous uncle, Major General Isaac Brock, the hero of Detroit, and in 1866 J. G. Brighton published a biography of Philip Broke, victor in the Chesapeake-Shannon engagement. In a class by itself was another work, The Letters of Veritas, published anonymously by Montreal merchant John Richardson in 1815. This influential work attacked Governor George Prevost for his wartime leadership.

While these early works shed light on the war, they were far from unbiased, and the story they told was often driven by an agenda, usually the desire to vindicate a reputation or make the homeland look good. Hence, the victories were often exaggerated and the defeats minimized or ignored. Even the documentary collections were selective, and their editorial standards were far below those of today. Of all these works, the memoirs are probably the most useful today.

After the American Civil War, several American works on the war ventured into new territory. After traveling some 10,000 miles to examine sites and talk to aging veterans, Benson J. Lossing published A Pictorial Field-Book of the War of 1812 (1868). This work, running to more than 1,000 pages, includes sketches of people and places, and the book presents so much arcane detail that it is still consulted today. In 1882 Theodore Roosevelt published an equally seminal study, The Naval War of 1812, in response to William James’s pro-British work. Roosevelt’s study is not without flaws, but he made a genuine attempt to rise above national bias, and his work remains to this day the best treatment of a difficult subject. Less than a decade later Henry Adams published his nine-volume History of the United States (1889–1891). Covering just 16 years of American history, from 1801 to 1817, Adams’s work is mainly a study of the war and its causes. Although Adams’s judgments were marred by a dyspeptic view of human nature and a determination to make everyone but his ancestors and their allies look bad, his work was based on extensive multiarchival research and must be judged the first modern history of the war. Finally, in 1905 Alfred Thayer Mahan published his seminal Sea Power in Its Relations to the War of 1812. Although Mahan undertook this work at least in part to promote a big navy, there is no denying that he also presented an illuminating examination of naval strategy in the war.

Canadians were slow to follow the lead of their cousins south of the border, but in the 1890s there was a breakthrough when Ernest A. Cruikshank, a military officer, began producing articles and pamphlets on the battles and campaigns and, more importantly, documentary collections of the war in different theaters, most notably on the Niagara and Detroit frontiers. As much as anyone else, Cruikshank served to keep the memory of the war alive in Canada at a time when the last veterans were disappearing. Two other works also appeared at the turn of the century: Canadian James Hannay published History of the War of 1812 in 1901, and Britain’s assistant undersecretary of state for the colonies Charles P. Lucas added The Canadian War of 1812 in 1906. Some years later Canadian William Wood contributed a three-volume work that remains of great value even today, Select British Documents of the Canadian War of 1812 (1920–1928).

Studies on the causes of the war took a sharp turn in the early 20th century. Before then, historians invariably had focused on maritime issues, particularly the Orders in Council and impressment. In the language of the day, the war was undertaken to secure free trade and sailors’ rights. In this view, the attack on Canada was merely the means employed by the United States to win recognition for maritime rights. Two scholars, Howard T. Lewis in 1911 and Dice R. Anderson in 1913, took issue with this interpretation, claiming that the primary aim of the war was not to secure neutral rights but rather to conquer and annex Canada, either to expand the supply of farmland or to put an end to British influence over Indians in the Old Northwest. Diplomatic historian Julius W. Pratt seized upon this idea and in Expansionists of 1812 (1925) argued that northern and southern Democratic Republicans struck a deal to undertake war to annex both Canada and Florida. Pratt’s evidence was pretty thin, and he cautiously claimed that he was merely presenting one cause of the war. But other scholars following in his wake were less restrained, and soon textbooks were presenting the desire to annex Canada as the principal, if not the only, cause of the war.

The pendulum swung back in 1940 when Alfred L. Burt, a transplanted Canadian who taught at the University of Minnesota, published The United States, Great Britain, and British North America. Although Burt focused on Canadian-American relations, he nonetheless insisted that maritime issues had caused the War of 1812. This view was buttressed by two diplomatic histories written in the 1960s, Bradford Perkins’s Prologue to War (1961) and Reginald Horsman’s Causes of the War of 1812 (1969). These scholars told their story in such rich and compelling detail that they set a new standard for how the diplomatic history of the causes of the war should be written. In spite of the influence of these works, however, the Canadian thesis has never quite disappeared. It is no longer the mainstream view, but it still has its champions, particularly north of the border.

In 1954 Glenn Tucker published a two-volume study of the war, Poltroons and Patriots: A Popular Account of the War of 1812, and this was followed in the 1960s and 1970s by a host of other general works. In The Incredible War of 1812 (1965), J. Mackay Hitsman presented the Canadian side of the story. In The War of 1812 (1965), Harry Coles presented a short popular history. In The War of 1812: A Compact History (1969), James R. Jacobs and Glenn Tucker offered illuminating technical detail on the war’s military history. In The War of 1812 (1969), Reginald Horsman offered an accurate and balanced account that fairly treated both sides of the war. And in The War of 1812 (1972), John K. Mahon offered the most detailed modern account of the contest.

A host of specialized studies also appeared that fleshed out our understanding of the war. Over a 20-year period there were no fewer than four books, each of value, that examined the campaign of the Gulf Coast: Charles B. Brooks, The Siege of New Orleans (1961); Wilburt S. Brown, The Amphibious Campaign for West Florida and Louisiana (1969); Robin Reilly, The British at the Gates (1974); and Frank L. Owsley Jr., Struggle for the Gulf Borderlands (1981). There were also two valuable books published on the war in the Old Northwest: a monograph by Alec R. Gilpin, The War of 1812 in the Old Northwest (1958), and an anthology of essays edited by Philip P. Mason, After Tippecanoe (1963). In The Peace of Christmas Eve (1962), Fred L. Engelman offered a good account of the peace negotiations, and 2 years later Bradford Perkins contributed an equally compelling account in Castlereagh and Adams (1964). In The Republic in Peril: 1812 (1964), Roger H. Brown examined Republican thinking on the eve of the war. And in The Defended Border (1964), Morris Zaslow compiled a group of Canadian articles that shed considerable light on the war in Upper Canada.

There was much more. In The Dawn’s Early Light (1972), Walter Lord presented a lively account of the war in the Chesapeake, and in Flotilla (1981), Donald Shomette examined the operations of Commodore Joshua Barney’s gunboat flotilla in this theater. In The Republic’s Private Navy (1977), Jerome R. Garitee looked at the business side of privateering in Baltimore. In A Most Fortunate Ship (1980), Tyrone Martin, a former commander of the U.S. frigate Constitution, presented a fine account of this celebrated ship’s long and storied history. In The War of 1812 in the Champlain Valley (1981), Allan Everest offered an excellent regional account of the war. And in two biographies, The Shawnee Prophet (1983) and Tecumseh (1984), R. David Edmunds shed considerable light on the role of the Indian population in the war in the Old Northwest Territory. There were even several dissertations that examined their subjects in such detail that they remain authoritative today: Anthony Dietz, “The Prisoner of War in the United States during the War of 1812” (1964), and Scott Thomas Jackson, “Impressment and Anglo-American Discord” (1976).

Another round of general studies of the war followed in the 1980s. In Mr. Madison’s War (1983), John Stagg presented a superb account of the inner workings of the Democratic Republican Party during the conflict and showed how political infighting affected the course of the war. In The War of 1812: Land Operations (1983), George Stanley offered a good companion volume to Hitsman’s work on the war from the Canadian perspective. And in The War of 1812: A Forgotten Conflict (1989), Donald Hickey proffered a broad treatment of the war that included politics and diplomacy as well as battles and campaigns. Another project launched in the 1980s proved to be of lasting significance. This was William S. Dudley and Michael Crawford’s The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History (1985–), an illuminating collection of source material edited to the highest standard that will run to four volumes when completed.

The historiography of the war took yet another important turn in the 1990s with the work of two Canadian scholars. Donald E. Graves, who for years had been writing important articles on technical aspects of the war’s military history, produced a major battle narrative, The Battle of Lundy’s Lane (1993). He followed with Red Coats & Grey Jackets: The Battle of Chippawa (1994) and Field of Glory: The Battle of Crysler’s Farm (1999). These works established Graves as the master of the battlefield narrative and the leading authority on the war’s military history. Robert Malcomson was equally prolific. While serving as a grade school teacher in St. Catharines, he developed an interest in the war on the Great Lakes that culminated in the publication of Lords of the Lake (1998), which instantly marked him as one of the leading authorities of the naval history of the war. Malcomson followed up with A Very Brilliant Affair (2003) on the Battle of Queenston Heights and Capital in Flames (2008) on the American assault on York and in between compiled the Historical Dictionary of the War of 1812 (2006). Malcomson died prematurely in 2009.

Although Graves and Malcomson proved to be especially productive, other Canadians also left their mark. In The Iroquois in the War of 1812 (1998), Carl Benn produced a seminal work on the Indian way of war. In Prize and Prejudice (1997), Faye Kert showed that Canadians, no less than Americans, engaged in privateering during the war. In A Wampum Denied (1997), Sandy Antal reexamined the war in the Old Northwest, and in British Generals in the War of 1812 (1999), Wesley Turner sought to assess British leadership in Canada. Dianne Graves incorporated women into the narrative of the war in her work In the Midst of Alarms (2007), and in Plunder, Profits, and Paroles (1994), George Sheppard examined the social history of Upper Canada, although he overstates the divisions that existed in the province.

Americans also continued to contribute important studies. In Amongst My Best Men (1996), Gerard T. Altoff looked at the role of blacks in the war. In The U.S. Army in the War of 1812 (1997), Robert S. Quimby presented what was essentially a detailed military history of the war, and in A Signal Victory (1997), David Curtis Skaggs and Gerard Altoff reexamined the Battle of Lake Erie. In The Burning of Washington (1998), Anthony Pitch examined the low point in the war for the United States, while in The Battle for Baltimore (1997), Joseph Whitehorne retold the story of one of the high points. In another work on this theater, Terror in the Chesapeake (2000), Christopher George examined the entire British campaign in the Chesapeake during 1813–1814. In Niagara 1814 (2000), Richard Barbuto looked at the bloody campaign on the Niagara frontier in 1814. In Splintering the Wooden Wall (2003), Wade Dudley examined the British blockade. In Encyclopedia of the War of 1812 (1997), David and Jeanne Heidler provided an essential reference work, and in Don’t Give Up the Ship (2006), Donald Hickey explored some of the myths and misconceptions of the war. Although we do not have a basic treatise on the organization, training, and administration of the U.S. Army in the war, John C. Fredriksen’s The United States Army in the War of 1812 (2009) provides a useful compilation of source material for research on the subject, and Richard Barbuto’s recent study Third Artillery Regiment, Long Range Guns, Close Quarter Combat (2010) is a fine example of a regimental history.

The British also weighed in on the conflict. John Sugden published two fine studies: Tecumseh’s Last Stand (1985) on the Shawnee leader’s death and Tecumseh (1997) on his life, although the latter is pretty speculative where evidence is lacking. Other British works have been disappointing at best. The late Jon Latimer’s award-winning 1812: War with America (2007) professes to present the British side of the story, but it does no such thing and is also riddled with factual errors. Similarly, Jeremy Black’s The War of 1812 in the Age of Napoleon (2009) is based on shallow research and also disappoints.

The War of 1812 continues to generate considerable interest. A rash of popular studies on the war appeared as the bicentennial approached, but most of these were filled with too many errors to be taken seriously. The one exception was Walter R. Borneman’s 1812: The War That Forged a Nation (2005), which is a pretty accurate account aimed at a general audience. More battlefield studies are in the pipeline, and it is likely that we will also get more work on other aspects of the war. But we still lack a good account of the war from the British perspective in London, and a great deal of work remains to be to illuminate the domestic history of Canada during the war.

Don Hickey
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Holcroft, William

Birth Date: ca. 1778

Death Date: January 30, 1858

Royal Artillery officer. William Holcroft graduated from the Royal Military Academy at Woolwich in April 1796 and was commissioned a second lieutenant. Two years later, as a first lieutenant, he won notice in official dispatches during an expedition against the French in Holland, when the battery in which he served was cut up by enemy forces and then overrun. The last unwounded officer, Holcroft spiked his guns and saw them pushed over an embankment before he was captured. He rose to captain lieutenant in December 1803 and saw action during the bombardment of Copenhagen in 1807. Promoted to captain the next year, Holcroft was assigned to Canada as a company commander in the 4th Battalion, parts of which had been in Canada since the 1790s.

Holcroft’s company was stationed in Upper Canada in the months preceding the war, having been divided into detachments to operate the artillery at the posts from Kingston to St. Joseph’s Island. He remained on the Niagara Peninsula, where the majority of his men were situated and where Major General Isaac Brock also put him in charge of training and supervising the militia artillery companies. Brock praised Holcroft for his indefatigable zeal and recommended him for additional command pay.

During the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812, Holcroft expertly executed the orders given to him by Major General Roger Sheaffe (following Brock’s death) to fire on the American position and keep the Americans occupied while Sheaffe assembled his infantry. Sheaffe lauded Holcroft in his report, and the captain later received a brevet promotion to major, backdated to October 13. He directed the bombardment of Fort Niagara and its outlying batteries on November 21.

Through the winter Holcroft remained at Niagara, overseeing all the batteries along the river, and he was on hand during the American attack on the town and Fort George on May 27, 1813. Holcroft personally directed the light artillery on the field of combat and earned praise from Brigadier General John Vincent for his services during the action and the retreat to Burlington. At the Battle of Stoney Creek during June 5–6, Holcroft and his battery served with the reserve, taking into possession the guns abandoned by the Americans. During the summer and autumn, his battery was stationed in the British camp at Burlington Heights.

By December, Holcroft was too ill to participate in the actions against Fort Niagara and American settlements along the Niagara River, but he did oversee the possession of American arms and posted a detachment to Fort Niagara. He recovered well enough to remain on the war front, which his new commander Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond believed was essential because of his knowledge of local conditions, but there is no record of Holfcroft participating in any of the engagements in 1814. The following November, Holcroft’s battery was sent from Niagara to Kingston.

Holcroft and his men returned to England in the spring of 1815. Missing the Battle of Waterloo in June, they were posted to Tournai, France. The next year the Board of Ordnance presented the company with the honor title “Niagara” in recognition of its extensive service. The title appeared on the men’s cap plates, as the Royal Artillery did not carry a stand of colors (its guns being considered equivalent).

Holcroft went on half pay in 1821 and, without hope of promotion, sold his commission in 1835. He died on January 30, 1858, at Sevenoaks, England.

Robert Malcomson
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Holmes, Andrew Hunter

Birth Date: 1782

Death Date: August 4, 1814

U.S. Army officer. Andrew Hunter Holmes was born in Frederick County, Virginia, in 1782. He graduated from the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) in 1799 and moved to Kentucky, where he became a merchant. He was appointed an attorney in Mississippi by his brother, David, the territorial governor, on October, 8, 1809, and then established a law practice in Washington, Mississippi. Holmes was admitted to the bar in Louisiana in 1812.

When the War of 1812 began, Holmes volunteered for service. He received a commission as a captain in the U.S. Army and was assigned to the 24th U.S. Infantry in command of a company of mounted light dragoons. When Louisiana governor William C. C. Claiborne was forced to deal with illegal smuggling by Baratarian pirates, he dispatched Holmes to intervene. Holmes seized contraband from Jean Lafitte in a raid on November 16, 1812, after a brief engagement and later testified at Lafitte’s trial.

After the Battle of Lake Erie (September 10, 1813) when the Americans recovered Fort Detroit, Holmes’s regiment was ordered to assist Major General William Henry Harrison’s invasion of Canada. Holmes was present at the Battle of the Thames (October 5, 1813) and was later assigned to the U.S. garrison at Amherstburg (Fort Malden).

From Amherstburg, Holmes commanded a raid against the British outposts at Delaware (present-day Middlesex Centre, Ontario) and Port Talbot, Ontario. On March 2, 1814, as Holmes neared Delaware, he received news that the British were aware of his presence and had dispatched a large force to intercept him. Holmes withdrew to Twenty Mile Creek and on March 4, 1814, in the Battle of Longwoods, his 164 men defeated a British force of 240 men under Major James Basden. The Americans suffered 4 killed and 3 wounded; the British lost 14 killed, 51 wounded, 1 wounded prisoner, and 1 man missing. Holmes returned to Amherstburg and was promoted to major.

Later in 1814 Holmes received command of a battalion and was assigned to the American force sent to retake Fort Mackinac from the British. Holmes was killed on August 4, 1814, leading one of the first assaults on the British defenses; ultimately the American effort failed. Holmes County, Ohio, and Holmesville, Mississippi, are named for him.

Mark D. Mills
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Holmes, David

Birth Date: March 10, 1770

Death Date: August 20, 1832

Governor of the Mississippi Territory. David Holmes was born in York County, Pennsylvania, on March 10, 1770, the son of a Continental Army officer. He was raised in Winchester, Virginia, and studied law at Williamsburg, serving as the commonwealth’s attorney for Rockingham County between 1793 and 1797. Holmes also became interested in politics and was continually elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican from 1797 to March 1809.

Holmes’s good standing with party leaders resulted in his appointment as governor of the Mississippi Territory, and he arrived at Natchez to succeed his strident Federalist predecessor, Nathan Sargent. In contrast to Sargent, Holmes sought to reconcile differences between commercial and agrarian interests, and he proved especially effective in expediting the sale of public lands. He also strengthened the local judiciary and militia, and he helped place the Mississippi Territory on a sounder economic and political footing during its quest for statehood. However, he was less successful in placating numerous Native American tribes within his jurisdiction, owing to the seemingly insatiable appetite of white settlers for their lands.

When the War of 1812 commenced, Holmes strongly supported Louisiana governor William C. C. Claiborne during the annexation of West Florida and subsequently helped organize a local government in Mobile by April 1813. A much greater challenge was the outbreak of the Creek War in August 1813, but Holmes dutifully mustered the militia and parceled them out during the campaigns of Brigadier General Ferdinand L. Claiborne and Major General Andrew Jackson. The Treaty of Fort Jackson in 1814 forced the Creek Nation to cede 20 million acres of land to the Mississippi Territory, although the eastern half was destined to become Alabama. Throughout late 1814 and early 1815, Holmes also provided men and supplies to Jackson during the latter’s successful New Orleans campaign.

After the war the popular Holmes was elected the first governor of Mississippi in 1817, and he spent the next three years focusing on internal improvements and organizing a new seat of governance. In 1820 he was appointed to the U.S. Senate, where he performed capably until 1826, when poor health forced his retirement. Holmes returned to his ancestral home at Winchester, Virginia, where he died on August 20, 1832.

John C. Fredriksen
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Hope, Henry

Birth Date: April 2, 1798

Death Date: September 2, 1863

Royal Navy officer. Henry Hope was born into a prominent naval family in 1787. He entered the Royal Navy on April 2, 1798, as a volunteer on board the yacht Princess Augusta. In 1780 as a midshipman he joined the third-rate ship of the line Kent, commanded by his relative, Captain William J. Hope. Henry Hope took part in the subsequent British blockade of the French at Alexandria, Egypt. He then served in the third-rate ship of the line Swiftshire and took part in its sanguinary engagement with a French squadron of four ships of the line on June 24, 1801, in which it was captured and he was taken prisoner. Released in September, he joined the frigate Leda and served in it on the home station until 1803. He next served in the third-rate ships of the line Defence and Atlas in the North Sea. He was promoted to lieutenant on May 3, 1804,

Following service in several other ships, Hope was promoted to commander on June 22, 1806. Taking command of the sloop Espoir, he saw service in the English Channel, in the Mediterranean, and off Portugal. Advanced to post captain on May 24, 1808, he commanded first the frigate Glatton (50 guns) and then three other frigates in quick succession in the Mediterranean.

Hope took command of the large frigate Endymion (mounting 50 guns) on May 18, 1813. Joining the North American Squadron, he saw service off New London, Connecticut, and took part in the capture of Castine, Maine, and the operation up the Penobscot River during September 1–3, 1814, that resulted in the destruction of the U.S. Navy frigate Adams. Hope then joined the squadron of Rear Admiral Henry Hotham, who flew his flag in the razee Majestic (58 guns) and was maintaining the British blockade of New York. In addition to the Majestic and Endymion, Hotham’s squadron included the 38-gun frigates Pomone and Tenedos and the brig Dispatch (18 guns).

On January 15, 1815, the ships of Hotham’s squadron, commanded in his absence by Captain John Hayes, spotted and pursued the U.S. Navy frigate President (mounting 54 guns). Commanded by Commodore Stephen Decatur, the President had escaped New York Harbor the night before. In crossing the bar, however, the President had grounded and sustained damage, which slowed its speed and now allowed the British squadron to overtake it. The Endymion was in the lead and was the first to come up. With 24-pounders on its gun deck, it was a match for the powerful President. In the ensuing running exchange of fire, the President finally got the better of its opponent and might have captured the Endymion but was itself further slowed and forced to surrender on the arrival of the Pomone, which had joined the fray.

The Royal Navy and the British press portrayed the engagement as the Endymion having alone bested the President, but that was not the case. Indeed, it took several hours for the Endymion to effect repairs before it could rejoin the squadron. Hope then escorted the President to Bermuda and then on to Spithead. On his arrival at the latter, Hope was presented a gold medal by the Admiralty, and in June 1815 he was made a Companion of the Order of the Bath.

In September 1815, however, Hope went on half pay and never again served at sea. He was subsequently aide-de-camp to King William IV and to Queen Victoria. Hope was promoted to rear admiral of the blue on November 9, 1846, and died on September 2, 1863.
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Hopkins, Samuel

Birth Date: April 9, 1753

Death Date: September 16, 1819

U.S. Army officer, politician, and U.S. representative from Kentucky (1813–1815). Samuel Hopkins was born in Albemarle County, Virginia, on April 9, 1753. In February 1776, he was commissioned at the rank of captain. Promoted to major on November 29, 1777, he served for a short period on General George Washington’s staff. Hopkins saw combat in the Battles of Brandywine, Trenton, Princeton, Monmouth and at Germantown, where he was wounded. He earned another promotion, to lieutenant colonel of the 14th (later designated the 10th) Virginia Regiment, on June 14, 1778. Captured by the British during the siege of Charleston on May 12, 1780, he was later exchanged and then transferred to the 1st Virginia Regiment on February 12, 1781, with which he served until the close of the war.

In 1796 Hopkins left Virginia, and in February 1797 he settled at Red Banks, Kentucky, along the Ohio River. He read for the law, was admitted to the bar, and practiced law before becoming chief justice of the first court for criminal common law in 1799. He retained that post until he resigned in 1801. During 1800–1801 and 1803–1806, Hopkins served in the Kentucky House of Representatives. He served in the Kentucky Senate from 1809 to 1813.

Although Hopkins had served with distinction during the American Revolution, he did not replicate this in the western theater of the War of 1812. Now a brigadier general of militia, he took command of Indiana and Illinois territorial forces, eventually some 4,000 volunteers.

In October 1812 Hopkins led an ambitious, albeit unsuccessful, excursion of some 2,000 mounted riflemen from Fort Harrison against Kickapoo and Peoria villages in Illinois. Rapidly moving into the interior at about 30 miles a day, the expedition foundered when Hopkins’s guides became lost. Exacerbating the situation, the Indians set prairie fires to delay the invaders. The lack of provisions and rapidly deteriorating morale led his men to demand a return to Fort Harrison without having carried out their mission. Hopkins was forced to agree.

Smarting from this debacle, Hopkins collected three regiments of militia, Captain Zachary Taylor’s regulars, and a company of rangers, and led them toward Prophetstown in the Indiana Territory on November 11, 1812, with the intent of punishing the Native Americans of the upper Wabash region. At the head of 1,200 men, Hopkins destroyed a deserted Winnebago encampment on Wildcat Creek before heading toward Prophetstown and the nearby Kickapoo village. Hopkins destroyed the abandoned fortifications in Prophetstown as well as 160 cabin and huts in the adjoining Kickapoo village. He also ordered the Indians’ winter provisions destroyed. After some heavy skirmishing, Hopkins led his troops back to Fort Harrison at the end of November. Ultimately these expeditions, although they had failed to accomplish all of their goals, proved successful in that they destroyed Indian provisions and shelter. Hopkins retired after this campaign.

In March 1813 Hopkins began serving a two-year term in the U.S. Congress (1813–1815) before returning to his home near Henderson, Kentucky. He died there on September 16, 1819. The western Kentucky county of Hopkinsville, established in 1806, is named in his honor.

Greg G. Brooking
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Hornet, USS, vs. HMS Peacock

Event Date: February 24, 1813

On October 26, 1812, the U.S. Navy brig sloop Hornet (rated at 18 guns but carrying 20), commanded by Master Commandant James Lawrence, departed from Boston in company with the frigate Constitution (55 guns), under Commodore William Bainbridge, on an Atlantic cruise. On December 13, 1812, the two American warships encountered the British sloop of war Bonne Citoyenne (18 guns) off San Salvador. The two sloops were evenly matched, and Lawrence challenged the British captain to a two-ship engagement, with Bainbridge pledging that he would not interfere. The British captain rejected the challenge because his ship was transporting £500,000 in specie and he was unwilling to jeopardize it. Leaving Lawrence to blockade the British warship, the Constitution then departed. The Hornet blockaded the Bonne Citoyenne until January 24, 1813, when the British third-rate ship of the line Montagu (74 guns) arrived. The Hornet escaped in the darkness that night.

During the course of the next month, the Hornet took several British merchantmen prizes. On February 24, 1813, still off northern South America, the Hornet encountered the British brig Espiegle (18 guns) riding at anchor off the mouth of the Demerara River. The British warship was behind a bar, and as Lawrence maneuvered his own ship to engage the Espiegle, the brig-rigged Cruizer-class sloop HMS Peacock (rated at 18 guns but carrying 19), under Commander William Peake, which had sailed from the same anchorage that morning, appeared and bore down on the American warship.

The Hornet was somewhat larger and more powerful than its opponent. The Hornet had a crew of 144 men and mounted two long 12-pounders and 18 32-pounder carronades; the Peacock had a crew of 122 men and mounted 19 guns: 3 long 6-pounders and 16 24-pounder carronades.

The two warships closed from opposite directions, and at 5:25 p.m. they exchanged broadsides at pistol dueling range. The British were employing their weather-side battery, but the crew made no allowance for this, and in consequence the shot went high; all went through the Hornet’s rigging and did some damage, but not one hit the hull. The American shots were from the lee side, and almost all were hull hits, some striking below the waterline. A second exchange of broadsides 10 minutes later decided the battle. The Peacock surrendered at 5:39. Peake and four of his crew were killed; 33 others were wounded, 3 mortally. The Hornet suffered 1 killed and 2 wounded, all aloft.

[image: image]

Print depicting the U.S. Navy sloop Hornet sinking the British sloop Peacock during their engagement off northern South America on February 24, 1813. (Library of Congress)

The Peacock was taking on so much water that its pumps could not keep up, and it sank shortly thereafter despite the best efforts of both its own crew and the Americans to save it. Nine British sailors and three American seamen were drowned when the ship sank. The crew members of the Hornet then took aboard the Peacock’s survivors (except for some who managed to swim to shore) and quickly repaired their own ship’s damages. Badly overcrowded, the Hornet sailed for the United States, arriving at Martha’s Vineyard on March 19. Lawrence was promoted to captain for this action and became a national hero.
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Hornet, USS, vs. HMS Penguin

Event Date: March 23, 1815

The U.S. sloop of war Hornet (commanded by Master Commandant James Biddle) had run the British blockade and departed New York in company with the sloop Peacock (18 guns) and storeship Tom Bowline on the night of January 22, 1815, on course for Tristan da Cunha island in the South Atlantic, where they were to rendezvous with the frigate President under Commodore Stephen Decatur. The squadron was then to sail to the East Indies and attack British shipping there. Unknown to Biddle and the other two captains, Decatur’s ship had been damaged in its escape from New York a week earlier and had been captured by the British squadron.

Peace was concluded with the British at Ghent on December 24, 1814, but neither this information nor word of formal ratification of the treaty by the U.S. Senate on February 15, 1815, was available to Biddle when he sighted the British brig sloop Penguin, under Commander James Dickinson, off Tristan da Cunha on the morning of March 23, 1815. Indeed, neither captain was aware that their two nations were now at peace, and both captains prepared to do battle.

The two ships were of similar size and armament. The Hornet had a crew of 142 and was armed with 20 guns: 2 long 18-pounders for chase purposes and 18 32-pounder carronades. The Penguin had a crew of 132 men and mounted 19 guns: 2 long 6-pounders as bow chasers, 16 32-pounder carronades, and 1 12-pounder carronade. The Hornet thus enjoyed a slight advantage in both men and armament.

The two sloops approached each other on roughly parallel courses, with the Penguin to windward and firing to starboard and the Hornet to port. Battle was joined with a broadside at 1:40 p.m. within musket range. Superior American gunnery soon told, and after about 15 minutes Dickinson attempted to ram the American ship and board it but then fell mortally wounded. Lieutenant James McDonald took command and attempted to carry out the planned maneuver, but the Penguin’s bowsprit caught in the Hornet’s rigging, as the sea was rough. No attempt was made to board. When the two ships separated, the Penguin’s bowsprit broke off and took down the foremast. His ship now disabled, McDonald surrendered shortly after 2:00 p.m. The British suffered 14 killed and 28 wounded; the Americans lost only 1 killed and 10 wounded, including Biddle who was seriously wounded. This was the last naval engagement of the War of 1812.

The Penguin was too badly damaged to save. Its crew was taken off, and the ship was scuttled the next day. The prisoners were sent to Rio de Janeiro in the Tom Bowline, which arrived on the scene in company with the Peacock soon after the battle.

The Hornet and Peacock remained in the vicinity for about three more weeks, and when the President failed to appear they sailed for the East Indies, still unaware that the war was over. While en route there, on April 27, they sighted the third-rate British ship of the line Cornwallis (74 guns), which they mistook for a British East Indiaman and pursued. On discovering their error, the two American warships were obliged to flee but were able to escape through superior seamanship. To increase his ship’s speed during the pursuit, Biddle had ordered his crew to throw overboard the ship’s spare spars, boats, nearly all of its guns and ammunition, and much other equipment and supplies. This action forced Biddle to sail for home. The Hornet arrived at New York on June 9, 1815.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Horseshoe Bend, Battle of

Event Date: March 27, 1814

Decisive American battlefield victory won by Tennessee Militia major general Andrew Jackson during the Creek War, an ancillary conflict of the War of 1812. A war party among the Creeks, who occupied most of present-day Alabama, had been resisting American encroachment upon their homeland. Led by Peter McQueen and William Weatherford, the Creeks enjoyed some initial military success, particularly in the sacking of Fort Mims in southern Alabama, commanded by Major Daniel Beasley, on August 30, 1813.

Soon the tables were reversed. In the autumn of 1813, militiamen from Georgia and Mississippi territory launched expeditions against the Creeks (Red Sticks). Jackson led 2,500 Tennessee militia successfully against the Creek settlements of Tallushatchee on November 3 and Talladega six days later. Meanwhile, Brigadier General James White successfully led other Tennessee militia against Hillibee on November 18.

[image: image]

The Battle of Horseshoe Bend was the climactic engagement of the Creek War. (Hulton Getty/Archive Photos)


Battle of Horseshoe Bend, March 27, 1814





	
	Total Strength
	Killed
	Wounded
	Captured




	U.S. regular and militia forces, allied Cherokees, 
	3,000
	51 (U.S.)
	148 (U.S.)
	0


	and allied Creeks
	
	18 (Cherokees)
	36 (Cherokees)
	



	
	
	5 (Creeks)
	11 (Creeks)
	



	Red Stick Creeks
	1,200
	900
	Unknown
	500 women and children





In January 1814 Jackson returned to the offensive with a force of 1,000 militiamen. He was nearly defeated by the Creeks at Emuckfaw Creek on January 22 and at Enitachopco Creek two days later, sustaining about 100 casualties while inflicting twice that number on the Native Americans. Jackson then retired to refit and gather up supplies for a final effort.

By February 1814, Jackson’s force had grown to some 4,000 men, mostly militia but including the newly recruited 600-man 39th U.S. Infantry. The Creeks, some 1,200 strong, had previously fortified their encampment of about 100 acres across in a bend formed by the Tallapoosa River and called Horseshoe Bend. They constructed a log breastwork across the neck of the peninsula and collected canoes to flee across the river should that prove necessary. Jackson, who was aware of their plans, nonetheless remained determined to attack the encampment.

Jackson arrived at Horseshoe Bend on the morning of March 27, 1814. He had with him some 3,000 men, including friendly Cherokee and Creek warriors. Sensing the weakness of the Creeks’ defensive position, he sent Tennessee Militia brigadier general John Coffee with mounted infantry and the friendly Native Americans to take position behind the bend and block the Indians from escape. Some of the allied Cherokees swam across the river and seized the canoes.

At about 10:00 a.m. Jackson ordered his two small cannon to bombard the hostile Creek fortifications. Coffee then used the captured canoes to get some of his men across the Tallapoosa and assault the Creeks from behind. Flaming arrows fired by the Indian allies set much of the Creek settlement on fire. Despite these maneuvers, the defenders kept up a hot fire upon their antagonists.

At about 12:30 p.m. Jackson ordered the 39th Infantry forward to carry out a frontal assault on the Creek breastworks. Although the Creeks fought desperately, they were soon overwhelmed and driven from the works. Fighting in small bands, the survivors were soon pinned against the river.

The battle now turned into a massacre. Many of the Creeks refused to surrender, and others were shot while swimming across the river to escape. Jackson, a hardened soldier, described the carnage as “dreadful.” Perhaps 800 hostile Indians were killed and another 350, mostly women and children, were captured. The casualty tally among the militia and U.S. regulars was 26 killed and 106 wounded, while friendly Cherokees and Creeks suffered 23 killed and 47 wounded.

The Battle of Horseshoe Bend brought major combat in the Creek War to an end. Weatherford fled with a few survivors into Spanish territory but soon after surrendered. On August 9, 1814, Jackson compelled the Creeks, friend and foe alike, to sign the punitive Treaty of Fort Jackson, ceding half of Alabama and part of Georgia to the United States. Jackson, now a national hero, also gained promotion to major general in the U.S. Army.

Paul David Nelson
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Hotham, Sir Henry

Birth Date: February 19, 1777

Death Date: April 18, 1833

Royal Navy officer. Born on February 19, 1777, Henry Hotham attended the Royal Naval Academy in Portsmouth before being assigned to his first ship in 1790. With Britain’s entry into war against Revolutionary France in 1793, Hotham served as a midshipman in the Mediterranean Fleet and participated in the occupation of Toulon. Hotham’s uncle, Vice Admiral William Hotham, who served in the Mediterranean, greatly assisted his career.

Henry Hotham was promoted to lieutenant on June 6, 1794, and just seven months later on January 13, 1795, he was advanced to post captain. When Hotham’s ship was deemed unfit for service, he served as a volunteer aboard the third-rate ship of the line Egmont (74 guns) and saw action in the indecisive Battle of the Hyères Islands on July 13, 1795. Between September 1795 and 1801 Hotham commanded a series of frigates, first in the Mediterranean and later in the Bay of Biscay. Several years later he commanded a frigate during the action off Cape Ortegal on November 4, 1805, where the British captured four French ships of the line that had escaped from the Battle of Trafalgar. Between 1806 and 1812 Hotham again operated in the Bay of Biscay. Notably, he destroyed two French frigates near Lorient on May 22, 1812.

In 1813 Hotham joined the North American Squadron as captain of the fleet. Usually reserved for the most senior post captain on the station or a rear admiral, this position was similar to that of the modern chief of staff. It was primarily an administrative post in which the individual handled routine paperwork and messaging so as to ease the burdens on the fleet commander. Commander of the North American Station Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren had requested Captain Sir Thomas Masterman Hardy as captain of the fleet, but the Admiralty did not consider Hardy sufficiently senior and dispatched Hotham instead. This created a potentially difficult situation, but the two officers eventually developed a rapport.

In April 1814 Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane replaced Warren as commander of the North American Station. Rather than continue as captain of the fleet, Hotham commanded a detachment of Cochrane’s ships. Hotham was promoted to rear admiral on June 4, 1814. His area of responsibility included the Atlantic Seaboard of New York and Long Island Sound and eventually the area to Delaware.

When peace came in late 1814, Hotham returned to Britain. Made knight commander of the Bath in 1815, he commanded British naval forces in the Bay of Biscay. Hotham served on the Admiralty Board between 1818 and 1822 and again between 1828 and 1830. He died at Malta on April 18, 1833, while serving as commander in chief in the Mediterranean.

Kevin D. McCranie
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Houston, Samuel

Birth Date: March 2, 1793

Death Date: July 26, 1863

Soldier, frontiersman, and politician who eventually became president of the Republic of Texas. Samuel (Sam) Houston was born on March 2, 1793, in Rockbridge County, Virginia, but moved to Tennessee as a boy. A rebellious youth, Houston left the family farm at age 16 and lived among the Cherokees. He remained with them for 2 years before he returned and established a school for frontier children.

Following the outbreak of the War of 1812, in 1813 Houston enlisted in the U.S. Army as a private after serving briefly as a Tennessee militiaman. His leadership skills were quickly recognized, and he was commissioned an ensign four months later and served mainly in eastern Tennessee. In early 1814 after the Creek War began, Houston’s unit—the 39th U.S. Infantry—joined Major General Andrew Jackson in the campaign against the Creeks, including the decisive Battle of Horseshoe Bend (March 27, 1814) in which Houston was wounded three times. Although his wounds kept him from participating in any more fighting, Houston’s heroism and leadership caught the attention of Jackson, who subsequently assisted Houston at several points during his career.

Houston remained in the army after the war and was promoted to second lieutenant. In 1817 he was assigned to participate in the removal of the Cherokees from their lands to Indian Territory (Oklahoma). Houston resigned from the army in 1818.

Houston then studied law, passed the bar, and established a practice in Lebanon, Tennessee. On Jackson’s recommendation, Houston was appointed a colonel and then was elected major general of the state militia. He also became active in politics and was elected first as attorney general for Nashville and then to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1823. In Congress, Houston worked to support Jackson’s candidacy for the presidency following the election of 1824. In 1827 Houston left the House and became governor of Tennessee. Although he was reelected in 1829, Houston left politics and Tennessee after a brief failed marriage.

Once again Houston lived among the Cherokees, this time in Indian Territory. During this three-year period he met and married a woman of mixed Cherokee and European ancestry. In 1832 Jackson, now president, dispatched Houston to Texas to negotiate with tribes in the region. Houston eventually settled there with his family.

Houston soon became involved in Texas politics and emerged as one of the foremost proponents of independence from Mexico. In 1835 he was appointed commander of the Army of Texas with the rank of major general. The following year he was a delegate when the Texas legislature declared independence. Although the Mexican forces initially enjoyed military success against the rebellious Texans, Houston was able to win a major victory at the Battle of San Jacinto on April 21, 1836, which confirmed Texan independence.

Houston’s great popularity led to his election as president of the Republic of Texas in 1836. He worked hard to convince the U.S. government to annex Texas and to improve relations between white settlers and local Indians. After his first term as president ended in 1838 Houston served in the Texas House of Representatives, but he was reelected president in 1841. After Texas joined the Union in 1845, Houston served two terms in the U.S. Senate, where he supported the 1846–1848 Mexican-American War. He left the Senate in 1859 and ran for the Texas governorship that same year and won. Once in office, Houston favored the use of force to establish a protectorate over Mexico and other areas of Central America as a way to divert attention from the growing sectional strife in the Union.

Following the election of Abraham Lincoln in 1860, Houston called a special session of the Texas legislature to debate secession. Although Houston opposed secession, the convention voted overwhelmingly to leave the Union. Houston oversaw the initial steps to sever ties with the Union but refused to take the oath of allegiance to the Confederacy. On March 16, 1861, the legislature removed him from office. Houston and his family moved to Huntsville, Texas, where he died on July 26, 1863.

Jack Covarrubias and Tom Lansford
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Howard, Benjamin

Birth Date: 1760

Death Date: September 18, 1814

Territorial governor of Missouri and U.S. Army general. Benjamin Howard is believed to have been born in Virginia in 1760. He relocated to Boonesborough, Kentucky, in his youth; joined the local militia; and fought under Major General Anthony Wayne during Little Turtle’s War. After 1795 he studied law at Lexington and served in the state legislature.

In 1807 Howard was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, where he advocated increases in national defense and dealing harshly with hostile Indians and British traders along the western frontier. Such bellicosity brought him to the attention of President James Madison, who appointed him governor of the District of Louisiana (Missouri) in April 1810. Howard arrived at St. Louis that autumn, and although continually absent from office on business, he still managed to overhaul the militia and strengthen frontier defenses. He was especially keen on raising a mounted company of rangers to patrol between various settlements. On June 4, 1812, Madison signed legislation elevating Missouri to territorial status, and Howard continued on as governor.

Once the War of 1812 commenced, Howard began pushing the administration for regular troops and offensive operations throughout his charge, but to no avail. His agitations did stimulate recruitment of three additional ranger companies to scour the countryside. President Madison believed that military affairs would be better handled if Howard were to resign from office and accept a brigadier general’s commission in the U.S. Army, which he did on March 12, 1813; he was succeeded by William Clark.

As commander of the upper 8th Military District, Howard oversaw the construction of numerous forts and blockhouses, and he also conducted occasional raids against Indian villages along the Missouri and Illinois Rivers. Little fighting resulted, but his actions did throw hostile tribes off balance and preempted possible attacks against settlements. Howard faced continuing challenges throughout his tenure as general, but he worked closely with Governor Clark, a noted Indian diplomat, and somehow managed to secure the frontier. In January 1814 Howard received orders to join Major General William Henry Harrison’s forces in Ohio, but political protests led to his reassignment back to Missouri. Howard died suddenly on September 18, 1814. Howard County, Missouri, was named in his honor in 1816.

John C. Fredriksen
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Howitzers

Artillery pieces that fired explosive shells. There are three basic types of field artillery: guns, the longest and heaviest of the three, that fired a solid projectile at high velocity and long range in a relatively flat trajectory; mortars, short weapons that fired explosive projectiles at relatively short range and high trajectories (the mortar was usually fixed in its bed, with range determined by the size of the powder charge); and howitzers. Howitzers were hybrids of the gun and mortar, shorter than the gun yet longer than the mortar. Mounted on a field carriage with large wheels and lighter than guns of similar caliber, howitzers lacked the gun’s range yet chambered the full array of gun ammunition. The howitzer’s higher trajectory made it particularly effective at firing explosive rounds, known as shell, timed to detonate over enemy troops.

Early howitzers were used specifically for siege operations but were later adopted for field use as well. Howitzers of the War of 1812 period were usually around five calibers, or bore diameters, in length and were more mobile than mortars. Popularized by King Frederick II (“Frederick the Great”) of Prussia in the mid-18th century, howitzers could fire projectiles over obstacles such as hills or walls, which guns, with their relatively flat trajectory, could not. Smaller howitzers had the advantage of firing either shells, as did mortars, or grapeshot and canister shot for short-range actions, as did guns. When firing shells, howitzers could fire at high angles, as did mortars, or at lower angles using ricochet fire.

Howitzers of the period of the War of 1812 generally appeared in three sizes (6, 8, and 10 inches), although slight variations were common. For example, both the United States and Britain regularly used the 5.5-inch howitzer during the War of 1812. The larger 10-inch howitzers were rarely seen. The two smaller-size howitzers and their ammunition were much lighter and easier to transport.

Howitzer construction was similar to that of mortars. Like mortars, howitzers were chambered, meaning they contained a smaller cavity at the bottom of the bore specifically designed for powder behind the projectile. Howitzers often had dolphins, or handles, forged onto the body that allowed easier transportation and positioning. Trunnions, or cylindrical protrusions cast onto the howitzer’s body for mounting, were centered on the same plane as the middle of the bore. Howitzers were made only of bronze until the early 19th century, at which time several countries, especially the United States, began constructing them of iron.

Howitzers were mounted on two-wheeled carriages similar to those of other field guns. The primary difference between carriages built specifically for howitzers and the more common gun carriages was that howitzer carriages had shorter and stockier trails that allowed greater elevation and firing arcs and could withstand the shock of the weapon’s discharge. There is some evidence, however, that howitzers could also be mounted on carriages meant for guns of a heavier size.

Early howitzers fired at fixed elevations of 45 degrees, but by the mid-18th century howitzers could adjust their firing arcs between the horizontal and higher angles. An 8-inch howitzer’s maximum range was in excess of 3,000 yards, and a 6-inch howitzer’s maximum range was almost 2,400 yards, but effective ranges could be up to 1,000 yards less.

Howitzers saw extensive use in the War of 1812. The British Army made use of the 5.5-inch howitzer at the Battles of Chippawa, Lundy’s Lane, and New Orleans, and the 8-inch howitzer was employed at the siege of Fort Bowyer. Major Jacob Hindman’s U.S. Artillery Corps also employed the 5.5-inch howitzer at Lundy’s Lane.

Matthew J. Wayman
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Hudson’s Bay Company

Privately held fur-trading company and the oldest commercial corporation in North America. Established in 1670 by English king Charles II, the Hudson’s Bay Company carried on trade principally with Indians living in central and northern Canada. This trade consisted of European goods in exchange for animal furs. Its original territory consisted of the area drained by the rivers and streams flowing into Hudson Bay, representing more than one-third of present-day Canada. On May 2, 1670, Charles II granted a Royal Charter that formally incorporated the Hudson’s Bay Company, granting it a monopoly over trade, especially the fur trade, with the Indians in the huge area along the shores of Hudson’s Bay.

The company established its first post at Fort Nelson at the mouth of the Nelson River in present-day northeastern Manitoba. Others around the edge of the bay soon followed. After war broke out in Europe between France and England in the 1680s, expeditions from both countries regularly raided and captured each other’s trading posts. In March 1686 a French raiding party captured the company’s posts along James Bay. In 1697 a small French naval squadron defeated three Royal Navy ships in the largest naval battle in the history of the North American Arctic. The York Factory on Hudson Bay changed hands several times in the next decade, but Britain permanently received the post by the Treaty of Utrecht (1713).

Until the late 1800s, the Hudson’s Bay Company controlled the fur trade throughout much of British North America from its headquarters at York Factory. Its trappers explored much of the region, and the company served as the de facto government; it also later formed the nucleus of official authority in many areas of western Canada and the United States. During the War of 1812 the British used the Hudson’s Bay Company to further their wartime agenda, including the cultivation of alliances with the Indians along the northern and western frontiers. In 1821 the Hudson’s Bay Company merged with the North West Company of Montreal, giving it a combined territory of 3 million square miles, which reached north to the Arctic Ocean and west to the Pacific.

In the 1820s and 1830s, the company controlled nearly all trade in the Pacific Northwest from its headquarters at Fort Vancouver on the Columbia River. Although the Anglo-American Convention of 1818 had granted the United States and Britain joint authority over the Oregon Territory, the Hudson’s Bay Company, through its effective monopoly on trade, actively discouraged Americans from settling in the region. However, after 1843 thousands of Americans poured into the Willamette Valley, and in 1846 the United States acquired full control of the Oregon Country south of the 49th Parallel.

The company’s vast territory became the largest component in the Dominion of Canada, formed in 1867, and the company was the largest private landowner at the time. In 1868 the Hudson’s Bay Company relinquished ownership of Rupert’s Land to Canada, and two years later Britain abolished the company’s monopoly on trade in the region. As the fur trade declined, the company evolved into a mercantile business, selling goods to settlers in the Canadian West. These trading posts evolved into department stores, called The Bay, and are the only part of the company operation still in existence. Until quite recently, these stores were often the only ones in many remote Canadian towns.

Robert B. Kane
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Hughes, Christopher

Birth Date: February 17, 1786

Death Date: September 18, 1849

Attorney, U.S. Army officer, and career diplomat. Christopher Hughes was born in Baltimore, Maryland, on February 11, 1786, and graduated from the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University) in 1809. He then read for the law but had little interest in practicing it. Hughes then became an aide and speechwriter for his father in law, U.S. senator Samuel Smith.

When the War of 1812 began, Hughes took a commission in the army as a captain of artillery, stationed principally at nearby Fort McHenry. In the summer of 1813 he met President James Madison, who was sufficiently impressed with Hughes that he named him secretary to the peace commission sent to negotiate a settlement with the British.

On February 25, 1814, Hughes set sail for Europe with peace commissioners Jonathan Russell and Henry Clay, and William Shaler, a diplomatic attaché. The group reached Gothenberg, Sweden, on April 11 and, following a brief stay in London, continued on to Ghent, Belgium, where the talks were to take place. Arriving in that city on July 7, Hughes met immediately with the British agent there and arranged for the negotiations to begin on July 9.

The negotiations continued until December 24, when a treaty was finally signed. Hughes’s main function was to act as a recording secretary for all official meetings and to arrange logistics for them. By all accounts, Hughes was a tireless and efficient secretary, and commissioners from both sides praised his work. At one point Hughes expressed dismay because he believed that he had not received any credit for his efforts, but Clay reassured him that he would personally see to it that the president knew about his contributions. After arriving in the United States on March 1, 1815, Hughes had a series of meetings with President Madison and Secretary of State James Monroe, during which Hughes provided much detailed and useful information on the Ghent proceedings.

During 1815–1816 Hughes sat in the Maryland legislature before being sent on a special diplomatic mission to New Granada (present-day Colombia). He was then appointed chargé d’affaires to the U.S. legation in Stockholm. He subsequently held the same position in the Netherlands for some time and provided expert advice on numerous international crises. Hughes returned to Baltimore for good in 1845, but he was now in failing health. He died in Baltimore on September 18, 1849. Hughes is considered to be one of the first career U.S. diplomats. He was well suited for the work, and Henry Clay, who went on to become secretary of state, wrote that Hughes provide him with more useful dispatches than all the other U.S. diplomats in Europe combined.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Hull, Isaac

Birth Date: March 9, 1773

Death Date: February 13, 1843

U.S. naval officer. Isaac Hull was born on March 9, 1773, in Derby Landing, Connecticut. He first went to sea at age 14 as a merchant mariner, accompanying his father, a ship captain, on voyages and rising to captain of his own merchant ship in the West Indies trade at age 21. Hull was twice captured by French privateers during 1796–1797, perhaps prompting him on March 9, 1798, to accept a lieutenant’s commission in the U.S. Navy.
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Isaac Hull was the first naval hero of the War of 1812. His resounding victory over HMS Guerriere electrified the nation

Hull then held a number of seagoing assignments, including four years on the frigate Constitution, in which time he went from fourth to first lieutenant. During the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800), Hull led the expedition that took the privateer Sandwich on May 11, 1800. In 1802 he became first lieutenant on the frigate John Adams. In 1803 he received his first command, the schooner Enterprise, and sailed it to the Mediterranean, where he exchanged ships with Lieutenant Stephen Decatur and took over the brig Argus.

Hull was promoted to master commandant (commander) on May 18, 1804, and to captain on April 23, 1806. During the War against Tripoli (1801–1805), Hull supported William Eaton in his April 1805 capture of Derne. Hull acquired a reputation as a firm yet fair disciplinarian and a skilled seaman.

During 1806–1807 Hull oversaw gunboat construction in Connecticut and Rhode Island. He subsequently commanded a gunboat flotilla in Chesapeake Bay. In 1809 he took command of the frigate Chesapeake and then the frigate President. In May 1810 he exchanged commands with Commodore John Rodgers when the latter expressed a preference for the President over his own ship, the Constitution. Hull sailed the frigate to Europe in 1811, delivering the U.S. minister to France and calling at Holland before returning to the United States to have his ship overhauled just before the beginning of the War of 1812.

When the United States declared war on Great Britain in June 1812, Hull was in the process of entering a new crew for the Constitution (rated at 44 guns but now mounting 54). On July 12 he sortied from Annapolis, Maryland, bound for New York to join Rodgers. On July 17 off Egg Harbor, New Jersey, Hull spotted first four and later five sails on the horizon that he initially believed to be the ships of Rodgers’s squadron but that turned out to be a superior British squadron commanded by Captain Philip V. Broke. From daylight on July 18 to noon on July 20, Hull and his ship engaged in what became an epic escape from the British squadron of the third-rate ship of the line Africa and the frigates Shannon, Guerriere, Belvidera, and Aeolus. The wind became light as Hull endeavored to escape the blockaders. Through a combination of skillful seamanship that included towing by the ship’s boats, the use of kedge anchors, and wetting the sails, Hull escaped his pursuers and proceeded to Boston, where he received a hero’s welcome.

Hull departed Boston without formal orders from the Navy Department on August 2 to avoid being trapped there by the British. He decided to sail to the Grand Banks off Newfoundland to intercept British shipping there. The Constitution then took and destroyed several British merchantmen, the crews of which were unaware of the outbreak of war. Learning from Salem privateers of the presence of a British frigate to the south, on August 19 Hull stood in that direction and engaged the British frigate Guerriere (rated at 38 guns but mounting 49), commanded by Captain James R. Dacres, in a two-ship engagement. In the ensuing furious four-hour battle, superior American gunnery told. Shot from the Constitution carried away the British ship’s mizzenmast and then its main yard, enabling the American frigate to rake its opponent. The British ship then lost its foremast and mainmast, leaving it a defenseless hulk. The Guerriere proved too damaged to save and had to be scuttled the next day. Hull returned to Boston 12 days later with 267 British prisoners.

For his victory, the first by an American frigate over a British frigate in the war, Hull was hailed as a national hero. Following a parade through the streets of Boston, he was feted at a large banquet. In September 1812 Hull relinquished command of the Constitution and traveled to New York City and Washington, D.C., to receive further adulation, including a gold medal from Congress. Hull concluded his wartime service as commander of the Portsmouth Navy Yard in New Hampshire, where he oversaw construction of the ship of the line Washington.

In 1815 Hull was appointed to the newly established three-man Board of Navy Commissioners. He then commanded the Charlestown Navy Yard at Boston. During 1824–1827 Hull commanded the Pacific Squadron. From 1829 to 1835 he had charge of the Washington Navy Yard. In 1835 Hull resigned the Washington assignment and took his ailing wife to Europe for two years. During 1837–1841 Hull commanded the Mediterranean Squadron. Returning to Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, he went on leave because of his age and poor health. Hull died in Philadelphia on February 13, 1843.

Robert M. Brown and Spencer C. Tucker
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Hull, William

Birth Date: June 24, 1753

Death Date: November 29, 1825

Lawyer, U.S. Army officer, and governor of the Michigan Territory. Born on June 24, 1753, in Derby, Connecticut, William Hull graduated from Yale College at age 19. A distinguished war record during the American Revolution ended with him achieving the rank of lieutenant colonel. Following the Revolutionary War, Hull established a law practice in Newton, Massachusetts. He and his wife later adopted his orphaned nephew, Isaac Hull, who would become famous as commander of the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution in the War of 1812.

William Hull was a prominent New England Democratic Republican when President Thomas Jefferson appointed him governor of the new Michigan Territory in 1805. As with William Henry Harrison of the Indiana Territory, one of Hull’s main objectives was securing the cession of Indian land titles. He was fairly successful in this, but, again like Harrison, such policies incurred the enmity of many tribes. By 1811 Hull feared that British fur traders’ and Indian agents’ collaboration with the Indians posed a threat to the security of Michigan should there be a conflict with Britain. Hull eagerly sought command of an army to protect Michigan.

In February 1812 Hull went to Washington for consultation with the James Madison administration. Hull urged the building of a naval squadron on Lake Erie to provide secure logistical lines for the United States and disrupt those of the British. Additionally, he desired U.S. Army and Ohio Militia troops to secure the Detroit frontier.

Hull received a commission as a brigadier general in addition to his governorship and promises of both regular army and militia troops but no naval forces. Of all the political generals appointed by President James Madison, Hull’s prior military career was the most distinguished. Unfortunately, by 1812 he was rotund, inclined to excessive drinking, and did not cut an impressive figure as a military leader.
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William Hull became governor of the Michigan Territory in 1805. Commissioned a brigadier general at the beginning of the War of 1812, this veteran of the American Revolutionary War proved hopelessly inept as a military commander and was court-martialed following his surrender of Detroit to the British.

Returning to Ohio, Hull organized the Northwestern Army around the 4th U.S. Infantry commanded by Lieutenant Colonel James Miller and three Ohio militia regiments commanded by Colonels Duncan McArthur, James Findlay, and Lewis Cass. From the beginning there arose problems of rank between the regular army lieutenant colonel and the three militia colonels who lacked military experience.

On June 11, 1812, the Northwestern Army marched out of the camp at Urbana, Ohio, for Detroit. The men began the slow trek over heavily forested and sometimes swampy land toward the rapids of the Maumee River (present-day Perrysburg, Ohio), which they reached on June 29. There Hull made the first major mistake of the campaign: he engaged a schooner to carry much of the heavy baggage to Detroit. Hull did not know that war had been declared and that the British at Fort Amherstburg (Fort Malden) knew of this. Included in the cargo were his personal papers containing confidential information of immense value to his opponents. As the schooner sailed by the British fort, a party captured it and its cargo.

Hull’s army arrived in Detroit on July 5. His force consisted of slightly more than 2,000 officers and men consisting of approximately 450 regulars, 1,450 Ohio militiamen, and 200 Michigan territorial militiamen. On the other side of the Detroit River, the British had approximately 325 regulars, 850 militiamen, and 400 allied Indians. In addition, the Canadian Provincial Marine naval component dominated the river over the one U.S. Army supply vessel in drydock at Detroit.

Hull mistakenly believed that a strong showing by the Americans would cause many of the Canadian militiamen to desert, and on July 12 Hull’s men crossed the river to Sandwich (present-day Windsor, Ontario); four days later Colonel Cass’s men secured the bridge across the Canard River, the last major geographic obstacle to Fort Amherstburg. However, Hull refused to reinforce this position a dozen miles from Sandwich and ordered a now-disgusted Cass to withdraw.

After receiving news that Fort Michilimackinac had surrendered, Hull feared that hundreds of Indians might move against him. Simultaneously, British and allied Indian forces interdicted his logistical tail from the Maumee Rapids to Detroit. Hull now withdrew his men across the river to Detroit. He also instructed the garrison at Fort Dearborn, Illinois Territory, to abandon its post and march to Detroit, but they were massacred en route. The three Ohio Militia colonels conspired unsuccessfully to relieve him of command. Daring commanders take calculated risks at opportune times. Certainly there were numerous reasons for Hull not attacking Fort Amherstburg, but his caution when opportunity beckoned was a leadership failure typical of many individuals when faced with high command decisions.

Meanwhile, a truce between U.S. major general Henry Dearborn and British major general Isaac Brock on the Niagara frontier provided the latter the chance to move troops from there to Amherstburg, which he could easily do because there was no U.S. naval presence on Lake Erie. The bold Brock soon had troops besieging Detroit, and on August 16 Hull surrendered his entire garrison without firing a shot. Although Hull reputedly capitulated to avoid an Indian massacre of the town’s civilians, he thereby opened up the Ohio and Indiana frontiers to British and Indian depredations.

Following a prisoner exchange, Hull faced a court-martial in 1814 and received a death sentence for neglect of duty and cowardice. Pardoned by President Madison, Hull remains the only American general ever condemned to death. He subsequently defended his conduct in two exculpatory books. Hull spent his final years practicing law in Newton, Massachusetts, where he died on November 29, 1825.
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Humphreys, Joshua

Birth Date: June 17, 1751

Death Date: January 12, 1838

Prominent American shipbuilder and naval constructor. Born in Haverford, Delaware County, Pennsylvania, on June 17, 1751, Joshua Humphreys at age 14 was apprenticed to James Penrose, a well-known Philadelphia shipbuilder. In 1774 Humphreys formed a partnership with his cousin, John Wharton, who was a close friend of Robert Morris and had other important political contacts. By 1775, Humphreys was widely regarded as one of the finest ship designers in America, and when he was approached by the Marine Committee of the Continental Congress he presented designs for warships. While it is impossible to fix the names of designers of warships of the Revolutionary War with any certainty, Humphreys is believed to have designed the Continental Navy frigate Randolph. He also presented a design for a ship of the line of 74 guns, which was never built.

For many years after independence, the United States lacked a naval establishment because of financial difficulties and the fear of standing navies. By 1794, however, depredations by Algerian pirates induced the government to fund the construction of six frigates—four rated at 44 guns and two at 36—in effect the beginning of the U.S. Navy. There was as yet no Navy Department, and Secretary of War Henry Knox had charge. Knox consulted with Humphreys about building a small number of warships that would be the strongest of their classes. Humphreys responded with designs for frigates that were longer and lower than prevailing European classes and that carried more sail. He also armed them with 24-pounder cannon instead of the 18-pounders commonly in use aboard Royal Navy frigates. These superfrigates could sail faster and absorb more damage, and they carried a heavier weight of broadside than any other frigates afloat.

Congress accepted Humphreys’s proposals in June 1794 and appointed him naval constructor on June 18, authorizing him to construct three large 44-gun frigates and three smaller 36-gun frigates. By 1797, the largest three had been commissioned as the United States, Constitution, and President. The smaller ones were the Constellation, Congress, and Chesapeake. Only the Chesapeake, long regarded as an unlucky ship, and the President, which was taken by a British squadron, were lost in action, both during the War of 1812.

In 1806 Humphreys was also commissioned to lay out the Philadelphia Navy Yard. He subsequently refused lucrative offers to design ships for other countries. Humphreys, regarded as one of the most influential ship designers in U.S. history, died in Haverford, Pennsylvania, on January 12, 1838. His son, Samuel Humphreys, was another notable naval architect.
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Humphreys, Salusbury Pryce

Birth Date: November 24, 1778

Death Date: November 17, 1845

Royal Navy officer. Salusbury Pryce Humphreys was born on November 24, 1778, near Ludlow, Shropshire, England. He entered the Royal Navy as a midshipman in July 1790. His early career was spent largely in the West Indies, with one voyage to Quebec in 1794. Humphreys passed through a series of ships, seeing action during inshore operations, rising to lieutenant in 1797, and winning some recognition during a campaign off Holland. Humphreys held a number of small independent commands before he was promoted to commander in 1802 and post captain in May 1804.

In May 1806 the Admiralty sent Humphreys to Halifax to command at first the large frigate Leander and then the Leopard (50 guns). In the spring of 1807 the latter ship was part of a squadron under Captain J. E. Douglas waiting at Chesapeake Bay for French warships anchored in the neutral American ports.

Vice Admiral George Cranfield Berkeley had issued precise orders about retrieving British deserters from American vessels, even warships. In pursuance of these orders, Humphreys overhauled the U.S. frigate Chesapeake on June 22, 1807, demanding that the crew be mustered and his men be allowed to search for deserters. When the American commander, Commodore James Barron, refused, Humphreys fired into the unprepared American ship, which then struck. The British took several members of the American frigate’s crew, sparking the bitter Chesapeake-Leopard Affair.

As a sop to the American government, Humphreys and Berkeley were both recalled to England, where their unauthorized act of reclaiming deserters from a foreign warship was denounced, although neither man was publicly censured. While Berkeley continued his active career, the Admiralty never gave Humphreys another command. He remained on naval half pay, became a justice of the peace, and was granted a knighthood in 1834. Humphreys attained the rank of rear admiral in 1837 and the next year changed his surname to Davenport when his second wife inherited the Davenport estates near Chester. He became a rear admiral in 1840 and died on November 17, 1845, probably at the family’s estate.
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“Hunters of Kentucky, The”

Iconic poem written by Samuel Woodworth in 1821 to commemorate Major General Andrew Jackson’s victory at New Orleans on January 8, 1815; it was later turned into a nationalistic ballad that promoted Jacksonian Americans’ frontier values. The poem was also known as “Half Horse and Half Alligator.” It exaggerated the part that frontier riflemen played in Jackson’s success and perpetuated the mythical martial abilities of American citizen-soldiers. Woodworth’s depiction of frontier marksmanship as the decisive factor in the triumph at New Orleans belies contemporary accounts even by Jackson, which claimed that devastating American artillery fire—not small arms—determined the outcome. Nevertheless, the poem embodied the popular perception in Jacksonian Americans’ imagination that rough-hewn frontiersmen possessed more desirable American values than did more refined intellectuals along the Eastern Seaboard.

The performer Noah Ludlow supposedly chose to set the poem to an old Irish tune, “The Unfortunate Miss Bailey,” and presented the piece during a New Orleans theater benefit night in May 1822. Reportedly inspired by an engraving of frontiersman Daniel Boone, Ludlow donned a coonskin cap, buckskin shirt and leggings, and moccasins borrowed from the audience, composed largely of river men as opposed to steamboat men. The theater erupted as the audience raucously endorsed the performance, compelling him to repeat the song three times that same evening. “The Hunters of Kentucky” quickly circulated across the country as Jackson supporters encouraged its propagation. The piece extolling the virtues of the frontiersman became synonymous with Jackson and was customarily sung at dinners honoring the Tennessean on the anniversary of the New Orleans victory. By 1828, with the first candidates from areas beyond the Appalachians vying for the presidency, the song enjoyed a popular place in Jackson’s presidential campaign. Jackson only narrowly lost to John Quincy Adams.

Controversy has surrounded the lyrical references to Kentucky riflemen and their conduct at New Orleans. These lyrics have often been misinterpreted by relating them only to the contributions of the Kentucky Militia instead of being used as a general description for all frontiersmen. Indeed, the 2,500 poorly equipped and exhausted Kentuckians under General John Adair represented only about 25 percent of Jackson’s force at New Orleans. They were generally poorly trained and supplied, and most of them were stationed without arms to defend the West Bank batteries or rear areas. During the battle, the British assault on the West Bank caused a panicked and embarrassing retreat.
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Île aux Noix, Quebec

Site of a Royal Navy yard and fortifications during the War of 1812. Île aux Noix (Isle aux Noix) is located in the Richelieu River near the Canadian-U.S. border. Because the Lake Champlain–Richelieu corridor represented the easiest invasion route to Montreal, the island was of considerable strategic importance during the war.

The French had first fortified Île aux Noix in 1759 during the French and Indian War (1754–1763). British forces captured the post following a four-day siege on August 20, 1760. During the American Revolutionary War, Patriot forces captured and briefly occupied Île aux Noix in their campaign against Montreal in 1775, but abandoned it following their defeat at Quebec that winter. The British now recognized the strategic importance of Île aux Noix and placed cannon in the old French fortifications in 1777 and added barracks, blockhouses, and a magazine by 1778. Île aux Noix’s garrison was, however, again withdrawn after the war.

Following the June 1812 declaration of war by the United States on Britain, Canada was again threatened with invasion from the south. Curiously, the British were slow to recognize the strategic importance of Île aux Noix, and it remained vacant for the first few months of the conflict. However, the growing American presence on Lake Champlain posed a threat to the security of Montreal. By September 1812 some 8,000 American regulars and militia had been assembled on the lake. A month later U.S. Navy lieutenant Thomas McDonough was ordered to the region to command the Lake Champlain Squadron. By November the Americans had two gunboats and two heavily armed sloops, the Growler and Eagle, patrolling Lake Champlain.

British commander in chief in British North America Lieutenant General George Prevost reacted to this American threat by ordering the reoccupation and fortification of Île aux Noix. A shipyard was hastily established on the island, and the British were able to begin their own construction program, initially building gunboats and finally, by 1814, a 37-gun brigantine, the Confiance.

The fortifications of Île aux Noix were never tested, although they were threatened on several occasions. In November 1812 an American force of 5,000 regulars and militia marched into Lower Canada, only to meet defeat at the First Battle of Lacolle Mill on November 20 and turn back before reaching Île aux Noix. On June 2, 1813, the American sloops Eagle and Growler were ordered to patrol the north shore of Lake Champlain. They chased three British gunboats up the Richelieu River to the vicinity of the island, but contrary winds stranded the American vessels. Both were then taken by the British when they ran aground.

Île aux Noix also served as a depot and rallying point for British troops during a series of forays into American territory, including the disastrous Battle of Plattsburgh on September 11, 1814. After the war the British abandoned the naval yard on the island but constructed on the site Fort Lennox, a strong stone fortification surrounded by moated earthworks. Today Fort Lennox is an intact fort, preserved and operated by Parks Canada.
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Illinois Territory

A section of the Old Northwest Territory that encompassed Illinois, the upper peninsula of Michigan, eastern Minnesota, and Wisconsin. It was formed by an act of the Tenth Congress on March 1, 1809, and endured until Illinois became a state in December 1818. On the eve of the War of 1812 the Illinois Territory had only some 12,500 white residents. Ninian Edwards served as the territorial governor during the entire period of the territory’s existence. This region along with the Missouri Territory encompassed the northwestern frontier of the United States during the War of 1812. As a result, the most significant danger to the inhabitants of the region lay in Indian attacks. Some of these Indians were supplied by British traders operating out of Canada. Even prior to the outbreak of hostilities between the United States and Great Britain, some of the territory’s white residents had served in the 1811 Battle of Tippecanoe.

During the war the U.S. government relied on the governors of the Illinois and Indiana Territories to protect the Old Northwest frontier. Thus, Governor Edwards actively supervised the defense of his area as part of the Eighth Military District, formed by Congress on March 19, 1812. The district consisted of the Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Missouri Territories as well as the states of Kentucky and Ohio. Edwards focused his main efforts on the Native Americans, whom the British were inciting to violence against area settlers. Indian efforts manifested themselves in such actions as the assault on Fort Dearborn and the resulting massacre in August 1812. To prevent such violence, Edwards sought to interdict the canoe routes from Lake Michigan through the Illinois waterways that allowed the rapid movement of both supplies and people from Canada by the Indians. His efforts in this regard suffered a setback with the loss of Mackinac Island on July 17, 1812. Still, Edwards labored to create an active defense within his jurisdiction.

In February 1813 the Illinois Territory raised three companies of mounted rangers for the war effort and also furnished 963 militiamen over the course of the conflict. These forces were in addition to the handful of regular troops kept in the territory for local defense. The local forces took part in numerous skirmishes with Indians, but no sizable encounters developed.

The experience of fighting in the War of 1812 profoundly shaped the outlook of many Illinois settlers, especially in regard to Native Americans. During the 1827 Winnebago War and 1832 Black Hawk War, residents sided with the federal government and actively warred against local Indians.

James McIntyre
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Impressment

Impressment involved British warships halting American merchant vessels and the forced removal of seamen claimed to be British citizens or deserters. Impressment was one of the chief causes of the War of 1812. Although this practice was rife in the 1780s and 1790s, the British resorted to it more actively after 1803, largely because of fears of a possible French invasion and the attendant need for seamen to man Royal Navy warships. Between 1803 and 1807, the British practice of impressment precipitated a crisis in relations between the United States and Great Britain. President Thomas Jefferson avoided war only through the desperate and ruinous measure of embargoing all foreign trade. After 1808, ship seizures and perceived British support of hostile Indian tribes in North America perhaps eclipsed impressment as the critical cause of the War of 1812, yet impressment remained a prime emotional rallying point for the war.

Simply put, impressment was fueled by the acute British need for sailors. From 1793 to 1812, the number of Royal Navy warships in commission rose from 235 to 584. The number of seamen authorized by Parliament rose accordingly, from 36,000 in 1793 to 114,000 in 1812. Obtaining seamen was difficult, however. Pay was poor and often in arrears, food was poor, working conditions were difficult and often extraordinarily dangerous to life and limb, and discipline was brutish and often arbitrary. By 1797, dissatisfaction was so widespread that wholesale mutinies had erupted among the ships in a number of English ports.

In 1793 Prime Minister William Pitt had instituted a regional quota system to fill the sagging muster rolls of the Royal Navy. Often the men drafted to fulfill this allotment were drunkards and criminals. Other individuals were simply taken up in press gangs that roamed English port cities. In consequence of this and the often terrible conditions aboard ship, when an opportunity presented itself many Royal Navy seamen sought to desert to U.S. warships and merchant ships (where conditions and pay were better).

Although the precise numbers are impossible to discern with any accuracy, as many as 10,000 British-born sailors served in the American merchant marine and in the U.S. Navy. The exact number of sailors impressed by the British is also difficult to deduce, but perhaps 6,500 American seamen were taken by the British between 1803 and 1812. The U.S. government claimed that these were naturalized citizens, deserving all the benefits that international law bestowed on native-born sailors. The British Crown, however, maintained that its subjects possessed no right to shift national allegiance: “once an Englishman, always an Englishman.”
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Painting depicting the British Navy impressment of an American sailor. Impressment, the British practice of stopping U.S. merchant ships and taking off alleged British citizens and deserters from the Royal Navy, was one of the major causes for the U.S. declaration of war against Great Britain in 1812. (North Wind Picture Archives)

In addition, the British government was not disposed to being charitable toward the United States. As far as London was concerned, the Americans were simply naive agents of French emperor Napoleon I. American merchants were willing to tolerate impressment as long as it did not lead to cargo seizure. They also feared a larger war that would shut down Atlantic trade altogether. Also, President Jefferson had significantly reduced the number of active ships of the U.S. Navy as a cost-cutting measure, thereby placing American merchant vessels ships at the mercy of the Royal Navy.

In 1806 Jefferson directed James Monroe, U.S. minister to Great Britain, to discuss a negotiated end to impressment and other impediments to free commerce with the British government. Some favorable progress was made, but Jefferson was so unhappy with the resulting Monroe-Pinckney Treaty for its failure to address impressment that he refused to submit it to the Senate for ratification. Disappointment dramatically escalated to outrage when the Royal Navy warship Leopard fired on the unprepared U.S. frigate Chesapeake off the coast of Virginia on June 22, 1807. The Leopard was searching for British deserters, and after American captain James Barron surrendered his ship, the British mustered its crew, searched the ship, and removed four sailors. The Chesapeake limped back to port, and Americans clamored for war.

Had Jefferson sought war, he could have obtained it with far more national support than was the case in 1812. Instead, Jefferson denied British warships access to American ports and then sought to use American trade as leverage. Locked in a struggle for survival against France, the British probably would have refused to abandon impressment because to yield on the point might encourage widespread desertions in the Royal Navy. Britain “wooden walls” had to be preserved, seemingly at any cost.

In his war message to Congress in 1812, President James Madison specifically mentioned impressment. Whereas cargo and ship seizures represented merely theft, even if on a gross scale, Madison charged that impressment was akin to kidnapping and was a fundamental violation of national rights. Even if impressment had, in fact, become less important to Americans relative to the other causes for war, it was effectively used as the main rallying point. By rendering impressment such an important issue, the United States placed its causes for war on a higher moral order, one that transcended private property or territory.

The Treaty of Ghent, which ended the war in December 1814, made no explicit mention of impressment, mainly because both sides were tired of conflict and simply let the issue pass. However, the downfall of Napoleon did effectively stop the practice, and the British never used it again against Americans. At war’s end, Britain released more than 1,500 impressed seamen who claimed to be U.S. citizens.

Gregory J. Dehler
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Independent Companies of Foreigners

The Independent Companies of Foreigners consisted of British military units formed from French prisoners of war who, in order to escape confinement, agreed to military service overseas, primarily in North America. After the War of 1812 began, Great Britain faced the challenge of having to provide adequate troops and resources for two separate wars on both sides of the Atlantic: the Napoleonic Wars in Spain and a new conflict in North America. The use of captured French soldiers was seen as one means of ameliorating personnel shortages. Of four companies raised, two served in North America during the War of 1812. As with another foreign company known as the Chasseurs Britannique, they wore green uniforms of light infantry rifle regiments, similar to that of the 95th Rifles. Brigadier General Sir Thomas Beckwith, without authorization, had begun calling the unit “Canadian Chasseurs” in hopes of quelling discontent by the 2nd Independent Company for being sent to Bermuda, where they feared tropical disease, illness, and death. Beckwith believed that if the troops thought they were going to serve in Canada, it would lessen the possibility of mutiny (something that the 1st Company had done in Bermuda). Beckwith continued to refer to the French troops as such in after-action reports and other correspondence, causing confusion among contemporaries and historians with the legitimate formation in March 1814 of a unit by the same name, created from the conversion of the 5th Battalion of the Select Embodied Militia of Canada.

The military career of the second company was brief and an embarrassment to the British. As part of a diversionary component of the naval blockade intending to strangle U.S. economic interests, on June 25, 1813, the ships of British rear admiral Sir George Cockburn put 2,500 men ashore under the command of Colonel Sir Thomas Sidney Beckwith to attack the town of Hampton, Virginia, on June 25, 1813. These men, led by Lieutenant Colonel Charles Napier of the 102nd Regiment of Foot, consisted of Royal Marines, part of Napier’s regiment, and two companies of the Independent Company of Foreigners.

The Battle of Hampton ended quickly, with some 450 ill-trained militiamen soon decamping and leaving behind their guns. The following day, June 26, the men of the Independent Company of Foreigners went on a rampage, looting and pillaging private residences, murdering some inhabitants, and raping a number of women. Napier was appalled but reported that his men almost mutinied because they were not allowed to join in the sacking of the village.

After the men returned to the ships, General Beckwith, already upset over the French troops’ constant insubordination and desertions, informed Royal Navy North American Station commander Admiral Sir John B. Warren that he wished to dispense with their services altogether. Warren agreed, and in July he sent the two companies to Halifax, Nova Scotia, where they were assigned garrison duties. In September 1813 the 1st and 2nd Companies were returned to England, and following the restoration of the Bourbon monarchy after the first abdication of Napoleon on April 6, 1814, all four companies were disbanded and the men repatriated to France. Not surprisingly, the men experienced hostility for having served in the British Army.
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Indiana Territory

Territory in the Old Northwest that witnessed severe Indian attacks during the first year of the War of 1812. Formed in 1800 and dissolved in 1816, when Indiana was admitted to the Union as a state, the Indiana Territory initially encompassed all of present-day Indiana, Illinois, and Wisconsin and parts of Minnesota, Michigan, and Ohio. After 1809 the territory was limited principally to the boundaries of present-day Indiana.

When Congress declared war in June 1812, the U.S. Northwestern Army, commanded by Brigadier General William Hull, was supposed to defend the Indiana Territory. Once the fighting began, however, Hull proved inadequate to the task. On August 16 he surrendered Detroit to the British, and the Indians, encouraged by the success of their allies, launched an offensive against Indiana. On September 3 they attacked the settlement at Pigeon Roost in present-day Scott County, killing 24 men, women, and children. The following day they assaulted Fort Harrison, defended by Captain Zachary Taylor and 50 soldiers, setting fire to a blockhouse. The defenders eventually fended them off. Fort Wayne was then besieged on September 5 and unsuccessfully attacked on September 6 and 16.

Territorial governor William Henry Harrison, commissioned a major general in the Kentucky Militia, marched with an army of 2,000 men to the relief of Fort Wayne. Finding that the Indians had fled, he destroyed several Indian villages in the vicinity. In late September 1812 Harrison, now a U.S. brigadier general, replaced Hull as commander of the Northwestern Army with orders to retake Detroit and invade Canada. To defend Indiana in his rear, he appointed Colonel William Russell, 7th U.S. Infantry, as commander of 1,200 regular troops scattered throughout the region, along with five companies of Indiana Territorial Rangers. John Gibson also became acting territorial governor.

In October 1812 Samuel Hopkins, a major general in the Kentucky Militia, led 2,000 mounted Kentucky Volunteers to Vincennes and then to Fort Harrison. From there, in November his column proceeded up the Wabash River, destroying Indian towns with only minimal resistance. In December, Lieutenant Colonel John B. Campbell and 600 men from Ohio successfully raided Miami Indian towns on the Mississinewa River to secure the American left flank.

In early 1813, Indian warriors allied with the British continued their attacks in Indiana. When news arrived that Brigadier General James Winchester’s army had been routed at the Raisin River in the Michigan Territory on January 22, Governor Gibson immediately ordered 16 companies of militia to be stationed in a line of blockhouses across the territory. In March 1813 Gibson was replaced by Thomas Posey as governor and served until 1816. During March and April, Major John Tipton, commanding two companies of Indiana Territorial Rangers at Fort Vallonia, pursued and attacked various Indian raiding parties. In June, Colonel Joseph Bartholomew led three companies of rangers against the Delaware towns on White River. In July, Colonel Russell led 500 U.S. rangers and volunteer militia on a larger raid against Mississinewa, Eel River, Prophetstown, and Winnebago. In his long march he did not see a single hostile Indian, for most Indians had previously followed Tecumseh, the Shawnee leader, into Canada to join the British. On October 5, 1813, Tecumseh was killed, and nine days later Harrison signed a provisional armistice with the Indian tribes in the Old Northwest. Indiana’s remaining contributions to the war effort were men and matériel. Few of the men saw combat.

Paul David Nelson
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Infantry Tactics, British and U.S.

Consistent with the Napoleonic period, British and American infantry tactics in the War of 1812 centered largely around their weapon: the .70-caliber, muzzle-loaded, flintlock, single-shot, smoothbore musket, usually with a socket bayonet affixed to the barrel’s end. Well-trained soldiers could fire this weapon approximately three times per minute at an effective range of 75 to 100 yards; however, accuracy decreased considerably at longer ranges. Ideally, the infantry preferred to find an open plain for engaging the enemy, to close within musket range, deliver one or more crushing volleys into the opposing ranks, and then drive the adversary from the field with the bayonet. To maximize firepower, both sides deployed massed formations of battalions of between 500 and 800 men as their fundamental tactical organization. These large formations were difficult to maneuver under combat conditions, especially in the broken and heavily wooden terrain of North America, and required a high degree of discipline, skill, and élan among the soldiers to fight effectively.

Although both sides relied on similar tactical principles and utilized militia troops to supplement regular professional forces, there were some significant differences. British units stressed consistent drill through a uniform manual of arms and were composed largely of veteran soldiers led by experienced officers. In battle, the vaunted Redcoats deployed in lines of men shoulder to shoulder, two ranks deep to maximize firepower along an elongated front. Their smart appearance, steady approach, and skill in deployment and maneuver often struck fear into their opponents before battle was joined, providing an additional psychological edge. The British also deployed elite flank companies such as grenadiers and light infantry for ambushes, as skirmishers, to seize an important objective in advance of the main body, or to cover a retreat. Furthermore, these light infantry units allowed the British greater tactical flexibility in the varied and difficult North American terrain.

American units, although often numerically superior to their British opponents, generally suffered from the inexperience of their officer corps, which frequently neglected drill as a means of instruction to instill discipline, develop weapon proficiency, or foster the skills necessary for maneuvering on the battlefield. American commanders, in contrast to their British counterparts, also preferred the French-style three-deep ranks in line of battle, a formation that was better suited for maneuvering but prevented the third rank from firing, reducing overall firepower. American infantrymen countered this disadvantage by a greater emphasis on marksmanship and by firing rounds of buck and ball, a single cartridge packed usually with one large and three small projectiles to increase its effect. The Americans, despite proclivities for individual action, generally failed to appreciate the advantages of light infantry, although their regiments were assigned two light companies instead of the usual one. Beyond a handful of elite riflemen, they seldom utilized light infantry effectively.

The northeastern woodland Indians recruited by both sides utilized a completely different tactical doctrine based on centuries of tribal warfare. Native Americans employed muskets as well as edged and blunt-force weapons, and their tactics generally resembled those of the light infantry. They avoided casualties whenever possible (as their numbers were small and the warriors were a precious commodity) and often struck from concealed positions, masking their numbers by speed, maneuver, and psychological tactics to disrupt enemy formations and prevent an effective counterattack. Being lightly equipped, they usually resorted to pinning opponents frontally and then gradually enveloping them with fast-moving flanking forces. Well led and left to their own devices, they were formidable fighters, a fact appreciated by Britons and Americans alike.

Derek W. Frisby
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Ingersoll, Charles Jared

Birth Date: October 3, 1782

Death Date: May 14, 1862

Attorney, historian, politician, and War Hawk during the War of 1812. Charles Jared Ingersoll was born on October 3, 1782, in Philadelphia into an old and distinguished New England family. After a brief stint at the College of New Jersey (Princeton University), he was privately tutored, read for the law, admitted to the bar, and began a highly successful practice in Philadelphia. During a tour of Europe after passing the bar in 1802, Ingersoll rejected the Federalist politics of his father and embraced the tenets of Democratic Republicanism.

In the aftermath of the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, Ingersoll clamored for war, and in a well-regarded pamphlet penned a year later he excoriated the Federalists for their pro-British policies. In 1810 he authored another pamphlet in which he trumpeted the virtues of Democratic Republicanism. The latter publication caught the eye of party leaders, and by virtue of that he won election to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1812.

Serving from 1813 until 1815, Ingersoll chaired the Judiciary Committee and sat on the important Foreign Relations Committee. As a reliable War Hawk, he championed President James Madison’s prosecution of the war, supported increased taxes to pay for it, and advocated for the creation of a national bank. With the military reversals of 1814 and the diminution of the Democratic Republicans’ political fortunes, Ingersoll did not stand for reelection in 1814 and left Congress in 1815.

From 1815 to 1829 Ingersoll served as the U.S. district attorney for Pennsylvania and continued his Philadelphia law practice. He ran unsuccessfully for the U.S. Senate and House in the 1830s but finally won election to the House in 1840 as a Democrat, remaining there from 1841 to 1849. During his tenure he chaired the Committee on Foreign Affairs and enthusiastically backed President James K. Polk’s expansionist vision and the 1846–1848 Mexican-American War. In 1847 Ingersoll was named minister to France, but his appointment fell victim to partisan politics, and the nomination failed.

After leaving office, Ingersoll embarked on a final effort to complete the final two volumes of the history of the War of 1812, which were published in 1852. The earlier two volumes were published in 1845 and 1849; all were well regarded at the time and provided considerable firsthand insight into the occurrences of the conflict. In 1861 he published a political memoir, Recollections. Ingersoll died on May 14, 1862, in Philadelphia.
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A lawyer by profession, Charles Ingersoll wrote pamphlets urging war with Britain and attacking the Federalists for their alleged support of that country. He served in Congress as a Republican during 1813–1815. (Cirker, Hayward, ed., Dictionary of American Portraits, 1967.)

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Iroquois

At the commencement of European contact in 1609, the Iroquois Confederacy, which consisted of five tribes—the Mohawks, Oneidas, Onondagas, Cayugas, and Senecas—occupied what is now upstate and western New York. A sixth nation, the Tuscaroras, joined the confederation in the 1720s.

After the French and Indian War (1754–1763), which the Iroquois had entered on the British side only after a British victory seemed ensured, Iroquois relations with the English remained peaceful, if unsettled. With the beginning of the American Revolutionary War in 1775, most Iroquois decided initially not to become involved in what they regarded as a family dispute. The noted Seneca chiefs Cornplanter and Red Jacket were open advocates for neutrality, but willing partisans such as Joseph Brant (Thayendanega) of the Mohawks and British agent Sir William Johnson made a compelling case that an American victory would not be in the best interests of the confederation. The Onondagas and Oneidas, however, being closest to the seat of American power in New York, chose to side with them, thereby rupturing the Iroquois Confederacy.

After the war ended in 1783, Brant and a sizable group of Iroquois left New York and resettled in Upper and Lower Canada. As a reward for their loyalty, the Crown granted the Mohawks a sizable tract of land along the Grand River. Other bands stayed in the United States, but the cohesiveness of the original Iroquois Confederacy had been diluted by conflicting wartime allegiances.

By 1812 there were some 3,000 Iroquois in Lower Canada and about 1,800 living on the Grand River in Upper Canada. The remainder lived chiefly in upper and western New York state in the Finger Lakes region. When fighting began, the British actively courted Mohawk participation. Although many chose to remain neutral, one Grand River band, under John Norton, chose to back the British. By early July 1812 the Iroquois Confederacy had come to an understanding: Norton would be allowed to fight with the British in Canada while Iroquois in New York pursued strict neutrality.

Iroquois warriors proved to be valuable fighters for the British, seeing action at the Battles of Queenston Heights (October 13, 1812), York (April 27, 1813), Beaver Dams (June 24, 1813), Châteauguay (October 26, 1813), and Crysler’s Farm (November 11, 1813). A body of 120 Oneida warriors also fought under Captain Daniel Appling at Sandy Creek, New York, helping to defeat and capture a large British landing force.

Intratribal hostilities escalated in July 1813 when the British assaulted Black Rock, New York. The Senecas felt threatened and fought back, which ended Iroquois neutrality south of the Niagara River. The Iroquois living in New York, principally the Senecas, Oneidas, and Onondagas, vowed to fight a defensive war against the British. By August 1813 the first fight between pro-American and pro-British Iroquois occurred near Fort George. The War of 1812 now became a war of fratricide among Iroquois warriors. In December 1813 Iroquois from Canada torched a Tuscarora village in upstate New York. In retaliation, some 600 Seneca warriors under Red Jacket took part in the U.S. invasion of Canada in July 1814. At the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, more than 80 Iroquois warriors died, with casualties on both sides. Such fratricide shocked many Iroquois, however, who again embraced neutrality and essentially withdrew from the conflict. Only a few small bands continued to fight after July 1814.
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Eighteenth-century depiction of an Iroquois warrior. (Library and Archives Canada)

Roger M. Carpenter and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Irving, Washington

Birth Date: April 3, 1782

Death Date: November 28, 1859

Acclaimed American author and diplomat. Washington Irving was born in New York City on April 3, 1783. Although trained as a lawyer, Irving wrote his first book, A History of New York from the Beginning of the World to the End of the Dutch Dynasty, by Dietrich Knickerbocker in 1809. This satirical novel introduced the term “Knickerbocker” as a person from New York. During the War of 1812, Irving served as a military aide to New York governor Daniel D. Tompkins, who later became James Monroe’s vice president. Irving saw no combat.

As a member of the American diplomatic corps, Irving subsequently spent much of his adult life in Europe. He was able to read and converse in Spanish, Dutch, and German. In 1815 he was posted to the American legation in London, England, and used his free time to travel throughout Europe, and readily absorbed the German and Dutch folk stories he encountered.

Irving penned “The Legend of Sleepy Hollow” and “Rip Van Winkle,” both of which appeared in The Sketch Book of Geoffrey Crayon in 1820, a collection of his best-known short stories. Although initially written for magazines, these stories were eventually published in book form in the United States after a British company, without Irving’s permission, published them in England. The result was an immediate sensation.

“The Legend of Sleepy Hollow,” set in Tarrytown, New York, in 1790, recounts the story of schoolteacher Ichabod Crane and the Headless Horseman, the ghost of a Hessian mercenary who lost his head during the American Revolution. Irving wrote “Rip Van Winkle” in one evening while visiting his sister in Birmingham, England. The story examines the experiences of Rip Van Winkle, a humble man of Dutch descent, who falls asleep in upstate New York before the American Revolution and wakes up 20 years later. In the story, Irving addresses the different viewpoints of Americans before and after the Revolutionary War. Irving also promoted the superiority of American values over those of the British by portraying the post–Revolutionary War world as inherently better than the colonial period. Irving reflected the general mood of Americans in the aftermath of the War of 1812 who were then actively striving for a national identity and culture all their own.

While living in Spain, Irving published The Life and Voyages of Christopher Columbus (1828), The Conquest of Granada (1829), The Voyages of the Companions of Columbus (1831), and Tales of the Alhambra (1832). After returning to the United States, he published three books set in the American West: A Tour on the Prairies (1835), Astoria (1836), and The Adventures of Captain Bonneville (1837). In 1842 President John Tyler appointed Irving U.S. minister to Spain. Between 1855 and 1859 Irving published a five-volume biography of George Washington. Irving thus became the first American to make his living entirely from writing. As such, he composed many essays, historical studies, and biographies. His writing style was lucid and influenced writers such as Nathaniel Hawthorne, Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, Edgar Allen Poe, and Charles Dickens. Irving, the first American writer to achieve widespread recognition of both sides of the Atlantic, died in Tarrytown on November 28, 1859.

Michael R. Hall
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Izard, George

Birth Date: October 21, 1776

Death Date: November 22, 1828

U.S. Army general and territorial governor of Arkansas. George Izard was born on October 21, 1776, in London, England, where his father, a South Carolina native, was engaged in business activities. As a consequence of the American Revolutionary War, the Izard family moved to Paris in 1777, eventually returning to South Carolina in 1780. After earning a degree from the University of Pennsylvania in 1792, Izard returned to Europe to pursue military training.

While Izard was attending military schools in England and Hesse-Cassel in Germany, his father convinced the South Carolina governor to grant his son a captain’s commission in the state militia. In 1795, with the assistance of U.S. minister to France James Monroe, Izard secured entry into the prestigious French military academy at Metz, where he studied military engineering for two years. While there, Izard was also commissioned as a lieutenant in the U.S. Corps of Artillerists and Engineers. After returning to the United States in November 1797, he was ordered to return to South Carolina and oversee the construction of Fort Pinckney in Charleston Harbor.

Promoted to captain, Izard remained in Charleston until January 1800. That March he went to Lisbon to serve as secretary of legation for his brother-in-law, William Smith, the U.S. minister to Portugal. Izard subsequently returned to the United States in 1801 and was posted to Fort Mifflin, Pennsylvania. In 1803 following President Thomas Jefferson’s downsizing of the U.S. Army, Izard, who wanted to remain with the engineers, resigned from the service rather than accept a commission with an artillery unit. He eventually settled in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Early in 1812, Izard rejoined the U.S. Army and was commissioned a colonel with the 2nd Artillery. At the time he was the only officer of rank with professional military instruction, and his expertise at training and administration undoubtedly influenced his second-in-command, Lieutenant Colonel Winfield Scott. In February 1813 Izard was promoted to brigadier general and was posted to command the Third Military District in New York City. Certainly among the best trained of all U.S. Army generals, in August 1813 Izard was ordered to upstate New York in the region of Lake Champlain to serve under Major General Wade Hampton. Izard participated in Hampton’s failed attempt to invade Canada at the Battle of Châteauguay in October 1813 and effectively conducted the rear guard during the latter’s withdrawal.

Promoted to major general in March 1814, Izard assumed command of the right division at Plattsburgh, New York, on May 4, 1814, where he assumed command of 2,000 poorly armed and undisciplined troops. Anticipating a British invasion, Izard did what he could to fortify Plattsburgh, augmenting troop strength with 5,000 recruits and commencing a thorough training regimen.

In August 1814 Secretary of War John Armstrong ordered Izard to Sackets Harbor on Lake Ontario with 4,000 men. Izard, aware that a large British force was concentrating and preparing for an attack in the Lake Champlain area, protested the order but, when it was repeated, duly departed Plattsburgh on August 29 and marched overland to Sackets Harbor. Izard’s men covered the 280 miles in only 20 days, arriving at his destination on September 17. A few days earlier his subordinate, Brigadier General Alexander Macomb, gained national renown for his role in the American victory at Plattsburgh.

With little to do at Sackets Harbor, Izard decided to answer an appeal from Major General Jacob Brown requesting Izard’s support at Fort Erie. Although bad weather delayed the embarkation of his men, Izard departed Sackets Harbor on September 21 and then on September 27 arrived at Fort Erie, the American-held British fort on the Canadian side of the Niagara River. As senior officer, Izard took command. On Brown’s urging, Izard decided to march against British forces commanded by Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond north of the Chippawa River. Drummond had only 2,800 men; Izard commanded 6,300 (5,500 regulars and 800 militia). Izard advanced on the entrenched British, but a series of skirmishes commencing on October 13 failed to entice Drummond into the open. Commodore Isaac Chauncey meanwhile had also failed to win control of Lake Ontario and withdrew back to Sackets Harbor following the launch of the British ship of the line St. Lawrence. Izard, his lines of communication now threatened, was in a quandary not of his own making. The only aggressive measure he undertook, which itself accomplished little, was to send Brigadier General Daniel Bissell and 900 men to destroy Canadian flour mills and disrupt enemy food supplies. Bissell subsequently won the Battle of Cook’s Mills, the last confrontation between regular forces in Canada, which affords conclusive proof that Izard was an accomplished drillmaster. Drummond, however, remained safely behind his lines.

On October 21 Izard ordered the preparation of winter quarters for his men at Black Rock, New York. On November 5, 1814, with winter approaching, Izard abandoned Fort Erie, the only U.S.-held post in Canada, and ordered it blown up. He then withdrew to the American side. Izard’s decision was roundly criticized, considering the enormous American sacrifices at Niagara that summer. After sharp public condemnation, including from both Armstrong and Brown, Izard tendered his resignation in January 1815.

After the war Izard returned to Philadelphia, where he was active in the American Philosophical Association. President James Monroe appointed him the second territorial governor of Arkansas to replace James Miller. Izard held that post from March 4, 1825, until his death on November 22, 1828, in Little Rock.

Michael R. Hall and Spencer C. Tucker
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Jackson, Andrew

Birth Date: March 15, 1767

Death Date: June 8, 1845

U.S. general and president (1829–1837). Born the son of Scotch-Irish poor immigrant parents in the Waxhaws Settlement on the South Carolina frontier on March 15, 1767, Andrew Jackson received little formal education. During the American Revolutionary War he fought in guerrilla operations against the British in the Carolinas in 1780–1781 and was captured there in 1781. A drunken British officer slashed Jackson’s face with a saber, and he contracted smallpox while a prisoner. His mother and both older brothers also died in the war. These events undoubtedly stoked Jackson’s hatred of all things English.

After the war Jackson first read and then practiced law, in North Carolina and then in Tennessee in 1788, where he was highly successful. He became state prosecuting attorney in 1788, and although his poor investments almost led to bankruptcy, he was a delegate in the state constitutional convention of 1796 and Tennessee’s first representative in the U.S. House of Representatives during 1796–1797. Appointed U.S. senator in 1797, Jackson resigned the next year because of financial problems. He then served as a superior court judge during 1798–1804 but again resigned because of financial difficulties.

Jackson found his calling when he was elected major general of the Tennessee Militia in 1802. Jackson and his men entered federal service at the beginning of war with Britain in June 1812. Jackson led his men to Natchez, Mississippi, in preparation for an invasion of Florida, which was canceled by decision of Congress. He then marched his men back to Tennessee, earning the moniker “Old Hickory” for his toughness.

When the Red Stick Creeks of Alabama and Mississippi went on the warpath in the autumn of 1813, Jackson led his men against them. A strict disciplinarian, he drilled his men thoroughly, believing that frontier militia, if well trained and adequately supplied, could prove to be an effective fighting force. After carefully stockpiling supplies, he began a campaign against the Creeks that November when their own food supplies were low. Part of his force, under Brigadier General John Coffee, defeated the Creeks at Tallasahatchee, Alabama, on November 3, while Jackson himself won a lesser victory at Talladega on November 9. After reorganizing his forces, Jackson invaded the Creek heartland in January 1814 but was roughly handled at the Battles of Emuckfaw Creek and Enitachopco Creek. Jackson nonetheless regrouped, gathered additional men and supplies, and then advanced to reduce the main Creek encampment in the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814. Victory here ended the Creek War and, through the Treaty of Fort Jackson, resulted in the transfer of millions of acres of Indian land to the United States.

Appointed major general in the U.S. regular army in May 1814, Jackson assumed command of the Seventh Military District. He improved the defenses of Mobile, Alabama, which successfully repelled a British naval attack on September 15, 1814. He then marched into West Florida without official authorization. Taking Pensacola on November 7, Jackson drove out the British and then hastened back to New Orleans to defend the city against a British attack in December. On December 23, 1814, he led a night attack against the British encampment at Villeré Plantation south of the city. He was repulsed but sufficiently intimidated General John Keane not to pursue. Jackson then cobbled together a motley force of regulars and hastily assembled militia, volunteers, and freed slaves who repulsed British lieutenant general Sir Edward Pakenham’s assault on January 8, 1815, making Jackson a national hero.
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Andrew Jackson of Tennessee played a major role in the defeat of the Red Stick Creeks during the 1813–1814 Creek War. Appointed a U.S. Army major general, he became a national hero for his victory over the British at New Orleans on January 8, 1815. In 1828, he was elected president of the United States. (Library of Congress)

Following the end of the war, Jackson assumed command of the Southern Division of the army at New Orleans. Using the outbreak of the First Seminole War (1817–1818) as a pretext, he again invaded Florida. Exceeding his authority, he not only seized Pensacola on May 24, 1818, but also created an international incident that April by hanging two British nationals for allegedly supplying the Seminoles with arms. The James Monroe administration subsequently used Jackson’s actions to convince Spain to sell Florida to the United States in 1819.

Resigning his commission in June 1821, Jackson served briefly as military governor of Florida during March–October 1821 before returning to his plantation home, the Hermitage, near Nashville. Elected to the U.S. Senate from Tennessee in 1823, he resigned after one session to run for president. In the election of November 1824 he won a plurality of the popular vote and electoral votes but lost the election in the House of Representatives to John Quincy Adams. Jackson’s supporters worked to bring about electoral changes that then led to his election to the presidency by wide margins in both 1828 and 1832.

As president, Jackson maintained U.S. neutrality but encouraged his friend Sam Houston in the Texas War for Independence (1835–1836). Jackson secured congressional approval for the Indian Removal Act that forced many Native Americans, especially the Cherokees, to move west of the Mississippi River. This act led to both the Black Hawk War (1832) in Illinois and the Second Seminole War (1835–1843) in Florida. Among other events during his presidency were the South Carolina nullification crisis, which Jackson threatened to end with military force; the end of the Second Bank of the United States; and the Panic of 1837. On the completion of his second term in 1837, Jackson returned to Nashville. He died at the Hermitage on June 8, 1845. While he began his military career as a rank amateur, Jackson proved his worth as a military leader. A strict disciplinarian and a careful planner, he understood the necessity of thorough training before committing his men to battle.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Jackson, John George

Birth Date: September 22, 1775

Death Date: March 28, 1825

Congressman, judge, and entrepreneur. Born on September 22, 1775, near Buckhannon, Virginia (now West Virginia), John George Jackson grew up in a political household. His father, George Jackson, served as a delegate to the Virginia convention that ratified the U.S. Constitution and also served several terms in the Virginia legislature and the U.S. House of Representatives. While serving his first term in the Virginia House of Delegates from 1799–1801, the younger Jackson read for the law. He was certified to practice in September 1800.

Jackson’s law practice quickly grew in the frontier settlement of Clarksburg, where his family had earlier resettled. Meanwhile, he developed a lifelong interest in experimental farming and industry. Jackson’s 1801 marriage to Dolley Madison’s younger sister, Mary Payne, fostered close family and political ties with James Madison and advanced Jackson’s national political career.

As a Virginia congressman during 1803–1810 and 1813–1817 and a staunch Democratic Republican, Jackson fiercely fought for midwestern interests and internal improvements in the region. He also stood strong in his first congressional terms against British interference with American trade and British machinations in the Midwest and backed efforts to strengthen the army and the navy in light of British impressment of American seamen. His political alliance with Madison and reputation as a Republican partisan often resulted in contentious debates and confrontations with other congressmen, most noticeably with fellow Virginian John Randolph, as well as several duels. Injuries from Jackson’s 1809 duel with Federalist congressman Joseph Pearson of North Carolina over the latter’s verbal attacks on Madison ultimately forced Jackson’s resignation from Congress in 1810.

Jackson’s injuries did not prevent him from reengaging in local politics. Following his failure to secure a circuit judgeship in Clarksburg, Jackson was returned to the Virginia House of Delegates in 1811. He also took on military duties in 1812 as brigadier general of a newly formed brigade of militiamen from Harrison, Randolph, and Wood Counties. His lone military campaign during the War of 1812, joining a mounted expedition west against Delaware and Miami Indian forces in the upper Wabash country, ended prematurely when fellow officers expressed unease and jealousy over his brigadier general rank.

Eager to again participate in national politics, Jackson returned to Congress in 1813 and served until 1817. He supported and defended Madison’s prosecution of the war, and focused on measures such as internal improvements, protective tariffs, and a national bank. In 1819 Jackson was appointed as federal judge of the newly created District of Virginia West of the Allegheny Mountains. He served the court until his death from a stroke on March 28, 1825, in Clarksburg.

Mark F. Leep
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Jamaica

British possession and Caribbean island, part of the Greater Antilles. Located about 90 miles south of Cuba and some 120 miles west of Hispaniola, Jamaica covers 4,445 square miles and was nominally controlled by the Spanish until 1655, when the British seized control of the island. The island became the jewel in Britain’s colonial possessions in the Western Hemisphere and was one of the largest producers of sugar in the world, producing nearly 78,000 tons a year by the early 19th century. In 1812 Jamaica’s population was approximately 345,000, of which nearly 300,000 were enslaved blacks. By then, the white population was outnumbered by slaves and free persons of mixed ancestry by nearly 20 to 1.

During most of the War of 1812, Jamaica played only a minor role. Jamaica continued to add significantly to the British economy and also served as a base for the Royal Navy. Nevertheless, in the southeastern United States, many Americans fretted that the British would launch an invasion of that region from the island. These fears were not implausible, given Jamaica’s proximity to Florida and its relatively easy access to important American port cities such as New Orleans, Savannah, and Charleston.

After the 1814 Chesapeake Bay campaign ended that autumn, British vice admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane sought to carry out an assault on New Orleans during which Jamaica would serve as a rendezvous point between British naval and land forces. He arrived with his fleet on November 18, but by then an American smuggler had already left for Pensacola, Florida, where he informed Major General Andrew Jackson of the British plans. Once apprised of this, Cochrane set sail for New Orleans on November 26, 1814, before Lieutenant General Edward Pakenham could arrive at Jamaica with his land force. Included in Cochrane’s force were 1,000 black Jamaican (West Indian) troops.

Pakenham reached Jamaica with his men a few days later. He did not reach the British encampment near New Orleans until December 25, and by then the fighting had already commenced. The Americans defeated Pakenham’s final attack of January 8, in which he was slain. This marked the only time that Jamaica was used as base from which to launch a seaborne offensive against the United States.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Java, HMS
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Jefferson, Thomas

Birth Date: April 13, 1743

Death Date: July 4, 1826

Planter, politician, writer, diplomat, and president of the United States (1801–1809). Thomas Jefferson was born on April 13, 1743, at Shadwell in Albemarle County, Virginia. He received a private classical education in preparation for the College of William and Mary, where he became interested in mathematics and science. From 1762 until 1767 he studied law at William and Mary. Admitted to the bar in 1767, Jefferson practiced law, but his principal activity was managing his large plantation. He was also extremely well versed in the classics and fluent in several languages.
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Portrait of Thomas Jefferson, one of the Founding Fathers and president of the United States during 1801–1809. Certainly one of the nation’s great presidents, Jefferson arranged the Louisiana Purchase from France. While he took the nation to war with Tripoli, he sought to avoid war with Britain, employing economic means to change British policy. (BiographicalImages.com)

Jefferson’s political career began in 1768 when he was elected to the House of Burgesses. As a legislator he was efficient at committee work, but his poor oratorical skills limited his effectiveness. He soon gained a reputation, however, for eloquent prose, and in the summer of 1774 he wrote A Summary View of the Rights of British America, which enjoyed immediate popularity.

Jefferson was elected to the Second Continental Congress in 1775. In June 1776 Congress appointed a committee to draft the Declaration of Independence. Its members were John Adams, Benjamin Franklin, Robert Livingston, Roger Sherman, and Jefferson, the only southerner. The committee assigned Jefferson the task of drafting the document. The first draft of the declaration was only slightly amended by Adams and Franklin. In late June, however, Congress made extensive revisions in the text, and although Jefferson thought that Congress had “mutilated” his work, he accepted the changes. The declaration was formally approved on July 4.

Shortly after independence Jefferson returned to Virginia, where he participated in forming a new government. He also served as governor of Virginia from 1779 to 1781. This was a particularly difficult time for the state, and Jefferson’s term was a disaster. In late December 1780 the traitor Benedict Arnold, now a British brigadier general, ravaged much of the eastern part of the sea, while British major general William Phillips proceeded up the James River in March 1781. Then in May, British lieutenant general Charles Cornwallis marched in from North Carolina. Only weeks later Jefferson himself narrowly escaped capture when British dragoons raided Charlottesville, Virginia.

Soon thereafter Jefferson’s wife died. Utterly devastated, he served another term in Congress during 1783–1784. In 1784 Jefferson accepted appointment to a joint commission in Paris, with Franklin and Adams, to negotiate commercial treaties with European powers. In France, Jefferson renewed his close friendship with Adams. In 1785 Jefferson replaced the retiring Franklin as American minister to France. While there, Jefferson painstakingly detailed the first stages of the French Revolution.

In 1789 personal business led Jefferson to return to America. That same year he accepted President George Washington’s offer to serve as secretary of state. Jefferson held this post until his resignation in 1793 because of an increasingly bitter conflict with Alexander Hamilton and Jefferson’s perception that Washington favored Hamilton’s policies. By now, Americans who disagreed with Hamilton’s Federalist policies began calling themselves Democratic Republicans. Although ostensibly in retirement, Jefferson came to lead this new political faction.

In 1796 the Federalist John Adams defeated Jefferson, his old but now estranged friend, to become the second president of the United States. Jefferson consequently became the nation’s second vice president, but he soon found this role so distasteful that he spent most of his time at his home in Charlottesville.

The political tables were turned in December 1800 when Jefferson defeated Adams in another close contest. Jefferson assumed the presidency in March 1801. His major achievement was to purchase the Louisiana Territory from Napoleon in 1803. Jefferson then sent Meriwether Lewis and William Clark on the 1804–1806 expedition to survey the lands that had doubled the size of the United States. Despite his antimilitary tenor, Jefferson established the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, New York, to professionalize the officer corps. But Jefferson’s second term was plagued with difficult relations with Britain that tested his resiliency and ended in a fruitless economic embargo.

Jefferson tried desperately to walk a fine line between France and Great Britain in the Napoleonic Wars, although he clearly feared the British more than the French. During 1805–1806 he promulgated an ambitious plan to bolster American defenses while holding military spending to a minimum. He advocated for the reorganization of state militias, a major expansion of the U.S. Navy, and the fortification of American cities along the coast. In the end only a portion of his agenda was enacted by a pecuniary-minded Congress, although the navy did add to its inventory 180 small gunboats designed for operation in coastal waters by 1809. Jefferson opposed building larger warships, fearful that this might embroil the United States in war with either France or Britain. The 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair prompted Jefferson to mobilize the militia to guard American ports, but in a larger sense he still was reluctant to confront the British militarily, given American unpreparedness.

By the end of 1807 Jefferson had invoked a policy of embargo to keep the United States out of the European war and to safeguard American neutral rights and honor. The Embargo Act of 1807, passed at his urging, effectively halted U.S. trade and commerce with Europe. This policy proved unpopular among many Americans and ruinous to U.S. business concerns, especially in New England. The embargo policy was continued under his successor, President James Madison, but proved just as ineffective in guaranteeing America’s neutral rights and was repealed.

In March 1809 Jefferson eagerly retired to Monticello, where he maintained a voluminous correspondence with a wide range of American and foreign luminaries. Among his correspondents after 1812 was John Adams, to whom Jefferson had been recently reconciled. Jefferson also took great pride in founding the University of Virginia in Charlottesville in 1819. Generally, Jefferson supported the War of 1812 in defense of American rights, but his famous and unrealistic notion that taking Canada would be a “mere matter of marching” proved disastrously unrealistic.

Jefferson died at Monticello on July 4, 1826, the 50th anniversary of the signing of the Declaration of Independence. He expired just a few hours before his old friend and rival, Adams, died in Quincy, Massachusetts.

Annette Richardson
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Jeffersonian Gunboat Program

In the decade before the War of 1812, the United States constructed 174 gunboats at a cost of $1.5 million for the purpose of coastal defense. In June 1812, 62 of these were in service. The program originated with President Thomas Jefferson, a sworn opponent of naval establishments. Supported by Democratic Republican majorities in Congress, he eschewed a large big-ship navy for the United States and sought instead a force essentially limited to coastal defense. Consequently the size of the navy was trimmed by two-thirds, gutting the fleet assembled during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800). As Jefferson observed, “Gunboats are the only water defense which can be useful to us, and protect us from the ruinous folly of a navy.”

Jefferson favored gunboats because of their success in shoal-water operations during the Barbary Wars and his belief that they would be sufficient for defending U.S. harbors against an aggressor. Proponents also pointed out that they were inexpensive to build (typically $5,000–$10,000 each) and less expensive to maintain than larger vessels because they could be laid up until actually needed. They would also provide junior officers useful command experience.

The Jefferson-style gunboats, known only by number, were narrow-built vessels 40–60 feet in length and with a burden of 50–100 tons. Generally they were either sloop or schooner rigged and were armed with one or two long 24- or 32-pounder guns (some had up to five guns). Smaller gunboats carried one 18- or 24-pounder long gun on a pivot mount. Larger gunboats had two long 32-pounders on slide or swivel mounts and several howitzers, or small swivels, on their rails. They had crews of 20–60 men each and could be propelled by sail or long oars known as sweeps.

A policy of overreliance on gunboats, however, ignored the possibility of a loose blockade and prevented the U.S. Navy from taking the offensive at sea. Whatever their supposed cost advantages, gunboats were not economical. While less expensive to build than larger warships, in practice they proved more expensive in terms of upkeep. For example, to maintain one gun on a gunboat cost $12,096 yearly, compared to only $2,333 on a frigate. They also were difficult to sail and maneuver, and while they could operate effectively in shoal waters, they generally drew too much water to operate in the shallows. They also rolled badly in choppy seas and were therefore not effective as bombardment platforms.

Contrary to what many scholars have written, the Jeffersonian gunboats demonstrated some operational utility. Too late to participate in the Tripolitan War (1901–1805), they subsequently constituted the front line of coastal defense. In peacetime they took part in efforts to suppress the slave trade and to enforce the nation’s trade laws, and they served as receiving vessels, tenders, hospital ships, lighters, and transports for men and supplies.

During the War of 1812, however, gunboats did not fulfill the role originally envisioned for them. Several attempts to send numbers of them against larger British ships were failures. Nonetheless, gunboats proved useful in convoying coastal trading vessels, particularly along the southern Atlantic coast. Moreover, they played prominent roles in the taking of Mobile (April 14, 1813), the only permanent U.S. territorial gain of the war; in the reduction of the Baratarian pirates (September 16, 1814); and in the Battle of Lake Borgne (December 14, 1814), delaying the British advance on New Orleans. They also had some success in protecting American shipping from British cutting-out operations near coastal regions and captured some enemy tenders. After the war gunboats assisted in actions that helped bring Florida into the United States, and a few took part in the West Indian campaign to eradicate piracy.

The gunboats also served as a naval school for young officers such as James Lawrence, James Biddle, Lawrence Kearney, Jacob Jones, John Percival, and Thomas ap Catesby Jones. The record here is a mixed one, however. Gunboat service did provide meaningful command experience for junior officers but did not impart the skills necessary for larger ships. As gunboats spent most of their time around harbors and coastal shoal waters, this also precluded learning seamanship. Most senior officers also believed that gunboat service encouraged vices. While much of this criticism is valid, the desire of many young officers for transfer to frigates usually emanated from a desire for greater creature comforts as well as the prestige of serving in them.

The traditional view of the gunboats as worthless is largely the work of Mahanian naval historians (those influenced by Alfred Thayer Mahan) such as Fletcher Pratt. Their exaggerated criticisms reflect their frustration that the United States did not possess a big-ship navy like that of the British. It was this lack of larger ships, not the failure of the gunboats, that made the new nation so powerless at sea in the War of 1812.

Concentrating on gunboats turned out to be a poor approach for defending the United States. Some historians, such as Howard Chapelle, assert that had the United States possessed more frigates and some ships of the line, the War of 1812 might not have occurred. Yet it would have taken a major expenditure of resources above what was spent on the gunboats to have averted the War of 1812, and this assumes other factors remaining constant and no preemptive British attack.

The negligible U.S. Navy played into the hands of those in Britain pursuing an aggressive maritime policy toward the United States, and it was primarily that policy that brought an American declaration of war in 1812. But this is not so much a condemnation of gunboats as it is an argument in favor of a strong navy. The experience of the Jeffersonian gunboat navy highlighted the need for a strong defense-in-being as a deterrent to attack. It is also true that without public support such a costly policy could not have been adopted and that support was lacking even as late as the beginning of the war.

Most of the gunboats were sold off soon after the War of 1812. By 1822 only one, No. 158, was still in service.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Jenkinson, Robert Banks, Second Earl of Liverpool

Birth Date: June 7, 1770

Death Date: December 4, 1828

British politician and prime minister. Robert Banks Jenkinson, born on June 7, 1770, in London, was the son of Charles Jenkinson, first Earl of Liverpool, an adviser to King George III. Robert’s mother, Amelia Watts Jenkinson, died a month after giving birth to him. Robert Jenkinson was educated at Charterhouse School and Christ Church, Oxford. In 1790 he won election to the House of Commons for Rye, Sussex, a seat he held until 1803. On the death of his father in December 1808, he became the second Lord Liverpool and subsequently served as Speaker of the House of Lords.

Jenkinson held a number of cabinet positions before he accepted the position of secretary of state for war and the colonies in Spencer Perceval’s government in 1809. When Perceval was assassinated by a disgruntled British merchant on May 11, 1812, Jenkinson succeeded him as prime minister on June 8. The delay in his confirmation had unfortunate consequences because it postponed the cabinet decision on repealing the Orders in Council so hated in the United States. Word of this decision of June 16 was not received in America until after Congress had already declared war (June 18).

There is no doubt that the war with the United States was a major unwanted drain and distraction at a time when the British were engaged in the struggle to defeat Napoleonic France. With the success of the Peninsula Campaign followed by battles in southern France fought by Arthur Wellesley, the Duke of Wellington, Napoleon was sent to his first exile on the island of Elba following his abdication in April 1814.

The defeat of the French allowed the British government to send some 10,000 additional troops to press the war with the United States. Some 4,000 were sent to the Chesapeake region under Major General Robert Ross, and the remaining men were sent to Canada under the command of Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, military governor of Canada. With the British defeat in the Battle of Lake Champlain on September 11 and Prevost’s resultant decision to withdraw from Plattsburgh, New York, the Jenkinson government began having second thoughts about continuing the war. When British forces failed to subdue Fort McHenry and Baltimore during September 12–14, during which Ross was killed, Jenkinson’s government finally decided to enter into serious negotiations with the Americans at Ghent even though it had in the meantime authorized a British strike against New Orleans in late 1814.

Jenkinson served as prime minister until April 9, 1827, and was the longest-serving premier in British history. During this time he was forced to deal with a number of pressing issues, including rising radicalism and demands for reform accompanying the early Industrial Revolution, the Peterloo Massacre, the Corn Laws, and the rising matter of Catholic emancipation. Retirement was forced on him by a stroke suffered at his home in Whitehall, London. Jenkinson suffered a third and fatal stroke at his country home at Coombe House, Kingston upon Thames, on December 4, 1828.
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Jesup, Thomas Sidney

Birth Date: December 16, 1788

Death Date: June 10, 1860

U.S. Army officer and the father of the Quartermaster Corps. Thomas Sidney Jesup was born on December 16, 1788, in Berkeley County, Virginia; he moved with his family to Kentucky in 1792. Growing up in poverty, he had little formal education but later educated himself and was widely read. On May 3, 1808, he was commissioned a second lieutenant in the 7th U.S. Infantry, and on December 1, 1809, he was promoted to first lieutenant. In 1812 Jesup served on the staff of Brigadier General William Hull, commander of the Northwestern Army.

Jesup was captured by the British when Hull surrendered Detroit on August 16. While still a prisoner, Jesup was promoted on January 20, 1813, to captain, and on April 6 to major. He was exchanged in May 1813 and during the summer of 1813 was acting deputy quartermaster general in Brigadier General William Henry Harrison’s Northwestern Army. In the first four months of 1814, Jesup attended the court-martial of General Hull in Albany, New York, testifying against him and applauding his dismissal from the service on April 25.

A week before Hull’s dismissal, Jesup assumed command of the 25th U.S. Infantry, which was ordered to Buffalo as part of Brigadier General Winfield Scott’s 1st Brigade. On July 3, 1814, he accompanied Major General Jacob Brown’s army in its invasion of Canada across the Niagara River. Two days later, in the Battle of Chippawa, Jesup distinguished himself in fighting on the American left. Exhausting his ammunition, he ordered a bayonet charge by his regiment that broke the ranks of two British regiments. Jesup was brevetted lieutenant colonel on July 5. On July 25 in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, he commanded his regiment on the right flank. During the battle his men captured more than 100 prisoners, including Major General Phineas Riall, and repulsed numerous British assaults. Having received four wounds in the fighting, Jesup was evacuated to Buffalo. Brevetted to colonel on July 25, he assumed command of Fort Erie in September.

In December 1814 Jesup’s regiment was ordered to Hartford, Connecticut, ostensibly to recruit but in reality to observe and report on the ongoing Hartford Convention. On January 15, 1815, the Common Council of Hartford enacted a resolution banning his regiment from the town. When Jesup announced that he would resist the ordinance by force, the Common Council withdrew it.

In 1818 Jesup was appointed quartermaster general, with the rank of brigadier general. In 1828 he was brevetted major general for his great accomplishments in improving the functioning of the Quartermaster Department. In 1836 he was also detailed to assume his only field command, during the Second Seminole War. This assignment proved controversial because of Jesup having taken prisoner Seminole chiefs, including Osceola, who had agreed to parley under a flag of truce. Still, during the 18 months that Jesup held command, more than 2,000 Seminoles had been captured and another 300 killed.

Jesup then resumed his quartermaster duties full-time, remaining in that post until his death. He is credited with a major role in the U.S. victory in the Mexican-American War of 1846–1848, as a consequence of the modern procurement practices he introduced. Jesup died on June 10, 1860, in Washington, D.C.

Paul David Nelson
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Johnson, Richard Mentor

Birth Date: October 17, 1780

Death Date: November 19, 1850

U.S. Army officer, Democratic Republican politician, and vice president of the United States (1837–1841). Richard Mentor Johnson was born on October 17, 1780, in Beargrass, now a part of Louisville, Kentucky. Three years later his family settled in Scott County. He learned Latin, apprenticed as a law clerk, and was admitted to the bar in 1802.

[image: image]

Republican congressman from Kentucky Richard M. Johnson supported President Thomas Jefferson’s Embargo Act. He aligned himself with the War Hawks during the James Madison administration. Johnson organized a regiment of mounted volunteers in early 1813 and was a hero of the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813. (Library of Congress)

Johnson was elected to the state legislature in 1804, and two years later to the U.S. House of Representatives. He supported the Embargo Act of 1807 and allied himself with Henry Clay’s War Hawks. After voting for the declaration of war against Britain on June 18, 1812, Johnson returned to Kentucky for service as a major under Brigadier General William Henry Harrison, commander of the Northwestern Army. In early 1813 Johnson raised a regiment of mounted Kentucky riflemen and was promoted to colonel. Following patrol duty in June at Fort Wayne, Indiana Territory, Johnson and 1,200 mounted volunteers joined Harrison’s army at Detroit in September, just in time to participate in the invasion of Upper Canada on October 2.

As the British army of Major General Henry Procter retreated, Johnson and his Kentuckians harassed the enemy’s baggage train and captured abandoned supplies. On October 5 Procter made a stand at Moraviantown. There, in the Battle of the Thames, he deployed 800 soldiers in two lines while disposing 1,000 Indians under the Shawnee warrior Tecumseh in the woods on his right. As the Americans approached the British and Indian lines, Johnson asked Harrison for permission to make a frontal assault with his mounted volunteers, pointing out that the British infantrymen were in single line, spaced at three-foot intervals, and that although his men were not cavalry, they knew how to ride in the woods. Harrison agreed.

Leading his Kentuckians, Johnson charged against the British left. The Kentuckians broke through the thin British line and then dismounted and attacked the British from the rear. Johnson remained in the saddle, directing his men. Most of the British soldiers soon surrendered, but the Indians bravely fought on. As the Kentuckians battled the warriors, Johnson was wounded four times. Near the end of the battle he killed an Indian chief. Many later claimed this was Tecumseh. The claim was never verified, but Johnson subsequently used it for political purposes. The Battle of the Thames was a great American victory, and in 1818 Congress awarded Johnson a commemorative sword for his role in it.

Recovered from his wounds, Johnson returned to his political career, serving as a congressman and U.S. senator and then as vice president in Martin Van Buren’s administration during 1837–1841. Johnson died at Frankfort, Kentucky, on November 19, 1850.
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Jones, Jacob

Birth Date: March 1768

Death Date: August 3, 1850

U.S. Navy officer. Jacob Jones was born near Smyrna in Kent County, Delaware, in March 1768 and was appointed as a U.S. Navy midshipman on April 10, 1799. Among his numerous assignments at sea were service in the frigates United States and Ganges during the Quasi-War with France and on the frigate Philadelphia when it grounded near Tripoli Harbor on October 31, 1803, during the Barbary Wars. Captured and imprisoned in Tripoli for 20 months, Jones was released on the conclusion of peace. He was promoted to lieutenant on February 22, 1801, and to master commandant on April 20, 1810.

Jones was commanding the sloop Wasp in June 1812 when hostilities commenced with Great Britain. Rated at 18 guns, the Wasp actually mounted 20; it had a crew of 135. Despite having been caught in a gale on October 16, during which the ship lost its jibboom and suffered the loss of two sailors swept overboard, the Wasp was ready for action on the evening of October 17 when its crew spotted sails on the horizon. After pursuing the unknown ships through the night, Jones realized at dawn that he had encountered a convoy of merchantmen escorted by a British warship.
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U.S. Navy master commandant (commander) Jacob Jones commanded the sloop Wasp in its defeat of the British Navy sloop Frolic on October 18, 1812. (Library of Congress)

At 11:32 a.m. on October 18 Jones engaged the British brig sloop Frolic. Commanded by Captain Thomas Whinyates with a crew of 110, it mounted 19 guns. The 45-minute battle ended with both ships badly damaged, but the Americans managed to board the Frolic and force its surrender.

Unfortunately for Jones and the Wasp, the British third-rate 74-gun ship of the line Poictiers subsequently arrived on the scene, reclaiming the Frolic and forcing Jones to surrender the Wasp. A month after being captured, however, the crew of Wasp was repatriated, and the men then returned to New York as heroes. Congress voted Jones a gold medal, and he was promoted to captain on March 3, 1813, and subsequently was given command of the captured British frigate Macedonian, then blockaded at New London, Connecticut. He later commanded the frigate Mohawk on Lake Ontario.

After the war Jones commanded the Mediterranean Squadron (1821–1824), served as a member of the Board of Naval Commissioners (1825–1827), and commanded the Pacific Squadron (1827–1829). The rest of his career consisted of various commands ashore. Jones, who served almost 52 years in the navy, died on August 3, 1850, while the governor of the Naval Asylum in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.
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Jones, Roger

Birth Date: 1789

Death Date: July 15, 1852

U.S. Army officer. Born in Northumberland County, Virginia, in 1789, Roger Jones was the son of a farmer. On January 29, 1809, he was commissioned a second lieutenant in the U.S. Marine Corps. He was promoted to first lieutenant on June 28 of the same year. Upon the outbreak of the War of 1812, he resigned his marine commission and joined the U.S. Army as an artillery captain on July 12, 1812. By 1813 Jones was stationed on the Niagara frontier, where he continued to serve throughout the war.

As a member of the 3rd Artillery Regiment, Jones took part in the attack on Fort George in May 1813. He then withdrew with other U.S. forces when the British counterattacked at Stoney Creek, where he was wounded. For his outstanding service during the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, carrying messages between Brigadier General Winfield Scott and Major General Jacob Brown, Jones was brevetted major.

Stationed at Fort Erie, Jones took part in the sortie of September 17, 1814, against British batteries that were subjecting the fort to increased shelling. For his role in the successful attack, he was brevetted lieutenant colonel.

Retained in the army during its peacetime reductions following the end of the war, Jones became aide-de-camp to General Brown in June 1815. The next year Jones was appointed assistant adjutant general. In 1824 he received another brevet promotion, to colonel, in recognition of his years of service. In 1825 Jones was appointed adjutant general and commissioned brevet brigadier general. Under him, the Office of the Adjutant General became the central administrative organ of the War Department.

Jones held the post of adjutant general longer than any other individual. He was brevetted major general for his service during the Mexican-American War (1846–1848). Jones died in office on Washington, D.C., on July 15, 1852, after a short illness.

Martin K. Gordon
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Jones, Thomas ap Catesby

Birth Date: April 24, 1790

Death Date: May 30, 1858

U.S. naval officer. Thomas Jones was born on April 24, 1790, on a plantation in Westmoreland County, Virginia. The “ap” in his name is Welsh for “son of.” He was thus Thomas, the son of Catesby Jones. Orphaned at an early age, on November 22, 1805, Thomas Jones secured an appointment as a midshipman. He participated in the suppression of the slave trade in the Gulf of Mexico from 1808 to 1812. Promoted to lieutenant at the New Orleans Station on May 24, 1812, Jones won acclaim for his role in the seizure and destruction of pirate Jean Lafitte’s stronghold on Barataria Island near New Orleans on September 14, 1814.

In December 1814 Jones commanded a squadron of five gunboats mounting a total of 21 guns. These were deployed on Lake Borgne to prevent British troops from reaching New Orleans. The gunboats were defeated on December 14 by the sheer force of 40 British barges with 42 guns; both sides sustained heavy casualties. Jones was among the U.S. wounded and captured, but he received commendation for delaying the British advance that culminated in the Battle on New Orleans (January 8, 1815).

After the war Jones continued his naval career and served in a variety of postings. During 1819–1822 he was assigned to ordnance duties at the Washington Navy Yard. Promoted to commander on March 28, 1820, during 1822–1824 he was inspector and superintendent of ordnance at the Washington Yard, and during 1824–1825 he was inspector and superintendent of ordnance for the U.S. Navy. In 1826 he was the first U.S. Navy officer to visit Tahiti, and that December he concluded a treaty with King Kamehameha III of the Sandwich Islands (Hawaii), which protected American interests on the islands. Jones was promoted to captain on March 11, 1829. He was named commander of the South Pacific Exploring Expedition in 1836, but sickness the next year led to his replacement.

Jones was named commander of the U.S. Pacific Squadron in September 1841 and held that assignment until May 1844. When his squadron was at Callao, Peru, he received the mistaken word that the United States and Mexico were at war. Fearful that the British or French would take advantage of the situation to conquer California, Jones sailed his ships into the harbor of Monterey, California, on October 19, 1842, and demanded of the astonished Mexicans that they surrender to the United States.

After occupying Monterey for one day, on October 21 Jones realized that Mexico and the United States were indeed not at war. Apologizing for his mistake, he ordered the U.S. flag lowered and sailed away. Although the U.S. government eventually censured Jones for his occupation of Monterey and relieved him of his command to appease the Mexican government, his naval career was not yet over. From October 1847 to December 1850 Jones again commanded the Pacific Squadron, overseeing the evacuation of refugees from Lower California during the Mexican-American War.

Controversy continued to surround Jones. In 1843 Jones had met the novelist Herman Melville, who used him as the basis for the abusive commodore character in White-Jacket (1850). Melville’s writing and Jones’s own reports to the Navy Department all gave the impression of an officer who was both contentious and rash. In 1850 a court-martial found Jones guilty of misappropriation of funds and suspended him for five years. President Millard Fillmore remitted the sentence in 1853, but Jones was replaced on the reserve list in September 1855. Jones died at his home, Sharon, in Fairfax County, Virginia, on May 30, 1858.

Michael R. Hall and Spencer C. Tucker
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Jones, William (1753–1822)

Birth Date: October 8, 1753

Death Date: April 22, 1822

Governor of Rhode Island. William Jones was born in Newport, Rhode Island, on October 8, 1753. In 1776 he was commissioned a captain in the Continental Army and served capably under General George Washington in New York and New Jersey. Jones returned home in February 1778, whereupon he served as a captain of marines on board the frigate Providence. With his ship part of Commodore Abraham Whipple’s squadron at Charleston, South Carolina, Jones was captured there in May 1780, paroled, and returned home.

Afterward Jones worked as a merchant and subsequently served as a justice of the peace. In 1807 he gained election to the General Assembly. An astute Federalist politician, he rose to Speaker in 1809, and two years later he defeated a Democratic Republican opponent to become governor. Jones was a very popular chief executive and was reelected by wide margins until 1817.

A staunch Federalist, Jones bitterly condemned the Jeffersonian embargo against England for its debilitating effect on trade and shipping. In the spring of 1812 the General Assembly, at his behest, sent President James Madison a petition urging him to drop all new trade restrictions against England.

The onset of the War of 1812 gave Jones additional venues for expressing opposition to the Madison administration. Like Federalist chief executives in Massachusetts and Connecticut, Jones refused to muster the militia and place them under federal control. Moreover, he refused to deploy troops after the bulk of U.S. Army troops at Forts Wolcott and Adams were removed for service elsewhere. He also continually declared that the conflict was unjust, complained that the state’s coastline was almost defenseless, and asserted his prerogatives as commander in chief over the use of state forces. Jones was strongly supported in these matters by the Federalist-backed General Assembly, which in late 1814 voted to send a delegation to the infamous Hartford Convention to discuss secession from the Union. That year the Royal Navy also began asserting itself more strongly around Narragansett Bay, and Jones had no recourse but to muster volunteers and militia to repel a possible attack there and at Stonington, Connecticut.

After the war a wave of nationalism swept the Federalists from power in New England, and Jones was finally defeated in 1817 by a Democratic Republican opponent. He retired from public life to resume trading activities. Jones died in Providence on April 22, 1822.

John C. Fredriksen
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Jones, William (1760–1831)

Birth Date: 1760

Death Date: September 6, 1831

Merchant, politician, and fourth U.S. secretary of the navy (1813–1814). Born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, sometime in 1760, William Jones apprenticed in local shipyards and saw combat in a privateer during the American Revolution. Later he became a successful merchant and ship captain in the Philadelphia-Charleston coastal trade. From 1795 he was involved in trade with the Orient. Elected to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1801 as a Republican, he served only one term.

When ineffective Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton resigned on December 31, 1812, President James Madison promptly nominated Jones to replace him. Jones had refused the same post from President Thomas Jefferson in 1801 but was a strong supporter of the war and this time accepted. On January 19, 1813, Jones became the nation’s fourth secretary of the navy.

The energetic and capable Jones took over a disorganized and demoralized department, but he threw himself into its reorganization and the development of naval strategy. He did not get on with long-standing Chief Clerk Charles W. Goldsborough and soon fired him. Later the influential Goldsborough protested his dismissal and, after Jones resigned, won reinstatement. Along with reorganization, Jones also sharply increased the size of the department’s staff.

Jones knew that besting the large Royal Navy was impractical, and he even opposed two-ship contests, which, given public pressure, proved impossible to enforce. He nonetheless ordered his warships to assume escort duties for American merchantmen returning to port. Faced with the British blockade of the Atlantic coast, he split the large number of gunboats of the earlier Jeffersonian program among the many port cities to provide for harbor defense, giving priority to the most important ports.

Jones understood the strategic importance of the Great Lakes vis-à-vis British attacks from and American attacks against Canada, and he supported robust naval construction programs on the Great Lakes. This approach turned out to be immensely important in the outcome of the war in the Old Northwest theater and Lake Champlain. Jones also strongly supported an increase in the number of marines and their assignment to the Great Lakes for participation in amphibious operations there.

The war’s early U.S. frigate victories caused Congress to belatedly order new naval construction, including the navy’s first 74-gun ships of the line. Although Jones supported construction of a powerful battle fleet, which he claimed would be less expensive and better able to defend the country than an army, he opposed this particular congressional construction program, correctly believing that none of the new ships could be operational before the war ended. Rather, Jones thought that the limited quantity of seasoned timber available would best be used in the construction of fast sloops of the Wasp class for commerce raiding. Even so, few of the new sloops made it to sea before hostilities ceased. To help bridge the gap, Jones favored the use of privateers to attack British merchant shipping.

In order to protect Chesapeake Bay, probably his most difficult defensive dilemma, Jones appointed Commodore Joshua Barney as commodore of a gunboat flotilla. Oversight of defense of the bay remained a joint responsibility between Jones and Secretary of War John Armstrong, however. Throughout the summer of 1812, Armstrong was uncooperative, which partly explains why the British were able to occupy Washington, D.C. When the British approached in August 1814, Jones had the foresight to remove the department’s official records and papers. He also ordered the destruction of the Washington Navy Yard and the ships berthed there.

Jones argued for settling on a proven ship design and then building all warships along its lines as a class. He also advocated the standardization of fittings. Recognizing the importance of steam propulsion, Jones also campaigned for congressional support for the development of steam warships, partly realized in the construction of Robert Fulton’s floating battery steam catamaran the Demologos (Fulton I). Jones moreover pushed for the establishment of a naval board of senior officers to deal with problems and advise the secretary (the subsequent Board of Naval Commissioners) and for the appointment of a chief naval constructor and several assistants as well as a paymaster for the navy. Finally, he was a strong advocate of naval professionalism, which he thought could best be realized through establishment of a naval academy.

In May 1813 Jones assumed the de facto authority of secretary of the treasury from Albert Gallatin. Jones all but neglected the position, however, until George Washington Campbell took the post in March 1814. Exhausted by his labors and with his personal finances in disarray, Jones submitted his resignation as secretary of the navy in August 1814, although he did not actually leave until December 1. He was succeeded on December 19, 1814, by Benjamin W. Crowninshield.

Jones served as the first president of the Second Bank of the United States, from July 1816 to January 1818. He then returned to Philadelphia to operate a successful shipbuilding company and serve as the city’s customs collector. Jones died in Philadelphia on September 6, 1831.

Robert W. Malick and Spencer C. Tucker
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Keane, John

Birth Date: February 6, 1781

Death Date: August 26, 1844

British Army officer. John Keane was born on February 6, 1781, in Waterford, Ireland. He entered the British Army as an ensign on November 12, 1794. In November 1799 he was appointed captain in the 44th Regiment at Gibraltar, and a year later he accompanied the Earl of Cavan to Egypt as aide-de-camp. In May 1802 Keane was promoted to major in the 60th Royal American Regiment. On August 20, 1803, he became lieutenant colonel in the 13th Regiment, then at Gibraltar, and accompanied the regiment to Ireland in 1805. Four years later he served in Bermuda and Martinique. In January 1812 he was brevetted colonel, and in April 1813 he joined the Duke of Wellington’s army in Spain as a brigade commander. Keane fought at Vitoria, Nivelle, and Toulouse and on June 4, 1814, was promoted to major general.

In mid-September 1814 Keane joined Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane at Jamaica with reinforcements for the projected British campaign against New Orleans. On December 19 Cochrane, with Keane commanding the ground forces, landed 1,800 men on the Bayou Bienvenu, east of the Mississippi River. Pushing quickly toward the river, Keane severed the main road to New Orleans. Had he pressed northward immediately he probably could have captured the city, but not knowing the strength of Major General Andrew Jackson’s defenses, Keane made camp at Villeré Plantation instead. That night his men were harassed by gunfire from the American schooner Carolina and from violent ground attacks on his front. Jackson, however, was repelled by the peninsula veterans and withdrew. On December 24 Keane was urged by Colonel William Thornton to attack northward. Keane again refused, not realizing that his force outnumbered Jackson’s 1,900 men. Keane’s reluctance granted the Americans the respite necessary to perfect their defenses along the Rodriguez Canal.

On Christmas Day 1814, Keane was superseded in command by the arrival of Major General Sir Edward Pakenham. On December 28 Pakenham and Major General Samuel Gibbs led two columns in an unsuccessful assault against Jackson’s lines. The British were again defeated in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. Pakenham and Gibbs were both killed, and Keane was seriously wounded. Major General John Lambert, Pakenham’s successor, then withdrew British forces.

In November, recovered from his wounds, Keane joined Wellington’s army in Paris as commander of the 9th Infantry Brigade. He commanded in Jamaica from 1823 to 1830 and was promoted to lieutenant general on July 22, 1830. He served in Bombay from 1834 to 1839. On December 19, 1839, he was created a baron. Keane died at Burton Lodge, Hampshire, on August 26, 1844.

Paul David Nelson
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Kearny, Stephen Watts

Birth Date: August 30, 1794

Death Date: October 31, 1848

U.S. Army officer. Stephen Watts Kearny was born on August 30, 1794, in Newark, New Jersey, 1 of 15 children. His father was a prosperous merchant, but much of his wealth was confiscated as a result of his support for the Loyalists during the American Revolution. Kearny attended school in Newark and was admitted to Columbia College in 1811.

The War of 1812 cut his college career short, as Kearny joined the army as a first lieutenant of the 13th U.S. Infantry in March 1812. He demonstrated great bravery in the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812. Although captured there, he and Lieutenant Colonel Winfield Scott, who was also taken prisoner, plotted to escape but were foiled when the British learned of the scheme. Kearny was released in a prisoner exchange with the British in New York City in the winter of 1813. Promoted to captain, he spent the rest of the war as a recruiter and saw no further combat.

Kearny continued in the army after the war, and beginning in 1819 he served almost exclusively on the western frontier and rose rapidly through the ranks. During the late 1820s and early 1830s Kearny was responsible for establishing numerous forts throughout the Midwest, including what would be called Fort Kearny in present-day Nebraska. In 1825 he made an expedition to the edge of Yellowstone, and in 1828 he assumed command of Fort Crawford in present-day Wisconsin. In 1829 he was promoted to major, and in 1833 he was made lieutenant colonel of the dragoons. In 1836 he was transferred to Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, and promoted to colonel. Throughout his travels and expeditions he made detailed notes of his dealings with Native Americans. By the early 1840s Kearny had ordered small military units under his command to escort white settlers and travelers along the Oregon Trail. Kearny’s decision became de facto government policy for many years.

At the beginning of the Mexican-American War, Kearny received command of the so-called Army of the West. In June 1846 Kearny and a force of 1,660 men departed Fort Leavenworth and headed west. Their goal was to assist in the conquering of California. Kearny’s force first took Santa Fe, New Mexico, on August 18, 1846. President James K. Polk subsequently advanced Kearny to brigadier general and ordered him to proceed on to California to augment U.S. forces there.

On December 6, 1846, shortly after his arrival in California, Kearny attacked a force of Californios (Spanish-speaking inhabitants on California) northeast of San Diego, but the Californios inflicted heavy losses on Kearny’s forces in the ensuing Battle of San Pascual. Kearny himself was badly wounded in the fighting.

His escape route blocked, Kearny sent word to San Diego for help, and a relief column was quickly dispatched. He and his command continued on to San Diego. There he joined forces with new Pacific Squadron commander Commodore Robert F. Stockton, and they proceeded on to Los Angeles, winning the Battle of San Gabriel on January 8 and the Battle of La Mesa on January 9. On January 13, 1847, the Mexican governor officially surrendered California. After serving as military governor of California for three months later that same year, Kearny became civil governor of Veracruz, Mexico, and for a time governor of Mexico City. In September 1848 Kearny was brevetted major general. While in Veracruz, however, he caught a fever—most likely malaria—and after returning to St. Louis died there on October 31, 1848.
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Kennedy, John Pendleton

Birth Date: October 25, 1795

Death Date: August 18, 1870

American militiaman, lawyer, novelist, politician, and secretary of the U.S. Navy (1852–1853). John Pendleton Kennedy was born in Baltimore, Maryland, on October 25, 1795, the son of a wealthy local merchant. He graduated from the Baltimore Academy in 1812.

At the beginning of the War of 1812, Kennedy volunteered as a private in Captain David Warfield’s company, the Baltimore United Volunteers, of the 5th Infantry Regiment of the Maryland Militia under the overall command of Colonel Joseph Sterrett. Kennedy took part in the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814. At the time the Maryland Militia was serving as part of the command of Brigadier General William H. Winder, which was attempting to stop the British advance on Washington, D.C.

Kennedy wrote an amusing account of the march to Bladensburg and taking off his boots before the battle because his feet were swollen. He then switched to wearing his light dancing pumps, which he had packed in anticipation of a victory ball. The Baltimore troops, placed on the Washington side of the bridge over the Anacostia River (then known as the Eastern Branch of the Potomac River), were easily dispersed by the oncoming British. Kennedy ended up handing his musket to another man before fleeing the scene along with many of his fellow militiamen. The British then defeated a second American line anchored by a battery commanded by Commodore Joshua Barney with some 500 sailors and U.S. marines in the only serious American defensive stand of the battle. Kennedy also participated in the Battle of North Point on September 12 when the Baltimore militia, led by Brigadier General John Stricker, put up a stiff resistance and helped delay the British advance on Baltimore.

After the war Kennedy studied law and was admitted to the bar in 1816, but he preferred literary pursuits and politics. He became a well-known novelist, best known for his books Swallow Barn (1832) and Horse-Shoe Robinson (1835). He was also a patron and friend of the acclaimed writer Edgar Allan Poe (1809–1849). Kennedy served as a member of the Maryland House of Delegates (1821–1823, 1846) and also served several terms in the U.S. Congress (1838–1839, 1841–1845) as a Whig. President Millard Fillmore later named Kennedy secretary of the navy, a post he held from July 22, 1852, to March 7, 1853. He then retired from public life to resume his literary pursuits. Kennedy died on August 18, 1870, at Newport, Rhode Island.
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John Pendleton Kennedy took part as a private in the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814, and wrote an account of the march there. Kennedy became a well-known novelist and was later a congressman and, in the 1850s, secretary of the navy. (Cirker, Hayward, ed., Dictionary of American Portraits, 1967.)

Christopher T. George

See also

Baltimore, Battle of; Bladensburg, Battle of; North Point, Battle of; Stricker, John; Washington, D.C., British Capture of; Winder, William Henry

Further Reading


Black, Andrew R. “Whig in a Swallow Barn: The Political and Literary Culture of John Pendleton Kennedy.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, Boston University, 2010.

Bohner, Charles H. John Pendleton Kennedy, Gentleman from Baltimore. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1961.



Kentucky

One of 17 states at the time of the War of 1812, Kentucky encompasses 40,409 square miles and is bordered by Tennessee to the south; Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio to the north; Missouri to the west; and Virginia to the east. In the early 19th century, Kentucky was primarily rural and economically dependent upon agriculture, although some light manufacturing did exist at that time. For example, Kentucky produced gunpowder and cannonballs from the state’s rich mineral reserves of nitrates and iron.

In 1792 Kentucky became the first state admitted to the Union west of the Appalachian Mountains, and according to the 1810 census its population was 406,511 people, making it the seventh most-populous state. At the time of the war, Kentucky led affairs in the region and was dominated by Democratic Republicans. In the presidential election of 1812, Federalists did not receive a single vote in some counties, and Isaac Shelby, a Democratic Republican and Kentucky’s first governor, was reelected by a large margin.

Leading up to the war, Kentucky was among the most hawkish of the states. Kentuckians viewed the Royal Navy’s practice of impressment as an affront to American honor and a challenge to American sovereignty. By 1807 the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair had already brought calls for war. Kentuckians also suspected the British of encouraging Indian attacks in the Old North Territory, of which the 1811 Battle of Tippecanoe provided convenient proof. Many hoped that expelling the British from Canada would rectify the problem and create an opportunity for territorial expansion in the Old Northwest.

On such grounds, a cohort of midwestern and southern U.S. congressmen pressed for war with the British. These so-called War Hawks were led by U.S. representative Henry Clay of Kentucky. Clay was also Speaker of the House of Representatives, which enabled him to place other Wars Hawks, such as Kentuckians Richard M. Johnson and Joseph Desha, into key committee assignments, thereby moving Congress toward a declaration of war. When that declaration came in June 1812, only one member of Kentucky’s congressional delegation voted against it. The only other notable resistance to the war came from Humphrey Marshall, the leader of the Kentucky Federalists.

Once the war began, Kentuckians demonstrated unparalleled military ardor, many deeming this to be the Second American Revolution. In 1812 Kentucky supplied 11,114 troops, including 6 congressmen, for the war effort, far exceeding the 5,500 militia requested by President James Madison. Because of the reliance upon state militias over regular troops, Kentuckians served primarily in the Old Northwest Territory.

While enthusiastic, Kentucky militiamen and volunteers were neither well trained nor well equipped, often having to outfit themselves. Martial spirit was soon dampened because of military setbacks through the spring of 1813, including the loss of Detroit, the massacre at Frenchtown on the Raisin River, and the defeat at Fort Meigs. Consequently, enlistments in Kentucky declined in 1813 to 9,495 men.

Subsequent military success at the Thames in 1813, however, renewed Kentuckians’ enthusiasm. With victory in the Old Northwest, most Kentuckians considered the state’s war contribution to be over. Troop totals furnished by Kentucky in 1814 were only 4,156. When called upon for troops to reinforce Major General Andrew Jackson at New Orleans, only 2,721 men under General John Adair arrived. Most of these were of poor quality and lacked provisions, and at least two-thirds were unarmed because of the failure of Kentucky’s General Assembly to replenish its military stores.

While Henry Clay helped to negotiate the Treaty of Ghent that ended the war, the significance of Kentucky’s role in the war is best captured by its sacrifice of life. About 5 of every 6 eligible Kentuckians served in the war. Kentucky furnished 25,705 troops, or 4.6 percent of the total American force. These troops experienced some of the heaviest fighting, and Kentucky suffered 64 percent of all Americans killed in the war.
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Kerr, Joseph

Birth Date: 1765

Death Date: August 22, 1837

Businessman, U.S. Army officer, and politician. Joseph Kerr was born in 1765 in Kerrtown (present-day Chambersburg), Pennsylvania, and held a series of local and regional administrative and judicial posts. He also farmed and became a prominent merchant, shipper, and owner of a hotel, a boat works, and other commercial concerns. After moving to nearby Ohio in 1792, Kerr entered state politics in 1804 as a Democratic Republican, winning election to the Ohio State Senate; he was again elected to that body in 1810. He was also elected to the Ohio House of Representatives in 1808, 1816, 1818, and 1819 and was a member of the Ohio Militia, serving as its adjutant general during 1809–1810.

At the start of the War of 1812, Kerr was appointed brigadier general of volunteers from Ohio, but given his vast knowledge of business, shipping, and the like, the War Department quickly contracted with him to supply U.S. forces in the Old Northwest. During 1812–1813 Kerr acted as the chief purveyor of supplies, including food, for Major General William Hull’s army and, later, for Major General William Henry Harrison’s army that was operating along the Upper Sandusky River. Kerr performed his duties faithfully and efficiently, but he was often stymied by delinquent payments from the War Department and substandard food and products from his subcontractors. Several times during 1812–1813 Kerr was forced to sell or mortgage his own property in order to pay local farmers and craftsmen for the services they rendered. He ended the war without having seen any combat but was saddled with a deteriorating financial situation, which he blamed on Washington.

From December 1814 to March 1815 Kerr served in the U.S. Senate after being appointed to complete the term of Thomas Worthington. In the Senate, Kerr opposed the rechartering of the national bank and advocated the use of federally printed paper money to help steady the economy. From 1815 to 1826 he operated an inn in central Ohio but lost his farm to bankruptcy because of accumulating debt.

Kerr moved to Tennessee in 1826, outside Memphis, where he engaged in agricultural pursuits until 1828, when he moved to Louisiana, near Lake Providence, where he purchased a farm. He later purchased a plantation near Bunches Bend, Louisiana, and lived there until the end of his life as a planter. Kerr died near Providence, Louisiana, on August 22, 1837.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Key, Francis Scott

Birth Date: August 1, 1779

Death Date: January 11, 1843

U.S. attorney, Federalist opponent of the War of 1812, and composer of the lyrics to the American national anthem, “The Star-Spangled Banner.” Francis Scott Key was born on August 1, 1779, at his family’s plantation, Terra Rubra, in Frederick (now Carroll) County, Maryland. He graduated from St. John’s College in Annapolis in 1796, studied law, and in 1801 opened a law office with his friend and future U.S. Supreme Court chief justice Roger B. Taney in Fredericktown, Maryland. Moving to Georgetown, District of Columbia, in 1802, Key then practiced law with his uncle.

A supporter of the Federalist Party, Key decried America’s drift toward war with Britain during the first three years of the James Madison administration. Once the War of 1812 began, Key and his brother-in-law, Joseph H. Nicholson, joined other Federalists and Old Republicans in opposition to the conflict. Key became a fast friend and confidant of John Randolph of Roanoke, an Old Republican who excoriated “this metaphysical war.”

[image: image]

This painting depicts American lawyer Francis Scott Key on a British ship observing the ineffectual British bombardment of September 13–14 and large American flag flying over Fort McHenry. Key subsequently wrote the poem “The Star-Spangled

By the summer of 1814 Key was a well-connected Georgetown attorney. On August 24 a British army, commanded by Major General Robert Ross, defeated the Americans in the Battle of Bladensburg; the British then occupied Washington and burned many of its public buildings and the Washington Navy Yard before withdrawing. As British forces withdrew through Upper Marlboro, Maryland, on August 26 they took prisoner Dr. William Beanes, a prominent physician and friend of Key. Beanes was incarcerated in the brig of the British ship of the line Tonnant, the flagship of Vice Admiral Alexander Cochrane, British North American Station commander.

Friends of Beanes prevailed upon Key to seek his release, and so he and Colonel J. S. Skinner, a government agent, under a flag of truce went aboard the British third-rate ship of the line Tonnant (80 guns) on September 7, 1814. That evening at dinner with Cochrane, the emissaries secured Beanes’s release, but because they had heard the British plans to attack Baltimore, they were detained with the fleet while the British carried out their attack.

From the deck of the British third-rate ship of the line Minden (74 guns) on the night of September 13–14, Key observed the ineffectual British bombardment of Fort McHenry, the city’s principal defensive fortification. As he later told Taney, he was so inspired to see the American flag still flying over the fort on the morning of September 14 that he composed the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry” while returning to shore with his friends. That evening he revised his verses in a hotel room. Key’s words were soon set to music, and before long the tune was being played all around the nation as “The Star-Spangled Banner.” In 1889 the U.S. Navy band adopted it for official use, and in 1916 President Woodrow Wilson ordered the tune to be played at all military and appropriate venues. In 1931 Congress resolved that “The Star-Spangled Banner” would become the nation’s official anthem, which President Herbert Hoover then promptly signed into law.

In later years Key composed poems, used his oratorical skills as a delegate to Episcopal Church general conventions, and successfully practiced law in federal courts. In 1830 he moved permanently to Washington and from 1830 to 1841 was the U.S. attorney for the District of Columbia. He died in Baltimore on January 11, 1843.
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King, Rufus

Birth Date: March 24, 1755

Death Date: April 29, 1827

Lawyer, diplomat, and Federalist politician. Born in Scarborough, Maine, on March 24, 1755, Rufus King, unlike his father, ardently supported the Patriot side in the Revolutionary War, although he largely sat out the conflict. King graduated from Harvard College in 1777 and then moved to Newburyport, Massachusetts, to study law. During August–September 1778 he served as a major in the Massachusetts Militia.

Returning to Newburyport, King became a successful lawyer, and in 1783 he won election to the Massachusetts General Court. In 1784 he was elected to the Confederation Congress, where he served for three years and applied himself to issues of commerce, finance, diplomacy, national defense, and land policy. King favored strengthening the War Department and opposed the extension of slavery into the Old Northwest Territory. More importantly, he became a nationalist, seeking to increase the power of the national government, especially its ability to collect revenue.

Results of the Presidential Election of 1812





	Candidate
	Party
	Popular Vote Number
	%
	Electoral Votes




	James Madison
	Democratic Republican
	140,431
	50.4%
	128


	DeWitt Clinton
	Federalist
	132,781
	47.6%
	 89


	Rufus King
	Federalist
	  5,574
	 2.0%
	  0





In 1786 King at first disapproved of the proposed Philadelphia Convention, which had been called to revise the Articles of Confederation. Shays’ Rebellion changed his position, intensifying both his desire to strengthen Congress and his distrust of popular democracy. Influenced by his friend Alexander Hamilton, King felt compelled to support a strong national government designed to protect property. As a result, he endorsed the Philadelphia Convention and won election as a delegate to that body from Massachusetts.

At the Philadelphia Convention, King proposed no original ideas, but he participated in the debates and emerged as a defender of a powerful national government. He advocated a strong executive branch, separation of powers, and judicial review, and he argued that the representation of the states in both the House of Representatives and the Senate should be based on population. He also attacked slavery, objecting both to the counting of any slaves as a basis for representation and to the constitutional sanction of the slave trade. King strongly disapproved of parts of the document that emerged, but he acquiesced because the Constitution promised to be an improvement over the Articles of Confederation.

Following the Philadelphia Convention, King returned to Massachusetts, attended the state ratifying convention, helped to ensure the ratification of the 1878 Constitution, and served as a signatory to it. King moved to New York City in 1788, where he became a successful attorney and a politician of national importance. In April 1789 he was elected to the New York State Assembly and then was chosen as one of the state’s first two U.S. senators, serving from 1789 to 1796. During the 1790s he was a member of the Federalist Party in Congress and supported the administration of President George Washington before accepting appointment as minister to Great Britain in 1796, remaining there until 1803. Some accused King of being overly hostile toward the French and Irish and too accommodating to the British, however.

Initially opposed to the War of 1812, King was reelected to the U.S. Senate in 1812 and served there from 1813 to 1825. Contemptuous of President James Madison and his leadership, King spoke ill of the war aims, which he believed were overtly expansionistic, and derided Madison’s conduct of the conflict until the British capture of Washington, D.C., in August 1814. Seeing the damage visited upon the capital firsthand, King decided to actively support the war, eschewed the militancy of New England Federalists, and refused to attend the Hartford Convention.

King ran unsuccessfully as the last Federalist candidate for president in 1816 and became one of the last original Federalists to remain active in public affairs. He died in New York on April 29, 1827.
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King, William Rufus Devane

Birth Date: April 7, 1786

Death Date: April 18, 1853

Attorney, U.S. congressman, U.S. senator, diplomat, vice president, and War Hawk during the War of 1812. William Rufus Devane King was born on April 7, 1786, in Sampson County, North Carolina. After attending local private schools, he graduated from the University of North Carolina in 1803, read for the law, was admitted to the bar in 1806, and opened a law practice in Clinton, North Carolina. An ardent Democratic Republican, King served in the State House of Commons during 1807–1809; was solicitor for Wilmington, North Carolina, in 1810; and was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives later that same year. He served from 1811 to 1816. As North Carolina’s leading War Hawk, King supported the expansion of the army, deplored British impressment of U.S. sailors, and readily supported the declaration of war against Britain in June 1812. Thereafter, he enthusiastically supported the James Madison administration’s prosecution of the war effort and sought ways to increase government revenue to pay for the conflict.

In November 1816 King resigned his congressional seat to become the secretary of the U.S. legation at the Court of Naples and, later, of the legation at St. Petersburg, Russia. Returning to the United States in 1818, he moved to Cahaba, Alabama, and there established himself as a planter. In 1818 he was elected to the U.S. Senate and served in that body from 1819 to 1844, when he resigned to become minister to France, a post he held until 1846. In the Senate, he sat on various committees and was president pro tempore during 1837–1841. In 1848 King was appointed to another stint in the U.S. Senate, to complete the term of Arthur P. Bagby, who had resigned his seat. King served from 1848 until 1852. He again served as president pro tempore and chaired the Committee on Foreign Relations.

In November 1852 King was elected vice president of the United States, along with President Franklin Pierce. Recovering from tuberculosis, King was sworn into office in Havana, Cuba, on March 24, 1853. Still in poor health, he made it back to his Alabama plantation, King’s Bend, but died there on April 18, 1853. King never assumed his formal duties as vice president.
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Kingsbury, Jacob

Birth Date: June 6, 1756

Death Date: July 1, 1837

U.S. Army officer. Jacob Kingsbury was born on June 6, 1756, at Norwich, Connecticut. He enlisted in the army at the beginning of the Revolutionary War and was promoted to ensign by 1780. Kingsbury continued to serve in the army after the war and was promoted to first lieutenant in September 1789. He served under Brigadier General Josiah Harmar from 1790 to 1791, was promoted to captain, and then served under Major General Anthony Wayne from 1792 to 1795. By 1803, Kingbury had been promoted to lieutenant colonel.

Much of Kingsbury’s service was in the Old Northwest Territory. In 1804 he was commander at Fort Mackinac. By 1805 he had taken a detachment of several companies from Fort Detroit and other locations to establish Fort Belle Fontaine on the Missouri River near St. Louis. In August 1808 Kingsbury was promoted to colonel and given command of the 1st U.S. Infantry. During 1809–1811 he was stationed of Fort Detroit.

In the spring of 1812, Kingsbury was ordered to meet with Secretary of War William Eustis in Washington, D.C. While there, Kingsbury was offered the command of American forces for an anticipated assault against Canada. He was to leave for Pittsburgh as soon as possible, gather recruits and militiamen, and then return to Detroit, recruiting en route. Suffering from gout, however, Kingsbury was forced to take leave from his duties and return home to Connecticut to recover. In his place Eustis appointed Brigadier General William Hull, a fatal decision in light of what followed.

During the war, Kingsbury served as inspector general of the Second Military District, which encompassed Connecticut and Rhode Island. In addition, he still continued to command the 1st U.S. Infantry, although that regiment was stationed on the western frontier. Kingsbury’s dual command situation came to a head in October 1814, when the War Department directed him to decide if he wished to command the 1st U.S. Infantry or continue on as inspector general of the Second Military District. He wrote back to request that the 1st U.S. Infantry be relocated to Connecticut and the 37th U.S. Infantry, then on garrison duty in Connecticut, be sent to the front in its place. The situation was not resolved definitively until the end of the war, when the 1st U.S. Infantry was disbanded.

After the war Kingsbury left the army and became a gentleman farmer. He died in Franklin, Connecticut, on July 1, 1837.

Sally E. Colford Bennett

See also

Connecticut; Eustis, William; Fort Detroit; Hull, William

Further Reading


Gilpin, Alec R. The War of 1812 in the Old Northwest. East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1958.

Kingsbury, Edwin C. Memoir of an Old Soldier, 1785–1815. Apollo, PA: Closson, 2000.



Kingston, Upper Canada

Originally known as Cataraqui, Kingston lies at the confluence of Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River. The area was first explored by the French, who established a permanent garrison there in 1673. The fort eventually constructed on the site was taken by British and colonial forces during the French and Indian War (1754–1763) in 1758. The area remained abandoned until after the American Revolution, when the British established 13 townships along the upper St. Lawrence River for refugee Loyalists who had fled the United States. Kingston was founded in 1784.

By 1812, the community had grown to about 1,100 people, and Kingston served as a key transshipment point on Lake Ontario. Point Frederick, across the river from Kingston, was the principal base of the Provincial Marine, an inland transportation service independent of the Royal Navy, on Lake Ontario. When the war commenced in June 1812, the garrison amounted to 100 men and several batteries; during the war the defenses expanded to incorporate fortifications on Point Henry overlooking the dockyard at Point Frederick, a larger number of gun positions, and a garrison that varied in size from 500 to more than 5,000 British and Canadian regulars, militia, and native forces, depending on the situation.

Beginning in 1812, the dockyard facilities were moved incrementally to a more protected location at the provincial capital of York, but these plans were canceled, and when the Royal Navy arrived to replace the Provincial Marine in May 1813, it occupied the existing dockyard facilities at Kingston, which remained under the administration of the Quartermaster General’s Department. During the war, seven warships and a number of gunboats were built there. These included the 102-gun St. Lawrence, the largest ship of the war, launched in September 1814. Because of the growth of the naval squadron, the dockyard became a full-fledged Royal Navy station in January 1814 under Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo.

The Americans appreciated the importance of Kingston but never attacked it, although several loose blockades of the harbor did occur. During November 1812 the Americans also forced the Provincial Marine squadron to seek refuge at Kingston. This action caused Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost to request assistance from the Royal Navy.

Kingston was also the base for a number of operations, including all actions by the naval squadron. During November 1813 a corps of observation was formed at Kingston to shadow the movement of American troops heading for Montreal. The Americans were defeated at Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813. Two combined attacks were also launched from Kingston, the first on Sackets Harbor during May 27–29, 1813, and the other a raid on Oswego during May 5–6, 1814. In 1814 the garrison was expanded in preparation for another attack on Sackets Harbor in 1815; however, the war ended before that occurred.

After the war the garrison was reduced and the ships placed in ordinary, a type of long-term preservation. Kingston remained an important British garrison until 1870, while the naval dockyard was closed in 1853.

John R. Grodzinski
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Lacock, Abner

Birth Date: July 7, 1770

Death Date: April 12, 1837

Democratic Republican politician and War Hawk during the War of 1812. Abner Lacock was born near Alexandria, Virginia, on July 7, 1770, but as a youth moved with his family to Pennsylvania. Largely self-educated, in 1796 he moved to Beaver County, Pennsylvania, where he became a justice of the peace and an innkeeper. From 1801 to 1803 he served in the lower house of the state assembly as a Democratic Republican. During 1803–1804 he served as a local judge before taking a seat in the state senate, serving from 1808 to 1810. Lacock was also in the Pennsylvania Militia and in 1807 served as its brigadier general.

In 1810 Lacock was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, where he served from 1811 to 1813. As a War Hawk, he supported measures to increase the size of the army and increase government revenues, and he voted in favor of the war declaration against Great Britain in June 1812. In November 1812 he was elected to the U.S. Senate, taking his seat in March 1813. There he continued to support the war policies of President James Madison and became involved in a political donnybrook when he attempted to obstruct the nomination of Alexander J. Dallas as secretary of the treasury. Dallas, who was to replace the outgoing Albert Gallatin, had been a political rival of Lacock’s for years. In the end, however, Lacock reluctantly agreed to support Dallas’s nomination in the autumn of 1814, amid a steadily worsening economy. Lacock remained in the Senate until 1819.

Thereafter, Lacock remained active in Pennsylvania politics and became involved in road and canal building in his home state. From 1832 to 1835 he again served in the state legislature and in 1836 was appointed chief surveyor and builder for the Pennsylvanian & Ohio Canal. Lacock died on April 12, 1837, near Freedom, Pennsylvania.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Lacolle Mill, First Battle of

Start Date: November 20, 1812

End Date: November 21, 1812

Engagement during the War of 1812 that pitted British regulars, Canadian volunteers, and Kahnawake Mohawk warriors against U.S. forces during November 20–21, 1812. Lacolle was a small settlement in southern Quebec just five miles north of Rouses Point, New York, near a north-south road from Champlain, New York, to Montreal. In 1812 the main features of Lacolle were a stone mill on the Lacolle River and a small log blockhouse that had been built by the British in 1781. A vulnerable position, Lacolle was attacked twice by American troops during the War of 1812.

When the United States declared war on Britain on June 18, 1812, the U.S. Army developed a three-pronged plan for the conquest of Canada. Brigadier General William Hull was ordered to invade Upper Canada along the Detroit frontier. Major General Stephen van Rensselaer was to invade on the Niagara frontier. Major General Henry Dearborn, commander in chief of American forces in the northeastern United States, would lead an invasion from Lake Champlain against Montreal.

The first year of the war was a disastrous one for the U.S. Army. The campaign on the Detroit frontier ended with the British capture of Detroit in the Michigan Territory on August 16, 1812. The invasion of Niagara met defeat at the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812. Finally, after many delays in mustering and moving troops, Dearborn launched the third phase of the doomed strategy on November 20, 1812.

Dearborn assembled his army of 5,000 regulars and militia at Champlain, New York, on the Canadian border. The first obstacle for the Americans was Lacolle Mill, only a few miles inside Canadian territory. Guarding Lacolle was a small British and Canadian force of 24 soldiers and 15 Kahnawake Mohawks under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Charles-Michel de Salaberry of the Voltigeurs Canadien Regiment.

As the U.S. plan unfolded, it took some time for Dearborn to get his troops moving. An advance force of a few hundred men under Colonel Zebulon Pike was on the road by nightfall on November 20. The main army, however, was delayed when some of the militia refused to cross the border. When Pike’s advance party reached the mill on the south side of the Lacolle River, the British force withdrew after firing at the Americans from the vicinity of the blockhouse on the north side of the river. Pike’s men then crossed to the north bank of the river and captured the blockhouse, with the plan to defend it against a possible British counterattack and hold it pending the arrival of the rest of the army.

In the early hours of November 21 a force of New York militia marched into Lacolle. In the dark and poor visibility, Pike’s men mistook the men for Canadians and began firing at them. The militiamen fired back, and for the next two hours or so the two groups of Americans exchanged heavy musket fire. Meanwhile, amid the confusion the British returned. De Salaberry arrived on the scene with approximately 120 Voltigeurs, a few militia, and as many as 200 Mohawks and opened up on the Americans.

Dawn enabled Pike to sort out the confusion with the New York militia, and combined American forces of about 600 men abandoned Lacolle Mill and retreated. At Champlain they encountered the bulk of Dearborn’s force, which had yet to begin the march. The confused First Battle of Lacolle Mill prompted Dearborn to call off the Canadian invasion. U.S. forces probably suffered 10 dead and wounded in the skirmish; the British and their Indian allies suffered no casualties.
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Lacolle Mill, Second Battle of

Event Date: March 30, 1814

British victory of March 30, 1814, that turned back the last American attempt to seize the initiative in Lower Canada preparatory to an advance on Montreal. Lacolle is a small settlement in southern Quebec, just five miles north of Rouses Point, New York, near a north-south road from Champlain, New York, to Montreal. Lacolle Mills was also the site of an earlier engagement during November 20–21, 1812.

The defeat of Major General James Wilkinson’s U.S. forces in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813, ended the American campaign to seize Montreal, and Wilkinson put his army into winter quarters at French Mills, New York, where the soldiers suffered greatly. In February 1814 the Americans broke camp and resumed their strong positions on Lake Champlain. At the time, President James Madison and congressional leaders were understandably displeased with Wilkinson’s performance. Wilkinson clearly understood that his days as commander were numbered and that a court of inquiry, or perhaps even a court-martial, was in the offing. Hoping to burnish his tarnished reputation, Wilkinson sought to win a minor victory while incurring little risk.

From the American positions on Lake Champlain, two routes led to Montreal. One was down the Châteauguay River. However, Major General Wade Hampton’s campaign that had culminated in the Battle of Châteauguay on October 26, 1813, amply illustrated the difficulties in that approach. The second route, the historic invasion path, was down the Richelieu River. The land along the way was predominately forest intermingled with swamps. The British clearly understood the importance of this route and built well-sited defenses covering it.

Located about five miles across the border from New York, the Lacolle River flowed eastward into the Richelieu. The Lacolle was not particularly wide; however, it cut a deep channel and could be crossed by wagons and artillery only at two bridges. A large stone mill stood at the easternmost bridge at Lacolle Mill. The British garrison there was supported by a blockhouse and breastworks. The mill was the object of Wilkinson’s attack.

Early in the afternoon of March 30, Wilkinson arrived at the mill with approximately 4,000 men. Snow was still on the ground, and Wilkinson could bring only 3 of his 11 artillery pieces to bear on the British position. Major Richard Handcock commanded the British garrison of 180 soldiers and marines. Another 160 Canadian fencibles were nearby and would later reinforce Handcock’s small command. Still, the British and Canadians were outnumbered nearly 12 to 1.

The American artillery bombarded the stone mill for several hours but could not inflict any apparent damage. Handcock ordered a sortie from his position to seize the American guns, but the small attacking force was driven back to the mill. Handcock then ordered a second sortie, which managed to seize the American artillery briefly before another American counterattack reclaimed them and forced the British back to their position.

Wilkinson did not know that the British and Canadians were low on ammunition. Unable to batter down the stone walls of the mill with his field pieces and unwilling to order what he assumed would be a costly assault, Wilkinson gave up. By 6:00 p.m. he ordered his division to withdraw back across the border. For a loss of 254 men killed or wounded, the American had inflicted only 61 casualties.

Secretary of War John Armstrong subsequently relieved Wilkinson of his command. An 1815 court of inquiry into his conduct, however, found no basis for charges of wrongdoing in the Second Battle of Lacolle Mill. The battle nonetheless represented the tactical nadir of the U.S. Army in the war.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Lafitte, Jean

Birth Date: ca. 1782

Death Date: February 5, 1823

Legendary freebooter who forged a commercial empire near New Orleans. Jean Lafitte’s controversial career included the roles of entrepreneur, pirate, privateer, and patriot. During much of his life he operated outside the law. Born into a middle-class merchant family in Bages, France, sometime in 1782, Lafitte abandoned the turmoil of revolutionary France to seek his fortune in the New World. Drawn to the sea, he was commanding merchant vessels in the Gulf of Mexico by 1806. However, the ambitious mariner operated within a nebulous moral and political climate with a fluid boundary between privateering and piracy.

The Napoleonic Wars rendered freebooters such as Lafitte in high demand for assaults on British and Spanish vessels. In 1809 Lafitte reunited with his elder half brother and prosperous merchant, Pierre, in New Orleans for a business partnership. Jean Lafitte operated out of secluded Barataria Bay, located about 50 miles south of the city. There the Lafittes conducted a major smuggling operation, primarily in slaves, that earned the opprobrium of U.S. authorities. Urbane and charming, Lafitte’s exploits rapidly made him into a local folk hero.

By 1813 Lafitte flew the flag of Cartagena, a haven for buccaneers, as U.S. officials conceded that their newest state of Louisiana was dominated by pirates. Despite his habitual criminality, Lafitte generally eschewed violence and avoided U.S. ships. Offered a pardon by the British during the War of 1812 in exchange for supporting their impending move on New Orleans, Lafitte informed American officials of the planned attack. Although he was more pragmatist than patriot, his French heritage militated against any alliance with the British. Lafitte offered to defend Barataria as long as he received immunity from U.S. prosecution. But in what seemed a betrayal, U.S. secretary of the navy William Jones in Washington, D.C., appeared more concerned about piracy than a British naval descent on the Gulf Coast. He ordered Master Commandant Daniel T. Patterson to attack the pirates. On September 16, 1814, Patterson’s gunboats destroyed their base, and the Lafitte brothers became fugitives.

By December 1814 Major General Andrew Jackson had arrived in New Orleans to direct the defense of that city against battle-hardened British troops en route from Europe. Outnumbered and faced with the prospect of losing the entire Mississippi River Valley, Jackson was eager for allies familiar with the southern Louisiana waterways. The Lafittes accepted Jackson’s offer of clemency and formed their own artillery units under his command. Baratarian sharpshooters fought in the main engagement at Chalmette Plantation on January 8, 1815, where the British commander, Lieutenant General Sir Edward Pakenham, met his demise. Although the Baratarians comprised only a fraction of Jackson’s motley army, they were remembered fondly for their contributions to the triumph. Besides supplying weapons, their willingness to fight under the U.S. flag seemed to win over French Louisianans to the cause. President James Madison awarded clemency and citizenship to the Baratarians, although the Lafittes never received full compensation for the ships and stores lost in the earlier U.S. raid.

[image: image]

Jean Lafitte was a notorious privateer and smuggler in the New Orleans area. This leader of the so-called Baratarian pirates rejected British overtures and, despite a U.S. attack on his pirate base, greatly aided the Americans during the January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans. (Ridpath, John Clark, Ridpath’s History of the World, 1901.)

Lafitte chafed in a postwar life of respectability and left New Orleans for the last time in 1817 to return to familiar ways. The Lafittes and their crews migrated to Galveston Island, Texas. Mexican revolutionaries commissioned Jean Lafitte to attack Spanish vessels from his settlement, known as Campeche and modeled after Barataria Bay. But the denizens of Campeche constituted a more lawless and less honor-bound society. Beset by internal factionalism and a devastating hurricane in 1818, Lafitte’s newest enterprise was doomed. Anxious to smooth relations with Spain, U.S. officials forced the evacuation of Campeche in 1820.

Lafitte departed in the vain hope that Simón Bolivar’s Colombia would provide letters of marque against the Spanish. Lafitte died aboard the ship General Santander in the Gulf of Honduras on February 5, 1823, from wounds suffered in a clash with British or Spanish assailants posing as merchantmen.

Jeffrey D. Bass
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Lafitte, Pierre

Birth Date: ca. 1770

Death Date: November 9, 1821

French-born New Orleans merchant who teamed with his half brother, Jean Lafitte, to create a major illicit trading network in defiance of British, Spanish, and American authorities. Pierre Lafitte also contributed to the aura of mystery, romance, and swashbuckling that has memorialized the family name. Born the eldest son of a middle-class merchant in Bages, France, sometime in 1770, Pierre Lafitte saw no future for himself in revolutionary France. He arrived in New Orleans no later than 1803, determined to take advantage of the vast commercial opportunities, legal and otherwise, in this bustling port.

The chaos of the Napoleonic Wars and the positioning of New Orleans astride the British and Spanish colonial empires and the young U.S. republic created ideal circumstances for someone with Lafitte’s business acumen and flair for intrigue. In 1809 he rejoined his half brother Jean, now a seasoned mariner-cum-pirate, to commence a partnership that would become the stuff of legend. Suffering a stroke the following year from which he would never fully recover, Pierre increasingly found himself in the shadow of his dashing brother.

With Jean Lafitte ensconced on Barataria Bay and Pierre serving as the middleman, the Lafitte brothers developed a thriving smuggling operation, primarily in slaves, that confounded officials of several nationalities and earned them folk hero status in Louisiana. Rejecting a British pardon proposed during the War of 1812 in exchange for collaborating in a forthcoming attack on New Orleans, Pierre and Jean Lafitte cast their lot with the United States. Their revelation of British plans initially backfired, for U.S. forces under Sailing Master Daniel T. Patterson seized the Barataria outpost in September 1814, with the brothers driven to flight. But in December 1814 Major General Andrew Jackson reached New Orleans to prepare a defense against a superior British force.

Appreciative of the resources, expertise, and standing among French Louisianans offered by an alliance with the Lafittes, Jackson decided to enlist the brothers’ help. Supplying men and munitions, Pierre and Jean Lafitte fought for the United States with the promise of clemency. Pierre actually surpassed his more famous brother in daring during the Battle of New Orleans (January 8, 1815). When one of Jackson’s positions faltered at a key juncture in the fighting, the general sent Pierre in command of a contingent that stabilized an otherwise disastrous situation. The Lafittes and their Baratarian comrades were lauded for their role in the victory and soon joined the ranks of respectability with a pardon from President James Madison.

Restless for adventure, however, the Lafittes left New Orleans for good in 1817 to maraud Spanish shipping. But their attempt to recreate the success of Barataria Bay at Campeche on Galveston Island, Texas, proved a failure by 1820. The brothers separated that same year, planning to reunite once Pierre had made necessary financial arrangements. It was not to be. Pierre Lafitte reportedly died of a mysterious fever in the village of Telyas on Mexico’s Yucatan Peninsula on November 9, 1821, while hiding from Spanish pursuers.

Jeffrey D. Bass
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Lake Borgne, Battle of

Event Date: December 14, 1814

To defend New Orleans against the British, U.S. Navy master commandant Daniel T. Patterson had six gunboats mounting 3 to 5 guns and carronades each, the sloop of war Louisiana (16 guns), and the schooners Carolina (15 guns), Sea Horse, and Alligator (1 gun each). More gunboats at New Orleans might have foiled the British attack altogether; as late as December 1811 there had been 26 there.

Certain that the British would attack New Orleans, Patterson declined Major General Andrew Jackson’s suggestion that he move his squadron to Mobile. Patterson positioned his gunboats to delay the British. Because all American ground forces were not yet in place, it was essential that the navy buy as much time as possible. Patterson kept his largest warships at New Orleans, where they could cooperate with the ground forces. His decisions would gain Jackson two valuable weeks.

There were a number of approaches to New Orleans. One was by land from Mobile, as Jackson anticipated. Those by water were via Barataria Bay to the west, the Mississippi River, and Lakes Borgne and Pontchartrain to the east. As Patterson predicted, British vice admiral Alexander Cochrane chose the Lake Borgne route. Its chief liability was its shallow water, for the British troops would have to be transported in small boats and barges.

To defend the Lake Borgne route, Patterson ordered five of his six gunboats there under command of Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones. In addition to No. 5, No. 23, No. 156, No. 162, and No. 163, Jones also had the Sea Horse and Alligator for detached service. In order to transport 7,000 men across Lake Borgne, through the Rigolets, and into Lake Pontchartrain, Cochrane would first have to defeat the American gunboats in his path.

During the period December 8–12, most of the British ships in the invasion force arrived in Mississippi Sound and concentrated near Cat Island. The British then transferred troops from the larger transports into lighter-draft vessels, and escorted by gun brigs, they entered Lake Borgne, where they discovered the American gunboats. But when the shallow-draft British brigs moved to attack, they ran aground.

Patterson had ordered Jones to delay the enemy as long as possible and then retreat to the Rigolets, where the fort at Petites Coquilles could support him. A stand at the Rigolets would also impose a longer advance on the British boats.

On the morning of December 13, Jones discovered a flotilla of British barges headed for him. As a result of westwardly winds over some days, the water in the lakes was low, and Jones ordered his men to lighten the gunboats by jettisoning anything nonessential. By 3:30 p.m. the tide had increased sufficiently to allow the gunboats to get under way for the Petites Coquilles. That same evening the Sea Horse beat back several British boat attacks before its captain was forced to destroy it.

The strong ebb tide and a lack of wind prevented Jones from reaching the Petites Coquilles. At 1:00 a.m. on December 14 he ordered the gunboats to anchor at the west end of the Malheureux Islands passage, there to give the British “as warm a reception as possible.” Jones arranged his small force in close line abreast athwart the channel, anchored at the stern with springs on their cables and boarding nets triced up.

The British boats appeared at daybreak on December 14. They were in three divisions under the overall command of Captain Nicholas Lockyer. The British soon captured the Alligator, which was southeast of the gunboats and trying to join them. At about 10:00 a.m. Lockyer ordered his flotilla to anchor just beyond the range of the American long guns. His men had rowed 36 miles and now received a much-needed rest and breakfast.

Jones gave his force as 182 men and 23 guns. He estimated British strength at 1,200 men in 45 boats: 40 launches and barges each with 1 carronade, 2 launches or barges with 1 long gun each, and 3 gigs with small arms only. The odds were not as overwhelming as they seemed. The American gunboats were larger and stationary, and 15 of their 23 guns were long guns able to engage at longer range than the 8 carronades.

At 10:30 a.m. the British weighed anchor, formed up in line abreast, and made for the American line. The British had to row against the strong three-knot current, which had worked against the Americans earlier and now also broke the American battle line. Gunboats No. 156 and No. 163 dragged their anchors and moved about 100 yards eastward in front of the others. This fragmenting of the battle line was very much to the British advantage.

The Americans opened fire from their long guns as soon as the British were within range, but with the boats being such small targets, little damage was done. At 10:50 a.m., the British opened fire along their entire line, and the action became general. During the course of the next two hours, the British used their superior numbers to take the gunboats by storm; the chief weapons on both sides were pistols, cutlasses, and boarding pikes.

The turning point in the battle was the British capture of No. 156 at about 12:10 p.m., during the course of which both Lockyer and Jones were wounded. The British then turned their guns against the other gunboats. The battle continued for another half hour. No. 163 was the next gunboat taken, followed by No. 162, No. 5, and finally No. 23.

Both sides exhibited tenacity and courage in the battle. The Americans lost 6 killed, 35 wounded, and 86 captured. In their official report of the action the British acknowledged 17 killed and 77 wounded, many mortally. Jones and his men had purchased a vital delay in the British Army descent on New Orleans, allowing Jackson more time to strengthen his defensive positions.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Lake Champlain, Battle of

Event Date: September 11, 1814

Key battle of the War of 1812. Unlike the waters of the Great Lakes, the contest for control of Lake Champlain did not involve critical engagements during the first two years of the war. Neither side had a squadron of much strength in 1812 on Lake Champlain, and as they developed their naval forces the next year, only a few exchanges took place: the American sloops Eagle and Growler were captured in the Richelieu River on June 3, the British raided several ports at the end of July, and both sides cruised briefly on the lake.

Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough commanded the American squadron from the autumn of 1812. During the early months of 1814 he was busy overseeing the construction at Vergennes, Vermont, of the U.S. ship Saratoga and six row galleys and the refitting of the partially finished merchantman that became the schooner Ticonderoga.

Commander Daniel Pring had commanded the Royal Navy force at Île aux Noix in the Richelieu River since June 1813. Pring had six gunboats and the two captured American sloops Eagle and Growler. Later that year he received permission from Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost to have a brig, the Linnet, built along with more gunboats.

In May 1814 Pring sailed down to Otter Creek, the outlet from Vergennes, to attack and delay Macdonough’s construction work, but his effort failed. After stopping briefly at several less important depots, Pring withdrew to the upper portion of the lake. He then obtained approval to build a frigate, the Confiance, at Île aux Noix and gave up command of the post to Captain Peter Fisher, whom British naval commander of the Great Lakes Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo sent to supersede him.

On May 26, 1814, Macdonough set out from Vergennes with the Saratoga, the Ticonderoga, three sloops, and the galleys. He appeared off the Richelieu River two weeks later, prompting Pring to withdraw all his vessels. The American squadron remained in the area, spending some of the time seeking to end the widespread smuggling of goods from American sources to the British. A new brig, the Eagle, was launched at Vergennes during the summer and joined Macdonough’s squadron at the end of August.
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Print depicting Commodore Thomas Macdonough’s victory on Lake Champlain on September 11, 1814. This battle was one of the most important U.S. naval victories of the war because it led to the withdrawal of the large British army that had invaded upper New York State from Canada. (Library of Congress)

Prevost’s operational goal of invading New York state led to the Battle of Lake Champlain. As he was organizing his land forces, he informed the navy about the role it was expected to play. Because of an interservice dispute, Yeo replaced Fisher with Captain George Downie, who arrived at Île aux Noix on September 1 and took command there two days later. The Confiance had now been launched but needed much more work, and all the British vessels required soldiers or militia to complete their crews.

Prevost began a slow movement south and repeatedly asked Downie for naval support. This prompted Downie to sail with the Confiance on September 8, struggling up the Richelieu to meet the rest of the squadron and sail south.

Macdonough and the American land force commander, Brigadier General Alexander Macomb, were well aware of Prevost’s intention and decided to make a stand against the British at Plattsburgh, New York. Macdonough anchored his squadron in a north-northeast line about a mile and a half offshore in the bay before the town. It consisted of the Eagle, Saratoga, and Ticonderoga and the sloop Preble, six galleys, and four gunboats, armed in all with 49 long guns, mainly 12-, 18-, and 24-pounders, and 39 carronades, the majority of which were 32-pounders. Most of Macdonough’s crews were experienced, although Macomb did supply him with some infantry to complete his crews, perhaps 886 men in all.

Downie’s squadron consisted of the Confiance, Linnet, Chub (originally the 1813 U.S. Navy sloop Eagle), and Finch (formerly the U.S. Navy sloop Growler) and 11 gunboats, mounting in all 57 long guns—mainly 24- and 18-pounders—and 33 carronades, most of them 18-pounders. The ships were crewed by about 800 officers and men. Only a portion of the crews were experienced naval men, and Downie had not had the opportunity to operate the squadron in any more basic maneuver than his trip up the lake.

Downie’s attack on the American squadron was supposed to be coordinated on the morning of September 11 with Prevost’s army moving against Plattsburgh, but this did not develop. The British squadron sailed south that morning and rounded Cumberland Head to steer into the bay, but this involved sailing into the wind against a force that was anchored and stable. Indeed, Macdonough had arranged his ships with springs on their cables so that they might be easily repositioned for more accurate fire.

Macdonough’s long guns opened up on the British at 8:00 a.m., and it took the British 40 minutes to maneuver into the positions Downie had planned. Downie was soon killed, and although his second-in-command managed to hammer the Saratoga with the heavy guns of the Confiance, the British flagship took heavy losses. Captain Pring in the Linnet joined the Chubb in attacking the Eagle and American gunboats, but the Chubb lost its cable, bowsprit, and main boom and drifted into the American lines, where it was  captured. The Linnet then drove off the American gunboats and began firing into the Saratoga, which had twice been set on fire by hot shot from the Confiance and had all its guns on the starboard side put out of action. Thanks to the springs on its cables set earlier, Macdonough was able to turn the ship and bring his entire port battery to bear on the Confiance, which soon lost more than half its crew and was forced to strike. The Saratoga was then sprung to bear on the Linnet while the Ticonderoga attacked and drove off the British galleys. Pring continued the fight in the hopes that some of the British galleys might escape but was then forced to surrender.
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The British lost 54 killed and 116 wounded, while the Americans suffered 52 dead and 58 wounded. All the British vessels except for the gunboats fell into the American hands. The most important effect of the battle, however, was that it caused Prevost to call off his land attack on Plattsburgh, even though he had a crushing numerical advantage there. Against the advice of his subordinates, Prevost ordered a withdrawal to Lower Canada.

The victory at Plattsburgh made Macdonough the latest American hero, joining the likes of Stephen Decatur Jr. and Oliver Hazard Perry. The defeat produced much criticism of Prevost, especially when Pring informed Yeo about the manner in which the governor in chief had improperly urged Downie to take action before the squadron was ready. This eventually led to a call for Prevost’s court-martial and his recall, along with Yeo, to England.

Both squadrons were badly damaged in the battle and, after being sailed to Whitehall, New York, never operated again on the lake.

Robert Malcomson
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Lake Erie, Battle of

Event Date: September 10, 1813

The U.S. Navy’s first squadron-to-squadron victory and a critical naval engagement on the Great Lakes. After the American surrender of Detroit on August 16, 1812, the U.S. Navy Department ordered the construction at Erie, Pennsylvania, of a squadron to counter British naval dominance of Lake Erie. Under Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry’s direction, the Americans built two brigs and four gunboats at Erie and added three armed merchant vessels, while at the same time the British could build only one large brig at Amherstburg, Upper Canada (present-day Ontario).
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Its sails holed by British shot, the U.S. Navy 20-gun brig Niagara engages ships of the British squadron on Lake Erie on September 10, 1813, giving the United States control of the lake. This mural is in Memorial Hall at the U.S. Naval Academy. (United States Naval Academy)

On Lake Erie, British Commander Robert H. Barclay commanded six Royal Navy ships with a total of 64 guns with a broadside firepower of 496 pounds and a total weight of metal of 905 pounds. The nine American vessels mounted 54 guns with a broadside capability of 936 pounds of shot and a total weight of metal of 1,536 pounds. The two identical American brigs—the Lawrence and Niagara of 20 guns each—were armed with short-range carronades. The other ships in Perry’s squadron were the brig Caledonia (3 guns), the schooner Somers (2 guns), the sloop Trippe (1 gun), and four gunboats: the Tigress, Porcupine, Scorpion, and Ariel (each mounting 1 to 4 guns). The two largest Royal Navy brigs—the Detroit (21 guns) and Queen Charlotte (17 guns)—were differently armed. The Detroit, Barclay’s flagship, mounted long guns, while the Queen Charlotte was fitted with carronades. This decidedly mixed armament seriously complicated Barclay’s tactical options. The other ships in the British squadron were the schooner Lady Prevost (13 guns), the brig General Hunter (10 guns), the sloop Little Belt (3 guns), and the schooner Chippewa (2 guns).

The resulting battle was a test of experience versus firepower. British officers had more combat experience than their American counterparts, none of whom had ever been in a squadron battle, and the British probably shipped more men. The Americans had more experienced sailors and more gunnery practice. Both sides augmented their crews with soldiers. Perry ordered his novice captains to engage their designated foe and to maintain their place in the line of battle.

On the morning of September 10, 1813, the Americans at Put-in-Bay on Ohio’s South Bass Island sighted Barclay’s squadron emerging from the Detroit River. Barclay kept his line close together, while Perry approached with his squadron strung out over a span of two miles. Instead of waiting for the trailing vessels to close up, Perry impetuously headed straight for the Detroit.

Instead of closing with the Queen Charlotte, however, Perry’s second-in-command, Master Commandant Jesse Duncan Elliott, kept the Niagara behind the Caledonia and did not engage the Queen Charlotte. That ship’s commander brought his brig forward to assist the Detroit in the attack on Perry’s Lawrence. In two hours of heavy fighting the Lawrence sustained 80 percent casualties and struck before Perry transferred his flag to the Niagara, ordered Elliott to bring up the trailing gunboats, and brought the Niagara through the British line, forcing all the ships in the British squadron to surrender one after another.

In the battle the Americans lost 27 killed and 96 wounded, the majority of them on the Lawrence, which had taken a terrible pounding. British personnel losses were 41 killed and 94 wounded, Barclay among the latter.

Battle of Lake Erie, September 10, 1813
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The Battle of Lake Erie marked a rare time in history when an entire British squadron surrendered. Perry’s ships then transported U.S. ground forces across Lake Erie, kept them supplied, and made possible the defeat of the British and their allied Indian forces there. The subsequent October 5, 1813, Battle of the Thames broke British power west of Niagara.

The Battle of Lake Erie left a lasting legacy in Americans’ memory of the War of 1812. First there is Perry’s after-action message “We have met the enemy and they are ours,” and second is Perry’s battle flag emblazoned with “Don’t Give Up the Ship,” the alleged dying words of Captain James Lawrence that have been enshrined at the U.S. Naval Academy. The controversy over why Elliott did not bring the Niagara forward earlier also engendered considerable debate among the naval officer corps that lasted until Elliott’s death in 1845.

David C. Skaggs
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Lake Erie Campaign

Start Date: 1812

End Date: 1813

The need to have a naval force on the Great Lakes capable of working in conjunction with forces on land became clear to President James Madison during the summer of 1812 when the U.S. attempt to invade Upper Canada across the Detroit River failed. By the end of August, Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton had ordered Commodore Isaac Chauncey to proceed to the lakes and develop squadrons of armed vessels on Lakes Ontario and Erie. Because of the lateness of the season and the difficulty in transportation, Chauncey was only able to establish an effective squadron at Sackets Harbor, with which he won temporary control of Lake Ontario in November.

The Canadian Provincial Marine operated three armed warships on Lake Erie and had also taken on some merchantmen for use, too, including the schooner Caledonia; the U.S. Army brig Adams, captured at Detroit and renamed the Detroit; and two American sloops and a schooner captured at Mackinac at the beginning of the war. These vessels gave the British the advantage of being able to maintain the supply lines between Fort Erie, Long Point, and Amherstburg and the upper Great Lakes.

The Americans achieved some progress before the end of 1812, as Lieutenant Jesse Duncan Elliott, the first naval officer to oversee the work in the dockyard at Black Rock, near the southern confluence of the lake and the Niagara River, had three merchantmen being altered for war duty. On October 9, with military assistance, he also managed to capture the Caledonia (and destroy the Adams/Detroit) from its anchorage at Fort Erie and add it to the Black Rock squadron.

Daniel Dobbins, an experienced mariner from the upper Great Lakes, met with Secretary Hamilton early in September and received approval and plans to begin building a schooner gunboat at Erie, Pennsylvania. Hamilton informed Chauncey about Dobbins, adding that “Of the two lakes, if either is to be considered as the greatest object, it is Erie.” Elliott opposed Dobbins’s work, and another lieutenant passed on little information from the commodore, but when Chauncey arrived at Erie with master shipwright Henry Eckford early in January 1813, Dobbins had begun work on four gunboats. Chauncey ordered two of them made larger and also ordered work to start at Erie on a brig, soon followed by a second brig. At Black Rock he pushed forward the outfitting of the converted merchantmen.

William Jones replaced Hamilton as secretary of the navy in January 1813, and Jones’s first correspondence with Chauncey emphasized the importance of securing control of the upper Great Lakes. This would support Major General William Henry Harrison’s recapture of Detroit, invasion of southwestern Upper Canada, and recapture of Mackinac Island, which would secure a financial hold on the fur trade as well as weaken British ties with the natives.

Chauncey had corresponded with Master Commandant Oliver Perry, whom he intended to send to Erie to supervise the work. Chauncey’s plans for the spring campaign on Lake Ontario included cooperation with Major General Henry Dearborn to capture York and the forts on the Niagara Peninsula. He then planned to blockade Kingston, after which he would head for Erie and take command of operations there. Campaign difficulties and the arrival of Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo with a strong Royal Navy detachment prevented Chauncey from leaving Lake Ontario, however, and Perry remained the senior commander at Erie.

Yeo focused most of his efforts on Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River, sending only Commander Robert Barclay and a couple dozen officers and men to Amherstburg to take over the squadron. Barclay took command and searched along the American shore to determine American intentions. Perry meanwhile was traveling between Pittsburgh and Erie, and he went to Black Rock early in June to organize the movement of the vessels there. Shielded by misty conditions, he sailed up to Erie and narrowly missed Barclay, whose small squadron was cruising in the vicinity.

[image: image]

Barclay’s request for military reinforcements required for a raid on Erie was refused, and he was only able to monitor the work there. Perry was vulnerable while moving his warships over the bar of Presque Isle Bay at the end of July, and Barclay has been criticized for not attacking him then, despite his relatively weak naval strength. Once armed and under sail, Perry’s squadron was stronger than that of Barclay, who returned to Amherstburg to await the fitting out of his new 20-gun ship Detroit. As with Yeo, Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost and Major General Francis Rottenburg, the commander in Upper Canada, kept the main strength of their resources on the Niagara Peninsula and eastward, leaving Barclay and Major General Henry Procter short of provisions, men, and arms. The decision made by the latter two commanders to face Perry and attempt to reopen the supply lines led to the loss of the full British squadron in the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813.

Perry’s squadron played an essential role in Harrison’s invasion of southwestern Upper Canada at Amherstburg and his defeat of Procter’s army at the Thames on October 5. The season was too late for an expedition to the upper Great Lakes, and Perry, who had experienced a conflict with Chauncey, received permission to leave the lakes. Elliott took over at Erie for part of the winter season, and the station devolved into disharmony among many of the officers.

In the spring of 1814 the Navy Department appointed Captain Arthur Sinclair to take command at Erie, but his key role for the navigation season was a campaign onto the upper Great Lakes. He did send a flotilla of schooners to Dover in May, where a controversy erupted because of some undisciplined behavior by the military. He also sent schooners to support Major General Jacob Brown’s army on the Niagara Peninsula, two of which, the Ohio and Somers, were captured by a detachment of Royal Navy seaman and Royal Marines on August 12.

The British moored their two new schooners at Chippawa Creek in the Niagara River and then at a nearby site built two new schooners during the following winter, the intention clearly being to reestablish a presence on Lake Erie. The war ended before that could occur, however. Warships of both nations cruised the upper Great Lakes on occasion until the conclusion of the Rush-Bagot Agreement in 1817.

Robert Malcomson
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Lake Michigan

One of the five Great Lakes and the only one that falls entirely within the borders of the United States. Lake Michigan is 307 miles long and averages 75 miles across; at its widest it is 117 miles across. In total the lake covers 22,400 square miles, making it the largest lake in the United States. The lake averages 280 feet in depth; at its greatest depth, it is 925 feet deep. Lake Michigan is bounded by Michigan’s Lower Peninsula to the east, Wisconsin and Illinois to the west, and Indiana to the south and joins Lake Huron at the Mackinac Strait in the north. Due to its size and location and because of its connection to the other Great Lakes and the St. Lawrence River, Lake Michigan has always been an important waterway for the transit of goods and people. Likewise, it has provided an abundance of food from the various fish and fowl indigenous to its waters.

Numerous rivers empty into Lake Michigan, adding to its significance as the center of an interior water transportation network. This served as the key factor in the lake’s strategic importance during the War of 1812. Lake Michigan lay at the center of numerous canoe routes utilized by Native Americans in the region. This in turn allowed the Indians, some of whom were allied with the British, to raid settlements throughout the Indiana and Illinois Territories. The most stunning example of this sort of warfare was the attack on and massacre near Fort Dearborn, located in present-day Chicago near the mouth of the Chicago River, on August 15, 1812, by a band of Winnebagos and Pottawatomis; 42 Americans died there.

While there were no major naval clashes on Lake Michigan, these threats near its shores were more than enough to prompt the political leadership in the region to take action. Ninian Edwards, governor of the Illinois Territory, sought to interdict the passage of Indians into the interior by constructing a series of forts. These installations were sited along the Rock, Wisconsin, and Illinois Rivers. In addition, Edwards wanted to supplement these fixed fortifications with boats. In the end, these defensive measures implemented along and near Lake Michigan helped prevent violence.

James McIntyre
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Lake Ontario Campaigns

Start Date: 1812

End Date: 1814

President James Madison’s government realized during the summer of 1812 that its strategy of invading Upper and Lower Canada depended on a naval force on the Great Lakes working in conjunction with its military forces. After Brigadier General William Hull’s failure to seize southwestern Upper Canada and his loss of Detroit on August 14, 1812, Madison and his cabinet decided to construct squadrons on the lakes that could challenge the squadrons of the British Provincial Marine. At the end of August, Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton ordered Commodore Isaac Chauncey to proceed to the lakes with seamen, shipwrights, and matériel.

From its base at Kingston on Lake Ontario, the Provincial Marine operated two ships, the Royal George, mounting 20 carronades, and the Moira (14 guns), and two schooners, the Prince Regent (renamed Lord Beresford in 1813, of 12 guns) and the Duke of Gloucester (6 guns). In addition, a number of merchantmen were providing military support, including the Governor Simcoe. Commanded by officers with very little, if any, war experience and being shorthanded and not fully armed, the squadron’s main role was to transport men and matériel. Its ineffective attack at Sackets Harbor on July 19, 1812, achieved nothing, and two of the vessels failed to stop the American armed schooner Julia as it approached Ogdensburg on July 31 to protect merchantmen there.

Lieutenant Melancthon Woolsey had established the American naval base at Sackets Harbor through 1810 with the newly launched brig Oneida (16 guns) and had identified private schooners that could be refitted for war duty. Chauncey arrived at Sackets Harbor in the first week of October and within four weeks sailed with the Oneida and six converted schooners for a cruise along the Canadian shore. He succeeded in chasing the Royal George into Kingston, following this with a brief attack on November 10 and later causing the Earl of Moira and Simcoe to flee into port as well; two other merchantmen were captured.

Chauncey’s success gave him temporary control of Lake Ontario. The British had intended to send its squadron to York for the winter, which they considered was safer and where they intended to develop the main dockyard, but the American squadron forced the Canadian Provincial Marine off the lake. Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost, advised by his senior officers, requested a Royal Navy detachment to be sent inland and ordered a new ship like the Royal George built at Kingston and a small frigate at York (a third vessel was to be built at Amherstburg). It soon became apparent that having two Lake Ontario dockyards was a bad idea because this stressed already-strained resources.

Late in November the U.S. ship Madison was launched at Sackets Harbor, and during the winter the schooner Lady of the Lake was built there, soon to be followed by work on the larger ship, the General Pike. At Kingston, HMS Wolfe (22 guns) was launched at the end of April, followed soon after by a new brig, the Lord Melville (12 guns). The Simcoe, soon renamed the Sir Sidney Smith and later the Magnet, received 12 guns.

The American government’s strategy to capture Upper Canada and continue into Lower Canada was the center of the discussions between Chauncey and Major General Henry Dearborn as they planned operations for the spring of 1813. Kingston was their original target, but rumors of its strong defense and two new ships being built at York prompted the commodore to suggest taking York first, attacking and capturing Forts George and Erie on the Niagara Peninsula and then moving on to Kingston. Madison’s cabinet approved the scheme, which resulted in the attacks on York on April 27, 1813, and then on Fort George on May 27, the first ever combined amphibious operations by the U.S. Navy and the U.S. Army. Although both events were British defeats, they caused severe American casualties and disappointments.

Early in May 1813 Commodore Sir James Yeo arrived at Quebec with 465 officers and men of the Royal Navy and, after quickly altering the squadron at Kingston, carried a military detachment to attack Sackets Harbor on May 29. The Americans successfully defended that post, but when Chauncey returned to see how close his dockyard and the new ship came to being destroyed, he kept his squadron at Sackets Harbor through most of June and July. This gave Yeo control of Lake Ontario, enabling him to harass the New York shoreline and support the British army that had managed to maintain its position in June and began putting pressure on the American army at Fort George.

With the military campaign in a stalemate, the two commodores attempted to engage each other during August and September, intending to fight a decisive battle. Their first encounters showed that the British squadron had superior sailing qualities but too few heavy long guns to effectively combat the American heavy guns. Chauncey lost four schooners in August. The Hamilton and Scourge succumbed to a sudden storm on August 8, and the Julia and Growler were captured by Yeo two days later. The British were caught in a lull off the Genesee River on September 11, but Chauncey could not get close enough to destroy any of the British ships before they escaped as the wind rose. On September 28, the commodores met south of York for the event known as the Burlington Races, which also produced no decisive effect. Nearly two weeks later, however, Chauncey did capture a convoy of six merchantmen carrying military reinforcements and supplies, which Yeo was supposed to have protected; this raised Prevost’s ire.

Chauncey’s squadron subsequently covered the advance of Major General James Wilkinson’s army on its trek from Fort George to Sackets Harbor and then on its expedition down the St. Lawrence River. Wilkinson intended to attack Montreal with Chauncey’s full help, but he did not proceed far down the river, fearing that he would be trapped. Yeo sent a portion of his men and smaller vessels along with the army, and they helped lead to the defeat of Wilkinson’s force at the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11.

Both naval forces received reinforcements during the summer of 1813, and the British began building the frigates Prince Regent (58 guns) and Princess Charlotte (40 guns) at Kingston during the autumn. Support for the bases at Kingston and Sackets Harbor increased during the winter as Chauncey’s shipwrights began building the identical 22-gun brigs Jefferson and Jones. Yeo’s people began work on a first-rate ship of the line, the St. Lawrence (planned for 104 guns), which helped convince the Americans to build the Superior (58 guns) and Mohawk (42 guns).

Yeo’s frigates were launched first, and his squadron landed a military force at Oswego for the attack there during May 5–6, 1814, and then blockaded Sackets Harbor. He lost nearly 200 officers and men, however, when they were trapped in an ambush on Sandy Creek on May 30. After that he withdrew to Kingston to await the launch of the St. Lawrence. Four of the smaller British ships sailed to Niagara to work with the army there.

The American strategy for 1814 was not decided until the first week of June, which led to a dispute between Major General Jacob Brown and Chauncey. Brown gained the impression that Chauncey would sail with his squadron to supply him with heavy siege guns for an attack on Fort George (which the British had recaptured) and provide him support on the north side of the Niagara Peninsula after he invaded its south side at Fort Erie. Chauncey waited until his new ships were ready but then fell ill. He did not appear of Niagara until early August; there were numerous bitter exchanges between Brown and Chauncey because the U.S. land force had fallen back to Fort Erie, where it remained for the rest of the campaign season.

Chauncey cruised off Kingston, watching the construction of the St. Lawrence and offering, but without success, to battle Yeo with an identical show of force. After the latter ship was launched in September, Chauncey returned to Sackets Harbor, expecting an attack, but it did not come. Yeo sailed to Niagara twice with his squadron in October and November, delivering some reinforcements and supplies and transporting worn-out regiments away from the war zone. Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond and Prevost were both dissatisfied with his long-delayed and mediocre support.

No decisive battle was fought on Lake Ontario, but the opponent whose squadron had the upper hand also experienced military success to some extent. Had an American victory, for instance, occurred just as it did on Lakes Erie or Champlain, the American army might have captured Upper Canada and moved more effectively into the lower province. Although neither commodore won a startling victory, they clearly demonstrated the importance of defending a shore and taking advantage of temporary strength to take aggressive actions that supported the land forces.

Robert Malcomson
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Lambert, Henry

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: January 4, 1813

Royal Navy officer. Henry Lambert first appears on the record as entering the Royal Navy in 1795 on board the 74-gun ship of the line Cumberland. He was present during the indecisive fleet action with the French off Toulon in July of that year. He then served on a series of ships on the East India Station, gained his lieutenancy in 1801, and was advanced to commander in 1803. His frigate, the 21-gun Wilhelmina, fought and evaded a more heavily armed French privateer in April 1804 in a bloody battle that prompted Lambert’s commanding admiral to promote him to post captain. This was confirmed in April 1805, but two months before the promotion became effective (while Lambert was commanding the 42-gun frigate San Fiorenzo), he fought the same privateer again and captured it after another sharp action.

Lambert returned to England in 1806 and two years later was appointed to the frigate Iphigenia, where Lieutenant Henry Ducie Chads joined him. The ship sailed first to Quebec and then to the Cape of Good Hope, followed by a voyage to Bombay (for the repair of storm damage) and back to the Cape. In 1810 the Iphigenia was one of the British ships blockading the French ports on the islands in the Republic of Mauritius, 560 miles east of Madagascar, and took part in the offensive against the French. In one disastrous attack, the three other frigates with the Iphigenia were captured or burned after a desperate fight, which won Lambert later praise, although he was forced to surrender his ship when finally faced by overwhelming odds. Months later when the British took Mauritius, the Iphigenia was retaken, and Lambert and the others were freed. A court-martial exonerated Lambert for surrendering his ship.

In August 1812 Lambert was assigned command of the frigate Java, with Chads as his first lieutenant. Lambert’s first mission was to transport diplomats to India and escort a pair of East Indiamen. While on this voyage, the Java encountered the U.S. frigate Constitution, under Captain William Bainbridge, off Brazil on December 29, 1812. Lambert expertly engaged his appointment, but midway through the action he was hit in the chest by a musket ball, and Chads assumed command. The American were victorious, and the Java was scuttled afterward. Lambert lingered until the Constitution stopped at San Salvador to disembark its prisoners, where he died on January 4, 1813. It is said that his funeral, conducted with full honors, was not attended by Bainbridge and his officers.

Robert Malcomson
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Lambert, Sir John

Birth Date: April 28, 1772

Death Date: September 14, 1847

British Army officer. Born on April 28, 1772, in England, John Lambert was commissioned an ensign in the 1st Foot Guards in 1791. He was appointed captain in 1793 and that same year served in the campaign in Flanders. Lambert served in the 1794 campaign and was with his regiment in the uprising in Ireland in 1798. After serving in the expedition to the Netherlands in 1799, he was promoted to lieutenant colonel in May 1801. In 1808 he fought in the Peninsular War, and the following year he commanded the light companies of guards in the ill-fated Walcheren expedition. Promoted to colonel in 1810, Lambert took a battalion to Cádiz, Spain, in May 1811. In October 1812 Lambert joined the main British army at Salamanca. He was promoted to major general in June 1813 and took command of a brigade in the 6th Division. As a brigade commander, Lambert then fought in southern France.

At the conclusion of the war in Europe, Lambert was sent to North America to serve in the British expedition against New Orleans under Sir Edward Pakenham. Lambert arrived off New Orleans in early January 1815 with additional reinforcements consisting of two regiments, the 7th (Fusiliers) and 43rd Light Infantry. On January 8, 1815, the British suffered heavy losses in a disastrous attack on the American positions at New Orleans. During the battle Lambert commanded the reserves a mile to the rear that consisted of the 1st Brigade and the dismounted light dragoons. Ordered by Pakenham to join the attack, Lambert brought the reserves forward but refused to throw the remaining fit British troops into the failed assault. He instead took a defensive position to repel a possible American counterattack and rallied the 2nd Brigade. During the engagement Pakenham was killed and two other senior generals were wounded.

Command now fell to Lambert. Although the British had made some progress on the west bank of the Mississippi, Lambert chose not to renew the attack but instead to withdraw the troops who had been sent across the river. He retreated on January 18 and reembarked his army on January 27. After regrouping his army, Lambert attacked Fort Bowyer on Mobile Bay. Following a short siege, the fort surrendered on February 12, 1815. It was the last land action of the war.

Lambert returned to Europe in time to join the Duke of Wellington’s army for the final defeat of Napoleon. At the Battle of Waterloo, Lambert commanded the 10th Brigade, which suffered heavy losses at La Haye-Sainte. He then commanded the 8th Infantry Brigade in the army of occupation in France. He was promoted to lieutenant general in 1825 and general in 1841. Lambert died at Thames Ditton, Surrey, on September 14, 1847.

Bradley P. Tolppanen
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Lawrence, James

Birth Date: October 1, 1781

Death Date: June 4, 1813

U.S. Navy officer. James Lawrence was born in Burlington, New Jersey, on October 1, 1781. He entered the U.S. Navy as a midshipman on September 4, 1798, and served on several frigates during the Quasi-War with France, remaining in the navy afterward. Promoted to lieutenant on April 6, 1802, Lawrence was assigned to the schooner Enterprise in 1803. The ship soon sailed for the Mediterranean as part of the U.S. squadron engaged in the Tripolitan War (1801–1805). Lawrence was second-in-command to Lieutenant Stephen Decatur during the American raid in Tripoli Harbor to destroy the frigate Philadelphia, which had been captured by the Tripolitans.

Lawrence continued to rise through the ranks. On November 3, 1810, he was promoted to master commandant (commander) and received his first independent command, the 18-gun sloop Hornet. When war was declared against Great Britain in June 1812, the Hornet was assigned to Commodore John Rodgers’s squadron. During the squadron’s two-month cruise, the Hornet took three prizes.

The Hornet later sailed in company with the frigate Constitution. Lawrence then parted company off the coast of Brazil to cruise on his own. He blockaded the British sloop Bonne Citoyenne at Bahia (Brazil), but its captain refused to do battle. Early in February 1813 Lawrence captured the British brig Resolution carrying $23,000 in specie. On February 24 the Hornet battled the 18-gun sloop Peacock, badly damaging the British ship, which then sank despite Lawrence’s efforts to keep it afloat.

In recognition of his service, Lawrence was promoted to captain on March 4, 1813, and given command of the frigate Chesapeake of 38 guns, then refitting at Boston. He took up his new position in May. The Chesapeake had a reputation as a hard-luck, unhappy ship. Indeed, on June 22, 1807, the British ship Leopard had stopped and then fired on the Chesapeake off the Virginia Capes as it began a voyage to the Mediterranean, forcing American commodore James Barron to strike his colors. War nearly erupted over the humiliation.
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Master Commandant James Lawrence achieved fame as commander of the U.S. Navy sloop Hornet when it sank the British Navy sloop Peacock in February 1813. As captain of the frigate Chesapeake with a new and untrained crew, he unwisely chose to engage the British frigate Shannon on June 1, 1813. Lawrence was mortally wounded in this British victory but became famous for his cry “Don’t give up the ship!” (Library of Congress)

When Lawrence reached Boston, he found that the Chesapeake’s crew was in a mutinous state over dissatisfaction concerning pay and prize money. Most men refused to reenlist for another cruise, and Lawrence was forced to recruit a new crew of uncertain quality. All except one of his officers, the third lieutenant, were new to the ship. Although Lawrence trained his crew as much as possible, he was unable to exercise the crew at sea because of the presence of blockading British ships.

Lawrence’s orders were to try to get to sea, sail to the Gulf of St. Lawrence, and intercept British supply ships bound for Canada. Lawrence instead accepted a challenge from Captain Philip Vere Broke of the British frigate Shannon, one of the British blockaders off Boston, to a two-ship combat. The Shannon, rated at 38 guns, was of equal size and armament to the American frigate but probably had the best-trained gunnery crew in the Royal Navy. Broke had commanded the ship for six years and had stressed gunnery practice, especially concentrated fire.

Lawrence sailed out of Boston Harbor on June 1, 1813. For whatever reason (his supporters said it was because he wanted a fair fight), Lawrence eschewed an opportunity to rake his opponent and opted for an artillery duel that he could not win. The battle lasted only 15 minutes but was the bloodiest frigate engagement of the war. Nearly half of the Chesapeake’s crew and a quarter of that of the Shannon were casualties in what ended in a British victory. Lawrence was mortally wounded in the fight. His courage in the battle and the words he uttered as he was carried below—“Don’t give up the ship. Fight her ‘til she sinks.”—made him an American hero. Lawrence died of his wounds on June 4, 1813, while the Chesapeake was being taken to Halifax, Nova Scotia, by its captors.

In honor of Lawrence, a group of patriotic American women stitched a flag with the words “Don’t Give Up The Ship” and presented it to Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry, commander of the American squadron on Lake Erie and captain of the brig Lawrence, named for the fallen hero. The flag flew from the Lawrence during the pivotal Battle of Lake Erie, an American victory, on September 13. Five U.S. Navy ships have since borne the name Lawrence in his honor.

Tim J. Watts and Spencer C. Tucker
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Lawrence, William

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: 1841

U.S. Army officer and commander of American defenses at Mobile, Alabama, during September 1814–February 1815. The circumstances of William Lawrence’s birth and early years are obscure, although it is fairly certain that he was born in Maryland. He obtained an army commission in 1801 as a second lieutenant and had attained the rank of captain by 1812. In April 1814 he was promoted to major.

Convinced that Mobile would be the focus of British Gulf Coast operations, in August 1814 Major General Andrew Jackson charged Lawrence and the approximately 130 men of the 2nd U.S. Infantry with fortifying and defending Fort Bowyer, situated at the end of a very long and narrow sand spit jutting out for several miles into the entrance to Mobile Bay. Upon his arrival in early September, Lawrence found the fort to be little more than an inconsequential redoubt, without casemates or adequate cover for gun crews, and surrounded by high sand dunes. Furthermore, only 11 of the fort’s 20 artillery pieces were serviceable. He immediately began to improve the structure and its environs.

On September 12, 1814, approximately 130 British marines and some 180 allied Native Americans landed on Mobile Point, nine miles east of Fort Bowyer. They reached Fort Bowyer three days later. The British hoped that a successful attack upon Mobile’s weak defenses would rally the area’s Indians to their cause and provide a base for attacks on Pensacola and New Orleans. Although he had only begun work to improve the fortifications, Lawrence expertly organized the fort’s defense and thwarted the Royal Navy’s attempts to support the amphibious assault. The British had dispatched four warships to the area. In the process, the American regulars repulsed a small ground attack and crippled the 20-gun British flagship Hermes, forcing the scuttling of that ship on September 15. The British then sailed away. This victory against overwhelming odds and a numerically superior force earned Lawrence a brevet to lieutenant colonel, and the morale boost provided by Lawrence’s success provided Jackson an opportunity to recruit more men into his ranks for subsequent operations at Pensacola and New Orleans. Meanwhile, the chastened British lost considerable support among their Native American allies and were compelled to attack New Orleans without first securing a base of operations along the Gulf Coast.

Following their defeat at New Orleans on January 8, 1815, the British again attacked Fort Bowyer in hopes of rekindling their Indian alliances and resuming operations against New Orleans. They landed nearly 1,400 men and supporting heavy artillery three miles east of Fort Bowyer on February 8, 1815, and began to bombard the fort’s vulnerable landward side on February 11. Lawrence and his reinforced garrison of 370 men tenaciously held out for five days before surrendering. The following day news concerning the Treaty of Ghent arrived, and the British withdrew. By preventing British operations against Mobile, Lawrence’s defense of Fort Bowyer dramatically altered the strategic situation along the Gulf Coast and contributed to the Americans’ success there.

Lawrence, wounded in the February siege, came under significant criticism for his failure to hold Fort Bowyer, rather unfairly given the disparity of forces, but he was cleared by a subsequent court of inquiry. He remained in the army after the war and was promoted to lieutenant colonel in 1818 and to colonel in 1828. He retired in 1831 and died in 1841.

Derek W. Frisby
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Leander, HMS, and Squadron vs. USS Levant

Event Date: March 20, 1815

On March 11, 1815, Captain Sir George Collier’s British squadron of the frigates Leander (flagship), Newcastle, and Acosta approached the Portuguese island of Porto Praya off the coast of present-day Senegal and there discovered Captain Charles Stewart and the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution and its two recent prizes, the corvette Cyane and the ship sloop Levant, which he had taken on February 20 about 180 miles east northeast of Madeira. Stewart and the three ships had arrived only the day before.

The Leander was designed and built in 1813 to challenge the heavy American frigates such as the Constitution. Weighing 1,556 tons, the Leander’s large dimensions of 174 feet on its main deck, nearly 45 feet in beam, and a depth of 14 feet four inches allowed it to carry up to 30 24-pounder long guns on its main gun deck, 2 more at both bow and stern, and 28 42-pounder carronades on the upper gun deck. It had a crew of approximately 450 officers and men. With the Leander was the Newcastle, built recently the same way, and the 40-gun rated older frigate Acasta. The three British ships had blockaded the Constitution at Boston, and Collier had been searching for it ever since its escape from that place the previous December.

The weather was foggy, and the British ships were not detected until they were heading into the bay just after noon on March 11. Stewart immediately ordered cables cut and the Constitution and its two prizes to sea. Within four minutes the Constitution (31 24-pounder long guns and 20 32-pounder carronades) was under way, soon followed by the Cyane (really a small frigate mounting 22 32-pounder carronades on its main deck and 2 long 9-pounders and 10 18-pounder carronades on its spar deck) and the Levant (1 18-pounder and 18 32-pounder carronades). Collier assumed that he was chasing three American frigates. Although the Acasta was gaining on its prey, Collier recalled it and the Newcastle, ordering all three of his warships to concentrate on the Levant. Stewart had ordered the latter repainted to give the impression of heavy gun batteries, and Collier assumed that it was one of the heavy American frigates, such as the Constitution or President. The Levant’s captain, Lieutenant Henry E. Ballard, made course for Porto Praya, hoping to find refuge in what was after all a neutral port. The three British ships continued their chase into the anchorage, however, firing at the Levant until its weakness showed. After an exchange of fire lasting 15 minutes, Ballard surrendered. Although this engagement occurred a month after the American government’s approval of the Treaty of Ghent, the British gain of this capture still fell within allowance time.

When Collier realized that he and his three powerful ships had failed to take full advantage of the situation to capture only the weakest American vessel, he set out in the Leander to seek and attack the Constitution. He failed in this object. The Cyane meanwhile had hid for a time in a fog bank and then set course for New York, where it arrived on April 10 and was taken into the U.S. Navy as a ship sloop.

Collier’s actions were subsequently challenged publicly. Historian William James in his book Naval Occurrences of the War of 1812 (1817) openly criticized Collier. These attacks were undoubtedly a factor in Collier’s suicide in March 1824.

Robert Malcomson
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Leander, HMS, Capture of USS Rattlesnake

Event Date: June 22, 1814

The British frigate Leander, built in 1813, was designed to meet the challenge posed by U.S. Navy heavy frigates such as the Constitution. Of about 1,556 tons, it was 174 feet long on the main deck (145 feet between perpendiculars) and nearly 45 feet in beam with a depth of about 14 feet 4 inches. Although accounts vary, it appears to have carried 30 24-pounder long guns and 20 32-pounder carronades and was manned by about 450 officers and men.

Information on the Rattlesnake is less certain. It appears to have been originally named the Rambler; was built in Medford, Massachusetts; and was a bit less than 300 tons. It was acquired by the U.S. Navy in 1813. Armed with between 14 and 16 guns and with a crew of approximately 131 officers and men, it was early named the Rattlesnake and rigged as a brig. Lieutenant James Renshaw had command. The brig spent part of its initial cruising time in early 1814 with the similarly adapted brig Enterprise and then sailed by itself and captured at least eight merchant vessels. Most of this work occurred north of the equator in the eastern portion of the Atlantic. On May 31 a British frigate nearly caught the Rattlesnake, but Renshaw and his crew threw overboard all kinds of equipment, keeping only two long 9-pounders, and escaped. Renshaw then captured two more British merchantmen before heading home.

The Leander, captained by Sir George Collier, sailed with British ships that joined the squadron in North America in the spring of 1814. While near Sable Island about 200 miles east of Halifax, Nova Scotia, early on June 22 its crew spotted the Rattlesnake. The Americans attempted to escape the large British frigate during the day, but by 8:00 p.m. Collier had closed. When he ordered a shot fired, Renshaw surrendered. Neither side reported any losses. At Halifax the Royal Navy purchased the Rattlesnake into its service, but its ultimate actual role is uncertain.

Robert Malcomson
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Leavenworth, Henry

Birth Date: December 10, 1783

Death Date: July 21, 1834

U.S. Army officer. Henry Leavenworth was born in New Haven, Connecticut, on December 10, 1783, but he moved to Delhi, New York, where he eventually practiced law. He was commissioned a captain in the 13th U.S. Infantry on April 25, 1812, and was subsequently promoted to major in the 9th U.S. Infantry on August 15, 1813. Leavenworth fought in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813.

Leavenworth remained with his men in winter quarters at French Mills in northern New York during the brutal winter of 1813–1814. Many officers were granted leave, but Leavenworth endured the cold with his men. In the spring Leavenworth took command of the 9th U.S. Infantry. Under Brigadier General Winfield Scott’s guidance, Leavenworth and his officers turned the 9th into a formidable military unit, as was seen in the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, when U.S. regulars defeated an equal-sized force of British veterans. Leavenworth’s men suffered a 21 percent casualty rate in the fighting. For his leadership in the battle, Leavenworth was brevetted lieutenant colonel.

Scott next threw his brigade into combat on July 25 at Lundy’s Lane near Niagara Falls. This time the British outnumbered the Americans and were situated on the high ground. Leavenworth led his men in a protracted exchange of musketry that went on until after nightfall. Scott, occupied in planning an attack and reconnoitering enemy lines, designated Leavenworth the de facto brigade commander. As the fighting continued long into the night, Scott ordered two attacks, and Leavenworth twice led the remains of his greatly reduced brigade toward the enemy. Heavy British fire turned back both assaults. Of the 150 men of the 9th U.S. Infantry, all but 22 were killed or wounded, Leavenworth among the latter. For his role in the battle, he was again awarded a brevet promotion, this time to colonel.

After the war Leavenworth was elected to the New York State Assembly. Offered a position in the peacetime army, however, he decided to continue his military career. On February 10, 1818, Leavenworth was promoted to lieutenant colonel.
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U.S. Army officer Henry Leavenworth distinguished himself in the July 1814 battles of Chippawa and Lundy’s Lane, for which he was breveted lieutenant colonel and colonel. After the war, he became a noted officer on the Western frontier. (Frontier Army Museum, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas)

In 1819 Leavenworth and his men founded Fort Snelling at the confluence of the Mississippi and Minnesota Rivers. Leavenworth led American forces in the Arikara War of 1823, and his diplomatic efforts, supported by military action, resulted in a treaty with the tribe.

On July 25, 1824, the 10th anniversary of the Lundy’s Lane battle, Leavenworth received a brevet promotion to brigadier general. The following year on December 16, 1825, he was promoted to colonel of the 3rd U.S. Infantry. In 1827 Leavenworth founded the post on the Missouri River that would soon bear his name, Fort Leavenworth, in present-day Kansas. Leavenworth kept the peace between Native Americans and whites and frequently between the tribesmen themselves. While leading some 400 dragoons in Indian Territory, Leavenworth was thrown from his horse and developed a fever. He died on July 21, 1834, at Cross Timbers (in present-day Oklahoma).

Richard V. Barbuto
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Lee, Henry

Birth Date: January 29, 1756

Death Date: March 25, 1818

Revolutionary War hero and Federalist politician. Henry Lee was born on January 29, 1756, near Dumfries, Virginia, into the prominent and wealthy Lee family of Virginia. He attended the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) for three years but never completed a degree due to the outbreak of the American Revolution. Commissioned a captain in the Continental Army in June 1776, he joined a cavalry unit and soon earned accolades for his intrepid horsemanship. Promoted to major in 1778, he was given command of two troops of cavalry, soon earning the sobriquet “Light-Horse Harry.”

In August 1779 Lee led an attack against a numerically superior British garrison at Paulus Hook, New Jersey, resulting in a thorough rout of the British. His men suffered just 5 casualties while capturing 158 British soldiers. Congress presented him with a gold medal for his bravery.

In February 1780 Lee was sent to the southern theater, where he remained for the rest of the war. In November 1780 he was promoted to lieutenant colonel and two months later joined Major General Nathanael Greene’s army in South Carolina. There Lee distinguished himself during a half dozen hard-fought battles while working in conjunction with noted partisan Francis Marion. Greene later praised Lee’s exploits, claiming that he, more than any other officer, was responsible for the success of the 1781 campaign in the South. In the autumn of 1781 Lee went on furlough, returning to Virginia. In February 1782 he resigned his commission and settled down at Stratford Hall (Virginia).

During 1786–1788 Lee served in the Continental Congress and championed the Constitution of 1787. From 1789 to 1791 he served in the Virginia state assembly, and from 1791 to 1794 he was governor of Virginia. Elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Federalist in 1798, Lee served one term (1799–1801). Meanwhile, in 1794 President George Washington named Lee commander of a militia force called out to quell the Whiskey Rebellion. Lee performed brilliantly and quickly suppressed the insurrectionists. In 1798 during the Quasi-War with France, Lee was commissioned a major general in the U.S. Army, but he saw no action.

Lee was far less successful in his personal business pursuits, however, accumulating staggering debts by the early 1800s. Declaring bankruptcy in 1809, Lee spent almost a year in a debtor’s prison. He went on to write his memoirs, published in 1812, to earn money, but he was forced to relinquish his family’s Stratford Hall plantation in 1810. When the War of 1812 began, Lee implored President James Madison to grant him a major general’s commission, but the president demurred.

In July 1812 Lee, along with other Federalists, traveled to Baltimore to support Alexander Contee Hanson and his Federalist newspaper, the Federal Republican, which had been highly critical of the Madison administration and the War of 1812. A month before, an angry mob had destroyed the publisher’s offices. On July 28 Hanson’s new office was again attacked, and Lee and other Federalists were badly injured. Lee was finally taken to a local jail, where it was assumed that he would be secure. However, on July 29 the jailhouse came under attack, and Lee was again beaten brutally. He never fully recovered from the attack. Quite dispirited, he moved to the West Indies in 1813. On March 25, 1818, while on his way back to Virginia, he fell ill and died at Dungeness, Georgia. Henry Lee’s son, Robert E. Lee, went on to military glory as the Confederacy’s most important and celebrated general.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Legacy of the War of 1812

The War of 1812 may have ended in military stalemate, but it had far-reaching ramifications for the participants. The chief causes of the war—impressment and the Orders in Council—were resolved not as a consequence of the war but rather as a result of the defeat of France. Britain no longer needed the larger number of sailors or the restraints on trade with France.

Although it had lasted two and half years, the war was relatively inexpensive in terms of blood and treasure, especially when compared to concurrent events in Europe. Only some 2,060 American soldiers and sailors were killed in action; probably another 4,500 were wounded. As in the other wars of this era, many more—some 17,000—died of sickness and disease. British Empire losses were some 1,660 killed and 3,700 wounded. At least 3,300 died of disease. The estimated cost to the United States was some $104 million. The war cost the British far more, but much of this was part of the overall expense of the Napoleonic Wars.

Virtually no territory changed hands as a consequence of the war. Although some minor adjustments occurred along the New England frontier with Canada as a result of treaty in 1818, the sole territorial gain for the United States in the war—Mobile—came at the expense of Spain.

The war ensured the continued existence of the United States. Indeed, the war is sometimes referred to as the Second American Revolution. The conflict led to increased respect for the United States on the part of the rest of the world, including the British. Wars generally heighten patriotism, and the War of 1812 was no exception. It helped bring the country together. Widespread opposition to the conflict in New England had largely dissipated by the conflict’s end, and there was a sense of pride and permanence to the new nation that had previously been lacking. Heightened American nationalism also led to the proclamation of the Monroe Doctrine eight years later (although, perhaps ironically, this was done with the full support of Britain, and enforcement was only possible thanks to the Royal Navy). The war also revealed Spain’s great weakness and helped bring the sale of Florida by that country to the United States in 1819.

Although the United States suffered numerous defeats on land, especially in the early fighting, the navy had done exceptionally well in two-ship engagements, only to have its ships confined to port by sheer British numbers. The triumph of American warships in these early fights, however, astonished the British and much of the world, and the U.S. Navy’s glorious victory in the short Algerine War of early 1815 added further laurels to the nascent navy and helped ensure its growth in the postwar period. In 1815 it commissioned its first ships of the line, and a major building program, the Gradual Increase Act, was begun after the war.

The U.S. Army was also not permitted to shrink back to prewar strength of 7,000 men. With a strength of some 38,500 men at the end of the conflict it was fixed at 10,000 men, but this was still four times its size in 1807 at the time of the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair. Unfortunately, the myth of the citizen-soldier rushing to the colors without training being sufficient to defeat trained professionals survived the war, in large part thanks to the legend that the Battle of New Orleans had been decided by backwoodsmen instead of artillery and prepared defenses. Yet, many of the serious military shortcomings were addressed in the reforms of John C. Calhoun when he became secretary of war in 1817. The era after 1815 was marked by a new drive for professionalism, fueled by the U.S. Military Academy, West Point.

The big losers in the war were Native Americans. The Creek War ended in the cession of vast amounts of Creek ancestral lands, and unlike the period after the Revolutionary War, the British offered no succor or aid to the Indians of the Old Northwest. The tribes were left entirely on their own to deal with the United States.

At the same time, Canada remained part of the British Empire. Annexing Canada to the United States had been a major goal of the American War Hawks and one of the principal causes of the war. There was never again strong sentiment in America for wresting Canada from the British Empire, while at the same time the war really created Canadian nationalism, which would itself lead to the Dominion of Canada. Canadian historian Pierre Berton has pointed out that one-third of the population in Canada in 1812 was recently arrived Americans. He postulates that without the war, Americans would have continued to settle there and that Canada would simply have been absorbed into the United States through osmosis.

The war also increased the powers of the federal government in the United States. The Jeffersonians reversed their opposition to central finance and chartered the Second Bank of the United States. Furthermore, domestic manufacturing received a strong stimulus, first from the embargo and then during the war with the cutoff in British goods. Britain was then leading the Industrial Revolution, but the resistance to cheap British-manufactured goods in America greatly increased the building of factories and the spread of the factory system. Particularly noticeable in war-related industries, this occurred in other sectors as well, most notably textiles with the expansion of the factory system of Francis C. Lowell.

Politically, the war also had a major impact that brought the demise of the Federalist Party, which had opposed the conflict. As is usually the case, the war also advanced the political fortunes of a few, most notably Major General Andrew Jackson, who used the fame won in the Battle of New Orleans as a springboard to the presidency in the election of 1828. The same can be said for Major General William Henry Harrison, who gained the White House in 1840 with the popular campaign mantra “Tippecanoe and Tyler, too!”

Spencer C. Tucker
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L’Enfant, Pierre Charles

Birth Date: August 2, 1754

Death Date: June 14, 1825

Soldier and architect. Pierre Charles L’Enfant was born on August 2, 1754, in Paris, France. His father was a painter of military subjects in the French king’s royal workshop. L’Enfant studied under his father for a time but was attracted by the American struggle for liberty. He sailed for America in February 1777 as a member of a unit of French engineers. L’Enfant joined Baron Fredrich von Steuben’s staff in December 1777 and made a number of sketches for Steuben’s training manual, attracting favorable attention from General George Washington. L’Enfant was assigned to the southern colonies in 1778 and was wounded at Savannah in October 1779. He was taken prisoner by the British on the surrender of Charleston on May 12, 1780. Exchanged in November, he spent the remainder of the war as a courier for Washington.

After the war L’Enfant became well known as an architect for public buildings. He was in charge of remodeling New York’s City Hall in 1788, transforming it into Federal Hall. President George Washington was inaugurated at the hall on April 30, 1789. L’Enfant was also a founding member of the Society of the Cincinnati. He designed the membership diploma and badge, which included an eagle similar to that on the Great Seal of the United States. When his designs were accepted, L’Enfant took them to France to have them manufactured for the society.

When land for a federal city was later set aside by Virginia and Maryland, Washington appointed L’Enfant in January 1791 to plan the city and its public buildings. The enthusiastic L’Enfant arrived in Georgetown on March 9 and had prepared his preliminary plan by March 26. Congress received the formal plan on December 13.

L’Enfant employed a rectangular grid, with a series of diagonal streets to connect central points of the city. The Capitol was placed on one hill, with the president’s house on another height more than a mile away. The separation was symbolic of the separate branches of the government. Squares were named after the existing states and connected by important avenues. L’Enfant hoped to create a city to be representative and worthy of the country he believed the United States would become. The geographical design of the city mirrored the geography of the country as well.

L’Enfant may have been too enthusiastic, however. He began work before his plan was approved and tore down a house begun by a landowner when it did not comply with his vision. When he refused to work with the federal city commissioners, L’Enfant was dismissed on February 27, 1792. Nevertheless, his plan remained the guiding light for the future development of Washington, D.C.

Much of L’Enfant’s later work was related to national defense. In 1784 he proposed a plan to set aside land to produce income for the general defense. In 1794 he was appointed to rebuild Fort Mifflin on Mud Island in the Delaware River. The fort was intended to protect Philadelphia. Like many of his other projects, L’Enfant’s plans were too grand for the resources available, and he was again released. In 1812 he was offered a professorship at West Point in civil and military engineering, but he turned it down. L’Enfant spent much of 1814 and 1815 rebuilding Fort Warburton, now named Fort Washington, on the Potomac River to protect the capital city from possible British attack.

L’Enfant died in poverty on June 14, 1825, in Prince George’s County, Maryland.

Tim J. Watts
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Letters of Marque and Reprisal

Letters of marque and reprisal were privateers’ commissions, issued by maritime governments to supplement the forces of their regular navies. The words “marque” and “reprisal” have both been archaic for centuries, but the term has lingered on in many important documents, including the U.S. Constitution. The term “marque” most probably comes from the German word mark, meaning “boundary,” “frontier,” or “border.” Thus, a letter of this description would be authorization to carry out retaliatory action against an enemy beyond the national border.

The most successful privateer ships were usually designed for that purpose. They were sleek, fast, and maneuverable with little cargo space but were heavily armed, with fore and aft rigs to help them pursue their prey and escape their predators. Their crews were rewarded only from the proceeds of prizes. Other privateers were simply merchantmen engaged in the carrying trade, with abundant cargo space and small crews who took few prizes in the course of their commercial voyages. Their crews were paid regular wages. Confusingly, the latter were referred to as “letters of marque.”

Donald A. Petrie
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Levy, Uriah Philips

Birth Date: April 22, 1792

Death Date: March 22, 1862

U.S. Navy officer. Uriah Philips Levy was born in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, on April 22, 1792. He went to sea as a cabin boy against his parent’s wishes. A capable sailor, he came to be part owner of the schooner George Washington, which was lost to mutineers in January 1812, forcing him to seek employment elsewhere.

No sooner had the War of 1812 commenced than Levy joined the U.S. Navy as sailing master in the storeship Alert (2 guns), and in the spring of 1813 he reported for duty in the brig Argus (20 guns), commanded by Captain William H. Allen. Now an acting lieutenant, Levy helped convey Ambassador William H. Crawford to Paris that summer and then took part in a highly successful cruise in the English Channel. Entrusted with the prize Betty, Levy made a run for the French coast but was captured by the British. The Argus also having been taken on August 14, 1813, Levy soon joined his shipmates at Dartmoor Prison for the next 16 months; he was subsequently placed on a cartel vessel and returned to Norfolk, Virginia, on parole.

Levy was retained in the postwar establishment. He was promoted to lieutenant on March 5, 1817, while serving with the Mediterranean Squadron. The remainder of his naval career was marked by acrimony arising from strident anti-Semitism and his own confrontational, overly sensitive nature. During the course of the next three decades he was cashiered twice, court-martialed six times, and fought a duel that proved fatal to his opponent. As Levy rose through the ranks, he also became an outspoken opponent of flogging as a means of discipline, which placed him at variance with many old-school officers. Levy was promoted to captain on March 29, 1844, but the Naval Efficiency Board of 1855 removed him from service. Levy, however, was able to secure reinstatement, taking command of the razee frigate Macedonian (20 guns). In 1860 Levy’s pugnacious nature finally paid dividends when he gained promotion as the first Jewish commodore in American naval history.

Levy retired just prior to the outbreak of the American Civil War in 1861 and then offered his services and his considerable personal fortune to the U.S. government. The combative commodore died in New York City on March 22, 1862. Previously, in 1836 Levy also made a significant contribution to the nation’s heritage by purchasing Thomas Jefferson’s home at Monticello, Virginia, to preserve it. Levy donated the building to the government in his will, and it was fully restored and opened to the public in 1923 as a national memorial.

John C. Fredriksen
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Commodore Uriah P. Levy overcame anti-Semitism to become the first Jewish flag officer in U.S. Navy history. During the War of 1812 he was an acting lieutenant on the brig Argus. (Library of Congress)
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Lewis, Morgan

Birth Date: April 16, 1754

Death Date: April 7, 1844

Lawyer, jurist, Democratic Republican politician, and U.S. Army officer. Lewis Morgan was born in New York City on April 16, 1754, and graduated from the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) in 1773. He began reading for the law but suspended his studies in 1776 to join the Continental Army during the Revolutionary War. From 1776 until 1783 he held a colonel’s commission and for much of the conflict served as a quartermaster general for the Northern Department. In 1779 he married into the politically prominent Livingston family.

After the war Lewis served in both houses of the New York legislature as a Democratic Republican and was New York’s attorney general. He then served on the New York Supreme Court, becoming its chief justice in 1801. Three years later Lewis ran for governor against Aaron Burr, whom many suspected was attempting to form a northeastern confederation that would secede from the Union. The election was a particularly divisive one, but Lewis won the governorship, serving from 1804 to 1807. His tenure in office proved undistinguished, as he was unable to quash the political ambitions of the Clintonians, who bitterly opposed the foreign and trade policies of President Thomas Jefferson and, later, President James Madison. After leaving office in 1807, Lewis returned to the practice of law and served another short stint in the New York legislature.

When the War of 1812 began, Lewis accepted a colonelcy of volunteers in the U.S. Army. Posted to western New York, he again served as a quartermaster with the rank of regular brigadier general. By early 1813 Lewis had become a major general and saw limited action on the Niagara front. During the successful U.S. assault against the British-held Fort George on May 27, 1813, Lewis led a contingent of U.S. regulars and volunteers. He was later criticized for his performance after the fort was taken, when he ordered Colonel Winfield Scott not to pursue fleeing British forces. Had Scott proceeded, the British position on the Niagara Peninsula would likely have been substantially compromised. Thereafter, Lewis was assigned to nonactive command in northern New York.

In late August 1814 after the British had attacked Washington, D.C., military officials feared a similar fate for New York City. On September 1 Lewis was named commander of New York City and was charged with strengthening its defenses against a potential British seaborne assault. He performed his job admirably and substantially augmented U.S. Army forces in the city with local militiamen. His work was not tested, as the city never came under attack. Some observers claimed that Lewis never received a high-profile combat command because of the political problems he faced as New York’s governor.

After the war ended Lewis returned to the practice of law, remained active in local and state politics, served as the president of the New York Historical Society (1832–1835), and was one of the founders of New York University. Lewis died in New York City on April 7, 1844.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Lewis, William

Birth Date: 1767

Death Date: January 17, 1825

U.S. Army and Kentucky Militia officer. William Lewis was born in Virginia in 1767. As a young man he went to Kentucky, served in the militia as a lieutenant, and was present at the devastating defeat of Major General Arthur St. Clair’s force at the Battle of the Wabash on November 4, 1791, during Little Turtle’s War. In March 1792 Lewis received a commission as a captain in the 3rd U.S. Infantry and served until November 1796, at which time he returned to Kentucky.

In August 1812 after the beginning of the War of 1812, Lewis received a commission as a lieutenant colonel in the Kentucky Militia’s 5th Regiment, which was soon attached to Major General William H. Harrison’s army headquartered in Cincinnati. By the late autumn of 1812, Lewis’s regiment transferred to Brigadier General James Winchester’s force as it moved into the Michigan Territory.

In mid-January 1813 when Winchester received news that settlers at Frenchtown, on the banks of the Raisin River, were under duress by British and Indian threats, he dispatched Lewis and 660 men to precede the main force and reconnoiter the situation. Lewis departed on January 17. The next afternoon his men encountered a small contingent of British and Indian soldiers that was quickly dispersed. Lewis then led his men into Frenchtown proper. Once he had parleyed with Frenchtown residents, he was convinced that the British were planning an imminent attack and sent word to Winchester that he should advance to Frenchtown immediately.

Winchester departed on January 19 and arrived on the outskirts of Frenchtown on January 20; the bulk of his force arrived on January 21 and bivouacked for the night. In the predawn hours of January 22, British and Indian forces under Colonel Henry Procter staged a massive assault against the sleeping U.S. force, catching it largely by surprise. Winchester was captured early in the fight and was promised that if he surrendered, American captives and wounded soldiers would be protected from Indian depredations. Just before Winchester’s surrender, Lewis was himself captured and, along with the other captives, marched to Canada. The American wounded meanwhile were massacred by British-allied Indians on January 23 in what came to be known as the Raisin River Massacre.

Lewis spent more than a year as a prisoner in Quebec. When he was finally released in the spring of 1814, he returned to his home in Jessamine County, Kentucky, where he commanded the Kentucky Militia’s 9th Regiment until 1815. Sometime thereafter he relocated to the Arkansas Territory, where he died in Pulaski County on January 17, 1825.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Lewiston, New York, Destruction of

Event Date: December 19, 1813

The deliberate torching of Lewiston, New York, by British forces on December 19, 1813. The attack was in retaliation for the burning of Newark, Upper Canada, by American forces the previous week. Lewiston is situated across the Niagara River from Canada and during the War of 1812 served as the staging area for the abortive attack on Queenston by the Americans on October 13, 1812.

On May 27, 1813, U.S. forces under Major General Henry Dearborn and Commodore Isaac Chauncey launched a successful amphibious invasion of Niagara (now Niagara-on-the-Lake), Upper Canada, overwhelming the small British garrison at Fort George. U.S. troops then occupied the ruins of Fort George, destroyed two days earlier during a massive bombardment. Fort George became a large staging area for preparations to pursue the retreating British garrison to Burlington Heights (present-day Hamilton, Ontario) and end resistance in southern Upper Canada. The pursuing American forces were, however, defeated and suffered heavy losses in a sharp night action at the Battle of Stoney Creek on June 6, 1813, and were then forced to retreat to Fort George.

U.S. forces occupied Fort George for seven months but lacked the manpower to use it as a springboard for the conquest of the province. A loose cordon of British soldiers, Indian warriors, and Upper Canadian militiamen harassed the garrison throughout the summer and autumn of 1813, defeating any force that ventured too far from its protective earthworks. By mid-October the garrison had been reduced to a small force of militia.

At the beginning of December, U.S. brigadier general George McClure, commanding the Niagara frontier, learned that a larger British force was advancing from Burlington to recapture Fort George. With winter approaching and the terms of enlistment for the bulk of his garrison expiring in a few weeks, McClure abandoned Fort George, retreating across the Niagara River to Fort Niagara. On his departure on December 10 he ordered the destruction of the town of Niagara (also known as Newark) to deprive the approaching British army of shelter.

The British reoccupied the town, and Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond laid plans for an assault on Fort Niagara in Youngstown, New York. Although they were aware of British preparations, the Americans did little to prepare for the British assault. In the predawn hours of December 19, British forces commanded by Brevet Colonel John Murray captured Fort Niagara with a bayonet attack.

Immediately thereafter, General Drummond ordered Major General Phineas Riall to proceed upriver with the 1st and 41st Regiments of Foot and Indian allies to Lewiston, where American artillery on Lewiston Heights threatened Queenston across the river. Resistance to the British advance was slight except for a company of some 40 Canadians who had rallied to the American cause and fought the British for two days. The British found Lewiston abandoned. The small garrison there had retreated as the British advanced, abandoning two pieces of artillery, a 6-pounder and a 12-pounder.

Lewiston was then put to the torch, and what was not burned was looted. Only one house was left standing. An eyewitness stated that the town was burned in retaliation for the American destruction of the town of Niagara. The fate of Lewiston spread panic along the Niagara frontier and was repeated from Youngstown to Buffalo, depriving many civilians of shelter that winter. Inevitably, sensational and much-exaggerated claims of massacres of civilians were reported, for which Drummond tried to disclaim any responsibility.

While McClure was taken to task and eventually dismissed from the army for ordering the burning of Niagara, neither Drummond nor Riall were censured for the burning of Lewiston and other settlements along the Niagara River. Today Lewiston, like its neighbor Niagara-on-the-Lake, is a quaint town that retains much of the charm of the village that rose from the ashes of 1813.

Ronald J. Dale
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Licensed Trade

A British system established to ensure that wheat, foodstuffs, and supplies reached British troops in Spain and Portugal during the Napoleonic Wars (1803–1815). Because of insufficient food and supplies in England, beginning in 1803 the British Board of Trade licensed unarmed vessels of more than 100 tons from neutral nations to transport grain, flour, and dried provisions as well as pitch, tar, and turpentine to the Iberian Peninsula. These licences, signed by the home secretary, Henry Addington, Lord Sidmouth, were known familiarly as “sidmouths.” In Spain, local British commanders also occasionally issued licenses that were later confirmed by London. Along with encouraging wartime trade, licenses protected the ships’ crews from impressment by overly eager Royal Navy captains.

In the autumn of 1812, although the United States had declared war several months before, Britain continued to license U.S. ships willing to carry cargoes to Spain and the British colonies of New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and the West Indies. American penalties for trading under such enemy license included forfeiture of double the value of the vessel and cargo, conviction of a misdemeanor, imprisonment for up to a year, and a maximum fine of $1,000. Nevertheless, in 1812 and 1813 Andrew Allen, the former British consul for Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Connecticut, issued numerous licenses along with safe passages from Vice Admiral Herbert Sawyer, the British commander of the North American Station. The lieutenant governors of the British colonies of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Bermuda, and Martinique also continued licensing American and Swedish ships. By August 1812 more than 500 licenses had been issued. The need for licensed trade gradually declined after the Baltic ports reopened to trade in November 1812 and the British blockade of the U.S. seaboard trapped most American vessels in port.

Faye Kert
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Literature

The War of 1812 featured pitched battles, conflict with the Indians, privateering, naval engagements, massacres and looting, espionage and intrigue, invasions and counterinvasions, and military and political careers lost and won. With this rich storehouse of developments, it is little wonder that the War of 1812 has proven to be a fertile ground for literary interpretation by way of novels, poetry, theater, journalism, memoirs, and biographies. From its beginnings to the present day, the equivocal outcome of this so-called Second American Revolution and the divisions it revealed within the fledgling American Union continue to challenge the popular imagination.

Contemporary Responses

The American press best reflected the conflicts and regional divisions resulting from President James Madison’s request for war against England in June 1812. In New England, with the financial ruin of prosperous shippers and businessmen in the wake of President Thomas Jefferson’s trade embargoes, the tone was highly critical. For instance, the New York Evening Post (April 21, 1812) deplored “the war-hounds that are howling for war through the continent.” In contrast, an editorial in the Niles Weekly Register (May 30, 1812) reflects the anti-British fever of land-hungry frontiersmen in the Old Northwest: “We are driven into a corner, and must surrender at the discretion of a wicked and unprincipled enemy, or hew our way out of it.” The writer went on to warn “our red brethren” (i.e., the Native Americans) of the consequences of joining forces with the British.

Similarly, two dramas by Virginia playwright St. George Tucker—The Times; or the Patriot Rous’d (1811) and The Patriot Cool’d (ca. 1815)—echo patriotic fervor in the southern states. The earlier drama condemned British impressment of American sailors, and the latter celebrated Major General Andrew Jackson’s 1815 victory in the Battle of New Orleans. Concurrently, Philip Freneau, known as “the poet of the American Revolution,” hammered out jingoistic poems throughout the war, including “The Battle of Lake Erie” (1813) and “On the English Devastations at the City of Washington” (1814). Most memorably, Francis Scott Key’s “The Defence of Fort McHenry” (1814) later became “The Star-Spangled Banner,” officially named as the American national anthem in 1931. Joel Barlow’s “Advice to a Raven in Russia” (1812), however, voices an antiwar stance. Sent to Europe by President Madison to negotiate shipping rights with Napoleon, Barlow died in an attempt to catch up with the French Army during the disastrous Russian campaign.
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Joel Barlow was a leading poet in the early years of the American republic. He served the United States as a diplomat, both to the Barbary states and as ambassador to France diuring 1811–1812. (Library of Congress)

Literature of the Later 19th Century

The Second American Revolution precipitated an upsurge in patriotic fiction and memoirs in the United States; concurrently, memoirs and fictional treatments abounded in Upper and Lower Canada, then proud of having repelled American attacks. In the United States, it is perhaps little surprise that James Fenimore Cooper, the doyen of the American historical novel, reworked the war in various pseudohistorical contexts. His biography Ned Myers; or A Life before the Mast (1843) tells the story of Ned Myers, one of the few survivors of the American merchant ship Scourge, sunk on Lake Ontario in 1813. Cooper’s novel The Oak Opening; or the Bee-Hunters (1848) deals with Indian and white traders in Michigan who meet and discover that the War of 1812 has begun, a development that leads to conflict between pro-British and pro-American Native Americans but culminates 36 years later with the vision of a Christianized Michigan marked by fertile farms and villages. Other works by Cooper dealing with the War of 1812 include The Battle of Lake Erie (1843) and his highly regarded History of the Navy of the United States of America (1839).

Juvenile fiction is an equally fertile field. Two prominent 19th-century examples include George Eggleston’s Captain Sam (1876), which tells the story of a spunky volunteer whom Andrew Jackson delegates to spy on the Creeks in Spanish-held Florida, and Joseph Altsheler’s Herald of the West (1898), which concerns the capture of Washington, D.C., as well as the Battle of New Orleans.

In the novel Sustained Honor: The Age of Liberty Re-established (1893), John Musick voices “an attempt... to cover the whole period of the war and the causes leading up to it, treating it from the standpoint of an individual of the time.” Memoirs include A Veteran of 1812: The Life of James FitzGibbon (1894) and Sarah Anne Curzon’s drama Laura Secord: The Heroine of 1812 (1887). Meanwhile, the anonymous Tecumseh: Or, The Warrior of the West; A Poem in Four Cantos (1828) numbers among several fictional treatments of war heroes.

Literature from 1900 to the Present

As the bicentennial of the War of 1812 draws closer, bookshelves continue to proliferate with novels, biographies, and newly edited memoirs. Two classics from the first half of the 20th century include Kenneth Roberts’s Captain Cautious: A Chronicle of Arundel (1934), a sea adventure about an American ship raided off the southern U.S. coast by a British brig of war, and C. S. Forester’s The Captain from Connecticut (1941) about a U.S. frigate battling superior Royal Navy forces in its run from Long Island Sound to the Caribbean. Focusing on a British captain and his intelligence operation, Patrick O’Brien’s Far Side of the World (1984) is about an attempt to intercept an American frigate. In an epic sweep, David Nevin’s 1812: The American Story (1997) spans from the northern frontier southward to New Orleans. A more recent novel, Eric Flint’s Rivers of War (2005), centers on Jackson’s rout of the Creeks at the March 27, 1814, Battle of Horseshoe Bend and, in a daring piece of what-if history, changes real developments so that they do not culminate in the later Cherokee removal, engineered by Jackson during his presidency in the 1830s.

As in the 19th century, the modern age has spawned a large number of juvenile treatments. Nonfictional works include John Stephen Kroll’s By the Dawn’s Early Light (1994), which recounts the story of “The Star-Spangled Banner,” and James Madison: Father of the Constitution (2001) by Brent Kelley and Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. Elizabeth Alder’s Crossing the Panther’s Path (2002) is the fictionalized account of the half-white half–Native American Willy Calder, who served as Tecumseh’s translator during the War of 1812. Connie Crook’s Laura Secord’s Brave Walk (2000) focuses on a Canadian heroine, while John Ibbitson’s Jeremy’s War 1812 (2000) is a novel about British major general Isaac Brock’s assistant.

Newly published memoirs and biographies further demonstrate an increasing interest in the War of 1812. On an unusual subject, Donald E. Graves’s Soldiers of 1814: American Enlisted Men’s Memoirs of the Niagara Campaign (1995) is an edition of the memoirs of three infantrymen: a drummer and two privates. John Sugden’s Tecumseh’s Last Stand (1985) demonstrates an enduring public interest in the legendary Native American warrior, and the importance of the war at sea is highlighted by Charles E. Brodine et al.’s Against All Odds: U.S. Sailors in the War of 1812 (2004).

Anna M. Wittmann
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Little Prince

Birth Date: ca. 1760

Death Date: 1832

Influential chief of the Lower Creeks and member of the Creek National Council who fought against the Red Sticks during the Creek War of 1813–1814. Little Prince, also known as Tustunnuggee Hopoi in his native language, was born circa 1760 in one of the Lower Towns of the Creek Confederacy. He entered the historical record in 1780, when he joined an expedition led by British Indian agent John Tate and Loyalist Thomas Brown against Patriot forces arrayed near Augusta, Georgia, during the American Revolutionary War. In September, Little Prince led a group of warriors who helped repulse the Patriots’ effort to retake the city. In 1796 Little Prince was a signatory to the Treaty of Colerain, which delineated the border between Creek country and the United States. He generally sought amicable relations with the United States, but he was not willing to subjugate his own people and culture to do so.

In 1812 Creek chief Little Warrior, of the Red Sticks, commanded a war party that had killed numerous white settlers in Tennessee. When the U.S. government demanded that the killers be apprehended and executed, Little Prince reluctantly went along with the order. The subsequent killing of Little Warrior and his followers helped initiate the Creek War, which began as a civil war among the Creeks. As the conflict grew in size and scope, Little Prince, along with William McIntosh and Big Warrior, mobilized a force to defeat the Red Sticks in the Southeast. When U.S. forces under Major General Andrew Jackson were dispatched to put down the Red Stick uprising, Little Prince participated in the Battle of Horseshoe Bend, which witnessed the final defeat of the Red Sticks.

After the war ended, Little Prince resisted through diplomatic means American plans to push the Creeks out of the Southeast and into the Midwest. In the end he ended up acceding to the Treaties of Washington and the Treaty of Fort Mitchell, which saw the sale of Creek lands in Georgia. Little Prince died in 1832.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Little Turtle

Birth Date: ca. 1747

Death Date: July 14, 1812

Last major war chief of the Miami tribe, primarily responsible for Little Turtle’s War (Northwest Indian War) during the early 1790s. Little Turtle (Mishiinakwa) was born around 1747, probably in the Miami village of Kekionga, 20 miles northwest of present-day Fort Wayne, Indiana. His father, Mishikinakwa (“Turtle”), was a powerful Miami chief; tradition has it that Little Turtle’s mother was a Mahican. The diminutive “Little” was applied to his name to distinguish him from his father.

Early on, Little Turtle displayed both warrior and leadership skills. Chosen the war chief of the Atchatchakangouen division of the Miamis, he became a brilliant war leader and military strategist, widely acknowledged to have been one of the most successful Native American war chiefs. Determined and brave, Little Turtle was also noted for his oratorical skills. He was not the head chief of the Miamis, however; that position was hereditary.

On November 5, 1780, Little Turtle established his reputation as a war leader in the defeat along the Eel River of forces led by French adventurer Augustin Mottin de la Balme, who was attempting to capture Fort Detroit. After the American Revolutionary War, white settler inroads in the Northwest Territory led to the forming of a Native American confederation aimed at keeping the whites east of the Ohio River. Little Turtle was one of the leaders of the confederation, and the ensuing fighting became known as Little Turtle’s War. When the U.S. government sent in 1,300 men (320 of them regulars and the remainder militia) under Brigadier General Josiah Harmar to end the unrest, in two battles in October 1790 Little Turtle and Shawnee leader Blue Jacket defeated Harmar’s men, inflicting some 300 casualties. The next year Little Turtle and Blue Jacket again defeated U.S. forces numbering 600 regular troops and 1,500 militia, this time led by Major General Arthur St. Clair. This November 4, 1791, battle near the Wabash River is popularly known at St. Clair’s Defeat and was the worst defeat ever suffered by U.S. forces at the hands of the Native Americans. St. Clair sustained some 800 casualties, while Native American losses were reported as 21 killed and 40 wounded.

A third U.S. expedition into the Northwest Territory, this one in 1794 by a numerically superior well-trained force led by Major General Anthony Wayne, caused Little Turtle concern. When Wayne sent a peace offer, Little Turtle urged its acceptance, pointing out the strength of the force opposing them and expressing doubts about British support. Blue Jacket and British agents wanted war, which a majority of the chiefs then approved.

Reportedly Little Turtle then ceded leadership to Blue Jacket. Little Turtle’s role in the resulting Native American defeat in the Battle of Fallen Timbers (August 20, 1794) is unclear. Little Turtle and other Native Americans leaders were then obliged to sign the 1795 Treaty of Greenville. Little Turtle realized that the Native Americans could no longer expect to stop the advance of the American settlers. He therefore rejected the position taken by Shawnee leader Tecumseh and counseled Native Americans to keep the peace, including during the War of 1812.

Little Turtle met President George Washington as well as Presidents John Adams and Thomas Jefferson. In 1809 Little Turtle broke with other Miami leaders on the occasion of a meeting at Fort Wayne with Governor William Henry Harrison when Little Turtle supported Harrison. Little Turtle retired to a village near present-day Columbia City, Indiana. After the Siege of Fort Wayne in September 1812, during the War of 1812, Major General Harrison ordered retaliation against Miami villages in the vicinity; that of Little Turtle was among those destroyed. Little Turtle died from gout on July 14, 1812, not far from Kekionga, Indiana, and was honored with a military funeral at Fort Wayne.
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Little Turtle’s War

Start Date: 1785

End Date: 1795

A series of battles and skirmishes fought in the Old Northwest Territory between a loose confederation of Native American tribes and the U.S. Army from 1785 to 1795. Little Turtle’s War, also known as the Northwest Indian War and by other names, is designated by the U.S. Army as the Miami Campaign. The conflict arose from competition over lands that are now part of Ohio and Indiana.

After the Northwest Ordinance of 1785 encouraged development of the lands newly acquired from Britain following the American Revolutionary War, American settlers began migrating farther west, across the Ohio River. The British actively supplied the natives in the region with arms and other supplies. As a result, Chief Little Turtle’s Miami and Blue Jacket’s Shawnee tribes, aided by other tribes, were strong enough to inflict more than 1,000 causalities on the white settlers and prevent them from moving out of the Ohio River Valley.

The security of the Northwest Territory was a major concern for the new U.S. government, and in the autumn of 1790 it sent a force of 300 regulars and more than 1,000 militia under Brigadier General Josiah Harmar to secure the region. The initial engagements in the war went badly for the Americans. Harmar divided his force, and two detachments were badly mauled in ambushes, forcing Harmar to fall back to Fort Washington (present-day Cincinnati). In all Harmar lost some 130 men during the campaign.

In the spring and summer of 1791 the War Department orchestrated an enlargement of the army, and that summer Congress commissioned Northwest Territory governor Major General Arthur St. Clair to lead two 300-man regiments of regulars and 1,400 ill-trained levies and militiamen against the main Miami town, Kekionga. However, Little Turtle, Blue Jacket, and Tecumseh, leading a contingent of 2,000 warriors, surprised the force’s poorly defended camp at present-day Fort Recovery, Ohio, near the headwaters of the Wabash River on November 4, 1791, and killed or wounded more than half of the Americans, forcing the survivors into a haphazard retreat toward Fort Washington. In 1792 U.S. emissary Colonel John Hardin, on a peace mission to the Shawnees authorized by President George Washington, was killed by Shawnee warriors, which only upped the ante in the ongoing war.

Convinced of the strategic necessity of securing the trans-Ohio region, Congress doubled the authorized size of the army, and President Washington appointed a new military commander, Major General “Mad” Anthony Wayne. Wayne now took command of the new Legion of the United States in the late autumn of 1793; paid more attention to discipline, training, and provisioning than his predecessors; and moved methodically into the native lands in 1794, building defensive structures along the way. Seeking to avenge St. Clair’s earlier defeat, Wayne ordered the construction of Fort Recovery, which Little Turtle and his warriors unsuccessfully attacked in June 1794.

The natives ultimately attacked Wayne’s force of about 3,000 men near present-day Toledo. In the ensuing Battle of Fallen Timbers (so-named for the large number of trees felled there in an earlier tornado), the soldiers withstood the initial native onslaught and used a bayonet charge to push the warriors from their position onto open ground, where mounted soldiers quickly shattered the force. This stinging defeat for the natives all but ended Little Turtle’s War.

The defeat, coupled with the knowledge that Britain would soon finally abandon its frontier forts in accordance with Jay’s Treaty (1794), effectively broke the natives’ resistance, and they ceded most of the disputed lands to the U.S. government in the Treaty of Greenville, signed on August 3, 1795.
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Live Oaking

The practice of using the lumber from the American live oak (Quercus virginiana) tree for shipbuilding was well established in the United States by the time of the War of 1812. Live oaking, or collecting lumber from live oaks, was a great advantage in the construction of U.S. Navy warships after the American Revolutionary War.

Prior to the advent of metal-hulled ships, live oak was one of the most popular lumber types for the construction of naval vessels. Only teak, which grows in Southeast Asia, was considered more desirable. A heavy solid wood, live oak is resistant to decay, insects, and disease, making it an ideal material for shipbuilding. Live oak was especially valuable to builders of tall-masted ships. The tree’s natural curves afforded shipbuilders the ability to avoid the weakening effect of cross-grain cuts. Often covered with Spanish moss, the live oak, which retains its leaves year-round, is one of the most spectacular trees growing along the coast of the United States from southeastern coastal Virginia to Texas. Frequently found along the borders of salt marshes and well-drained coastal areas, live oak trees can grow to heights of 50 feet. Their spread can be nearly twice that, and the slow-growing species, can live for several hundred years.

Although live oaks had been harvested by shipbuilders throughout the 18th century, it was not until 1794 that the U.S. government began to contract with private timber producers to meet government demands. Live oakers, large groups of white men supplemented with slave labor, established camps and trails to collect the wood. Because green live oak is much heavier than water, it could not be floated down streams to the coast. A spoke-like collection of trails was thus created to transport the lumber to a landing area, usually located on a bluff. The curators at the Melon Bluff Plantation in Midway, Georgia, opened an interpretive live oaking trail in 2007 that allows visitors to study a maritime forest along the marsh edge.

The U.S. Navy used live oak to construct its initial six frigates during the 1790s. Reports of cannonballs bouncing off the hull of the Constitution during the War of 1812 gave the ship the nickname “Old Ironsides.” Because 500 or more live oak trees were required for one major warship, rapid deforestation of live oaks along the southern Atlantic coast transpired during the first decades of the 19th century. In 1828, with the goal of preserving live oaks for the U.S. Navy, President John Quincy Adams authorized the purchase of hundreds of acres of land in Gulf Breeze, Florida. The purpose of the first, and only, federal tree farm was to maintain a secure supply of live oak for the U.S. Navy’s shipyard in nearby Pensacola.

Live oak continued to be the primary building material of the U.S. Navy until the American Civil War and the development of ironclad warships. The Naval Live Oaks Reservation was added to the U.S. National Register of Historic Places in 1998.
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Livingston, Edward

Birth Date: May 28, 1764

Death Date: May 23, 1836

Noted American attorney, Democratic Republican politician, and diplomat. Edward Livingston was born on May 28, 1764, at Clermont, New York, into a politically prominent family. He graduated from the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) in 1781, read for the law, was admitted to the bar in 1785, and established a successful law practice in New York City.

In 1794 Livingston entered politics, running successfully for a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives, where he served during 1795–1801 and became a Democratic Republican. In 1801 he began serving a term as mayor of New York City, concurrently with a term as U.S. district attorney for New York City. Livingston unwittingly became entangled in an embezzlement scheme by a city employee and resigned both posts in 1803, promising to repay the misappropriated money out of his own pocket, which he finally did after 23 years of payments and interest.

[image: image]

Attorney and politician Edward Livingston became a close adviser to Major General Andrew Jackson and played an important role in the New Orleans Campaign of December 1814–Janary 1815. (Library of Congress)

Seeking to rehabilitate his political reputation, Livingston moved to New Orleans in 1804, began another successful law practice there, and engaged in land acquisition and speculation, in the process amassing a sizable fortune and much political clout. During 1820–1821 Livingston served in the Louisiana state legislature and wrote a comprehensive set of criminal codes for the state, which tended to be more remedial than most U.S. legal codes. His work was hailed by many legal experts, but it was never adopted for use. He later took part in a commission that established Louisiana civil codes.

By the beginning of the War of 1812, Livingston owned large tracts of land in Louisiana. As such, he offered the U.S. government the opportunity to cull timber from them—at no cost—to construct naval vessels. He also convinced the Louisiana pirate Jean Lafitte, who was a client of his, to support the United States in the war effort. Livingston’s biggest direct contribution to the war, however, came during December 1814–January 1815 as the Americans prepared for a British advance on New Orleans. Livingston and Major General Andrew Jackson had been friends since their time together in Congress, so when Jackson asked Livingston to join him as his chief aide, Livingston readily accepted. From mid-December 1814 until the January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans, Livingston served as Jackson’s chief adviser, secretary, interpreter, and aide-de-camp. As such, Livingston drafted all of Jackson’s official orders and reports and also participated in negotiations involving prisoner exchanges.

After the war Livingston became a stalwart Jacksonian Democrat, serving in the U.S. House from 1823 to 1829 and the U.S. Senate from 1829 to 1831. He also served as Jackson’s secretary of state during 1831–1833 and as minister to France during 1833–1835. Livingston died at his late sister’s estate in Barrytown, New York, on May 23, 1836.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Lockyer, Nicholas

Birth Date: 1782

Death Date: February 27, 1847

Royal Navy officer. Nicholas Lockyer was born in 1782. He entered into the muster rolls of the frigate Syren when he was eight years old. Lockyer went to sea in 1799 as a master’s mate, moving from one ship to another on the English Channel, Newfoundland, and Lisbon Stations. Promoted to lieutenant in December 1803, he was in the frigate Tartar in the West Indies in July 1804 when he was involved in a small boat action that foreshadowed his later accomplishment. The frigate had chased a heavily armed privateer onto a reef, and Lockyer and another lieutenant commanded the boats that rowed against the wind and into enemy fire before storming aboard and capturing it.

Lockyer rose to commander in September 1806 and the next year took command of the bomb vessel Hound. He became captain of the 18-gun sloop Sophie in 1809, stationed first in the Channel and then at Halifax. Under Admiral Sir John B. Warren and Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, Lockyer took part in the campaigns in Chesapeake Bay in 1813 and 1814.

During the summer of 1814, the Sophie was in the squadron operating in the Gulf of Mexico in preparation for British operations to capture New Orleans. It saw action in the unsuccessful attack on Fort Bowyer, near Mobile, on September 15. Lockyer next received orders to approach pirate Jean Lafitte at Barataria, near New Orleans, to enlist his help in Cochrane’s campaign. Lockyer offered Lafitte a bounty of $30,000, but Lafitte turned it down.

When Cochrane arrived with his task force, the route to New Orleans across Lake Borgne was blocked by a flotilla of U.S. Navy gunboats, under Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones. Cochrane gave Lockyer command of the assault force of ships’ boats, the crews of which rowed more than 36 miles to meet the Americans and defeat them at the Battle of Lake Borgne on December 14, 1814. While boarding Jones’s gunboat, Lockyer was severely wounded. With Cochrane’s praise for his efforts, Lockyer was promoted to post captain in March 1815 and knighted.

Lockyer was elected the mayor of Plymouth, England, in 1823 but went back to sea the next year as captain of a transport, making numerous voyages. He commanded the frigate Stag for a period after 1832, and from 1843 he commanded the 90-gun Albion, a newly launched steam/screw ship in home waters, off Lisbon and in the Mediterranean. Lockyer died at Malta on February 27, 1847, while still captain of the Albion.

Robert Malcomson
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Logan, James

Birth Date: ca. 1776

Death Date: November 22, 1812

Shawnee warrior, scout, and interpreter who fought on the American side in the War of 1812. Born circa 1776 in Ohio as Spemica Lawba, or High Horn, James (also called Johnny) Logan apparently acquired his English name and some command of the English language during a period of captivity after Kentuckians led by Benjamin Logan attacked his village in 1786. James Logan possessed an honorable character and was an occasional companion of Shawnee chief Tecumseh before the War of 1812 began.

The ongoing clash between the Shawnees and white settlers encroaching on Indian lands in the Ohio Valley in the late 18th century reached its peak with the defeat of the Shawnees in the Battle of Fallen Timbers on August 20, 1794. The defeat and the resulting Treaty of Greenville (1795), however, failed to ease tensions between the two peoples, and Logan proved valuable in serving as an interpreter to reassure the region’s settlers of peaceful Shawnee intentions.

Nevertheless, the coming of the War of 1812 fractured the Shawnees themselves, with some following Tecumseh in his support of the British. Logan, convinced of the need for peaceful relations with the Americans to preserve remaining Shawnee lands, served as a guide for Brigadier General William Hull’s American army on its approach to the British garrison at Detroit in the first weeks of the war. Logan’s final meeting with Tecumseh at Fort Malden (Amherstburg) on July 7, 1812, in an effort to convince his friend to cut ties with the British met with failure. Logan later served as a scout and guide for Major General William Henry Harrison’s army on its mission to relieve embattled Fort Wayne. Logan was mortally wounded in a skirmish on November 22, 1812, while scouting near the Maumee River.
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Logistics, Great Britain

Logistics refers to the procurement, distribution, maintenance, and replacement of war matériel and military personnel. During the War of 1812, Great Britain enjoyed considerable advantages in terms of industry, financing, and overall military and naval strength compared to the United States. However, most of Britain’s resources were located in the British Isles, and the nation had been engaged in a war with France for a decade. To fight in America, men, weapons, equipment, and supplies would have to be transported across 3,000 miles of ocean. In North America itself, distances were considerable and terrain was often difficult.

The difficulties to be surmounted were considerable, but Britain’s abilities in this regard had been tested in previous wars, most recently the American Revolutionary War of 1775–1783. Since 1808 Britain had maintained an army in the Iberian Peninsula, and this experience had honed British skills in long-distance army logistics. British strategy rested on the Royal Navy maintaining the sea lines of communication to Canada and the West Indies.

For the most part British naval resupply worked well, based as it was on long-established procedures and a thoroughly professional victualing organization. The three major British naval bases in the North American theater were located at Halifax, Jamaica, and Antigua. British warships would generally arrive at a fleet base that had a victualing agent, although sometimes stores would be sent directly to a blockading squadron. The supplies necessary to maintain a squadron at sea for any length of time were considerable. The shipboard organization for logistics was centered upon the ship’s purser, the hybrid of a businessman and a naval logisitics assistant to the ship’s captain. Through a system of reduced and issued measures (for instance, only 14 of the 16 ounces of a commodity such as meat to the crew), the purser was usually able to deal with wastage, spoilage, and the like and in some cases turn a tidy profit. The total quantities were huge. With many dozens of ships in theater, a typical frigate with a crew of some 300 men, provisioning for a short three-month cruise, would need to carry some 25,200 pounds of bread, 25,200 gallons of beer, 3,600 4-pound pieces of beef, 3,600 quarts of peas, 5,400 quarts of oatmeal, 1,800 pounds of butter, 3,600 pounds of cheese, and 6,300 quarts of rum or 12,600 quarts of wine. Besides food, the ships required additional supplies, including shot and powder, spare spars and cordage, and many other items. The difficulties in carrying out this seaborne logistics support were considerable, even in the best of weather conditions. But as long as Britain remained at war with France, the bulk of its naval assets were committed to that conflict, and few troops were available for transfer to America.

Despite the relatively small numbers of British regular forces in Canada, supplying them proved difficult, especially in securing the animals necessary for cavalry and to move artillery. Animals could be shipped by sea, of course, but this did not work well over long distances, such as the Atlantic Ocean. The British did secure substantial quantities of foodstuffs and other supplies from New England merchants and farmers, where antiwar sentiment was strong, and for that reason the British did not apply their blockade to that region until very late in the war, after the end of fighting in Europe.

Expeditionary operations of 1813 in the Chesapeake Bay region consisted of mostly small short-term raids and were supplied from Bermuda. In the summer of 1814, with Napoleon defeated and with Britain able to shift substantial resources—both army and naval—to North America, British leaders initiated a more aggressive strategy on three fronts: a large land invasion from Canada of upper New York state, a substantial raiding force in the Chesapeake to draw off American regular troops from the northern front, and operations against the Gulf Coast to take the city of New Orleans. The thousands of British Army troops, Royal Marines, and naval seamen landed for the expeditions to Baltimore, New Orleans, and Washington, D.C., each needed a prorated similar amount of provisions as detailed above for the frigate crew, with the added challenge of transport on land (by commandeered wagons, by horses, or carried on soldiers’ backs) once landed by the ships’ boats. Also required were ammunition for muskets and artillery. Although substantial resources were made available for these operations, horses were still lacking. Thus, when cannon were landed, they were more often moved by men with drag ropes.

These campaigns were necessarily kept short (a day to several weeks) due to the lack of land transport, despite some augmentation by the purchase of local supplies from sympathetic or leveraged American civilians or in some cases commandeering of supplies and equipage. Whenever possible, British ships and boats followed the land troops to move supplies more efficiently in the absence of sufficient equine transport. Land transport was about half the speed of typical waterborne transport, and both were slow by modern standards, ranging from 2 to 10 miles per hour. The British suffered from insufficient numbers of land artillery and cavalry in both their rebuff before Baltimore in September 1814 and in the campaign to take New Orleans that ended in defeat in January 1815. Thus, logistics difficulties helped bring about key defeats in the War of 1812.
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Logistics, United States

Logistics refers to the acquisition, storage, distribution, and accountability of all war matériel, to include food, ammunition, weapons, general supplies, medical supplies, and animals. At the beginning of the War of 1812, the American logistics system was in shambles. In the post–Revolutionary War period, U.S. logistics systems were barely sufficient to provide for army and navy peacetime requirements, and there were no plans in place for the vast increases that would be required in conducting a war against a foreign power.

The U.S. Army logistics structure had been eliminated, and the secretary of war himself was the procuring agent for food, general supplies, ordnance, and transportation. As war appeared imminent, Congress moved to reestablish military control over acquisition and transferred acquisition responsibility from the Treasury Department to the War and Navy Departments. In 1813, to better account for matériel, Congress created the position of superintendent general of military supplies. Richard Cutts was appointed to the position and served until it was abolished in 1817. Cutts was able to apply some structure and process, but his efforts to account for all matériel was undercut by the nearly complete decentralization of procurement.

For the army, the means of procurement of foodstuffs remained unchanged since the end of the last war. All food was purchased on contract from civilian contractors agreeing to deliver food to transfer points. To better manage the system, the nation was divided first into 16 and later 9 purchasing districts. Contracts were awarded to deliver a set amount of foodstuffs within those districts. This system did not anticipate that units might move between districts or outside the boundaries of the United States. To alleviate shortages, commanders in the field were authorized to buy food locally if the district contracts had failed. In the first two years of the war, the reality was that soldiers consumed more of the food purchased locally than delivered by the regional contracts. This often resulted in higher prices being paid than necessary. In fact, local commanders often found themselves in direct competition with British purchasing agents, and citizens in the Northeast reportedly sold more goods to the British than to their own countrymen.

Food contracts provided the basics, but soldiers often wanted what were considered luxuries, such as vegetables, candy, coffee, tobacco, and personal items. These were provided by sutlers who operated under the approval of commanding officers in the field.

All other procurements were made directly by government agents working for the newly created commissary general of purchases and then funneled into the storage and distribution system. The quartermaster general was responsible for uniforms, tents, and field equipment. The chief of ordnance was responsible for weapons and ammunition. The people in these two positions passed requirements to the Purchasing Department. In emergencies, local commanders were authorized to purchase locally, and many quartermaster supplies were locally purchased, usually at a higher cost. Ordnance matériel was acquired through a combination of the national arsenals at Springfield and Harpers Ferry and contracts with civilian firms.

The quartermaster was also responsible for the transportation of soldiers and supplies. This included purchasing ships, wagons, oxen, and horses. The quartermaster also hired civilians to operate the ships and wagons. The Quartermaster Department could purchase these items directly, without going through the Purchasing Department.

While national-level procurement provided many of the needs of the armies in the field, the logistics system in the field was much more decentralized. Each army in the field was authorized to include quartermaster and ordnance officers. These specialists were charged with stockpiling matériel for future operations, ensuring that the goods were distributed within their areas, and performing maintenance as needed. They often hired civilian workers to maintain stocks in the field. In fact, the vast majority of logistics workers were civilian employees or contractors accompanying the armies.

Navy logistics were simpler, because after an initial run early in the war when there were few British ships on station, the British shifted naval assets to the North American Station, bottling up most U.S. warships ships in port by a largely effective blockade. Supplying the ships was a decentralized affair, with each captain working with a local purchasing agent. This included food, gunpowder, uniforms, and other supplies. Construction of Commodore Oliver H. Perry’s fleet on Lake Erie was also a local affair, not managed directly by the Navy Department.

In sum, logistics during the War of 1812 were less organized and proficient than during the American Revolutionary War. The lack of structure prior to the outset of the War of 1812 meant that the system was unable to respond to the increase in the number of soldiers supported and the fact that the theaters of operations were on the outer periphery of the nation. The increase in the size of the force supported by the federal government from only 17,000 regulars to more than 400,000 regulars and militia was too much for the underresourced structure created by Congress in 1813.

The most significant failures were in clothing and subsistence, two areas where commanders in the field were compelled to take matters into their own hands. For example, Major General William Henry Harrison purchased homemade musket cartridges and uniforms from the local population in Ohio, and Brigadier General Winfield Scott clothed his soldiers in the gray uniform of the New York Militia. This decentralization squandered resources, drove up prices, led to loss of accountability, and made the formal logistics structure almost insignificant. Because of the lack of roads, transportation to the frontier also remained a major obstacle to delivering supplies, although shifting more to water transport over ground transport improved transportation during the course of the war. Several U.S. field commanders blamed logistics failures for an inability to conduct offensive operations, and the official army histories of the war conclude that failures in logistics were the prime determinant of the combat campaigns in the war.

George Eaton
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Longwoods, Battle of

Event Date: March 4, 1814

Marginal American battlefield victory on March 4, 1814, west of Burlington, Upper Canada. In late December, British forces established outposts at Delaware and Port Talbot and then on December 23 surprised and captured an American outpost near Chatham. Lieutenant Colonel Anthony Butler, American commander at Amherstburg, responded to these provocations in mid-February 1814 by ordering Captain Andrew H. Holmes to attack any or all of these posts. On February 21 Holmes departed Amherstburg with a force of mounted soldiers, consisting of detachments from four infantry regiments, plus two cannon that he abandoned near Pointe au Pelee because they had become mired in soft ground. Marching toward Delaware, he was joined by rangers and militia dragoons from Michigan. Holmes now commanded 180 men.

By March 3, Holmes’s force had been reduced to 164 by cold, hunger, sickness, and clashes with Lieutenant John McGregor’s 1st Kent Militia and Captain William Caldwell’s Western Rangers. Learning that day that an enemy force of 300 men was marching toward him from Delaware, Holmes retreated to Twenty Mile Creek, where he occupied an icy hill overlooking a bridge over the creek. From this position he prepared for battle with an abatis of felled trees. Some of his subordinates urged him to withdraw farther, but he refused. Early on March 4 Caldwell’s rangers exchanged a few shots with Holmes’s men and then pretended to retreat in hopes of luring Holmes into an ambush. The American commander did pursue for a few miles but realized his mistake and returned to his prepared defenses.

At 5:00 p.m. on March 4 a British force of 238 men, commanded by Captain James Lewis Basden, arrived before the American position. Basden commanded 144 regulars, 44 Indian warriors led by the Indian chief Sauganash, and 50 militia and rangers. Basden attacked immediately, sending McGregor’s and Caldwell’s men in a flanking movement to the American left and the Indians under Sauganash against the American right. Basden himself led his regulars against the American center. As they charged across the bridge spanning Twenty Mile Creek and climbed the icy hill, Holmes’s troops unleashed a deadly fire upon them. Basden was wounded in the right thigh, and two of his officers were killed. The rangers and militia on the left, after almost breaching the American defenses, faltered for lack of reinforcements. The Indians on the right did not press the attack.

At 6:30 p.m. Basden called off his assault and retreated. His casualties were 14 killed, 51 wounded, and 1 missing; the Americans suffered 4 killed and 3 wounded. Despite his victory, Holmes realized that his position was untenable, and that evening he withdrew toward Detroit. The British later abandoned their outpost at Delaware. Despite all the fighting, neither the British nor the Americans had gained any advantage.

Paul David Nelson

See also

Basden, James Lewis; Caldwell, William; Fort Malden; Holmes, Andrew Hunter

Further Reading


Fredriksen, John C. The United States Army in the War of 1812. Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 2009.

Jones, E. L. “The Long Woods.” Canadian Army Journal 12 (1958): 64–75.

Poole, J. I. “The Fight at Battle Hill.” In The Defended Border: Upper Canada and the War of 1812, edited by Morris Zaslow, 130–142. Toronto: Macmillan, 1964.



Loring, Robert Roberts

Birth Date: September 1789

Death Date: April 1, 1848

British Army officer. Robert Loring was born in September 1789 in Englefield, England. He obtained an ensign’s commission in the 49th Regiment of Foot in December 1804 and joined his regiment at Quebec the next year, where he served with Lieutenant Colonels Isaac Brock and Roger Sheaffe.

By the time Loring was promoted to lieutenant in 1806, he had demonstrated a competence for administrative matters, which prompted Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond to employ him as an adjutant during 1811, when he held temporary command at Quebec. Loring went to Ireland with Drummond that year but secured permission to return to Canada when the Americans declared war. Loring was promoted to captain in June 1812.

Loring’s first war posting was as an aide-de-camp to Sir Roger Sheaffe after the latter assumed command of the forces and government of Upper Canada following Brock’s death at Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812. Sheaffe’s responsibilities were complex and demanding, and Loring played a vital role in assisting the general during the winter. He was with Sheaffe at York on April 27, 1813, when the Americans attacked and stood with his commander during a failed counterattack. After Sheaffe ordered a retreat of the regular force and the detonation of the grand magazine, he sent Loring back to his residence to gather up important documents. Loring rode off just as the magazine exploded; debris knocked him from his horse, which was killed. The debris also badly wounded Loring’s right arm, an injury from which he never fully recovered. Loring remained with Sheaffe when Prevost replaced him in Upper Canada with Major General Francis Rottenburg and sent Sheaffe to Lower Canada.

Drummond arrived at Quebec in December 1813 to take command of the forces and government in Upper Canada and asked Loring to be his aide-de-camp and later his secretary. They went immediately to Niagara for the attacks on Fort Niagara and the settlements along the American shore of the Niagara River and then back to York and Kingston. Loring was with Drummond during the attack on Oswego (May 5–6, 1814) and at the Battle of Lundy’s Lane (July 25). During this latter engagement, Loring was taken prisoner by the Americans. He spent the balance of the war in captivity with other British officers at Pittsfield and Cheshire, Massachusetts. Loring was brevetted to major in 1816, with the promotion backdated to July 25, 1814.

Loring remained in the army and held numerous military administrative posts in the Canadas and in England. He was on half pay for periods and moved from one regiment to the other, ultimately rising to the rank of lieutenant colonel, the commission at which he retired in 1839. Loring lived out his last years in Toronto and died there on April 1, 1848.
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Louisiana

U.S. state encompassing 47,752 square miles, bordering the Gulf of Mexico to the south, the Mississippi River to the east, Texas to the west, and what would become the state of Arkansas to the north. When the United States declared war in Great Britain on June 18, 1812, Louisiana was a brand new state, having been admitted to the Union just six weeks earlier on April 30, 1812. Louisiana received little military attention from either Washington or London during 1812 and 1813, as it was far removed from the Canadian border and the Atlantic theater of naval combat, where most of the action was occurring. Late in the war, however, its strategic port of New Orleans at the mouth of the Mississippi made Louisiana a target for British invasion.

Nearly all trade from American settlements west of the Appalachian Mountains flowed to the rest of the world down the Mississippi River. This had made the acquisition of New Orleans an important objective of every U.S. president since George Washington. From the British perspective, the capture of this city from the Americans would be a stunning blow to the independence and prosperity of the United States.

The city of New Orleans, located in southern Louisiana astride the Mississippi River, was by far the most important economic and strategic hub in the state. An informal 1810 census of the city recorded a population perhaps as high as 24,500, of which only 3,200 were Anglo-Americans. The remainder was made up of Frenchmen, Spaniards, Germans, Portuguese, Italians, Irishmen, and both free and enslaved African Americans. Individuals of African descent may have been a majority of the population, and New Orleans had a well-constituted free black militia, many of whose members were themselves owners of slaves.

The patterns of Louisiana culture and agriculture that developed under French and Spanish governors had begun to clash with the burgeoning cotton plantation culture. This was just beginning to establish dominance over the landscapes of Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina, and Florida. Since the 1760s the area around New Orleans had been settled by small farming communities, not by large landowners. Newly arriving families and emancipated slaves were allotted strips of farmland on the riverbanks and along the coast. Since 1769 the free African-descended population had grown not only because manumission of mixed-race offspring was common but also because of a government program that allowed slaves to purchase their freedom by installments. This program had been ended by Spanish authorities prior to 1803, when the United States took control of the Louisiana Territory. They did so in response to objections from the Thomas Jefferson administration.

The rationale for developing a large-scale plantation economy in Louisiana, rather than filling the land with self-sufficient family farms and villages, turned on application of Article III in the 1803 purchase contract with Napoleon. The provision that the “rights, advantages and immunities” of the residents would be respected by the “acquiring power” was interpreted by a narrow majority in Congress to include the rights to hold slaves and to buy more and the advantage of owners over their human chattel. This opened Louisiana for settlement by American planters and opened it as a market for the sale of slaves from Virginia, where owners of exhausted land sought a good sale price for their surplus labor force.

During the War of 1812, American officials and military officers were never certain as to the loyalty of the inhabitants of Louisiana. The British meanwhile had great hopes that they could secure cooperation from the local population. As a British invasion became more and more likely, Major General Andrew Jackson suspected the state’s legislature of seeking an accommodation with the British so long as their investments in land were respected. In truth, most of the inhabitants of Louisiana had not particularly welcomed becoming Americans. As such, British military authorities had every reason to expect that Louisianans would abandon the U.S. cause and join their side in the war.

U.S. major general Thomas Flournoy, who commanded the Seventh Military District before it was reassigned to Jackson, was openly contemptuous of the residents of New Orleans, writing to the U.S. secretary of war that the people had a mind only for commerce, even if it meant trading with the enemy. Flournoy’s assessment was wrong, however, and British hopes of attracting Louisianans as allies were disappointed.

A great part of Louisiana’s commerce was dominated by the smugglers and privateers based in Lake Barataria and the surrounding bayous who were known as the Baratarian pirates. Jean and Pierre Lafitte have been traditionally associated with this commerce. Sometimes the Baratarians acted as pirates, preying mostly on Spanish and British merchants. They covered themselves legally by obtaining letters of marque from the government of Cartagena (in present-day Colombia), then in rebellion against Spanish colonial rule. Smuggling, in defiance of French, Spanish, and American customs duties, provided a larger part of their wealth.

In early 1814 British captain Nicholas Lockyer, commanding the British frigate Sophie, sought an agreement with the Lafittes to use Barataria to blockade New Orleans. Meanwhile, Lieutenant Colonel Edward Nicolls, commanding a British land force from West Florida, announced that he had come to liberate Louisianans from U.S. control. Lafitte promptly informed American authorities of Lockyer’s invitation through a French merchant named Jean Blanque. Nevertheless, an American naval force under Commodore Daniel T. Patterson attacked the Lafittes and the entire series of enterprises around Lake Barataria on June 16, 1814. Approximately 80 men were captured in the raid, while another 500 escaped, including the Lafittes.

Major General Jackson, arriving in New Orleans from Mobile on December 1, 1814, to take command, made appointments to his staff that included representatives from every constituency in the local population. This belatedly included the Lafittes, despite Jackson’s distaste for what he termed “hellish banditti.” Jackson’s reservations aside, the Lafittes had strong connections in the Creole community and could fill a critical need for experienced seamen. They could also provide supplies of badly needed powder, shot, flints, cannon, and artillery crews. Pardons were offered to all volunteers who took an oath of allegiance to the United States and aided in the defense of New Orleans.

To his force of regular U.S. Army soldiers, Tennessee and Kentucky militiamen, Baratarians, and Louisiana militiamen (including free black regiments, many originally from Haiti), Jackson added about 500 Choctaws, enemies of the British-allied Creeks, who still lived on their traditional lands in Louisiana and in what would become the state of Mississippi to the east. His forces totaled about 4,000 men.

Two weeks after Jackson’s arrival, a British fleet of some 50 ships, commanded by Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, arrived at the mouth of the Mississippi on December 14. On board the ships were as many as 10,000 British troops under Major General Sir Edward Pakenham. On December 23 Jackson checked, but did not turn back, a British advance through Bayou Bienvenue to a landing only nine miles from New Orleans. Jackson then fortified the dry Rodriguez Canal at Chalmette Plantations and repulsed a British attack there on December 28.

The final British attack, on January 8, 1815, attempted to outflank Jackson’s position but was not well coordinated. More than 2,000 British soldiers were killed or wounded, against American losses of 8 killed and 13 wounded. With Pakenham himself killed in action and his 2 most senior generals wounded, the British evacuated. This last battle—the Battle of New Orleans—was fought after the Treaty of Ghent, which ended the war, was signed on December 24, 1814. Nevertheless, Jackson’s victory firmly attached New Orleans to the United States as a critical economic and transportation outlet for all the states in the Ohio and Mississippi River Valleys. The victory also established Jackson’s military and political reputation.

Charles Rosenberg
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Louisiana Purchase

Large land acquisition negotiated by the Thomas Jefferson administration on May 2, 1803, that added approximately 828,800 square miles of territory to the United States, effectively more than doubling it in size. The territory stretched from the Gulf Coast north to Canada and from the Mississippi River west to the Rocky Mountains. The United States purchased the territory from Napoleonic France for a total cost of $15 million; $11.25 million was paid in cash, while the United States agreed to cancel $3.75 million in debts owed by the French government. The Louisiana Purchase encompassed portions of 14 states and 2 Canadian provinces west of the Mississippi River and included the strategic port city of New Orleans.

France had lost its Louisiana Territory to the Spanish in the 1763 Treaty of Paris, which ended the French and Indian War. However, in clandestine deals with Spain during 1800–1802, the French regained control of the territory. At the time, Napoleon envisioned creating a new colonial empire in North America, to replace the lost New France. However, a powerful slave revolt in French-controlled Haiti (Saint Domingue), led by Toussaint L’Ouverture, largely dashed that vision, as did the growing menace of the Royal Navy. Indeed, by 1803 war between Britain and France seemed nearly unavoidable.

In the meantime in 1801, upon hearing rumors of the transfer of Louisiana to the French, Jefferson had sent an emissary to Paris to purchase New Orleans; his overture was promptly rebuffed. By 1803, however, amid severe reversals in Haiti and a potential war with the British looming large, Napoleon decided to offer New Orleans and the entire Louisiana Territory for purchase to the Americans. Napoleon’s minister of the treasury, François de Barbé-Marbois, offered the territory to a surprised U.S. emissary, Robert R. Livingston, who had gone to Paris to negotiate only the purchase of New Orleans. Accompanying Livingston was James Monroe. The two Americans had been authorized to offer France $10 million for New Orleans; they were dumbfounded when Barbé-Marbois offered all of the Louisiana Territory, including New Orleans, for $15 million. Livingston and Monroe readily accepted the offer, although Jefferson was somewhat ambivalent about the deal. Not surprisingly, Napoleon’s Machiavellian foreign minister, Charles Maurice de Talleyrand-Périgord, vociferously opposed the transfer, believing that it would forever shut France out of the Americas.

[image: image]

The Louisiana Purchase Treaty of May 2, 1803 (antedated to April 30, 1803). As a result of this territory purchased from France, the United States more than doubled in land area. (National Archives)

The Louisiana Purchase created several dilemmas for Jefferson. First, as a strict constitutional constructionist, he was unsure if he had the authority as president to effect such a deal. Second, he risked being labeled a hypocrite by those who saw Jeffersonian democracy as championing limited government. Third, he faced loud opposition from Federalists, who believed that the purchase undermined Anglo-American relations, was fundamentally unconstitutional, and was too costly. Fourth, nobody—including the French—knew precisely the boundaries of the purchase, or exactly how far west the continent extended. Fifth, many Federalists asserted that France had regained control of Louisiana illegitimately, making the purchase a moot point. Finally, some feared that the purchase would ignite a fight over slavery and inflame the nation in sectional passions. The U.S. House of Representatives did not support the treaty, but the Senate nevertheless ratified it by a comfortable margin.

In spite of these obstacles, Jefferson asserted that the purchase was a strategic necessity for the United States, pointing to the ability to control the whole of the Mississippi River and much of the Gulf Coast. Also, Jefferson and others envisioned using parts of the new territory as reserves for Native Americans, especially those tribes remaining east of the Mississippi River. The problem with that vision was that there were already many white settlers living west of the Mississippi, making the creation of vast reservations politically and economically unviable.

Almost immediately after the purchase, Jefferson authorized the Lewis and Clark expedition (1803–1806) to survey the territory. A Lemhi Shoshone named Sacagawea provided invaluable guidance to the expedition over the treacherous Rocky Mountains west to Oregon. She also helped secure cordial relations with Native Americans along the way.

The Louisiana Purchase offered the United States a golden opportunity to limit the influence of foreign powers in the region, to gain some control over the Native American populations of North America, and to secure western lands for future settlement. It also offered some serious challenges. The territory was inhabited by numerous tribes, most of whom were unwilling to simply move out of the way for the growth of the United States. This led to innumerable conflicts over the years that would not come to an effective end until 1891.

In the end, the Louisiana Purchase set into motion a pattern of white expansion that would radically alter the demographics of North America and would prove catastrophic for the Native Americans. With France gone from the scene in 1803, the tribes had only a partly disinterested Britain and a declining Spain to act as counterbalances to rising U.S. dominance. From 1790 to 1840, about 4.5 million nonnatives moved across the Appalachians, more than the entire population of the United States in 1790 (which was estimated at 3.9 million). In 1790, two-thirds of those 3.9 million lived within 50 miles of the Atlantic coast or the waterways leading to it. Steadily the population center moved farther and farther west, aided by the Louisiana Purchase, so that by 1850 the U.S. stretched all the way to the Pacific.

There can be no denying the deleterious impact that such huge demographic shifts had on the Native Americans living west of the Mississippi River. The Indian Removal Act of 1830 greatly accelerated the forced relocation of Native Americans from the East onto lands that had been purchased from France. Between 1789 and 1825, tribes of the Southeast, such as the Creeks, Cherokees, and Choctaws, had ceded lands in 30 different treaties. Jefferson’s vision of a nation in which the Mississippi River would be a fixed barrier between Anglo-Americans and Native Americans never came to fruition, however, setting the stage for ongoing conflict between the United States and the Native American tribes in the Midwest and West.
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Lovell, Joseph

Birth Date: December 22, 1788

Death Date: October 17, 1836

Physician, U.S. Army officer, and surgeon general of the army (1818–1836). Joseph Lovell was born on December 22, 1788, in Boston, Massachusetts, to a politically prominent family. After graduating from Harvard College in 1807, he studied medicine and was among the first to receive the new MD degree from Harvard Medical School in 1811. In May 1812 Lovell entered the army as a major and surgeon in the 9th U.S. Infantry Regiment.

One of only a handful of formally trained physicians in the army, Lovell quickly made a name for himself with his superior surgical skills and organizational prowess. As U.S. troops campaigned along with U.S.-Canadian border, Lovell helped establish several hospitals there, including in Burlington, Vermont, and Williamsville, New York, that soon became models for how military hospitals were to be run. In June 1814 Lovell was elevated to the grade of full hospital surgeon.

In April 1818 Lovell was appointed surgeon general of the U.S. Army, a post he held without interruption until his death in 1836. He was the first person to serve in the post as a permanent career officer. Lovell worked hard to enforce new medical regulations that had been passed by Congress and increase pay and benefits for career army doctors, and he advocated for an overall increase in the number of medical personnel. Although not realized immediately, by the end of Lovell’s tenure all of these reforms had been instituted. During the 1820s more organizational reforms occurred within the army’s military branch, including the mandatory testing of all assistant surgeons and the creation of an apothecary general and related personnel.

Lovell died on October 17, 1836, in Washington, D.C. He is widely regarded as the father of the modern medical corps and a surgeon general who did much to advance and modernize the practice of military medicine.
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Lowell, Francis Cabot

Birth Date: April 7, 1775

Death Date: August 10, 1817

U.S. businessman and industrialist credited with spurring the American Industrial Revolution and revolutionizing the textile business. Francis Cabot Lowell was born in Newburyport, Massachusetts, on April 7, 1775, into the prominent Lowell family of Massachusetts. Entering Harvard College at age 14, he graduated in 1793 and went into the trading and shipping business. Despite his family’s connections and affluence, he suffered sharp economic reversals beginning in 1808, largely as a result of the Embargo Act of December 1807 and the trade restrictions that developed during the Napoleonic Wars.

In 1810 Lowell traveled to England to view firsthand the burgeoning textile industry, with the hope of duplicating it in the United States. He visited several cotton mills in Lancashire, where he methodically committed to memory the power looms and other machinery that abounded in the factories. He would then make detailed drawings of the machines when he returned to his quarters. This was perhaps one of the earliest efforts in industrial espionage. But Lowell would not merely copy the machinery he saw in Lancashire; he sought to improve it, which he accomplished with the assistance of a trusted associate and mechanic, Paul Moody.

When Lowell finally returned to the United States in 1813, the nation was fully embroiled in the War of 1812. Within months he set about building the first textile plant in America in which raw cotton was converted into finished cloth in one process and under one roof. Along with several partners, including his brother-in-law Patrick Tracy Jackson, Lowell raised the necessary funds to start the mill by selling shares of stock, which was then a radically new concept. Soon joint stockholding companies would become the backbone of the American economy. When the Boston Manufacturing Company opened its doors in 1814 along the Charles River in Waltham, Massachusetts, it was capitalized at a then-astonishing $300,000.

While the processing of finished cloth was accomplished by new technologies, Lowell also established a new form of industrial labor, usually known as the Lowell System. The system relied chiefly on female laborers (usually single women from the ages of 15 to 35 or so) who were employed in the mill and who also lived in company-owned and -operated boarding houses adjacent to the mill. The company took care of many of the women’s needs, including educational and religious instruction. Although the system was certainly paternalistic, Lowell realized that by controlling virtually all aspects of workers’ lives, he could depend on their loyalty and hard work. Variants of the Lowell System came to be commonplace in 19th-century America, particularly with the advent of company towns.

Lowell died in Boston on August 10, 1817, just 42 years old and only 3 years after he had established his innovative factory. Nevertheless, by the time of his death the company was producing handsome profits. By 1821 the company’s shareholders were receiving annual dividends of more than 25 percent, which was virtually unheard of. The city of Lowell, Massachusetts, was later named in his honor.
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Lowell System

Innovative industrial labor system pioneered by Francis Cabot Lowell’s Boston Manufacturing Company, beginning in 1814. In 1810 Lowell traveled to Lancashire, England, to study the burgeoning textile industry there. He painstakingly studied the various machines, memorized their workings, and then made detailed drawings, upon which he based his own machinery when he returned to the United States in 1813. Lowell also noted, with some dismay, the grim working conditions faced by many of Lancashire’s textile mill workers, most of whom were young girls.

In 1814 Lowell, along with several partners, established the Boston Manufacturing Company, the capital for which they had raised chiefly by selling stock shares, which was then a new concept. When the plant opened its doors in 1814, it was capitalized at $300,000, a considerable fortune at the time. Using new technology and improving upon the machinery he had studied in England, Lowell’s plant became the first textile mill in the United States that processed raw cotton into finished cloth in one process and under one roof. This not only revolutionized the textile industry but soon became the model for other industries, which powered the American Industrial Revolution. Lowell’s company was immediately profitable and became the envy of industrialists around the world.

In developing this new industrial endeavor, Lowell introduced the Lowell System, sometimes referred to as the Waltham-Lowell System, which was a new way to control the labor supply. The Lowell System required the hiring of young (usually single) women between the ages of 15 and 35. Single women were chosen because they could be paid less than men, thus increasing corporate profits, and because they could be more easily controlled than men. These mill girls, as they were called, were required to live in company-owned dormitories adjacent to the mill and were expected to adhere to the rather strict moral code of conduct espoused by Lowell. They were supervised by older women, called matrons, and were expected to work diligently and attend church and educational classes. The young women would work a grueling 80-hour week.

Lowell believed that his system alleviated the deplorable working conditions he witnessed in England and helped him to keep a tight rein on his employees. By doing so, he cultivated employee loyalty, kept wages low, and assured his stockholders accelerating profits. Although Lowell’s labor arrangement was highly discriminatory and paternalistic compared to modern standards, it was seen as revolutionary in its day. A large number of young mill girls later went on to become librarians, teachers, social workers, etc., thanks in large part to the education they received while working at the mill; thus, the system did produce benefits for the workers and the larger society.

The Lowell System stood in sharp contrast to the prevailing system of textile manufacturing at the time, which was based on Samuel Slater’s Rhode Island System. That system was established at a cotton-spinning mill near Pawtucket, Rhode Island, in 1790. Slater had employed young girls (ages 7–12), who were exploited and often abused. The spun cotton was then farmed out to local women weavers, who produced finished cloth; this process was called the putting-out system because the cotton was literally put out to individuals for final processing. Slater kept tight reins on his labor pool as well, but the young girls were harder to train and control than adult women. Both Slater and Lowell established a form of labor management that endured for the entirety of the 19th century and even into the early decades of the 20th century. Indeed, company-owned towns, in which employees were expected to live, shop, and worship, were modeled largely after the early textile mills.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Lower Canada

Lower Canada was created by the Constitutional Act of 1791, which partitioned the Province of Quebec into the largely English-speaking province of Upper Canada and the predominantly French-speaking province of Lower Canada. The province covered the southern portion of modern Quebec and portions of Labrador and had a population of some 330,000 people in 1814.

The province was administered by the governor in chief of British North America, who resided in Quebec. He was assisted by a nine-member executive council that he appointed. Legislative power rested with an elected lower house, the 50-member legislative assembly, and an appointed upper house, the legislative council, with 15 members. The governor also appointed members of the judiciary.

The retention of Lower Canada was central to the defense of British North America. Lower Canada straddled the St. Lawrence River, the entranceway to the interior of Canada. Prior to 1812, it was generally believed that Upper Canada could not be defended and that British efforts should be directed to holding Lower Canada and ultimately the town of Quebec. This perspective changed in 1812 when Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost determined that the upper province could be retained so long as the defenses could be improved and American attacks were poorly coordinated and executed with insufficient means.

The defenses of Lower Canada were improved between the autumn of 1811 and the summer of 1812. With British interests focused on the war in Europe, few reinforcements were expected, forcing Prevost to bolster the defenses using colonial resources. Public support was gained by addressing the imbalance between English and French representation in the legislative and executive councils and by changes to the legal status of the Roman Catholic Church. The government increased militia expenditures, which combined with revisions to the militia act allowed the formation of several battalions of select embodied militia that served throughout the war. A regular unit, the Provincial Corps of Light Infantry, or Voltigeurs Canadiens, was raised and paid for by the provincial government. The defenses south of Montreal, guarding the traditional invasion route from Lake Champlain, and on the upper St. Lawrence River going into Upper Canada were also improved.

French Canadian support of the war effort was not universal. Some rural French Canadians refused to serve with the militia, culminating in a two-day long riot at Lachine during July 1812 that was quashed by British troops. This protest was not a challenge to the hierarchical order but instead was a demonstration against rights and obligations of militia service. No other disturbances occurred during the war.

American forces made several unsuccessful incursions into the province, the largest of which occurred during an 1813 effort to take Montreal. In the Battle of Châteauguay on October 26, however, a far smaller British, Canadian, and Indian force led by Lieutenant Colonel Charles de Salaberry defeated the Americans and caused them to withdraw. During 1814 the British mounted their Plattsburgh campaign from Lower Canada, with the aim of eliminating the American capability to strike at the lower province. While the British naval force suffered defeat at the hands of the Americans in the Battle of Lake Champlain and the British division terminated its attack on Plattsburgh on September 11, 1814, the goal of securing the frontier had been achieved.

John R. Grodzinski
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Lowndes, William

Birth Date: February 11, 1782

Death Date: October 22, 1822

South Carolina lawyer, congressman, and War Hawk. William Lowndes was born on Horseshoe Plantation near Jacksonborough, St. Bartholomew’s Parish, South Carolina, on February 11, 1782. As a youth he studied in Britain. Returning to the United States, he read for the law, was admitted to the bar in 1804, and established a legal practice in Charleston. He also managed his family’s nearby plantation. During 1804–1808 he served in the state house of representatives, and he was an officer in the local militia, rising to captain in 1807.

A nominal Democratic Republican at the time, Lowndes ran for a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives, where he served from 1811 to 1822. In Congress, he grew impatient with what he believed to be weak U.S. responses to British violations of America’s neutral position during the Napoleonic Wars. He argued that trade restrictions were hurting the U.S. economy, and he thus did not subscribe to the trade embargoes imposed by the Thomas Jefferson and James Madison administrations. As tensions with Great Britain increased, Lowndes argued forcefully for the expansion of the U.S. Army and the U.S. Navy. By 1812 he had become one of the more vocal members of the War Hawk faction in Congress that clamored for war against the British.

Like other War Hawks, Lowndes was given preferential assignments on key House committees, despite his lack of seniority, a tactic employed effectively by Speaker of the House Henry Clay. Lowndes voted repeatedly for more military spending and in June 1812 was offered an officer’s commission in the army, which he declined mostly because of poor health. In addition to supporting administration war policies, he also helped secure funding to fortify the defenses of the South Carolina coast.

Clay named Lowndes chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs in December 1813, and he thereafter worked diligently to approve more naval funding, institute a more efficient organizational structure, and encourage more shipbuilding. In 1815 Lowndes became chairman of the powerful Ways and Means Committee, a post he held for four years. He thereafter helped establish the Second Bank of the United States and sought to reach compromises over sectional issues such as tariffs and slavery.

In failing health, Lowndes resigned his seat in May 1822 and traveled to Europe, where he hoped to recover. He died en route, however, on October 22, 1822, and was buried at sea.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Loyal and Patriotic Society of Upper Canada

Patriotic society formally founded in York (present-day Toronto), the capital of Upper Canada, in December 1812 to relieve suffering among the provincial population and to recognize the service of defenders of the province during the early stages of the War of 1812. In June 1812 Elizabeth Selby, the daughter of the colony’s receiver-general, Prideaux Selby, conceived of a charity to help the local population and recognize those who defended Upper Canada against the Americans. Reverend John Strachan, an Anglican rector, founded the society, but Thomas Scott, the province’s chief justice, became its president, and Strachan became its treasurer. People who donated £1 per year to the society became voting members. The society made British Army generals and field officers in Upper Canada honorary members. Those who donated at least £10 per year became directors of the society.

In 1813 the society allowed Presbyterian and Catholic clergymen to become directors, but not clergy of the dissenting denominations such as the Methodists and Baptists unless they made the required annual donations. The society’s general Anglican character weakened its appeal to a broader population and, thus, somewhat restricted its fundraising. Later the society abandoned this restriction.

By 1817, at which time the society generally ended its activities, the York Committee of the society had collected £21,500. Other provincial committees had collected significant donations of money and other goods, and the society received donations from other parts of the British Empire.

Most of the money that the society raised went to help individuals. For example, the society purchased warm clothing for militiamen serving along the Niagara River during the winter of 1812–1813 and provided medical care for British and Canadian wounded after the Battle of York on April 27, 1813. After hostilities ended, the society provided some compensation to people in the Niagara area whose homes had been burned or looted in 1813 by American forces. The society also granted small sums of money, typically £25, to help the families of Upper Canadian soldiers killed in combat. Despite its limited financial resources and its generally Anglican agenda, the society made a significant impact on limiting the war’s adverse impact on many people in Upper Canada.

After the war ended, the society used its remaining funds for other worthy causes. For example, it gave money to found a charity in York to help strangers in distress. In 1819 the society used £4,000 to establish a medical facility that became the Toronto General Hospital.

Robert B. Kane
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Lundy’s Lane, Battle of

Event Date: July 25, 1814

The largest military engagement between U.S. and British forces on the Niagara Peninsula, which occurred on July 25, 1814. On July 3, 1814, an American army under Major General Jacob Brown crossed the Niagara River into Canada, capturing Fort Erie and then advancing upstream toward Fort George on Lake Ontario near the mouth of the Niagara River. On July 5 one of Brown’s brigades under Brigadier General Winfield Scott defeated British major general Phineas Riall at the Battle of Chippawa, and two days later Brown, continuing his advance, turned the right flank of the British line on the Chippawa River, forcing them back to Fort George. Because Brown lacked heavy artillery and because a British naval squadron controlled the lake, Brown was unable to capture the enemy stronghold. Instead, the Americans occupied Queenston for most of the month of July, waiting for the American naval squadron under Commodore Isaac Chauncey to bring siege guns and reinforcements.

When Chauncey had failed to arrive by July 24, however, the American army, harassed by Canadian militia and Indians, abandoned its advanced position and fell back to the Chippawa. Riall, at the head of approximately 1,000 regulars and militiamen, pursued the withdrawing Americans as far as Lundy’s Lane, a strong defensive position running for approximately a quarter of a mile along the summit of a ridgeline that was perpendicular to the Niagara River four miles north of Brown’s new line. This ridge became the main objective of both sides during the ensuing battle. An additional 1,230 men in seven companies of the 103rd Foot with elements of the 1st, 8th, and 104th Regiments and some 250–300 assorted militia under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Hercules Scott were also a part of Riall’s force but were on detached duty at Twelve Mile Creek.

From Fort George, newly arrived Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond, the lieutenant governor of Upper Canada and overall British commander in the theater, detached a force to the American side of the Niagara River, seeking to force Brown to abandon his Canadian invasion. Instead, Brown again ordered a push up the Niagara, hoping to force Drummond to recall the detachment to the defense of Fort George.

Learning that the Americans were advancing, Riall ordered a withdrawal toward Fort George, but Drummond, who arrived at Lundy’s Lane on July 25, took personal command of the army and countermanded the order. Leading elements of Winfield  Scott’s brigade of 1,070 regulars came into view of the British at about 6:00 p.m. and immediately came under heavy fire from the two 24-pounder guns, two 6-pounder guns, one 5.5-inch howitzer, and a Congreve rocket battery that Riall had placed at the crest of the ridge. To suppress the British fire, Scott sent Major Thomas Jesup’s 25th Infantry Regiment around the British left, while Scott led the 9th, 11th, and 22nd Regiments in an assault on the British front. Because of a lack of cavalry, Scott had not been able to conduct a proper reconnaissance of the British line and thus underestimated Drummond’s numbers: some 1,600 to 1,800 men. Scott’s frontal assaults therefore failed with heavy losses, but at approximately 9:00 p.m. Jesup’s regiment took the light company of the 1st Battalion of the 8th (King’s) Regiment and the Upper Canadian Incorporated Militia Battalion by surprise, driving them back in confusion and taking a considerable number of prisoners including Riall, who had been wounded in the action.
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The culmination of Major General Jacob J. Brown’s invasion of Upper Canada in 1814, the sanguinary Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814, was a tactical draw but a British strategic victory that ended the American effort to conquer Canada. (Library of Congress)

Drummond responded by pulling back the center and right of his line to maintain alignment with his left flank. This withdrawal left the artillery exposed on the ridge without infantry support, but Scott, whose brigade had suffered heavy casualties, could not exploit the situation. Brown, however, arrived on the field with his second brigade of regulars, that of Brigadier General Eleazer W. Ripley, and a militia brigade under Brigadier General Peter B. Porter. Brown ordered one of his fresh regiments, Lieutenant Colonel James Miller’s 21st Infantry, to capture the British guns.

At approximately 9:30 p.m., at about 20 yards Miller’s regiment fired a volley into the gunners and then overran the position, capturing the British guns. A British counterattack by the 2nd Battalion of the 89th Foot failed to recover them.

At about the same time (authorities differ as to the exact hour) Hercules Scott’s detachment, worn down from its march from Twelve Mile Creek by way of Queenston, arrived on the field, only to blunder into Ripley’s brigade. Still in column formation, Scott’s detachment was roughly handled and lost its three 6-pounder guns. These were later recovered, but they took no part in the battle.

In the meantime, Drummond organized a desperate attempt to retake his lost artillery on the summit of the ridge. His charge was repulsed, producing heavy casualties on both sides. The Glengarry Light Infantry, moving at the same time against the American left flank, was forced to retire after suffering friendly-fire casualties.

Battle of Lundy’s Lane, July 25, 1814
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Drummond now sent a second line of British infantry up the ridge, again to be repulsed. Winfield Scott’s brigade, sheltered behind Ripley’s, rallied, reorganized, and attacked the British center, temporarily driving back Drummond’s line but retreating before accidental American fire from Ripley’s brigade. The remainder of the brigade rallied on the American left, but Scott was severely wounded shortly thereafter.

Shortly before midnight Drummond, who had also sustained a severe wound, sent forth a third attempt to recover his guns. After hand-to-hand fighting along the summit the British once again withdrew, and this time the American followed suit, falling back behind the Chippawa, as per General Brown’s orders.

On the morning of July 26 the badly injured Brown ordered Ripley to haul away the guns on Lundy’s Lane, but the latter found that Drummond had reoccupied the position with 2,200 men. The Americans now withdrew to Fort Erie, and the British made no attempt to pursue.

In the battle the Americans suffered 174 killed, 572 wounded, 79 captured, and 28 missing. Drummond reported 84 killed, 559 wounded, 42 captured, and 193 missing. Although both sides claimed victory, the Battle of Lundy’s Lane may be said to have ended in a tactical draw. Strategically, however, the British gained the advantage, putting a final end to the American offensive on the Canadian side of the Niagara River.

Thomas W. Cutrer
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Lyon, Matthew

Birth Date: July 14, 1749

Death Date: August 1, 1822

Revolutionary War officer, Democratic Republican politician, and shipbuilder. Born near Dublin, Ireland, on July 14, 1749, Matthew Lyon trained as a printer before immigrating to British North America in 1765. He lived for a time in Connecticut and then in 1773 relocated to the New Hampshire Grants, a region that would eventually become the state of Vermont. In 1774 he joined Ethan Allen’s Green Mountain Boys militia. At the beginning of the American Revolutionary War, Lyon continued to serve with Allen’s force and for a time was its adjutant. In the summer of 1776 Lyon was appointed a lieutenant in the Continental Army and, later, a captain and paymaster. Lyon was present at the Battle of Freeman’s Farm (September 19, 1777) and at Burgoyne’s surrender after the British defeat at Saratoga on October 17, 1777.

In the spring of 1778 Lyon resigned his commission and returned to the New Hampshire Grants region, where he became a successful publisher and politician. As a Democratic Republican congressman from Vermont (1797–1801, 1803–1811), he gained notoriety first by spitting on a Federalist representative from Connecticut, Roger Griswold, and then battering him to the floor with a fireplace iron on January 28, 1798. That same year Lyon’s writings earned him a fine and a four-month jail sentence for violating the Federalist-inspired Sedition Act. The encounter with Griswold earned him the title “Spitting Lyon,” and his imprisonment made him a Democratic Republican martyr. Lyon eventually moved to Kentucky, then to Missouri, and finally to the Arkansas Territory. He pursued commercial and political interests in all three locations.

In 1803 Lyon became a congressman for Kentucky. As tensions with the British mounted, he believed that a war would be the only way to guarantee U.S. rights. Between 1808 and 1811, however, he grew less supportive of a war with the British, mainly because he disagreed with those who sought an invasion of Canada. He lost his reelection bid in 1810 largely because he had come to believe that waging a land war to protect shipping rights was folly. Thereafter he conducted a robust correspondence with noteworthy political leaders, informing them of his views on the conflict and offering advice.

In the early 1800s Lyon had used his considerable wealth to establish a shipbuilding yard at Eddyville on the Cumberland River. Lyon secured contracts to build four Jeffersonian Program gunboats there. In 1805 Lyon secured a contract to build No. 15 and No. 16, and in 1807 he received a contract for No. 26 and No. 27. With the start of the War of 1812, Lyon on his own initiative commenced construction of additional gunboats and transports for the war effort. He did so, however, on speculation and without a government contract. Lyon was forced nearly into bankruptcy when these vessels were destroyed in a storm before they could be pressed into service. The U.S. government refused to reimburse him because it had not asked him to build the vessels. Thereafter Lyon continued his career in the public sphere, including politics. Lyon died at Spadra Bluff, Arkansas Territory, on August 1, 1822.

B. R. Burg
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MacDonnell, George Richard John

Birth Date: August 15, 1780

Death Date: May 16, 1870

British Army officer, known as “Red George,” who played a prominent role in the War of 1812. George Richard John MacDonnell was born on August 15, 1780, at St. John’s, Newfoundland, the son of a British Army officer. On September 15, 1796, he was commissioned an ensign in the 55th Regiment of Foot. He was promoted to lieutenant on May 4, 1798, and to captain in the 8th Regiment on September 4, 1805. In 1808 he accompanied the 8th Regiment to Nova Scotia and later to Quebec. In early 1812 he recruited a new regiment, the Glengarry Light Infantry Fencibles, from among Scottish infantry veterans living in Upper Canada and received the brevet rank of major in the new regiment. On November 22 he commanded elements of the Glengarrys in a skirmish with the enemy at French Mills, New York.

MacDonnell was promoted to lieutenant colonel on February 8, 1813, and appointed commander at Prescott on the St. Lawrence River. On February 22 he attacked Ogdensburg, New York, across the frozen St. Lawrence River with 380 regulars and militia. He was slightly wounded in the attack, which drove the Americans from the town and helped secure communication on the St. Lawrence River for the remainder of the war. After recovering, MacDonnell was given command of the 1st Light Infantry Battalion, which was stationed at Kingston and was made up of detached flank companies of regular and militia units.

When American major general Wade Hampton marched against Montreal in mid-October 1813, MacDonnell was ordered to join Lieutenant Colonel Charles de Salaberry’s army at Spears Farm on the Châteaugay River. In the Battle of Châteaugay on October 26 MacDonnell commanded the right wing, which saw little action; however, he did support de Salaberry’s successful defense on the left. After the battle Hampton retreated, and Montreal was safe.

In June 1814 MacDonnell was appointed inspecting field officer for Canadian militia and commander of the Cornwall district. Five months later, recognizing the vulnerability of the St. Lawrence River as a supply corridor, he explored the alternative route centered on the Rideau River. In 1817 he unsuccessfully sought a reward of 2,000 guineas from the British government for this work. After the war, as commander of the Stormont and Glengarry Militia, he was responsible for protecting navigation along the St. Lawrence. On October 3, 1816, he returned to England; a year later he was made a commander of the Bath and was awarded a medal for his role at Châteaugay.

In 1821 MacDonnell was put on half pay in the 79th Regiment. Embittered in old age by a belief that his merits had not been sufficiently recognized or rewarded, he publicly asserted in 1848 that his exertions in the War of 1812 had saved Canada. MacDonnell died on May 16, 1870, at Wardour Castle, Wiltshire, England.

Paul David Nelson

See also

Châteauguay, Battle of; Glengarry Light Infantry; Hampton, Wade; Lacolle Mill, First Battle of; Ogdensburg, Battle of; Salaberry, Charles-Michel d’Irumberry de

Further Reading


Buell, W. S. “‘Red George’—One of the MacDonells.” Canadian Historical Review 4 (June 1923): 150–159.

Raudzens, George. “‘Red George’ MacDonell, Military Saviour of Upper Canada?” Ontario History 62 (December 1970): 199–212.



Macdonough, Thomas

Birth Date: December 31, 1783

Death Date: November 10, 1825

U.S. naval officer, commander of the U.S. squadron on Lake Champlain, and victor in the Battle of Lake Champlain. Born in New Castle County, Delaware, on December 31, 1783, the son of a wealthy physician and judge, Thomas Macdonough became a clerk in Middletown, Delaware. He secured a midshipman’s warrant on February 5, 1800, and served in the Caribbean, assisting there in the captures of three French ships. Transferring to the frigate Constellation after the end of fighting with France, he participated in early U.S. operations against Tripoli during 1801–1803. He then transferred to the frigate Philadelphia but fortunately was not aboard that ship when it went aground near Tripoli Harbor and was captured by the Tripolitans.

Transferring to the sloop Enterprise, Macdonough was said to be the favorite midshipman of Lieutenant Stephen Decatur. Macdonough provided valuable information on the Philadelphia to Decatur and took part in the daring raid that destroyed the ship in Tripoli Harbor in February 1804. During 1805–1806, Macdonough was first lieutenant of the brig Syren.

In 1807 Macdonough oversaw construction of gunboats in Connecticut under Captain Isaac Hull. Promoted to lieutenant on February 6, 1807, Macdonough became first lieutenant on the sloop Wasp in the Mediterranean and patrolled the U.S. Atlantic coast to enforce the economic embargo. In 1808 he transferred to the frigate Essex and then returned to gunboat duty at Middletown. Macdonough took an extended leave from the navy during 1810–1811 to captain the merchant brig Gulliver to India.

Returning to active duty with the navy, at the beginning of the War of 1812 Macdonough was first lieutenant on the frigate Constellation, then fitting out for sea. Seeking a more active assignment, he secured command of gunboats at Portsmouth, New Hampshire. In October 1812 he was appointed commander of U.S. naval forces on Lake Champlain. He was promoted to master commandant (commander) on July 24, 1813.

During the next two years, Macdonough worked to secure men and matériel and engaged in a naval construction race with British forces for control of the lake, a key invasion route north or south. In July 1813 two of his ships, the Growler and the Eagle, were captured by the British, but he made up for their loss by adding new ships.
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Commodore Thomas Macdonough commanded U.S. Navy forces on Lake Champlain and won a resounding victory over a British squadron in Plattsburgh Bay on September 11, 1814. (Library of Congress)

In the autumn of 1814 a large British invasion force under Major General Sir George Prevost marched south from Canada into New York state. A British squadron under Commodore George Downie accompanied them along Lake Champlain. Macdonough deployed his own forces in Plattsburgh Bay, forcing the British to attack him. In the subsequent hard-fought Battle of Lake Champlain on September 11, 1814, the Americans prevailed. Macdonough’s careful dispositions, including placing springs on his ships to enable him to swing them at anchor and bring their unused broadsides into play, and his leadership were decisive in the outcome. The battle was immensely important, because although Prevost’s forces on land greatly outnumbered those of the Americans, on learning of Downie’s defeat Prevost decided to call off the campaign and withdraw to Canada. Congress voted Macdonough a gold medal, and he was promoted to captain with date of rank from September 11.

After the war Macdonough commanded Robert Fulton’s steam frigate Demologos (subsequently renamed the Fulton) at New York before returning to Portsmouth in the autumn of 1815 to command its naval yard. He captained the frigate Guerriere in the Baltic and Mediterranean during 1818–1819. During 1820–1824 he commanded the ship of the line Ohio at New York. Despite bouts of tuberculosis, Macdonough sought a sea command and was assigned to the Mediterranean Squadron in the Constitution in 1824. Becoming seriously ill, he relinquished his command and sailed for home in the merchant brig Edwin but died at sea on November 10, 1825.
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Macedonian, HMS

See United States, USS, vs. HMS Macedonian

Machias, Maine

Seaport town occupied during the British invasion of coastal Maine in 1814. Machias is located on the coast of Maine between Passamaquoddy and Penobscot Bays. The district of Maine, including Machias, was part of Massachusetts during the War of 1812. Machias had been initially bypassed by British forces that pursued the small U.S. Navy frigate Adams up the Penobscot River and defeated American forces in the Battle of Hampden on September 3, 1814. Once the British had secured the surrender of Hampden and Bangor, however, they detached a force to capture Machias.

On September 9, 1814, British captain Hyde Parker transported to Machias in the frigate Bacchante, the brig Rifleman, and the schooner Pictou soldiers of the 29th and 60th Infantry Regiments under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Pilkington. The British ground force also included artillerymen and a howitzer. Pilkington decided to land immediately after he heard guns fired to warn the local militia of the British arrival. The British forces went ashore that evening and were able, by means of a night march, to secure a favorable position to the rear of Fort O’Brien and its battery.

Fort O’Brien was defended by only some 70 soldiers of the 40th U.S. Infantry and 30 militiamen and was thus no match for the British force of approximately 1,000 men. Indeed, the American defenders hastily evacuated the fort before Pilkington’s men arrived. On taking possession, the British discovered both weapons and supplies abandoned in the precipitous American withdrawal.

The British then moved against Machias itself, dispatching marines by barge along the northern side of the Machias River while their infantry advanced from Fort O’Brien. The British took Machias without a shot being fired. Pilkington was about to pursue the militia when he received a letter from Massachusetts Militia brigadier general John Brewer offering to surrender the surrounding region in exchange for a parole for the men and a pledge that they would not again take up arms. Pilkington agreed. He then accepted the Machias residents’ oath of allegiance. Trade with the British in Canada resumed.

The capture of Machias, the last remaining American position east of the Penobscot Bay, helped the British to secure some 100 miles of seacoast and territory between New Brunswick and Lower Canada. This portion of eastern Maine was critical to maintaining communications between Halifax and Quebec during the winter when the St. Lawrence River was frozen over. The British occupation of Machias and other portions of the district of Maine in 1814 convinced many residents there of the need to form a separate state, as Massachusetts was too far removed geographically to support and defend them. The War of 1812 helped transform Machias from a Federalist area to one that strongly supported Jeffersonian (Democratic) Republicanism and independent statehood.

Edward J. Martin
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Mackinac Island

Small island covering 3.8 square miles, situated in Lake Huron at the eastern tip of the Straits of Mackinac, which connects Lake Huron to Lake Michigan and separates Michigan’s Lower Peninsula from its Upper Peninsula. Because of Mackinac Island’s strategic location for shipping interests, the British erected Fort Mackinac on the island during the American Revolutionary War. The fort replaced the old wooden Fort Michilimackinac, built by the French prior to the French and Indian War (1754–1763). The new fortress was constructed of limestone and commanded a series of bluffs overlooking the straits. The British did not relinquish control of the fort to the United States until 1796.

Captain Charles Roberts, in command of British Fort St. Joseph on St. Joseph Island at the tip of Lake Huron near the mouth of the St. Marys River that connects Huron with Lake Superior, was so worried about holding that position with the Americans in control of Mackinac that several times he asked British major general Isaac Brock for permission to attack the American outpost as soon as there was a declaration of war. After some hesitation Brock agreed, sending word to Roberts that Great Britain and the United States were at war and authorizing the attempt. On July 16, 1812, Roberts departed St. Joseph Island in 10 bateaux and 70 war canoes with his entire garrison of 45 men, 180 Canadians, some 300 Indians, and two 6-pounder cannon.

The U.S. commander at Mackinac, Lieutenant Porter Hanks, did not know about the declaration of war, although he had heard rumors of the gathering British force on St. Joseph Island. On July 16 Hanks decided to send a local resident to investigate the rumors, but he was taken prisoner by the advancing British. After the British force landed on the north end of Mackinac Island some two miles from the fort at 3:00 a.m. on July 17, some traders set about warning the townspeople living below the fort about the impending attack. The prisoner was also released to assist in warning the community. By the time Hanks received word of the pending assault, British forces had positioned one of their 6-pounder guns on the heights above the fort.
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At 10:00 a.m. on July 17, Roberts demanded that the Americans surrender. Greatly outnumbered, Hanks realized that he could not withstand a siege with the British in position on the heights. Hanks also feared that if there was a battle, his 61 U.S. regulars and the townspeople might be massacred by the Indians accompanying the British, so he decided to surrender. The British secured the island by noon. Unable to hold prisoners, Roberts paroled the U.S. regulars, arrested 3 British military deserters, and took possession of military stores while leaving private property untouched. The British then proceeded to construct a new installation, Fort George, on the high ground behind Fort Mackinac. Brock received news of the capture on July 29.

The capture of Mackinac Island had far-reaching strategic effect. It opened a safe route for Britain’s Indian allies to the lower Great Lakes and encouraged many of them to fight alongside the British. When American brigadier general William Hull learned of the island’s capture, he clearly recognized the danger presented by island’s capture in terms of giving the British control of the upper Great Lakes and also in terms of native support for the British. Hull called off his invasion of Upper Canada and withdrew to Fort Detroit. Just two weeks later, on August 16, he surrendered Detroit to a joint British–Native American force.

Late in the war, the Americans made one effort to try to retake Mackinac. In June 1814, U.S. Army colonel George Croghan and U.S. Navy captain Arthur Sinclair mounted an expedition to clear the British from Lake Huron. Mackinac was the key to Lake Huron, but Croghan paused to loot St. Joseph and did not arrive at the island until August 4, 1814. He had a force of 700 men and Sinclair’s five ships. The Americans came ashore on the northern part of the island. Believing that he could not wait until the larger American force had surrounded the fort, British lieutenant colonel Robert McDouall gathered 200 whites and some Indians and attacked Croghan shortly after he had come ashore, killing 16 Americans (including the expedition’s second-in-command, Major Andrew Hunter Holmes) and wounding another 60 and also taking two of Sinclair’s schooners. Croghan promptly departed, leaving the island in British hands.

On the way south, Croghan and Smith attacked the British post at the mouth of the Nottawasaga River. Royal Navy lieutenant Miller Worsley found himself both heavily outnumbered and outgunned. A shell from the guns in the American squadron blew up the British fort and also set fire to and destroyed Worsley’s schooner Nancy, the only British supply ship on the lake and loaded with six months’ worth of supplies for Mackinac. Despite being rebuffed in the effort to take Mackinac, Croghan and Sinclair were confident that they now controlled Lake Huron, and Sinclair left the Tigress and Scoprion to cut communications between Mackinac Island and the remainder of British Canada. Worsley meanwhile made his way in open boats 380 miles in six days to Mackinac.

On the night of September 3, 1814, Worsley and British Army lieutenant Andrew H. Bolger led Worsley’s sailors and a detachment of the Royal Newfoundland Regiment from Mackinac Island in four bateaux with two small cannon to approach undetected within 100 yards of the Tigress. The British boats rushed the American schooner and took it by storm. The British then used the Tigress to sail against the Scorpion, which was 15 miles distant, repeating the process on the morning of September 6. The loss of these two U.S. schooners ended any American threat to British control of Lake Huron for the remainder of the war. Mackinac Island was not returned to the United States until 1815, under terms of the December 1814 Treaty of Ghent.

Karl S. Hele and Spencer C. Tucker
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Macomb, Alexander

Birth Date: April 3, 1782

Death Date: June 25, 1841

U.S. Army officer and commanding general of the U.S. Army (1828–1841). Alexander Macomb was born in Detroit on April 3, 1782, but moved with his family to New York City. He studied mathematics and the classics in Newark, New Jersey. In 1798 when war with France threatened, Macomb joined the New York Rangers, an elite volunteer company. With Alexander Hamilton’s assistance, he secured a commission as a cornet of light dragoons on January 10, 1799, and was soon an assistant to Brigadier General William North, army adjutant general.

With the downsizing of the army when the war scare passed in the summer of 1800, Macomb lost his commission. In 1801, however, he received a commission as a second lieutenant. Ordered to Philadelphia on recruiting, Macomb then marched his new recruits to Pittsburgh, where they joined forces under Brigadier General James Wilkinson. Macomb was then ordered to Black Rock, New York, to oversee public works projects. On their completion, he returned to Wilkinson to serve as his junior aide-de-camp.

With his interest in engineering, Macomb transferred to the newly resurrected Corps of Engineers. Promoted to first lieutenant of engineers on October 12, 1802, he was ordered to the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, where he completed his formal education in 1805. Promoted to captain, Macomb oversaw repairs and new construction of fortifications in Portsmouth, New Hampshire. Ordered next to South Carolina, in his spare time he wrote a treatise on courts-martial. In 1807 Macomb was assigned as chief engineer for harbor fortifications in Georgia and the Carolinas. By 1811 he was a lieutenant colonel. Macomb oversaw the construction of harbor defenses at Charleston, South Carolina, until the spring of 1812.

With war with Britain looming, Secretary of War William Eustis called Macomb to Washington to serve as acting adjutant general. Macomb, however, sought a field command, a position not available to engineer officers. With legislation expanding the army, Macomb secured promotion to colonel and command of a new regiment, the 3rd U.S. Artillery.
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One of the most capable American military commanders of the War of 1812, Brigadier General Alexander Macomb skilfully blocked British forces invading from Canada at Plattsburgh, New York, in August 1814. In 1828, Macomb became the army’s commanding general. (BiographicalImages.com)

Macomb gathered several companies of new recruits at Greenbush, New York, but, faced with insufficient numbers of guns, horses, and equipment, he trained his men as infantry. He then marched the regiment to Sackets Harbor on Lake Ontario to protect the shipbuilding effort there. Macomb and his regiment took part in the successful attack on Fort George in May 1813 and later that year joined Wilkinson’s campaign to capture Montreal. Macomb and his regiment were with the advance guard of the army and thus did not take part in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813. Following that setback, Wilkinson called off the campaign and withdrew the army to winter quarters in French Mills, New York. Macomb commanded Wilkinson’s artillery during that brutal winter.

When the James Madison administration sought energetic men with a record of success to take command in the 1814 campaign, Macomb was among a handful of young colonels chosen for promotion to brigadier general. He commanded Wilkinson’s reserve brigade at the Battle of Lacolle Mill, an embarrassing failure of American arms in which Macomb’s men were not committed.

Macomb was then ordered to Plattsburgh, New York, on Lake Champlain under the immediate command of Major General George Izard. In August 1814 Secretary of War John Armstrong ordered Izard and 4,000 of the men at Plattsburgh to Sackets Harbor. This left Macomb, commanding 1,500 soldiers, including invalids, to face an invading British army of some 10,000 men under Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost. Badly outnumbered, Macomb did what he could, integrating some 1,900 New York and Vermont militia into his defensive plans. Macomb improved his defenses and deployed skirmishers to try to delay the British advance. He also ordered a successful raid on a British rocket battery on the night of September 9. When the British squadron on Lake Champlain arrived on September 11, Prevost launched his joint attack, which carried one of two bridges across the Saranac River. With Commodore Thomas Macdonough’s concurrent brilliant naval victory on Plattsburgh Bay, however, Prevost decided to withdraw. Macomb did not realize that the British had departed until September 12. Macomb’s role in the victory was recognized by a brevet promotion to major general and a gold medal voted by Congress.

After the war Macomb was retained on active duty. He briefly commanded at Detroit and then, with a further reduction in army size, was reduced in rank to colonel but named chief of engineers. On the death of U.S. Army commanding general Major General Jacob Brown in 1828, Macomb was named his successor. He commanded a miniscule force of fewer than 7,000 men scattered in frontier posts and coastal fortifications. Macomb died in service in Washington, D.C., on June 25, 1841.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Macon, Nathaniel

Birth Date: December 17, 1758

Death Date: June 29, 1837

Soldier, planter, and prominent Democratic Republican politician. Nathaniel Macon was born in Warren County, North Carolina, on December 17, 1758. He attended the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) during 1774–1776, leaving to join the army during the Revolutionary War. Studying law when he was not soldiering, Macon was elected to the North Carolina Senate in 1781 and to Congress under the Articles of Confederation in 1786, but he declined service in the latter. Fearing a powerful central government, he opposed the 1787 Philadelphia Convention and its handiwork, the 1787 Constitution. Macon again turned to politics and was easily elected to 12 consecutive terms in the U.S. House of Representatives, beginning in 1791, and to two terms in the U.S. Senate (1815–1828).

Macon’s political views were shaped by his life experiences. The lifelong planter opposed high tariffs, monied interests, and a strong central government. He cast a wary eye on expenditures for defense even as war with Great Britain loomed, fearing that a large military establishment would lead inevitably to drawn-out wars and higher taxes. Macon’s beliefs were shared by a faction dubbed the “Old Republicans” in the 1790s and as “Quids” during the early 1800s. Whatever the label, he was generally faithful to his beliefs throughout his lengthy political career. His congressional stature was such that he served as Speaker of the House during 1801–1807 and president pro tempore of the U.S. Senate between 1825 and 1827. Rejecting several cabinet posts, he ran unsuccessfully for the vice presidency in 1825.

In the 1790s Macon had found Alexander Hamilton’s financial plans disturbing and opposed the 1794 Jay’s Treaty with Great Britain. Macon was extremely critical of the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800) and the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798; he was also suspicious of what he regarded as President John Adams’s monarchical-like tendencies. A strong supporter of President Thomas Jefferson, Macon accepted Jeffersonian actions and legislation even when they were at variance with his core beliefs. For example, Macon approved the 1803 Louisiana Purchase and the Embargo Act of 1807.

Prior to the War of 1812, Macon played an active role in the pursuit of a viable foreign policy designed to keep his nation at peace, and his name is forever associated with legislation dubbed Macon’s Bill No. 2 (1810), which was designed to compel the French and British to respect Americans’ neutral rights. Having voted in favor of war in 1812 despite his long-held aversion to such conflicts, Macon surprisingly supported American efforts to gain Canada and Florida, and in 1814 he voted for a loan bill to raise funds for the war effort.

After leaving the Senate in 1828, concluding a national political career spanning 37 years, Macon remained engaged in state and national politics, and in 1835 he presided over North Carolina’s constitutional convention. Macon died on June 29, 1837, in Warren County, North Carolina.

Clifford L. Egan
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Macon’s Bill No. 2

Law enacted by the U.S. Congress on May 1, 1810, that repealed the Non-Intercourse Act of 1809, prohibited British or French warships from entering American waters, and gave the U.S. president the authority to suspend trade with either Britain or France if the other revoked its policy of interdicting American trade.

Britain and France had gone to war in 1793 and except for a brief respite during 1802–1803 had been at war since. The neutral United States found itself caught between the two warring countries. Beginning in 1805, British warships had regularly harassed American merchant ships and taken off sailors who were impressed into service with the Royal Navy. In 1807 after the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair off the Virginia coast, an angry U.S. Congress passed the Embargo Act, virtually halting the nation’s overseas trade. The act did not have the intended effect on Britain and France and in fact brought U.S. overseas trading to a virtual halt, which devastated the American economy. In 1809, President Thomas Jefferson signed the Non-Intercourse Act that repealed the Embargo Act and allowed Americans to trade with all countries except Britain and France. This act also had little effect in improving relations with Britain and France and U.S. overseas trade.

U.S. secretary of state Robert Smith then began negotiations with David M. Erskine, the British minister to the United States, to stabilize relations between the two countries. Erskine made too many concessions for British foreign minister George Canning, who refused to accept the agreement.

After President James Madison also rejected the Smith-Erskine Agreement, on December 19, 1909, Nathaniel Macon, U.S. representative from North Carolina, introduced Macon’s Bill No. 1 into the House of Representatives. The bill would have prohibited British and French ships from entering American ports and the importation of goods from either country or its colonies. Whenever either country revoked or modified its policies toward the United States, the U.S. president would end the application of the law on the revoking power. During the House debates on the bill, Macon added amendments that made it essentially useless. The bill finally passed the House, but the Senate eliminated all but the sections prohibiting British and French ships from entering American ports and limiting the act to the next session of Congress. The House’s refusal to accept the bill with the Senate’s changes effectively killed it.

On April 8, 1810, Macon introduced a second bill, which became known as Macon’s Bill No. 2. He disliked it (as did President Madison), had nothing to do with its composition, and did not support it. The new bill prohibited British or French warships from entering American waters and enabled the president to resume trading with whichever country revoked its policy of interdicting American trade and to impose sanctions against the country that did not. This bill passed the House on April 19, 1810, and after further amendments passed the Senate on May 1, 1810. The president signed it into law the same day.

French emperor Napoleon I now cleverly informed Madison that France would recognize the rights of American merchant ships as neutral carriers, and Madison accepted Napoleon’s declaration. However, Napoleon failed to honor his pledge, and Madison soon realized the French emperor’s insincerity. Napoleon then withdrew his offer altogether. Meanwhile, Britain continued to harass American ships, escalating tensions between the two countries. After suffering food shortages, mounting unemployment, and increasing inventories of unsold manufactured goods, the British government finally decided to repeal its Orders in Council. Unfortunately, before news of this change had reached the United States, the U.S. Congress declared war on Great Britain on June 1, 1812.

Robert B. Kane
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Madison, Dolley

Birth Date: May 20, 1768

Death Date: July 12, 1849

First lady (1809–1817) and wife of President James Madison. Born Dorothy Payne on May 20, 1768, Dolley was the daughter of a successful plantation owner in Virginia. The Paynes were Quakers who lived a frugal and uncluttered life. Dolley Payne received little formal schooling; instead, she was raised to be a refined southern lady of society. When she was 14 years old, however, her father sold the family plantation, freed his numerous slaves, and moved his family to Philadelphia. There on January 7, 1790,  Payne married attorney and fellow Quaker John Todd. Together the couple had two children. Their life was a happy one, but Todd’s husband and younger son died in a yellow fever epidemic in the city in the summer of 1793.
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Dolley Madison, esteemed wife of President James Madison, was known for her impeccable manners and charm. She also demonstrated courage and foresight in overseeing the removal of priceless artifacts from the White House just prior to the British occupation of the federal capital in August 1814. (National Archives)

Now a young widow, Dolley Todd returned to her parents’ home. In the spring of 1794 Aaron Burr introduced the young widow to James Madison, and they married on September 15, 1794.

Dolley Madison first rose to prominence in American society when her husband became the secretary of state for Thomas Jefferson in 1801. A widower, Jefferson needed a feminine touch in his official home, and Madison fit the bill perfectly. She became the de facto head of the Jefferson household and hosted elegant affairs for visiting diplomats as well as the elite of American politics. Madison’s impeccable manners and winning charm led Americans to dub her “Queen Dolley.” Madison was not merely a host, however; her private correspondence and diaries reveal a woman who was an astute observer of political affairs and matters of state.

In March 1809 James Madison assumed the presidency, and Dolley Madison officially became the first lady. A trendsetter, she continued to be renowned for her excellent fashion sense and taste and her graceful role as hostess. Great pageantry accompanied all of her White House functions, even though the building itself was still under construction. Madison also became associated with various charitable causes, making her popular with the lower classes as well as the political elite.

Madison’s popularity skyrocketed in 1814 when the British invaded and set fire to buildings in Washington, D.C., including the White House. She rescued many important works of art, including the official portrait of George Washington painted by Gilbert Stuart, as well as crucial state papers. Her actions made her a national hero, and she continued her life of entertaining upon return to the city.

After James Madison completed two terms as president, he and his wife retired to their Virginia country estate, Montpelier, in March 1817. There the Madisons continued to entertain graciously until James’s death in 1836. After her husband’s death, Dolley Madison suffered from ill health that plagued her for the rest of her life but did not stop her from remaining active. She served as an editor of her husband’s “Reports of the Constitutional Congress” and made a triumphant visit to Washington, D.C., in 1837, when she was 69 years old. There, high society welcomed her with open arms, revering her as a “national treasure.”

To the public, in her remaining years Dolley Madison appeared happy and successful, but privately she suffered greatly. Her son ran up continual debts, forcing her to sell her husband’s letters and eventually Montpelier in order to pay them. With the family home gone, she returned to Washington, D.C. She also suffered tremendously from rheumatism. Madison remained, however, a popular figure until her death in Washington on July 12, 1849, at the age of 81.
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Madison, James

Birth Date: March 16, 1751

Death Date: June 28, 1836

State legislator, member of Congress, secretary of state (1801–1809), and president of the United States (1809–1817). James Madison was born on March 16, 1751, at Port Conway, Virginia. He graduated from the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) in 1771 and returned to his family plantation in Orange County in 1772. Madison’s initial engagement in Revolutionary resistance was informed by his locally prominent father, and in 1776 he was sent to the Virginia Provincial Constitutional Convention, where he actively participated in the formation of the new Virginia Constitution.

During the Revolutionary War, Madison refrained from direct military service for health reasons. In 1776 he served as Orange County’s representative in the Virginia House of Delegates. In 1779 he was one of Virginia’s delegates to the Continental Congress. In Congress, Madison proved to be a diligent and active legislator, committed to policies designed to empower the new government as well as further the interests of Virginia.

Madison served in the Continental Congress until 1783, returned to Virginia, and in 1784 again was elected to the Virginia House of Delegates, where he served through 1786. He was the most influential promoter of the 1787 Constitutional Convention, securing the participation of Virginia and the then-retired George Washington. Madison’s copious notes of the convention’s proceedings provide the best record of the debates surrounding the drafting of the U.S. Constitution. In February 1787 Madison resumed his career in Congress, now meeting in New York City. In February 1789 he was elected to the first U.S. Congress, serving until 1797.

Madison, a Democratic Republican, worked to persuade New York to ratify the Constitution. With Alexander Hamilton and John Jay, Madison coauthored the Federalist Papers, a series of commentaries on the provisions and expected benefits of the U.S. Constitution. Madison wrote 21 of the 85 essays. He also drafted and then ensured passage of the first 10 amendments to the Constitution, better known as the Bill of Rights.

In 1801 President Thomas Jefferson selected Madison to be his secretary of state. Although Madison did not relish the limelight, he had a profound impact on U.S. foreign policy during his term in office. Highly loyal to Jefferson, Madison endorsed the 1803 Louisiana Purchase, vigorously supported the war against the Barbary pirates, and helped execute the trade embargoes against France and Great Britain in an attempt to halt the impressment of American sailors and disruptions to American commerce on the high seas. Jefferson had much confidence in Madison, and the two men nearly always agreed on matters of foreign policy. Madison served as secretary of state until 1809, at which point he became the nation’s fourth president.
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Founding Father James Madison of Virginia is often known as the “Father of the Constitution.” He was secretary of state during 1801–1809. As president of the United States during 1809–1817, Madison took the country into war with Britain, for which it was poorly prepared. (Library of Congress)

Madison’s two-term presidency was dominated by foreign crises, most notably the War of 1812. Just before Madison assumed office, Congress replaced Jefferson’s failed embargo with the 1809 Non-Intercourse Act, which reopened U.S. trade with the outside world except with France and Britain. Madison championed the legislation, which also empowered him to resume trade with whatever nation (Britain or France) first lifted its trade encumbrances against the United States. Neither the British nor the French responded, and Congress passed Macon’s Bill No. 2, a confusing piece of legislation enacted in May 1810. The new law lifted all restrictions on U.S. trade but attempted to coerce France and Britain into lifting their trade impediments. If one of the nations lifted its trade impediments, Madison was empowered to impose a trade embargo on the other if it did not follow suit within three months.

In a diplomatic ruse called the Cadore Letter, France responded first in the summer of 1810, allowing Madison to enact a trade embargo against Britain. The British remained intransigent, and by the spring of 1812 Madison appeared before Congress with a long list of grievances against the British. Largely at the behest of the War Hawks in Congress, the United States declared war against Great Britain in June 1812.

Madison’s tenure as a wartime president was arduous in the extreme. Among other roadblocks to victory, he faced uncooperative state governors, ineffective generals, and divisions within his cabinet, Congress, and an increasingly alienated populace. He also endured numerous military setbacks, including the burning of the White House by British troops in August 1814. Nevertheless, the United States managed to cobble together a respectable peace settlement by the end of 1814. Madison’s political and public stature rebounded with the news of a U.S. victory at New Orleans in January 1815.

In domestic policy, Madison’s chief concern was the raucous fight over the rechartering of the Bank of the United States. Ultimately the measure failed and the bank dissolved in 1812, which severely hampered the war effort by restricting funds and loans. In 1816 Madison managed to coax Congress into chartering the Second Bank of the United States for a period of 20 years. His detractors claimed that his support showcased his pro-Federalist sentiments.

Madison concluded his public career as a delegate to the Virginia Constitutional Convention during 1829–1830. He retired to his estate at Montpelier, in Orange County, Virginia, where he died on June 28, 1836.

Charles A. Kromkowski and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Maine, British Occupation of

Start Date: 1814

End Date: 1815

The exact border between the United States and Canada after the American Revolution remained a contentious issue. In 1812 the District of Maine was still part of the state of Massachusetts, much of it a remote wilderness bereft of roads. Significant numbers of merchants along the coast continued to trade with the British in Canada, despite an embargo by the federal government.

Although there was only lukewarm sympathy in New England for the second war with Britain, London worried that a U.S. military offensive from Maine could sever overland communications between Halifax and Quebec. When additional British forces became available after the defeat of Napoleon in April 1814, London decided to employ some of them to attack Maine. Nova Scotia governor Lieutenant General Sir John Sherbrooke formulated a plan whereby the British would occupy much of Maine’s coast.

On July 11, 1814, an expeditionary force of some 600 men commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Pilkington landed on Moose Island in Passamaquoddy Bay. Pilkington enjoyed the support of a strong naval squadron. The small U.S. Army garrison at Fort Sullivan quickly surrendered on the urging of the local citizens. The British occupied the town of Eastport and required all citizens to take an oath of loyalty to King George III or leave the area. Most took the oath.

On September 1 British rear admiral Edward Griffith appeared off Castine with 10 warships and 10 transports carrying 2,500 men under Sherbrooke, set for an amphibious landing at the mouth of the Penobscot River. Sherbrooke had planned to capture Machias but changed the objective after learning that the U.S. Navy small frigate Adams (28 guns) was in the river. The Adams had sustained damage in a grounding on its return from a cruise in European waters and was awaiting repairs before attempting to go to sea again. The small garrison of American regulars at Castine surrendered after a short fight. A British force under Major General Gerard Gosselin then crossed to Belfast with 600 men, capturing it to block possible reinforcements arriving from Boston.

Some 700 men then sailed 27 miles up the Penobscot in two sloops, one transport, and a number of boats to Hampden. Captain Charles Morris of the Adams had prepared defenses utilizing cannon off-loaded from his ship. On September 3 the British launched a surprise attack in morning fog, and the local militia immediately broke. Morris and his sailors could not hold their positions, and they burned the Adams to prevent its capture.

With the destruction of the Adams and the occupation first of Bangor and then Machias, on September 10 American resistance in the area all but ceased. The British held approximately 100 miles of Maine coastline, along with regions farther inland. Maine inhabitants either swore an oath of allegiance to the king or departed. Two-thirds swore the oath. Trade between occupied Maine and Canada was brisk, and the region became a center for illicit trade with New England. The British occupation most certainly increased pressure on the U.S. government to negotiate a peace treaty. When President James Madison tried to organize an expedition to recapture Maine in the autumn of 1814, very few volunteers could be raised in New England. Plans for the attack had been published in Massachusetts newspapers, making any such move virtually impossible.

At the peace conference in Ghent, Belgium, British negotiators were reluctant to cede the Maine territory, but they finally agreed to evacuate most of the area and leave the disposition of Maine’s final borders to a joint commission. The last British troops departed Maine on April 1, 1815.

The failure of Massachusetts to defend Maine led many in Maine to demand their own state. That process was completed in 1820, but Maine’s borders with Canada still remained uncertain. Indeed, the final border was not fixed until 1842, with the Webster-Ashburton Treaty.

Tim J. Watts

See also

Colpoys, Sir Edward Griffith; Ghent, Treaty of; Maine, District of; New England; Sherbrooke, John Coape; Smuggling

Further Reading



Lohnes, Barry J. “A New Look at the Invasion of Eastern Maine, 1814.” Maine Historical Society Quarterly 15(1) (1975): 4–25.

Stanley, George F. G. The War of 1812: Land Operations. Toronto: Macmillan of Canada, 1983.



Maine, District of

Northern district of the state of Massachusetts, bordering New Hampshire to the southwest, the Atlantic Ocean to the southeast, and Canada to the west, north, and east. Maine joined Massachusetts in the late 17th century for protection from French and Indian raids. During the American Revolution and again during the War of 1812, it became clear that the defense of the District of Maine proved beyond Massachusetts’s resources and resolve.

The District of Maine equaled the rest of New England in size and had attracted many newcomers after the American Revolution. The 1810 population of Maine was about 230,000. Its inhabitants ended up widely dispersed among numerous small communities. Portland was the exception, boasting a thriving economic and population center located along the district’s southeast coast. With its shoreline cut by partially submerged granite ridges and few serviceable roads beyond Portland, Maine depended upon water transportation to move goods to Boston or other American markets. Maine merchants also maintained vigorous trading relationships with Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. As the War of 1812 began, Maine found itself caught between Boston to the southwest, where American warships gathered, and Halifax to the northeast, where the Royal Navy had established its North American base.

Commerce between American and English merchants did not end just because the War of 1812 had begun. Great Britain needed American wheat for the British Army, and Americans had not given up their fondness for British-manufactured goods. Amelia Island, Florida, and the Bay of Fundy above Maine became favored destinations for American trading vessels, which certified themselves as neutral or Swedish in order to engage in this illegal but profitable trade. The famous September 5, 1813, engagement between the American brig Enterprise and the British brig Boxer occurred while the Boxer escorted an American cargo vessel carrying English goods from Saint John, New Brunswick, to the mouth of the Kennebec River, placing the British brig within sight of the American warship. The Boxer was badly mauled.

The opportunity to seize valuable cargoes attracted both American and Canadian privateers around Maine, but the growing presence of British warships offered Canadian privateers a clear advantage, except when their crews were pressed into the Royal Navy. The Canadian privateer Liverpool Packet, a small ex-slaver, was notorious for taking more prizes in Maine waters than any privateer on either side of the war.

In September 1814 British forces invaded eastern Maine to encourage Americans to end the war and to deprive American privateers of waters from which they could attack Canadian shipping. Among the ships trapped in the Penobscot River during this offensive was the small U.S. frigate Adams, whose crew burned and scuttled their ship rather than allow its capture by the British. Following the conquest of Maine, U.S. authorities planned to retake it, but the scheme failed when Massachusetts governor Caleb Strong refused to mobilize state troops. Eastern Maine remained occupied by the British through April 1815, and Maine was admitted to the Union as a separate state in 1820.
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Main Poc

Birth Date: ca. 1765

Death Date: 1816

Pottawatomi chief who allied with Shawnee leader Tecumseh prior to and during the War of 1812. Virtually nothing is known of Main Poc’s early years, including the circumstances of his birth, except that he was probably born in 1765 and raised in the northern Indiana Territory along the Yellow River. His name meant “withered hand” (main poche), for his left hand was crippled since birth and missing all its fingers and thumb. Also known as Wenebeset (Crafty One), he was regarded by his people as a shaman and claimed to have the gift of visions. Many Pottawatomis believed that he could not be injured.

Main Poc does not enter the historical record until 1795, when it is believed that he was present during the negotiations that led to the 1795 Treaty of Greenville. Known for his intemperance and excess, he was also admired for his bravery and ability to lead men in battle. Main Poc steadfastly refused to abide by the increasing presence of white settlers in the Old Northwest, however, so he and his warriors staged numerous raids against settlements in Illinois and Indiana between 1797 and 1812. He also warred with the Osage tribe, a perennial enemy, and conducted raids as far south as the Spanish-held Gulf Coast.

In 1807 Tecumseh visited a number of Pottawatomi villages, including that of Main Poc. Main Poc immediately offered support to Tecumseh’s fledgling Pan-Indian confederacy. In 1809 Main Poc was among an Indian delegation that traveled to Washington, D.C., to meet with President Thomas Jefferson. The conference was designed to stop Indian raids against white settlements and to dissuade Indian leaders from joining Tecumseh’s growing resistance movement. Main Poc, however, refused to commit himself to any agreements with the Americans.

Late in September 1810 Main Poc was involved in a skirmish with the Osages in which two Osages were killed. Main Poc was badly wounded, whereupon the Pottawatomis withdrew. He spent the winter on the Mississippi above Portage des Sioux recovering.

In late 1811, probably after the November 7 Battle of Tippecanoe, Main Poc traveled to Canada, where he may have met again with Tecumseh. Clearly, in the event of war between the United States and Great Britain, Main Poc would be allied with the British.

With the start of the War of 1812, Main Poc was again wounded, in a skirmish with Americans on July 19, 1812, along the Canard River near Fort Malden in Upper Canada. On August 9 he took part in an attack on an American supply column at Monguagon. He may have had a role in planning the brutal attack against Fort Dearborn evacuees on August 15 that led to the deaths of 40 Americans and others taken captive.

Main Poc continued to travel between the southern Great Lakes and Canada during the war. He was reportedly shattered by the death of his close ally Tecumseh in the October 5, 1813, Battle of the Thames. After the end of the war Main Poc signed an armistice agreement with the U.S. government, but he had no intention of honoring it. He signed only to secure food and other necessities for his people, necessary now that the Americans had burned the Pottawatomi cornfields and the British had withdrawn. Main Poc continued to hope that the British might soon return. He died sometime in 1816.
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Majestic, HMS, and Squadron vs. USS President

Event Date: January 15, 1815

At the beginning of January 1815, most remaining U.S. Navy oceangoing ships were closely blockaded by Royal Navy warships. Opportunities for the U.S. ships to break out and harass British shipping were sharply limited, but Commodore Stephen Decatur Jr., commanding the U.S. squadron at New York, was determined to get his ships to sea. His squadron consisted of the frigate President (rated at 44 guns but mounting 54), the sloop Peacock (20 guns), the brig Hornet (20 guns), and the supply ships brigantine Tom Bowline and fast armed merchant brig Macedonia. By early January, Decatur concluded that the best plan was for the President to escape only with the Macedonian. The remaining ships would then follow, with all to rendezvous at Tristan da Cunha.

On January 14 a storm swept the New York area, and Decatur assumed that it would drive the British ships off station. The President was proceeding to sea that evening with the Macedonian following when the frigate suddenly struck the bar and ran aground. Although it was freed after an hour and a half, the President had sustained damage to its keel, which slowed it considerably.

The best course of action would have been to return to New York, but strong northwest winds rendered that impossible, so Decatur set sail due east along the Long Island shore, hoping to pass inside the British blockaders. After about 50 miles he ordered a course change south-southeast for the open sea, hoping that the British would be west of his position.

In the absence of Rear Admiral Henry Hotham, Captain John Hayes commanded the British squadron, with his flag in the 58-gun razee Majestic (a cut-down third-rate 74-gun ship of the line). He also had the large frigate Endymion (48 guns), with 24-pounders on its gun deck and considered a match for the President, and the 38-gun frigates Pomone and Tenedos, mounting 18-pounders.

At 5:00 a.m. on January 15, lookouts on the President spotted three of the British ships, and Decatur ordered course changed to the northeast. One of the British ships fired a signal rocket, and by daylight the Americans could see four British ships in pursuit. At first the Majestic led (even closing sufficiently to open fire), but the wind lightened and the ship soon fell behind, with the Endymion under Captain Henry Hope taking the lead. Because of the damage sustained earlier, the President was unable to escape. Decatur ordered supplies and equipment thrown overboard, but this did not increase speed substantially.

By 2:30 p.m. the Endymion was able to open fire with its bow chasers. The President replied with its stern guns. By 5:00 p.m. the Endymion was off the President’s starboard quarter, where the American ship was unable to reply with significant fire. The Endymion then opened up on the American ship with its port bow and bridle port guns against the President’s spars and rigging, attempting to further slow it. With the British squadron in pursuit, Decatur dared not turn aside to fire a broadside. He hoped that he might be able to lure the Endymion sufficiently close to board, but Hope kept sufficient range to make this impossible. Hope also took advantage of his ship’s superior speed to yaw occasionally, which enabled him to let loose a full broadside before resuming course parallel to the President.

With the President sustaining damage, Decatur had no choice but to change course. At dusk, 6:00 p.m., he proceeded south, allowing him to engage the Endymion with his broadside guns but ended hope of regaining New York. The two ships were now on parallel course and exchanged broadsides for two hours. They were well matched. The President had 32 long 24-pounders and 22 42-pounder carronades. The Endymion had 26 long 24-pounders, 2 long 18-pounders, and 20 32-pounder carronades. By 8:30 p.m. the Endymion’s sails had been cut to pieces, and the ship ceased firing and dropped out of the action. Decatur was unable to stop to capture it, however, because the Pomone and Tenedos were now closing.

Decatur changed course again, to the northeast, but the Endymion had done its job. The President was now slowed sufficiently to end all possibility of escape. At 11:00 p.m. the Pomone overhauled the President and took position off its port bow. The Pomone then loosed a broadside that killed or wounded a number of the President’s crew. With the Tenedos closing to starboard, where it would be in position to rake the President from the stern, and the Majestic and the brig Dispatch of 18 guns also coming up, Decatur opted for surrender to spare the lives of his crew. Not until two hours later was the Endymion able to rejoin the squadron.

In the engagement the Americans lost 24 men killed, including 3 lieutenants, and 55 wounded. The remainder of the President’s 450-man crew was taken prisoner. All of the British casualties were aboard the Endymion: 11 killed and 14 wounded. The battle was a British victory, but the English press claimed falsely that the President had surrendered to the Endymion.

The American public did not blame Decatur. Any controversy over his surrendering his ship while it was still able to fight was erased when he was cleared in a subsequent court of inquiry. Meanwhile, the British took the captured President into their service. The brig Macedonian escaped.
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Marblehead Peninsula, Battle of

Event Date: September 29, 1812

Skirmish between Ohio militiamen and Native Americans (most likely Ottawas and Wyandots) that occurred on September 29, 1812, on the Marblehead Peninsula, which divides Lake Erie from Sandusky Bay in north-central Ohio. The Battle of Marblehead Peninsula is also sometimes referred to as the Peninsula Battle. The engagement was one of the few fought in Ohio during the War of 1812, although it was not documented officially for more than 50 years.

On September 26, 1812, an Ohio Militia party raided an abandoned stockade at the mouth of the Portage River and started back for Camp Avery, a small outpost on the east bank of the Huron River. The raiding party had to hold up for the night on nearby Bull Island because of a storm; the following morning the party encountered two settlers who had been attacked by Indians at their nearby farm on the Marblehead Peninsula. The militia party then reconnoitered the farm, observed an Indian war party, and moved to nearby Cedar Point and dispatched a messenger to Camp Avery.

After the messenger arrived at Camp Avery on the evening of September 28, a volunteer militia force of 72 men under the command of Captain Joshua Cotten departed Camp Avery in boats, linked up with the militia at Cedar Point, and arrived on the peninsula early the next morning. Cotten left the boats along the shore with a small guard detachment and marched to the farm with the two settlers as guides.

While Cotten marched, an Indian war party attacked the boat detachment, which promptly fled—without most of the boats—to Cedar Point. The Indians sank the remaining boats. The main detachment found that the farm had been abandoned by the Indians, so Cotten decided to withdraw. On the return route Cotten’s men were ambushed by the Indians, and after a lengthy firefight the militiamen withdrew to a vacant house, where 30 of them took refuge. The remaining men and several wounded troops proceeded to the boat landing, where they found the sunken boats. The detachment that had left the landing site soon returned and came to their assistance. They subsequently began ferrying the men across the bay in the remaining boats. The men in the house meanwhile continued to fire on the Indians, who withdrew after scalping several of the militia dead left outside the house.

A relief force was dispatched to relieve Cotten after news of the incident had reached Camp Avery. The relief contingent arrived on October 1 and after burying the dead withdrew to Camp Avery that night. An Indian chief named Omick was identified by several of the militia during the fighting, but he was never apprehended. Indian casualties during the skirmish were not reported; militia casualties totaled six wounded and five dead.
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Marine Department

See Provincial Marine

Marines, Colonial

See Colonial Marines

Markle, Abraham

Birth Date: October 26, 1770

Death Date: March 6, 1826

Canadian American businessman, politician, and soldier who was accused of treasonous activity during the War of 1812. Abraham Markle was born in Ulster County, New York, on October 26, 1770. During the American Revolutionary War four of his older brothers served on the Loyalist side in Captain John Butler’s Rangers. As a youth Markle moved temporarily to Canada, but he returned to New York state after the war ended in 1783. An enterprising individual, Markle relocated to Upper Canada at age 16 and engaged in various commercial pursuits. In 1806 he established a commercial distillery at Ancaster.

In 1811 Markle was ordered to join the local militia, but he refused. The following year, on the eve of the War of 1812, he was elected to Upper Canada’s Parliament, representing West York. In 1813 Markle vociferously opposed the suspension of habeas corpus in Upper Canada and was briefly jailed on suspicion of treason.

Later that same year, Markle decided to join the American cause in the war as a scout and guerrilla, now taking part in depredations against his former Canadian neighbors. Markle was reportedly present during the burning of Newark, Upper Canada, in December 1813 and participated in the destruction of Port Dover in May 1814. Canadian officials managed to capture a number of Markle’s guerrilla compatriots, but he himself managed to elude authorities. He was instead tried and convicted in absentia for treason; meanwhile, eight other Canadian raiders were executed.

Forced to give up his business holdings in Canada, Markle settled in the United States after the war. One of the early settlers in southwestern Indiana, he helped establish the town of Terre Haute. Markle later constructed a mill just north of there and was engaged in other business and agricultural pursuits before his death on March 6, 1826, near Terre Haute.
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Martial Law

Martial law refers to the imposition of military rule—usually on a temporary or emergency basis—over civilian populations. Martial law may also bring about the temporary suspension of constitutionally guaranteed rights, including writs of habeas corpus and trials by jury.

The population of Upper Canada during the War of 1812 included many Loyalist refugees from the American Revolution and newly arrived Americans drawn there by the promise of cheap land. Without significant ties to Upper Canada, some of these individuals fought on the American side. Although they understood the risks involved, British military leaders nevertheless did not impose martial law or suspend habeas corpus.

The Americans had occasion during the war to use the military to control civilians. In virtually every instance, however, local, state, or federal civilian law remained in effect, and the exceptions clearly fell under the constitutional delegation of power to Congress to activate the militia to enforce federal laws. The one notable exception was Major General Andrew Jackson’s imposition of martial law during 1814–1815 in New Orleans. With British forces threatening and the population of New Orleans clearly panicked, Jackson perceived the need for heightened discipline in the city. On December 15, 1814, Jackson issued an advisory to the public to be alert for spies and enemy agents and to prepare to defend the city. He also needed sailors and asked the state legislature to suspend habeas corpus so that he could impress men for service. The legislature demurred, instead embargoing departures and providing incentive pay for volunteer sailors.

On December 16 Jackson issued a proclamation that required all visitors to check in with the adjutant general, barred departures of vessels without a passport, and set a 9:00 p.m. curfew, with summary imprisonment for violations. Curfew violators were to be treated as spies. Every able-bodied man had to serve in the army, navy, or police; prisoners awaiting trial or convicts nearing completion of their terms were released by the suspended courts to serve in the military.

After the successful January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans, news of the war’s end reached New Orleans on February 10, but Jackson maintained martial law until March 13, when he received official word that the Treaty of Ghent had been ratified. Jackson’s unhesitating and almost eager setting aside of civilian law was one reason that his political opponents regarded him as a threat. Nevertheless, his actions were deemed expedient at the time during a bona fide local emergency, and they established precedents that other American leaders followed during times of war and emergency, including U.S. presidents Abraham Lincoln, Franklin Roosevelt, and George W. Bush.

John H. Barnhill
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Maryland

One of the 13 original states located on the Eastern Seaboard between Virginia and Pennsylvania and bounded by the Chesapeake Bay to the east. As a Mid-Atlantic state encompassing 10,460 square miles with a large port at Baltimore just north of Washington, D.C., Maryland had great strategic importance during the War of 1812.

With a vigorous two-party system, Maryland also well reflected the national divide over the conflict. The war split Maryland politically, as half of its congressional delegation in both the U.S. House and Senate voted for the war, while half voted against it. On the eve of the war, the population of the state was approximately 395,000 people. Socially, Maryland partially reflected the planter society of Virginia (at least in the eastern quarter of the state), while the remainder was more reminiscent of Pennsylvania and other Mid-Atlantic states where slavery and large-scale plantations were relatively scarce.

On June 22, 1812, just four days after the U.S. declaration of war against Britain, riots broke out in Baltimore against the Federalists who favored peaceful relations with Britain. The Federalist newspaper, the Federal Republican, was destroyed in the melee. Its editor, Alexander Contee Hanson, fled the city but returned the following month. Crowds, angered at Hanson’s return and the news that he had fortified his home, attacked on July 27, 1812. Henry Lee and James M. Lingan, both Federalists, Revolutionary War generals, and heroes, along with local militia, escorted Hanson to the city jail for protection, but rioters seized that as well. In the ensuing violence, Lingan was killed, and Lee and Hanson were both badly beaten. Maryland was a largely Democratic Republican state, and Baltimore’s role as a major American port, coupled with the British maritime policies of impressment and the Orders in Council against American shipping, made Federalist positions that favored Britain highly unpopular within the state and particularly in Baltimore. During the course of the conflict, Baltimore became the nation’s third-largest city, with 50,000 residents by 1815.

[image: image]

An American cartoon from late 1814 celebrating the stiff resistance offered by American troops to the British Army during the Battle of Baltimore, September 12–14, 1814. (Library of Congress)

Civil discord and the breakdown of law and order benefitted Maryland Federalists in the autumn elections of 1812. Federalists took control of the Maryland state legislature, elected Levin Winder to replace the Republican governor Robert Bowie, and elected Hanson to a congressional seat. The state’s Federalists, many of them planters centered in the south, were highly critical of President James Madison’s conduct of the war. Nevertheless, opposition to the war effort never reached the levels of noncooperation among northern Federalists, although Federalist militia units were unlikely to participate in the defense of the state. Baltimore remained highly Democratic Republican.

Merchants in Maryland often incurred losses because of the British blockade, but many of them made money by turning to privateering or investing in factory production. More than 100 privateers based in Maryland, the majority in Baltimore, accounted for about a third of all British ships captured over the course of the war. Indeed, the Baltimore clipper became the prototype of privateering ships. Thus, to a considerable extent Baltimore benefitted from the war, and privateering itself became one of the state’s more profitable industries. Yet the importance of Baltimore as a privateering base, British naval superiority, and the geography of the Chesapeake made the city a natural target for British attack during the war.

British rear admiral Sir George Cockburn arrived in the Chesapeake Bay in February 1813 and enforced the British blockade of the region. Cockburn’s naval forces carried out raids throughout the Chesapeake Bay. Planters and farmers in eastern Maryland and in the Chesapeake Bay area were subject to constant harassment from these raids, and there was little that militias or U.S. troops could do to stop them. Over time, British control of the Chesapeake Bay reduced the number of privateers and ships coming out of Baltimore and strangled the city’s commerce. This reduced the effectiveness of privateers, as it became more difficult to return prizes captured to the United States.

In general, if British raiding parties met resistance from local planters and farmers, they simply seized and burned property. If the Americans they encountered reacted peacefully and chose to provide material support, they were paid and in some cases could get their agricultural products, primarily tobacco, through the blockade. Thus, some Americans throughout Tidewater Maryland cooperated with the British military.

The Chesapeake Bay was central to the British campaigns of 1814. As part of the overall British war plan, Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, commander of the British North Atlantic Station, operating with Major General Robert Ross, was charged with carrying out an attack on the Chesapeake with some 5,000 British troops. Occupation was not the primary goal of this force. Rather, it was supposed to divert attention and troops from the Northeast and the Gulf Coast, the targets of the other British efforts in the 1814 campaign year. Cochrane and Ross were successful in meeting their goals.

In August 1813 Joshua Barney had received command of an upper Chesapeake flotilla at Baltimore. Both sides built barges and galleys for naval warfare in the bay, and beginning in April 1814, Commodore Barney made several attempts to engage the British. The net result, however, was that Barney’s flotilla became bottled up in the Patuxent River. In June the flotilla fought several battles with the British but could not escape the Patuxent, and a British advance by water and land forced him to destroy his boats on August 22.

Ross’s land force meanwhile advanced on the American capital. The British routed the Americans in the Battle of Bladensburg in Maryland on August 24. This led to the British seizure of Washington on August 24 and the destruction of its public buildings and navy yard.

During September 12–14, 1814, the British attempted to take Baltimore and destroy that privateer base. U.S. major general Samuel Smith had organized Baltimore’s defenses, and had some 15,000 militiamen prepare entrenchments to protect against land attack. In addition, Smith readied Fort McHenry and ordered ships scuttled in the harbor to obstruct British naval movements.

The British went up the Petapsco River, and Ross landed with more than 4,000 troops some 16 miles east of Baltimore, while the larger British ships sought to shell Fort McHenry into submission. Ross came up against American militiamen behind entrenchments and was among the British killed. Although the British advance continued, Ross’s successor, Colonel Arthur Brooke, chose not to assault the entrenched American positions at the city and returned his force to the fleet. During September 13–14, 1814, Cochrane’s ships bombarded Fort McHenry but to little effect. This event inspired Francis Scott Key’s poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry” from which the U.S. national anthem, “The Star-Spangled Banner,” was derived. An attempt to take Baltimore from the sea by barge assault was called off under heavy fire from American batteries. These failures brought the British attempt to take Baltimore and their involvement in Maryland to an end. During the British invasion, however, a number of slaves in the state fled to the British and freedom, and some 300 entered British military service.

The War of 1812 had a considerable economic impact on Maryland. The war encouraged the growth of industry especially in Baltimore, which emerged from the conflict with a mixed industrial and commercial economic base. This moved Maryland closer to the cities of the North than those of the South, with their plantation-based mercantile economies.

Michael K. Beauchamp
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Mason, Jeremiah

Birth Date: April 27, 1768

Death Date: October 14, 1848

Lawyer and Federalist politician. Jeremiah Mason was born on April 27, 1768, in Lebanon, Connecticut, and graduated from Yale College in 1788. After reading for the law, he was admitted to the bar in 1791. He relocated to New Hampshire and established a successful legal practice there. During 1802–1805 he served as New Hampshire’s attorney general.

Elected to the U.S. Senate as a Federalist, Mason was sworn into office in March 1813, remaining in the Senate until 1817. He had already made public his disdain for the James Madison administration’s foreign policies vis-à-vis Great Britain, and had voiced his opposition to the declaration of war in 1812. In the Senate, Mason joined the Federalist chorus of opposition against the war declaration and the manner in which the war was being waged. Furthermore, he deplored the financing of the war, which he argued was highly discriminatory to New England, and charged that the Madison administration was setting the region up for a major British offensive that could prove catastrophic.

Mason maintained his staunch opposition to the conflict until the autumn of 1814, when news of British intransigence at the Ghent, Belgium, peace talks made its way to the United States. Seemingly unreasonable British demands and the prospect of a prolonged war compelled Mason to strike a more conciliatory tone. In a speech on the floor of the Senate in November 1814, Mason acknowledged that the United States faced a bona fide emergency that only bipartisanship could stave off. He redoubled his efforts to put the nation on a sounder financial footing but left the Senate in 1817, by which time the Federalists’ political fortunes were in decline.

Mason returned to New Hampshire, where he served in the state legislature during 1820–1821 and in 1824. During 1828–1829 he was president of the Portsmouth, New Hampshire, branch of the United States Bank. After retiring from legal practice in 1828, Mason moved to Boston, Massachusetts, in 1832, where he died on October 14, 1848.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.

See also

Antiwar Sentiment, U.S.; Federalist Party; New England; New Hampshire

Further Reading


Fish, Frank L. “Jeremiah Mason.” American Law Review 53 (March 1919): 269–384.

Mason, Jeremiah. Memoir and Correspondence of Jeremiah Mason. Edited by George Hillard. Cambridge, MA: Riverside, 1973.



Massachusetts

Important New England state and, in the early 1800s, America’s leading industrial center and one of its chief exporters. In 1812 Massachusetts, which until 1820 also included the District of Maine (present-day Maine), covered approximately 41,550 square miles (including Maine). After Maine became a state, Massachusetts encompassed just 8,824 square miles. With an exceedingly long shoreline, Massachusetts bordered the Atlantic Ocean to the south and east, Connecticut to the west, and Vermont and New Hampshire to the north. The District of Maine bordered the Atlantic Ocean to the east, New Hampshire to the west, and Canada to the west, north, and east.

The state’s population in 1812 was approximately 475,000. The state capital and Massachusetts’s largest city, Boston, was a major American port. Massachusetts had for many decades been one of North America’s most important political, cultural, and commercial centers. Indeed, the Revolutionary War had its origins in and around Boston, and the first fighting occurred in Lexington and Concord, only a few miles outside of Boston. The state provided many Revolutionary leaders, including John Hancock, Samuel Adams, and President John Adams, the second president of the United States.

Massachusetts was the site of the first ironworks in the Americas, which was established in 1646. Thereafter the area became home to a host of other industries, including lumber, shipbuilding, papermaking, furniture manufacturing, and textiles. In 1813 Francis Cabot Lowell established the first fully integrated textile mill at Waltham, Massachusetts, where raw cotton was taken in, processed, dyed, and turned into cloth for finished products. This essentially ushered in the beginning of the Industrial Revolution in the United States.

It comes as no surprise, then, that Massachusetts was highly vulnerable to the trade restrictions and embargoes that presaged the War of 1812. Its economy suffered tremendously, especially after 1807. Until 1811, however, the state’s legislature had been roughly evenly divided between Federalists and Democratic Republicans, and this exerted a moderating influence on state politics. Elbridge Gerry, the Democratic Republican governor from 1810 to 1812, initially governed from the middle, but when he won reelection in 1811 and his party took control of the legislature, he became highly partisan. Gerry replaced most Federalists in state offices with Democratic Republicans, cleverly redrew legislative districts to enable his party to stay in power (giving rise to the term “gerrymandering”), and tried to stifle Federalist dissent and critiques of Madisonian policies. As a result, voters turned him and many in his party out of office in the 1812 elections.

Elbridge’s Federalist successor, Caleb Strong, who served from 1812 to 1816, had long been a vocal opponent of the embargo policies of the Thomas Jefferson and James Madison administrations. Indeed, he believed that their policies were bent on the ruination of Massachusetts’s economy and the establishment of a Virginia-based cabal of southern and western states that sought the subjugation of New England and the Northeast. Strong was ardently opposed to the War of 1812 and repeatedly refused to  permit his state’s militia to come under federal control. He also did not believe that state militias should serve out of state. This stance caused much agitation in Washington, and when a British assault on Massachusetts appeared likely in 1814, the Madison administration informed Strong that it had no resources to give in its defense. Strong then finally mobilized the militia to defend his state. He was unable to provide much—if any—defense for the Maine District, however, which resulted in the British occupation of some 100 miles of the Maine coast and its immediate inland environs that began in July 1814 and lasted until the war’s end. The state’s inability to defend Maine ultimately led its residents to seek separate statehood, which was realized in 1820.
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Engraving of the Old Brick Meeting House in Boston, 1808. (Library of Congress)

Many Massachusetts Federalists, including Strong, heartily endorsed the 1814 Hartford Convention. The state sent several delegates to the meeting, where secession was actively debated. Strong is said to have spearheaded an effort to achieve New England secession with Lieutenant Governor Sir John Sherbrooke of New Brunswick. Although many Massachusetts Federalists were repudiated when the war ended in late 1814, Strong managed to win reelection in 1815, serving until 1816.
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Mathews, George

Birth Date: August 30, 1739

Death Date: August 30, 1812

Georgia politician and leader of a filibustering expedition to seize Spanish Florida prior to the War of 1812. George Mathews was born in Augusta County, Virginia, on August 30, 1739. He began his career as a land speculator and mercantile trader and later became a civic leader. During Lord Dunmore’s War against the Indians along the Ohio River, Mathews distinguished himself during the Battle of Point Pleasant on October 19, 1774, where he led a company of Augusta County militia.

During the American Revolutionary War, Matthews secured command of the 9th Virginia Regiment in 1777. He led this regiment during the Battles of Brandywine and Germantown in 1777. At Germantown his regiment was largely destroyed, and he was captured and then confined to a prison ship in New York Harbor. Mathews was held until his exchange in December 1781 and continued his service with Major General Nathanael Greene in the concluding southern campaigns. While in South Carolina and Georgia, Mathews observed the economic potential of the region and decided to move his family there after the war.

In 1785 Mathews purchased land near the Broad River in the Goose Pond region of Wilkes County, Georgia. His reputation enabled him to be elected governor in 1787. During 1789–1791 Mathews served in the U.S. House of Representatives, and he was subsequently reelected governor and served from 1793 to 1796. However, his Federalist leanings and his approval as governor of the controversial Yazoo land speculation deal wrecked his political career.

After his wife died, Mathews relocated to the Mississippi Territory. In 1811 President James Madison appointed Mathews as a U.S. commissioner to negotiate with the Spanish in an attempt to annex East Florida, near the coastal Georgia border. Spain refused, and Mathews, with the tacit support of Madison, began his career as a filibusterer to foment rebellion within Florida. Once the rebellion was under way, U.S. troops garrisoned at St. Marys, Georgia, were to lend support under the guise of protecting the security of the United States against an unstable foreign neighbor.

In March 1812 a so-called Patriot army of about 150 Americans captured the town of Fernandina, on Amelia Island. Mathews succeeded too well, and at one point his small army, which included men from a U.S. rifle regiment and some marines, moved against St. Augustine. At that point, protests from Congress about a potential war with Spain compelled Madison to disavow support for Mathews’s actions. Incensed at being made a scapegoat, Mathews made his way to Washington to confront the president. But while on his journey, Mathews contracted an illness, probably a fever, and sought to recover in Augusta, Georgia. He died there on August 30, 1812.
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McArthur, Duncan

Birth Date: January 14, 1772

Death Date: April 29, 1839

Politician, Ohio Militia officer, and brigadier general in the U.S. Army during the War of 1812. Duncan McArthur was born in Duchess County, New York, on January 14, 1772. His family was poor, and McArthur was forced to work from an early age and had no formal education but taught himself to read. When he was a boy the family moved to western Pennsylvania. McArthur took part in Brigadier General Josiah Harmar’s disastrous 1790 expedition against the Native Americans of the Old Northwest.

In 1796 McArthur settled near Chillicothe, Ohio. McArthur prospered through successful land speculation in the Northwest Territory. He became prominent in Ohio politics and in 1805 was elected to the state senate. In 1808 he was appointed a major general in the Ohio militia.

In early 1812 McArthur was elected colonel of one of the three Ohio volunteer infantry regiments in American forces advancing to Detroit under Brigadier General William Hull. McArthur’s regiment led in cutting a road through the wilderness. In Hull’s invasion of Canada, McArthur’s regiment skirmished inconclusively with Canadian militia protecting Fort Malden (Amherstburg). When Hull decided to suspend the invasion and return to Detroit, McArthur and other officers instigated an effort to replace him.

On August 13 Hull ordered McArthur and Colonel Lewis Cass to select 400 men from their two regiments and force their way through to meet a resupply column near Frenchtown. When British major general Isaac Brock appeared with his forces to besiege Detroit, Hull ordered the expedition recalled. A messenger located McArthur and Cass, but they lingered, returning only to within several miles of Detroit. They might have attacked Brock from the rear but instead simply encamped. When Hull surrendered on August 16, this included not only the forces at Detroit but also those in the vicinity, including those under McArthur and Cass.

McArthur received parole from the British in November 1812 and returned to Ohio. Upon exchange, he was appointed colonel of the U.S. 26th U.S. Infantry, and in March 1813 he was promoted to brigadier general in the regular army. When Major General William Henry Harrison invaded Canada in September 1813, he ordered McArthur and 700 men to protect Detroit, which prevented his participation in the Battle at the Thames in October 1813. In 1814 McArthur testified at the court-martial of Hull, which rendered a death sentence that was later vacated by President James Madison.

In May 1814 Harrison resigned, and McArthur succeeded him in command of the Eighth Military District, headquartered at Detroit. That autumn at the head of several hundred troops and allied Native Americans, McArthur conducted a short but effective raid to burn Canadian mills north of Lake Erie. His force of 600 volunteers, 400 U.S. Rangers, and 70 Native Americans lived off the land. Before his withdrawal in November, the force had destroyed all mills south of the Grand River, preventing the British from sustaining regular forces there or reestablishing shipbuilding on Lake Erie. His men also defeated a force of Canadian militia in a skirmish at Malcolm’s Mills on November 6, 1814, the last notable action in the Old Northwest theater.

After the war McArthur resumed participation in politics, including terms as a U.S. congressman and governor of Ohio during 1830–1832. McArthur died on April 29, 1839, at his estate in Chillicothe, Ohio.
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McArthur’s Raid

Start Date: October 23, 1814

End Date: November 16, 1814

Successful raid on Canadian logistics sources in Upper Canada by U.S. volunteer troops and allied Indians from Detroit commanded by Brigadier General Duncan McArthur during the autumn of 1814. In late 1814 McArthur, the commander of the Northwestern Army, intended to assist U.S. Army major general George Izard at Fort Erie, on the Niagara River, by conducting a raid from Detroit toward Burlington Heights. An important objective of this raid was destruction of the grain mills on the Grand River, thereby disrupting enemy logistics sources; McArthur then planned to move to the Niagara region and join forces with Brown.

McArthur departed Detroit on October 23 with 650 mounted Kentucky volunteers and 70 Indians. To conceal the objective of the expedition, the men moved north as if to attack an Indian village on the Saginaw River 120 miles from Detroit. After riding north for some distance, McArthur had his men halt at a ferry, where they were transported across the St. Clair River and began moving toward their objective in Upper Canada.

McArthur’s men arrived at Oxford, 140 miles east of Detroit, on November 4 before any Canadians discovered the American raiding force. The force reached Burford on November 5, where they came on a local militia unit withdrawing toward Malcolm’s Mills about 10 miles away. McArthur decided to ignore the militia and continue moving toward Burlington when word arrived that Izard had abandoned Fort Erie and withdrawn back to the American side. This retreat gave the British an opportunity to employ their forces against the American raiders. Presented with this set of circumstances, McArthur decided to attack the Canadian militia gathering nearby.

On November 6, 1814, elements of the Northwestern Army fought the last significant action in its theater at Malcolm’s Mills. This short fight ended in an American victory. Although precise Canadian militia losses are unknown, the Americans took 132 prisoners. American losses were 1 killed and 6 wounded. They also destroyed five flour mills in the vicinity.

As regular British forces marched to engage the Americans, McArthur wisely ordered a withdrawal back to the Thames River. By the middle of November, his forces had arrived at Sandwich (present-day Windsor), Canada, across the river from Detroit. McArthur’s expedition had covered 400 miles, destroyed important mills supplying enemy forces, and captured 200 stands of arms. During the expedition, soldiers and horses also subsisted by foraging in the countryside, thereby freeing him of logistical constraints.

The Canadians accused the Americans of wanton destruction, but McArthur claimed that no private property was destroyed or consumed unnecessarily. Nevertheless, the march of more than 700 men through 200 miles of enemy territory was a bold action and reflected a daring rarely seen during the war.
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McClure, George

Birth Date: 1770

Death Date: August 16, 1851

New York Militia officer notorious for burning Newark, Ontario, on December 11, 1813. George McClure was born in 1770 near Londonderry, Ireland. He became a carpenter, learned to read and write, and in 1790 immigrated to America. After two years in Baltimore he moved to Bath, New York, where he accumulated property, served as justice of the peace, and became a judge. At the outbreak of the War of 1812 he was a brigadier general in the New York Militia. In November 1812 McClure took part in Brigadier General Alexander Smyth’s abortive attempts to capture Fort Erie, Ontario.

On August 25, 1813, Governor Daniel D. Tompkins of New York gave McClure command of 2,000 militiamen, called out for three months’ service under Major General James Wilkinson at Fort George, Ontario. Arriving at Fort George in early October, McClure urged Wilkinson to assault British forces on Burlington Heights. Wilkinson declined, having been ordered by Secretary of War John Armstrong to take his troops to Sackets Harbor. On October 30, Major General William Henry Harrison arrived with 1,300 men and agreed to assist McClure in the proposed attack. However, on November 3 Harrison was also ordered to Sackets Harbor.

By December 10 McClure’s militiamen had gone home, and he commanded Fort George with only 60 regulars, 40 volunteers, and a small number of turncoat Canadians. Learning that British colonel John Murray was approaching with 378 regulars, along with volunteers and allied Indians, McClure and his officers decided to abandon Fort George altogether. On the evening of December 10 McClure turned out 400 Canadian civilians into the snow and then burned the village of Newark and part of Queenston, claiming that Armstrong had given him the authority to do so to deprive the British of winter quarters. Although light artillery and some ammunition were sent across the Niagara River, and McClure blew up the main magazine and burned the arsenal, the fort, its heavy artillery, tents for 1,500 men, and considerable ammunition were left for the British. McClure then withdrew his remaining forces to New York. His action had important consequences, for it precipitated a devastating British response against American border towns.

McClure never again commanded troops. The militia refused to serve under him, and President James Madison harshly repudiated his actions. In 1817 McClure wrote an apologia blaming Armstrong and the militia for the burning and the retaliations. Forgiven by his neighbors, McClure prospered in business and served as sheriff of Steuben County, New York, and as a state legislator. He moved to Elgin, Illinois, in 1834 and died there on August 16, 1851.
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McDouall, Robert

Birth Date: March 1774

Death Date: November 15, 1848

British Army officer. Robert McDouall was born into a family of some means at Stranraer, Scotland, in March 1774 and was educated to enter the family’s merchant trade. McDouall wanted a career in the army, however, and took advantage of personal wealth and opportunity to buy an ensign’s commission in the 49th Regiment of Foot on October 29, 1797, and a lieutenancy in the 8th Regiment of Foot only three days later. He saw action in Egypt in 1801, became a captain in 1804, and participated in campaigns against Copenhagen in 1807 and Martinique in 1809. The next year his regiment was ordered to Nova Scotia. The regiment subsequently transferred to Quebec as war broke out in 1812.

McDouall was appointed deputy assistant adjutant general for the Canadian command at Quebec in July 1812 and then aide-de-camp to Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost two months later. McDouall was with Prevost during the attack on Sackets Harbor on May 29, 1813, and carried dispatches to Niagara in time to be present for the Battle of Stoney Creek during June 5–6. On June 24 Prevost promoted McDouall to major in the Glengarry Light Infantry Regiment of Fencibles and sent him to Britain with dispatches, where in July he received a brevet promotion to lieutenant colonel.

McDouall returned to Canada and was appointed lieutenant colonel of the newly raised 1st Battalion of Light Infantry Militia in Lower Canada in November 1813. Prevost next ordered him to lead a military and naval detachment overland to Georgian Bay and thence by water to Mackinac Island. McDouall’s force arrived there in May 1814, with his assignment to retain control of the trade routes through the upper Great Lakes.

McDouall’s first major decision was to send a force to recapture the post at Prairie du Chien (on the headwaters of the Mississippi River in present-day Wisconsin), which the Americans had seized in June. The mission was a success, as was McDouall’s defense of Mackinac when a military force attacked it on August 4. McDouall also approved and supported Royal Navy lieutenant Miller Worsley’s idea to capture the U.S. Navy schooners Tigress and Scorpion, which were on patrol in the northern reaches of Lake Huron. Worsley’s force captured both warships in the first week of September.

McDouall remained at Mackinac through the following winter and oversaw the transfer of the island back to the United States according to the Treaty of Ghent. He established a new British post at Drummond Island and remained there until the government reduced its strength in 1816. He returned to Scotland and lived out his life at Stranraer, never again given an active command but recognized for his services in Canada with a knighthood in 1817. He received a brevet promotion to colonel in 1830 and was advanced to major general in 1841. McDouall died at Stranraer on November 15, 1848.
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McIntosh, William

Birth Date: 1775

Death Date: April 30, 1825

Leader of the Lower Creek Nation. William McIntosh, also known as White Warrior, lived in the Lower Creek town of Coweta in Georgia along the Chattahoochee River. He was born in 1775 to a Scottish father from Savannah and a Creek mother. McIntosh spent much of his early life with his mother, but he also visited  his father enough to become familiar with white culture. In 1800 McIntosh became a chief of Coweta, where he established business connections with fur traders, military officers, and Indian agents, including Benjamin Hawkins, the most important agent at the time. Hawkins influenced McIntosh’s views about “civilizing” the Creeks, which he supported. However, McIntosh also benefitted from the fruits of civilization, owning a plantation, an inn, and a mansion along the Chattahoochee. McIntosh’s wealth was sometimes procured through bribes by Indian agents, who paid him to support their policies.
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Portrait of Creek chief William McIntosh by 19th-century American painter Charles Bird King. McIntosh fought on the U.S. side and rendered important assistance during the Creek War of 1813–1814. Although many Creeks remained loyal to the United States, after the war the government seized remaining Creek lands in Alabama and Georgia. (McKenney, Thomas L. and James Hall. The Indian Tribes of North America, 1836–1844.)

By 1812 McIntosh had become an influential spokesman of the Lower Creeks. However, because of his views concerning civilization, he remained controversial among his people. The Red Stick faction especially despised McIntosh for accommodating whites and sought to drive American settlers off their lands. In the autumn of 1813 Major General Andrew Jackson, with a large militia force, marched against Red Stick strongholds in present-day Alabama. Along the way he recruited Cherokee warriors and friendly Creeks, including McIntosh. McIntosh fought effectively against the Red Sticks, particularly at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814. McIntosh subsequently signed the controversial Treaty of Fort Jackson on August 9, 1814, in which the Creeks were forced to give up 22 million acres of land in Alabama and Georgia.

At the war’s conclusion McIntosh received compensation for destroyed property, a promotion to brigadier general in the local militia, and a pension for his service in the army. He continued to prove his loyalty to the United States, accompanying Jackson on his 1818 Florida campaign against the Seminoles. That same year McIntosh signed the Treaty of the Creek Agency, ceding more Creek lands in southwestern Georgia. In 1821 after being promised additional acreage, McIntosh signed the First Treaty of Indian Springs, giving up most of what land the Creeks had left in Georgia. After this the Creek National Council passed a law making it illegal to sell any more land.

Nevertheless, in 1825 McIntosh signed the Second Treaty of Indian Springs, relinquishing the remaining Creek lands in Georgia and Alabama and removing the Creeks to Indian Territory west of the Mississippi River. While his people were promised an annuity, McIntosh was paid an enormous sum for his properties. The 1825 treaty was subsequently plagued by legal problems, including the Creek claim that it was fraudulent. Debate has long swirled about McIntosh’s motives. Some say that he was acting in the best interest of the Creeks, as the loss of their lands was inevitable. Others claim that McIntosh was only concerned about personal gain and self-preservation.

Two months after the treaty’s signing, a group of outraged Creeks set out to murder McIntosh. Early on the morning of April 30, 1825, several hundred warriors surrounded the chief’s Alabama home and set it on fire. When he tried to escape, they shot and killed him.
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McKay, William

Birth Date: 1772

Death Date: August 18, 1832

Canadian militia officer noted for his capture of Prairie du Chien, Illinois Territory (present-day Wisconsin), on July 19, 1814. William McKay was born in 1772, probably in the Mohawk Valley of New York. A Loyalist during the American Revolutionary War, he migrated to Upper Canada after the war. Around 1790 he joined the North West Company as a voyageur and fur trader. He became a partner in 1796 and retired from the business in 1807. Living in Montreal when the War of 1812 began, he offered his services to the British Army.

Major General Isaac Brock, administrator of Upper Canada, dispatched McKay with instructions to Captain Charles Roberts, commander on St. Joseph Island, to use his judgment about whether to attack the American garrison at Michilimackinac. Covering a distance of almost 500 miles in just eight days, McKay contributed to Roberts’s capture of that post on July 17, 1812.

Returning to Montreal, McKay helped organize the Corps of Canadian Voyageurs, commissioned on October 1, 1812, to move military supplies to garrisons in Upper Canada and to control the fur trade. When the corps was disbanded on March 14, 1813, McKay was appointed captain of the 5th Select Embodied Militia Battalion of Lower Canada. On January 14, 1814, he was appointed captain of the Michigan Fencibles, a newly organized militia company of 45 men recruited from the ranks of traders at Michilimackinac. Lieutenant Colonel Robert McDouall, commander of the post, approved of McKay’s appointment, declaring that he was popular with the fencibles and all Canadians. In April, McKay was made a brevet major.

On June 22, 1814, McDouall learned that William Clark, governor of the Missouri Territory, had seized the key fur-trading post at Prairie du Chien in early June and constructed Fort Shelby to defend it. McDouall immediately appointed McKay, with the local rank of lieutenant colonel, to lead an expedition of fencibles, voyageurs, and Indians, equipped with one 3-pounder gun, on a march of 700 miles against Fort Shelby. Departing Michilimackinac on June 28, McKay’s force of 650 troops and Indians reached Prairie du Chien on July 17. After a two-day siege of the fort, McKay threatened to bombard it with hot shot, and the Americans capitulated. On July 22 the Indians also won a victory over an American relief column at Rock River Rapids. These two victories confirmed both McKay’s military reputation and British dominance of the upper Mississippi until the end of the war.

McKay was appointed deputy Indian superintendent at Michilimackinac on December 25, 1815. For the next five years, to his chagrin, he had to enforce Britain’s policy of reducing the Indians from warriors to wards. He was superintendent of Indian affairs at Drummond Island during 1820–1828. In 1830 he became superintendent of the Indian Department for Montreal, continuing in that post until he died of cholera in Montreal on August 18, 1832.
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McNeil, John

Birth Date: March 25, 1784

Death Date: February 23, 1850

New Hampshire Militia and U.S. Army officer. John McNeil was born in Hillsborough, New Hampshire, on March 25, 1784. In 1801 he entered the state militia at the rank on ensign and eventually rose to the rank of captain. In March 1812 McNeil entered the U.S. Army, receiving a captain’s commission in the 11th U.S. Infantry. Promoted to major on August 15, 1813, he was later dispatched to the Niagara frontier.

At the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, McNeil commanded the 11th U.S. Infantry, which comprised the center of Brigadier General Winfield Scott’s 1st Brigade. Also holding the center was the 9th U.S. Infantry, commanded by Major Henry Leavenworth. When British forces under Brigadier General Phineas Riall launched a frontal assault against Scott’s brigade, McNeil’s well-disciplined men held firm and traded volleys with the British at increasingly close range. After Scott identified a weakness in the British lines, he ordered McNeil to launch a bayonet charge; Leavenworth was also ordered to do so along another salient. The attacks unnerved and disoriented the British, who began a hasty withdrawal. McNeil and Leavenworth pursued the retreating British until they had crossed the Chippawa River. Scott praised both men in his after-battle report.

After Chippawa, Scott’s force withdrew along the Niagara River from Lake Ontario. On July 25, McNeil’s regiment, along with several others, again clashed with the British at Lundy’s Lane. McNeil and his men fought valiantly against a numerically superior British force for several hours, as they awaited reinforcements commanded by Major General Jacob Brown. When the 22nd Regiment began to buckle and retreat, McNeil entered the fray and ordered it back into battle position. As the Battle of Lundy’s Lane proceeded, McNeil’s horse was shot from under him, and he sustained serious leg injuries. He was later carried off the field and sent to a hospital to recover, although he remained lame in one leg. McNeil was brevetted to lieutenant colonel for his efforts at Chippawa and to colonel for his performance at Lundy’s Lane.

After the war McNeil remained in the army and served in numerous posts along the western frontier. Promoted to the rank of brigadier general, he resigned his commission in 1830. That same year he began serving as supervisor of the Port of Boston, a position he secured through the intervention of his father-in-law, who had been a supporter and friend of Major General Andrew Jackson, who became president in 1829. McNeil retained this position until his death in Washington, D.C., on February 23, 1850.
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McQueen, Peter

Birth Date: ca. 1780

Death Date: ca. 1820

Prominent Red Stick Creek chieftain during the Creek War (1813–1814). Peter McQueen was born circa 1780 in the Upper Creek town of Tallassee along the Tallapoosa River in present-day Alabama. He was the son of a Scottish trader living among the Creeks and an Indian mother. Despite his mixed parentage, McQueen identified with his mother’s people; he did not even speak English. McQueen soon rose to prominence among the Tallassees (a non-Muskogee-speaking group). As a trader he became wealthy, acquired a large number of African American slaves, and became the Tallassee war leader and trusted lieutenant of the band’s chief, Hopoath Mico.

In the autumn of 1811 the Shawnee leader Tecumseh spent several weeks meeting with various Creek groups, urging them to join the Indian confederacy he was assembling to resist further American expansion. Tecumseh’s visit exacerbated an existing dispute among the Creeks between most of the Lower Creeks, who favored a cooperative policy toward the United States, and a majority of the Upper Creeks, who wished to protect their lands and culture. Inspired by Tecumseh’s message, the nativist faction grew more militant. They became known as the Red Sticks, probably for their red-painted wooden war clubs.

McQueen joined the Red Sticks and, along with William Weatherford and a group of prophets, emerged as a leader of the faction. One group of Creeks led by Little Warrior went north with Tecumseh, and upon their return in 1813 they attacked and killed seven white families in Tennessee.

After these attacks the American agent to the Creeks, Benjamin Hawkins, demanded that the Creeks bring the offenders to justice before U.S. authorities. The Creek chiefs chose to oblige the United States, but so as not to appear as puppets they themselves executed seven of the offenders. In retaliation the Red Sticks killed nine Creeks who had participated in the execution.

These events initiated the Creek War. McQueen and other Red Stick leaders decided that they would first eliminate the accommodationist Creeks and then attack and drive out American settlers. McQueen and the Red Sticks struck the Lower Creek town of Tuckabatchee in early summer, forced the defenders under Big Warrior to retreat after a brief siege, and then burned that town and two neighboring Lower Creek villages. In July, McQueen led a group of 300 Creeks to Pensacola to request arms and ammunition from the Spanish governor to continue the war. The Spanish officials, while privately encouraging the Creeks to resist American expansion, did not want openly to antagonize the U.S. government. They therefore gave McQueen provisions and other supplies but only a limited quantity of gunpowder.

Whites in Alabama learned of the Creek mission to Pensacola, and on July 21, 1813, a militia force under Colonel James Caller attacked McQueen’s party at Burnt Corn Creek, less than 100 miles north of Pensacola. The Alabama militia was initially successful, but discipline broke down when they began to loot the Creek supply train. This allowed McQueen to regroup and counterattack, and the militia then withdrew. This was the first battle of the Creek War, and McQueen had won a tactical victory even though he had lost a large quantity of supplies.

McQueen and Weatherford, known among the Creeks as Red Eagle, then led an attack by more than 700 warriors on Fort Mims, about 40 miles north of Mobile. In a bloody battle, McQueen and Weatherford captured the fort on August 30, killing most of the militia defenders along with settlers and refugee Lower Creeks who had taken refuge in the post. In response, the U.S. government intervened in what had previously been for the most part a Creek civil war.

McQueen actively opposed the American invasion of Creek territory led by Major General Andrew Jackson. On January 22, 1814, McQueen and the Red Sticks attacked Jackson’s force at Emuckfaw Creek but were driven off with heavy losses. Continuing his advance, Jackson finally brought the Creek War to an end at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814. McQueen, along with many other Red Sticks and particularly the leaders, escaped to Florida, where they settled among the Seminoles. There they continued their opposition to the United States, and McQueen fought in the First Seminole War (1817–1818). He was not seen again, however. Reports circulated that he died in 1820 on an island off the east coast of Florida.

Michael K. Beauchamp and Jim Piecuch
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McRee, William

Birth Date: December 13, 1787

Death Date: May 15, 1833

U.S. Army officer. William McRee was born in Wilmington, North Carolina, on December 13, 1787, and graduated from the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, in 1805. Commissioned a second lieutenant, he was promoted to captain in 1808 and was a major by the time the War of 1812 began. During the first months of the conflict McRee served as chief artillerist for the Northern Army, but by the early winter of 1813 he had been made its chief engineer. He served mainly on the Niagara frontier.

McRee worked closely with Major General Jacob Brown during the planning phase of his Niagara campaign, which commenced in the spring of 1814. Prior to and during the Americans’ July 3, 1814, assault against Fort Erie, McRee counseled Brown on the best approaches to seize the post. McRee’s advice helped the Americans secure Fort Erie in relatively short order. McRee was present for the July 25, 1814, Battle of Lundy’s Lane, and is credited with helping secure an American victory there, albeit a costly one. As the engagement began, McRee told Brown that if he hoped for success against the British, a hilltop British artillery battery would have to be taken out. Brown quickly dispatched a contingent under Colonel James Miller to neutralize it.

After Brown was wounded at Lundy’s Lane, the Northern Army now came under the command of Brigadier General Edmund Pendleton Gaines, and McRee stayed on as chief engineer, based at Fort Erie. During early August 1814 McRee supervised work at the fort in an attempt to strengthen it in anticipation of a British attack. When the assault came just after midnight on August 15, the garrison was able to fend off the attackers. Gaines later stated that McRee deserved much of the credit for holding Fort Erie. McRee was brevetted to colonel for his service at Fort Erie.

McRee remained in the army after the war, and during 1815–1817 he traveled in France and Belgium, where he toured and inspected fortifications. He then served on the army’s Board of Engineers and inspected U.S. coastal defense works for two years. In 1819 McRee resigned his commission, angry that a foreigner, Brigadier General Simon Bernard, had been appointed assistant to the chief engineer.

After working as a private civil engineer, in 1825 McRee was named surveyor general of several western territories, a post he held until 1832. McRee died, probably of cholera, in St. Louis, Missouri, on May 15, 1833. Fort McRee, located at Pensacola, Florida, and completed in 1839, was named in his honor.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Medicine, Military

After the American Revolutionary War, the medical corps was largely disbanded along with the rest of the Continental Army. All that remained were small units manning scattered forts mostly on the western frontier, and those units were left to arrange their own medical care. When the Quasi-War with France appeared imminent in 1798, Congress authorized raising a 10,000-man army with a medical corps led by a physician general with the rank of lieutenant colonel. Former president George Washington’s friend and neighbor, Dr. James Craik, was appointed to the position. Before the force could be deployed, however, the threat of all-out war with France evaporated, and in May 1800 Congress discharged all but a skeleton force. Consequently, the medical corps was left with only 6 surgeons and 12 surgeon’s mates (later decreased to 7). An act in March 1802 further reduced the army and trimmed the medical allotment to 2 surgeons and 25 mates attached to individual garrisons and posts and responsible to the commanders of those units.

Fear of war with Great Britain in 1808 led to the addition of seven regimental surgeons and four surgeon’s mates. In addition, one surgeon and his mate were appointed to the hospital, as the general medical service was called. For the first time since the Revolutionary War, there was a surgeon of the army as a whole.

There was essentially no change in the army medical service until, in preparation for the war declared on June 18, 1812, Congress added 10 regiments of infantry, 2 regiments of artillery, and 1 regiment of light dragoons to the army. Each was to have a surgeon and two mates along with any other surgeons or mates the army might think appropriate.

Early in the war, most care was provided by regimental surgeons responsible to their local commanders. There was no centralized medical command, and there were no standard procedures for administration or treatment. Any freedom of action with regard to either sanitation or medical care for the regimental surgeons was entirely at the discretion of the unit commanders. Not until June 1813 were a physician general, a surgeon general, and an apothecary general of the army appointed. After that, the senior hospital surgeon in a military district was responsible for the rest of the medical staff in that district and was, in turn, responsible to either the physician general or surgeon general of the army.

James Tilton, who had served in the Revolutionary War and for whom the offices were created, assumed the combined position of physician and surgeon general of the army, and Frances LeBaron was named apothecary general. Tilton was 68 years old and suffering from a malignancy that would eventually cost him his leg and force his retirement at the end of the war. He spent most of the war at his home in Delaware, and although he imagined reforms of organization and discipline in the corps, medical care in the American army in 1815 was not demonstrably better than it had been in 1783. In fact, Tilton had hardly any idea who his surgeons were, where they were, or what responsibilities they had. After Tilton’s retirement, the separate offices of physician general and surgeon  general were abolished and replaced by a single surgeon general of the army.

Common Diseases during the War of 1812





	Disease
	Cause
	Transmission
	Symptoms
	Mortality Rate




	Smallpox
	virus
	person-to-person
	fever, vomiting, rash, pustules
	20–40%


	Dysentery
	bacteria/amoeba
	contaminated food or water
	bloody diarrhea, abdominal pain, blood poisoning, kidney failure
	30–40%


	Malaria
	protozoa
	mosquitoes
	fever, chills, joint pain, anemia, kidney failure, coma
	less than 1%


	Scurvy
	Vitamin C deficiency
	lack of citrus fruit
	liver spots, spongy gums, bleeding from mucus membranes
	100% if untreated


	Typhus
	bacteria
	fleas, mites, and lice
	fever, chills, muscle pain, rash, delirium, bleeding into the skin, kidney failure
	10–40%


	Typhoid
	bacteria
	contaminated food or water 
	fever, chills, weakness, muscle pain, diarrhea, intestinal hemorrhage
	10–30%


	Yellow fever
	virus
	mosquitoes
	fever, muscle ache, vomiting, jaundice, kidney failure
	3%




LeBaron had been managing most hospital and medical supplies prior to the reorganization and continued with that responsibility as apothecary general. Even the militia units that supplied their own medical officers looked to him for their supplies. The commissary general was charged with purchasing supplies and then turning them over to LeBaron for distribution. The supplies tended to be poor, and general distrust of paper money made them hard to buy. General disorganization, poor roads, and long distances made delivery of the inadequate food, clothing, blankets, and medicine inconsistent and occasionally nonexistent.

If anything, the doctors were worse than the supplies. At the beginning of the war, medical officers were divided into three classes, each of which had two grades. At the top of the hierarchy were the hospital surgeons and their mates. They were analogous to general staff officers in that they were attached to the army as a whole and its general hospitals. All hospital surgeons were to be either graduates of medical schools or able to pass an examination administered by an army board. Below the hospital surgeons were the garrison surgeons and their mates who were attached to specific posts and regimental surgeons and their mates who traveled with their units. Both ranked below the hospital surgeons and mates even when they held the same grade. After 1814 there were only two classes. The hospital surgeons were paid (including forage and ration allowances) $83 a month, while regimental surgeons received $50 a month.

As was true of most wars prior to the 20th century, microorganisms were a far greater risk than bullets and bayonets and took far many more lives. From the beginning of the war, the camps were plagued with fevers, gastrointestinal disease, and pulmonary disorders. The fevers comprised a range of maladies, but typhus and malaria (which would not be recognized as separate diseases for another 90 years) were probably the most common. The gastrointestinal disorders were a range of primarily bacterial infections spread by fecal contamination of food and water in generally abysmal sanitary conditions. The pulmonary infections ran the gamut from viral upper respiratory infections through bacterial pneumonia and tuberculosis, none of which could be effectively treated with any available medicines. Although there are no surviving records that allow an accurate estimate of the incidence or mortality rates from disease during the war, by August 1813 more than one-third of the American army was on sick report.

Contemporary methods of evacuation and treatment were entirely inadequate to the problems encountered by early 19th-century military surgeons. In the northern battle areas, American surgeons tried to imitate Napoleonic surgeon Baron Dominique-Jean Larrey’s ambulances volantes (“flying ambulances”) to move men to hospitals, but long distances and muddy or nonexistent roads rendered the attempts largely futile. In the end, it proved most efficient to carry men on blankets nailed to long poles carried by four strong men.

The hospitals where the wounded arrived varied in effectiveness, but most were often filthy, closed, dark huts with a fire in the middle of a single room and men lined up around the walls. Smoke was thought to decrease the risk of infection, so fires were often vented through a single hole in the roof or a series of openings along the roofline. An attempt was made to improve hospital conditions, and in December 1814 hospital sanitary regulations were issued that included the requirement that bedclothes be aired daily and that bed straw be changed monthly and be burned when the patient died. Privies were to be cleaned three times a day and were each to contain either water or charcoal. One female was to be assigned to each ward and, in return for washing bunks, floors, beds, and cooking utensils, was to be paid $6 a month and given one meal a day.

The facilities were not uniformly horrible, and the 800-bed hospital at Burlington, Vermont, was one of the best. It was divided into 40 20-bed wards, each 24 feet long, 20 feet wide, and 9 (later increased to 11) feet high. Its walls were whitewashed and were scrubbed with warm water and soap regularly. The floors were covered with white sand, which was changed when soiled. Men were bathed on admission and were required to wash their faces and hands daily. They were shaved every other day and were given clean shirts twice a week.

Hospital treatment was sadly in concert with the surroundings. The surgical repertoire was largely limited to putting contaminated dressings on contaminated wounds, amputating limbs in staggering numbers, and drilling holes in traumatized heads. In  his diary, army surgeon William Beaumont (who would become famous for his descriptions of gastric physiology) wrote: “The surgeons wading in blood, culling off arms, legs and trepanning heads to rescue their fellow creatures from untimely deaths.... I cut and slashed for 48 hours without food or sleep.”

[image: image]

Surgical instruments employed by Dr. Archimedes Smith, surgeon on the U.S. Navy brigs Lawrence and Niagara during the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813. (Naval Historical Center)

Treatment of disease was, if anything, worse than treatment of injury. Medicines were generally of three sorts: minimally useful, harmless but of no benefit, or positively harmful. The 1812 field medicine chest was proof of the fact that the proliferation of therapies was characteristic of thoroughly ineffective medicine. It weighed 160 pounds, and American military surgeons still complained that it regularly lacked the components of each one’s favorite nostrum. Early in the 19th century, most American physicians were adherents of Revolutionary-era physician Benjamin Rush and his preference for purgatives (calomel and tartar emetic) and copious bloodletting for anyone not already in shock. Useful drugs included alcohol for disinfection (although without any understanding of the mechanism of infection), digitalis to stimulate the heart (although most often used inappropriately), and opium for pain.

As regards military surgeons in the War of 1812, historian Percy Ashburn was correct when he said that “It is somewhat doubtful if the good they accomplished counter balanced the harm they did.” At best, conditions for sick and wounded soldiers were sometimes worse when the medical corps was not available to collect them from the battlefield, dress their wounds, wash them and their clothes, and feed them.

Jack McCallum
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Medina, Battle of

Event Date: August 8, 1813

A fierce military engagement fought on August 18, 1813, near the present-day city of San Antonio, Texas, as part of the ongoing Mexican War of Independence. The Battle of Medina pitted Spanish Royalist troops against a mixed force of insurgents, including some Americans, who were determined to form a separate Texas republic.

The Battle of Medina effectively crushed the Gutiérrez-Magee Expedition, a filibustering adventure commanded by General José Alvarez de Toledo y Dubois. The American cocommander of the force was Colonel Augustus William Magee. The expedition, which received tacit support from the U.S. government, was an attempt to seize parts of northern Mexico from the Spanish government while the latter remained preoccupied with putting down an internal rebellion in Mexico. In a significant sense, the expedition was motivated by the expansionist drive that fed into the War of 1812 between Great Britain and the United States. The expedition also sought to take advantage of the chaos in Spain and in Europe in general resulting from the Napoleonic Wars. Texans (Tejano Mexicans), Americans, Indians, and even some former Royalists composed the expeditionary force, which numbered some 1,400 men. The expedition operated under the grandiose moniker of “Republican Army of the North.”

The expedition moved into Texas from Louisiana on August 7, 1812. Taking Mexican authorities off guard, the force quickly took the towns of Nacogdoches, Trinidad de Salcedo, La Bahia, and San Antonio. Magee died in San Antonio later in 1812, but Toledo pressed on. General Joaquín de Arrendondo, the commandant-general of the Provincias Internas, meanwhile organized Spanish Royalist forces to oppose the invasion of Mexican territory. He soon put together a force numbering some 1,830 men and including infantry, cavalry, and artillery.

On the morning of August 18, 1813, the lead elements of the expedition spotted some cavalry, which they mistook for the Royalist main force and began to pursue them. After a chase through sandy terrain, the fatigued and thirsty soldiers of the Republican Army ran directly into a prepared ambush set by Arrendondo’s forces. This clash led to a four-hour battle in which the Royalists routed the expeditionary force, losing only 55 of their own men. The expeditionary force suffered nearly 1,300 dead, leaving only 100 men standing. The engagement was the bloodiest battle ever to take place in Texas. Many of those in the Republican Army who did not fall on the battlefield were pursued, captured, and executed as traitors.

The battle stopped in the short term at least the attempt to break away parts of Mexico for the United States. A few veterans of the battle managed to return to the United States and fought under Major General Andrew Jackson in northern Florida and at New Orleans. Just 32 years later another attempt by Tejanos and Anglo-Americans to form an independent Texas republic succeeded, laying the groundwork for America’s next two major conflicts: the Mexican-American War and the American Civil War.

James McIntyre
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Medway, HMS, Capture of USS Siren

Event Date: July 12, 1814

The U.S. Navy sloop of war Siren (16 guns), commanded by Lieutenant Nathaniel Nicholson (its assigned commander, Master Commandant George Parker, having recently died), was cruising off the west coast of southern Africa when, on July 12, 1814, it was spotted by the crew of the Royal Navy third-rate ship of the line Medway (74 guns), commanded by Captain Augustus Brine. The Syren mounted only 2 long 12-pounders, 2 42-pounder carronades, and 12 24-pounder carronades, and Nicholson immediately endeavored to escape.

The Medway pursued, and although Nicholson lightened his ship by jettisoning all his boats, extra spars, cables, and anchors, the Medway caught up with the American ship after an 11-hour chase and forced Nicholson to surrender. The Siren was then taken into the Royal Navy, becoming a hospital hulk until 1815.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Meigs, Return Jonathan, Jr.

Birth Date: November 17, 1765

Death Date: March 29, 1825

Lawyer, soldier, and Democratic Republican politician. Return Jonathan Meigs Jr. was born on November 17, 1765, in Middletown, Connecticut, the son of a noted Revolutionary War veteran. Graduating from Yale College in 1785, he read for the law and established a law practice at Marietta, Ohio, in 1788. As a militia member he saw action against hostile Indians in the Old Northwest, and in 1798 he became a territorial judge. During 1803–1804, he served as chief justice of the Ohio Supreme Court until President Thomas Jefferson gave him command of military forces in Louisiana’s St. Charles District, a post he held during 1804–1806 at the brevet rank of colonel. Meigs then moved to the Michigan Territory, where he served as U.S. district judge during 1807–1808. He returned to Ohio and began serving as a U.S. senator in 1808 as a Democratic Republican. In 1810 he was elected Ohio’s governor, resigned his senate seat, and served until 1814.

As tensions with the British increased and Indian raids in southern Ohio became a problem, Meigs pleaded with the James Madison administration to send troops to protect the Old Northwest. In March 1812 Washington authorized Meigs to mobilize volunteers who would serve under Michigan territorial governor William Hull. Hull planned to march the Ohio troops to Detroit. In April, Meigs issued a call for volunteers to be mustered in at Dayton. Hull arrived in late May and soon set off with the Ohio troops on a doomed mission to attack Canada. On August 16, 1812, Hull surrendered Fort Detroit to the British and their Indian allies, causing Meigs to become even more concerned with the security of his state.

Meigs and Isaac Shelby, governor of Kentucky, soon recommended that Washington appoint Indiana governor Major General William H. Harrison to command all military forces in the Old Northwest. Harrison was duly appointed but quickly discovered that he was in need of additional troops. In early May 1813 Meigs personally marched a contingent of the Ohio Militia to a camp on the Lower Sandusky River, where Harrison was staging his army. Harrison was grateful for the gesture but now believed that he had enough troops and sent Meigs home with his militia. However, when Harrison began to lay plans for a Canadian expedition that summer, he changed his mind and requested that Governors Meigs and Shelby send him militia troops to fill out his ranks.

Meigs was now furious with Harrison and sent him a dispatch informing him that Ohio militiamen would be sent only if Harrison paid them for their services in advance. Unable to meet such a demand, Harrison refused, and the Ohio Militia did not take part in Harrison’s upcoming campaign, which culminated in the October 5, 1813, Battle of the Thames. Ironically, perhaps, that engagement helped to secure much of the Old Northwest for the duration of the war.

After leaving the Ohio governorship in 1814, Meigs was named U.S. postmaster general, a post he held from 1814 until 1823. He then served as an agent for the Cherokees. Meigs died in Marietta, Ohio, on March 29, 1825.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Merritt, William Hamilton

Birth Date: July 3, 1793

Death Date: July 5, 1862

Canadian cavalryman, farmer, merchant, entrepreneur, politician, and canal builder. William Hamilton Merritt was born in Bedford, New York, on July 3, 1793. His father, Thomas Merritt, had been a Loyalist cavalry officer during the American Revolutionary War. In 1796 he received a grant of land in the Niagara district of Upper Canada on the site of present-day St. Catharines, Ontario. His son would have a lasting impact on the economy and growth of that town.

William Merritt was well educated and learned the art of surveying at an early age. In 1808 he spent time with his uncle, a New Brunswick merchant, joining him in a voyage in his ship to Bermuda. Merritt learned business practices from his uncle and returned to Niagara in late 1809 to work his father’s farm and begin his many commercial enterprises. Merritt soon established a store in St. Catharines, buying raw materials and produce for shipment to Montreal while selling imported manufactured goods, refined sugar, wine, and spirits.

With the possibility of war with the United States looming in the spring of 1812, Thomas Merritt was ordered to raise a troop of militia cavalry. William Merritt was promptly commissioned as a lieutenant in his father’s new regiment, the 1st Niagara Light Dragoons. When the United States declared war in June, Upper Canada was directly threatened with invasion, and the Niagara Light Dragoons were called out for active service as soon as news of the war had reached the British commander in Canada, Major General Isaac Brock.

Merritt served in the Detroit campaign in August 1812 and was present at the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812. The Niagara Light Dragoons were disbanded on February 25, 1813, but on March 11 Merritt was asked to recruit a new militia troop of Provincial Light Dragoons. For the rest of the war he and his dragoons served as messengers and scouts on the Niagara frontier. Merritt was captured by the Americans in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814, however; he remained a prisoner until the end of the war in 1815.

After the war Merritt pursued several business ventures, opening several stores and constructing mills, a distillery, and a potash factory. He also began promoting and raising funds for a canal that would link Lake Ontario with Lake Erie, bypassing the portage route around Niagara Falls. Largely through his efforts the Welland Canal Company was chartered by the Upper Canadian Parliament in 1824. Construction began late that year, with the first ship sailing between the lakes five years later. The canal, expanded several times, remains a crucial part of Canada’s maritime economy today.

Merritt also invested in railways as early as 1836 and was a major proponent of the first major bridge over the Niagara River in 1849. From 1832 Merritt became involved in provincial politics, serving in the Parliament of Upper Canada (later Canada West) and in various positions of responsibility, including a term as president of the Executive Council from 1848 to 1850 and chief commissioner of public works from 1850 to 1851. Merritt continued to dabble in politics and promote transportation infrastructure innovations until his death in Cornwall, Canada West, on July 5, 1862.

Ronald J. Dale
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Miamis

Native American group who chiefly inhabited parts of the present-day Midwest. The name “Miami” is possibly from the Ojibwe word “Omaumeg” (“People of the Peninsula”) or perhaps from their own word for pigeon. The traditional Miamis were culturally and linguistically related to the Illinois and spoke an Algonquian language. From a position possibly south of Lake Michigan, roughly 4,500 Miamis moved into northern Illinois and southern Wisconsin in the mid-17th century. By the early 19th century they lived generally between the Great Miami River and the upper Wabash River and, in the years leading up to the War of 1812, were viewed as the principal obstacle to white settlement in the Old Northwest Territory.

The six traditional bands had consolidated by the 18th century into four: the Miamis proper, the Pepicokias, the Weas, and the Piankashaws. The Pepicokias soon merged with the Weas and Piankashaws, which by the 19th century acted as separate tribes. Even in the 19th century, each of the three Miami tribes was subdivided into bands. The Miamis traded with the French from the mid-17th century on but tended to side with the British in the colonial wars and fought with them against the Americans in the Revolutionary War.

Little Turtle’s War (Northwest Indian War) was led by the great Miami strategist Michikinikwa, or Little Turtle. This Indian coalition included Objibwas, Ottawas, Lenapes, Shawnees, Pottawatomis, and Illinois as well as Miamis. The war was a defensive one, fought to contain white settlement of the Ohio Valley. The coalition enjoyed significant victories in the early years, thanks mainly to Little Turtle’s strategy of guerrilla warfare. In the end, however, sheer numbers of white soldiers wore the tribes down. Although Little Turtle foresaw the inevitable defeat and advised a cessation of hostilities, the coalition replaced him with another leader who was decisively defeated at the Battle of Fallen Timbers on August 20, 1794. The ensuing Treaty of Greenville forced Indians in the region to cede all of Ohio and most of Indiana to the United States.

In the winter of 1812, Colonel John B. Campbell raided five Miami villages along the Mississinewa River to protect American supply lines. Some Miamis then allied with Tecumseh’s Pan-Indian confederacy during the early stages of the War of 1812, but they switched allegiance and made peace with the Americans on October 14, 1814, after Tecumseh died at the Battle of the Thames on October 5. In July 1814 under Harrison’s supervision, they took an oath of loyalty to the United States. Eventually much of what remained of the tribe settled in the northeastern part of Indian Territory (Oklahoma).

Barry M. Pritzker
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Michigan Territory

U.S. territory first established in 1805, carved out of the already-extant Indiana Territory. During its existence from 1805 to 1836, the Michigan Territory consisted of different parts of the Midwest. From 1805 to 1818 the territory encompassed more or less the current state of Michigan, covering about 58,500 square miles. From 1818 to 1833 the territory also included all of present-day Wisconsin and part of Minnesota. During 1833–1836 the territory was expanded to encompass all of Minnesota as well as Iowa and the eastern portions of the Dakotas. The Michigan Territory ceased to exist when Michigan became a state in January 1837; the remainder became the Wisconsin Territory. The 1810 census showed a population of just 4,762 Europeans; an indeterminate number of Native Americans resided there as well.

At the beginning of the War of 1812 the Michigan Territory was sparsely populated, with most of the white population living in and around Detroit and a small area in the extreme eastern section of the territory. The remainder of the region was desolate, heavily wooded, and punctuated by a large number of freshwater lakes. There was no industry to speak of, very little European-style agriculture, and only modest trading, mainly via Lakes Huron and Erie.

In the autumn of 1811 during Indiana governor William H. Harrison’s campaign against the Indians, which culminated in the November 7, 1811, Battle of Tippecanoe, Michigan territorial governor William Hull requested that the James Madison administration stiffen the defenses at Detroit, including an augmentation of troops, and asked for an American naval presence on Lake Erie. Washington was unable and unwilling to meet the latter request, but in March 1812 Hull was authorized to raise an army in neighboring Ohio and train it at Detroit. With the aid of Ohio governor Return J. Meigs, Hull wasted no time in doing so. Hull also agreed, rather reluctantly, to command the Northwest Army. The War Department subsequently informed Hull that his forces would serve as one of three armies poised to invade Upper Canada if war broke out with the British.

On May 25, 1812, Hull formally took command of the Ohio enlistees. After a small contingent of U.S. regular army troops augmented his force, he marched it to Detroit. After war was declared in June, Hull conducted a poorly planned plodding and tentative attack against Upper Canada the following month. Overly cautious and deficient in military strategy, he abruptly canceled the offensive, however, convinced that British forces were larger than was actually the case. He withdrew back to Detroit, where Major General Isaac Brock promptly instituted a siege. On August 16 Hull capitulated, and the Michigan Territory came under de facto British control.

Brock immediately issued a proclamation that asserted British control over the region, and he required civilians to turn over all public property in their possession or face punitive measures. When Brock left for Canada some weeks later, he placed Colonel Henry Procter (who later became a brigadier general) in command of the territory. From Detroit, Procter staged offensives in other areas of the Old Northwest. He also expelled a number of Americans from the Michigan Territory, particularly those living in Detroit. In January 1813 Brigadier General James Winchester led an advance against Procter’s force near Frenchtown on the Raisin River. This ended badly on January 22, however, when a large British and Indian force soundly defeated U.S. forces, bringing the massacre of some prisoners.
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Detroit, Michigan, in 1815. Following their capture of Detroit on August 16, 1812, the British used it as the base of their campaigns in the Old Northwest until Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry’s September 10, 1813, victory on Lake Erie allowed American forces to regain control of the territory. (North Wind Picture Archives)

When Major General William H. Harrison took command of the Army of the Northwest, one of his primary goals was to retake Detroit and drive the British out of the Michigan Territory. Harrison succeeded after the Americans triumphed at the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813, with Brigadier General Duncan MacArthur retaking Fort Detroit on September 29. Harrison pursued the retreating British, engaging them at the Battle of the Thames on October 5. The British not only lost the battle, but their Shawnee ally Tecumseh also perished in the fighting. After that, the Michigan Territory remained under nominal U.S. control. On October 29, 1813, President James Madison appointed Lewis Cass the new governor of the territory, where he remained for the next several decades.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Military Engineering and Architecture

Early U.S. military engineering and architectural efforts during the War of 1812 had their genesis in 1778 during the American Revolutionary War, when Congress established companies of sappers and miners that were to receive instruction in building fieldworks. Secretary of War James McHenry (1796–1800) emphasized that fortification was only part of the engineers’ job, which must also include the construction and maintenance of public buildings, roads, bridges, and canals and other civilian infrastructures.

On May 16, 1802, Congress established the Corps of Engineers as a critical nucleus for training cadets of the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, established that same year on the urging of President Thomas Jefferson, to foster science and engineering in the new republic and provide support for public works programs. The school began with 7 officers and 10 cadets.

The U.S. Army’s authorized complement of 16 engineers was expanded to 22 in April 1812, but the corps neared its formal authorized strength only toward the end of the War of 1812. A War Department order of March 3, 1813, directed the Corps of Engineers to conduct terrestrial and riparian surveys, accompany military parties to obtain intelligence on enemy positions, record daily troop movements of friendly and hostile forces, supply maps, and determine whether the field positions of opposing armies indicated possible offensive or defensive actions.

U.S. military engineering during this time also broadened its emphasis from static defense to enhancing the movement of armies through difficult terrain and hostile country. Examples of this include road building from Dayton, Ohio, to Detroit, Michigan; rebuilding an abandoned Niagara Peninsula road; supervising the movement of supplies by land and water; and scouting and mapping the territory along the St. Lawrence River. Acquisition of the Louisiana Territory in 1803 led to assignments to the Corps of Engineers to explore and map this vast area. Although lacking in wartime experience, U.S. Army engineers entered the War of 1812 with solid preparation in military engineering’s theoretical and practical applications, emphasizing state-of-the-art European engineering theories.

Following the Revolutionary War, coastal defense had become a priority for the army, and considerable effort and funds were expended to construct and man a system of fortifications along the Atlantic Seaboard. In 1794 when Congress voted funds for the construction of six frigates, in effect establishing the U.S. Navy, it also voted money for coastal fortifications and arsenals and called for establishment of the Corps of Artillerists and Engineers for these. By the war of 1812, 24 such forts had been constructed.

Early American military fortifications had been influenced by Marc René Marquis de Montalembert, a French engineer who advocated construction of multitiered circular masonry fortresses with protected gun placements. The June 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair led to a five-year $3 million program to upgrade coastal forts. Defensive works of this system included open batteries, masonry-faced earth forts, and all-masonry forts.

The open-battery forts, built in linear, polygonal, and curved shapes, were smaller structures placed in less strategically important positions or in support of other existing forts. Most of the forts built during this period were masonry-faced. They were primarily circular in shape, as demonstrated by Fort Richmond on Staten Island, or pentagonal, as in Fort Tompkins overlooking the entrance to New York Harbor. Fort Columbus on Governors Island in New York Harbor is an example of an all-masonry and star-shaped fort of this period. Construction of these forts advanced the study of hydraulics, as shoreline beach construction required engineers to find ways to combat erosion and stabilize the ground and also compelled them to learn about seawalls, breakwaters, fascine mats, and waterproof lime-based cement as key elements of military fort construction in maritime environments.

The all-masonry forts inaugurated an era of high vertical-walled harbor defenses, permitting the mounting of large seacoast cannons guns within—instead of atop—exterior walls. This provided enhanced protection from enemy fire, but its critical importance was making it possible to arrange fort defenses in multiple levels, as on larger warships. This drastically increased the firepower from a given area and made possible a concentration of fire from several forts to protect a small stretch of waterway.

In the course of the War of 1812, U.S. Army engineers constructed a number of new forts and also improved existing installations. Construction was facilitated by voluntary and involuntary civilian labor, including the use of slaves. Forts built near Plattsburgh, New York, played a crucial role in the 1814 U.S. Navy victory on Lake Champlain, while harbor defenses were strengthened at New York City, Boston, Philadelphia, Charleston, and Savannah. Conversely, less fortified coastal areas, such as the Maine coastline, the Chesapeake Bay, and the Mississippi River, saw more successful British military operations, with British operations in Chesapeake Bay that culminated in the August 19, 1814, British burning of government buildings in Washington, D.C., being perhaps the best-known example.

The War of 1812 also saw a change in how civilian and military policy makers viewed engineers. Prior to the war, engineers were viewed as mere technicians and were not given operational battlefield commands. This changed during the War of 1812. Captain Charles Gratiot commanded Michigan Territory militia forces and served as Major General William Henry Harrison’s chief engineer. Gratiot led units that destroyed two British supply bases, and he also served as civil and military governor of Upper Canada’s Upper District. Colonel Joseph Gardner Swift received command of Staten Island line units in 1813 and by 1814 had received official control over all New York offensive operations with authority over 10,000 soldiers and civilian volunteers. The effective performance during the war of the Corps of Engineers helped ensure their permanence at West Point and contributed to the increasing professional growth and status of engineers during the 19th century.

Bert Chapman
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Militia, U.S.

U.S. militias played a pivotal role in the War of 1812. After the Revolutionary War (1775–1783), the American people and politicians alike considered militia, rather than a standing professional army, as the key to national defense and a safeguard of personal liberty. This was bolstered by the myth of the role of the colonial minutemen in the war, which had been won not by militia but by the Continental Army and the French Army. In 1792 Congress passed the Militia Act, which called for all able-bodied men between the ages  of 18 and 45 to serve in the militia and tasked the individual states to maintain their readiness. However, over the next 20 years, apathetic state governments allowed the militias to fall into a state of neglect and disorganization. The state governments failed to maintain the minimum federal standards for musters, equipment, and training.
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A contemporary cartoon of an American militia unit at drill. Local militia units in the War of 1812 were often quite unprofessional in their appearance and performance. (Library of Congress)

Thus, when Congress declared war against the British again in June 1812 and called for the mobilization of 100,000 militiamen, the federal government found the states woefully unprepared to meet the challenge. State legislatures could not meet the lofty numbers demanded by the national government, and those troops that they did put in the field suffered from poor discipline, inadequate equipment, and unreliable leadership, primarily from inexperienced officers voted to their commands by their own soldiers.

The efficiency of the militia was as much hindered by political philosophy as it was by poor preparation. The U.S. Constitution made no clear definition of the proper relationship between state and federal authority over militias during wartime. These ambiguities gave militias, in essence, two commanders—the president and the respective state governors—and most often they disagreed on the employment of state military forces. Many of the New England states refused to allow their militias to be placed under federal authority, denying the War Department the use of the nation’s best-trained militia units. Other states refused to send their military forces to participate in the invasion of Canada, the primary U.S. land objective of the war, on constitutional grounds. Militia units also refused to cross into Canada, such as when several thousand New York militia under the command of Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer refused to assist army troops and prevent their capture in the Battle of Queenston Heights (October 13, 1812).

Still other states mobilized their militias without federal authority and then complained when the national government did not provide funding to support their troops. Vagaries over militia control also complicated combat effectiveness on the tactical level as regular and militia officers often bickered over command authority, occasionally during critical points of key campaigns.

When called to duty, many militia units refused to muster, march, or fight. In extreme cases, some companies mobilized without weapons, accoutrements, or even proper clothing. Many signed terms of service for only a few months and ignored demands from commanders to remain longer. Some individuals were fortunate enough to hire substitutes to serve in their place. While on campaign, militiamen suffered from poor logistical support, inadequate medical treatment, and lack of pay for their service. This latter condition caused several regiments to mutiny or simply return home. Some military records estimate that American militia units suffered from desertion rates of more than 50 percent during the war.

Once in battle, the militias continually frustrated commanders through their lack of discipline and combat effectiveness. Militias repeatedly dropped their muskets and ran away in the face of enemy fire, even in critical tactical situations such as the Battle of Bladensburg (August 24, 1814). The federal government had called up 95,000 militia to defend the nation’s capital. Only 7,000 reported, but this force still outnumbered the British 2 to 1. Yet in the Battle of Bladensburg (also known as the Bladensburg Races), the militia broke and ran after suffering only 66 casualties. Major General William H. Harrison lost all of his militia in the middle of a campaign when the soldiers’ enlistments expired. In December 1813 disgruntled New York units under Brigadier General George McClure abandoned the defense of the Canadian border and allowed British forces to sack the city of Buffalo without effective resistance. Officers and politicians became so disillusioned with the militias’ performance and tensions with regular forces that several states resorted to raising their own state armies at the end of the war.

Not every experience involving the militia was a negative one for the Americans, however. A handful of militia commanders such as Brigadier General Peter Buell Porter and Brigadier General (later U.S. Army major general) Jacob Brown did distinguish themselves in battle and managed to maximize the effectiveness of problematic state forces. Moreover, when properly trained, equipped, and led, American citizen-soldiers proved highly effective in combat. Major General Andrew Jackson demonstrated this during his campaign against the Creek Indians and in his defense of New Orleans in January 1815, in which militias from several southwestern states proved crucial in repelling the advance of British forces on the city. Ironically, Jackson’s victory at New Orleans erased the failures of the militia throughout the war in the minds of the American people and restored the myth of the citizen-soldier as the bulwark of national defense. During the postwar period, almost no reforms were made to the doctrine or organization of state militias. However, due to the ingrained American practice, the War Department continued to rely on their service in spite of a poor overall performance during the War of 1812.

Bradford Wineman
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Militia and Volunteers, Canadian

In 1812 there were about 90,000 men able to bear arms in all the colonies in British North America. All were listed in the so-called sedentary militia of each province but did no service apart from occasional musters. About 80 percent of the population lived in the countryside. The Lower Canada Militia constituted by far the most important pool of militiamen, with some 60,000 men, about 90 percent of them being French-speaking. The English-speaking residents were mainly concentrated in the cities of Montreal and Quebec and in the Eastern Townships, a settlement area south of Montreal created for Loyalists after the American Revolutionary War. Upper Canada mustered approximately 11,600 militiamen, Nova Scotia approximately 12,000, Cape Breton approximately 1,300, New Brunswick approximately 4,500, and Prince Edward Island approximately 2,600, and the small remainder were in Newfoundland.

All British North American militia units were under the British Army’s strategic command, and their service areas included the United States. This was a great advantage over the American state militias, which had separate command systems and were only obliged, under constitutional law, to serve within their state’s borders.

In Lower and Upper Canada, approximately 8,000 men volunteered or were drafted in provincial embodied or incorporated militia units. In emergencies, local units could be called to active service. For instance, approximately 13,000 men of the Lower Canada sedentary militia were mobilized in October 1813 when an American army approached Montreal. The Atlantic provinces occasionally mustered a few hundred men to provide garrisons or guard prisoners. On the whole, the sedentary militia was organized into county regiments, or divisions in the case of Lower Canada, that had a battalion staff and sometimes grouped volunteers into flank elite companies. These units grouped men who were attracted to military service into companies that were sometimes uniformed and often well armed. The wealthier men sometimes formed cavalry or artillery companies. On the whole, volunteer corps independent from county units were found more in cities, particularly in Montreal, Quebec, and Halifax, all of which boasted a number of reserve cavalry and artillery units that were well trained and occasionally called to active service for limited periods of time.

Because of the repeated American attacks on Upper Canada, militia and volunteers there saw the most action during the war, especially in the Amherstburg, Niagara, York (Toronto), and Prescott areas. Lower Canadian militiamen and volunteers were mainly involved in border skirmishes and the Battle of Châteauguay. The Americans did not attack the Atlantic provinces.

René Chartrand
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Militia Controversy, New England

Dispute that occurred in several New England states over the use and disposition of state militias during the War of 1812. The U.S. Constitution provided for a system of national defense based on state militias supplemented by such regular U.S. Army and U.S. Navy forces as Congress deemed necessary. This system made the governors the commanders of their respective state militias and responsible for arming and equipping them. Almost every white male was liable for service, including attendance at training days and for call-up when needed. The president of the United States could request the governors to mobilize and place their militia under the control of regular army officers, but he could not enforce that request. The Constitution and implementing legislation assumed that this force would be primarily defensive but from the 1790s various state militias, particularly those on the western frontiers, also served and fought offensively against the Indians.

Article One, Section Eight, of the Constitution specifically provided for calling up the militia under three conditions: law enforcement, suppressing rebellion, and repelling invasion. Interpretations of that clause caused several controversies, collectively known as the New England Militia Controversy.

The War of 1812 was unpopular in most of the New England states, whose governors along with a majority of the voters were also opposed politically to President Thomas Jefferson and then President James Madison. Many of those who opposed the war also believed that it would have an adverse impact on them economically. These sentiments gave rise to controversy when Governor Roger Griswold and his successor John C. Smith of Connecticut both refused President Madison’s 1812 requests for militia units that would be placed in federal service under the command of army officers. Governor Caleb Strong of Massachusetts, backed by rulings from his Council and from the Massachusetts Supreme Court, also refused to order state militia units into federal service. Governor William Jones of Rhode Island, acting on advice of his Council of War, also refused to commit state forces. This widespread opposition to the war also made it impossible for the army to use those states as invasion routes into Canada.

This controversy lasted almost to the end of the war. When Federalist Martin Chittenden was elected governor of Vermont, one of his first acts, on November 10, 1813, was to recall Vermont militia from their positions in the defense of Plattsburgh, New York. The militia refused to obey his order, however, and remained in place. In 1814 the governors of Connecticut and Massachusetts relented and agreed to place their forces under federal jurisdiction. But the central government could use these forces only for the coastal defense of the two states and had to pay all of the expenses that this service incurred.

Other local controversies arose when various state militias refused to cross into Canada during some of the campaigns on the Niagara frontier. This problem did not exist in the Midwest, where there was strong support for the war. There the Kentucky Militia cheerfully advanced into western Ontario to avenge earlier defeats and then quickly withdrew once their enlistments had expired. In the East, however, Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer of New York in July 1812 ordered an attack against Prescott (opposite Ogdensburg) to seize a British schooner anchored there. But only 66 militiamen volunteered for the attack across the border, and Van Rensselaer had to cancel it. He did not learn from this refusal to invade Canada. In a much larger attack, on October 11, he crossed the Niagara River to assault the British at Queenston Heights. But he could not follow up on his initial success when many of the militia refused to cross into Canada to support the first wave of attackers.

Militiamen had several reasons for refusing beyond the simple fact that they could not be compelled to serve beyond the U.S. borders. These included inadequate equipment, ineffective leaders, lack of training, and poor morale. Whatever their reasons, the militia believed that they were asserting their right to be employed only as a defensive force.

With no clear definition of the extent of federal authority in the early years of the United States and little precedent to follow, this argument over the use of the militia continued after the war. Ultimately Congress and the U.S. Supreme Court settled this issue in favor of federal authority in return for extensive federal support and training of what has become the National Guard.

Martin K. Gordon
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Miller, James

Birth Date: April 25, 1776

Death Date: July 7, 1851

U.S. Army officer and territorial governor of Arkansas. James Miller was born on April 25, 1776, at Peterborough, New Hampshire. He was called to the bar in 1803 but decided instead to follow his  passion for military matters, and in July 1808 he accepted a regular army commission as a major in the 4th U.S. Infantry.
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U.S. Army colonel James Miller compiled a distinguished combat record during the War of 1812, including participation in the Niagara campaigns. Miller left the army in 1819 to serve as the first governor of the Arkansas Territory during 1819–1824. (Rice, Don. Famous Nineteenth Century Faces, 1991.)

In 1811 Miller joined the force being mobilized by Indiana territorial governor William Henry Harrison to move against Native Americans near the Tippecanoe River; however, illness precluded his participation in the subsequent battle. Miller then commanded a detachment in the Army of the Northwest during Brigadier General William Hull’s campaign on the Detroit River from June to August 1812. Miller also played a prominent role in the skirmish at Monguagon (Maguaga) on August 9, 1812, earning him a brevet promotion to colonel. A week later he was taken prisoner when the British captured Fort Detroit on August 16, 1812.

Miller was exchanged the following year and was made colonel of the 6th U.S. Infantry, leading it in the attack on Fort George on the Niagara Peninsula during May 25–27, 1813. In the autumn of 1813 Miller’s regiment formed part of Major General James Wilkinson’s army during the ill-fated St. Lawrence campaign. Miller was present at the skirmishes at French Creek during November 1–2 and Hoople’s Creek on November 10.

In March 1814 Miller became colonel of the 21st U.S. Infantry, joining Brigadier General Eleazar W. Ripley’s 2nd Brigade in the left division under Major General Jacob Brown and playing a key role during the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814. Brown had determined that the key to the British position was the artillery at the center of their line and ordered Miller to capture the guns. Miller’s reply to Brown was “I’ll try, sir,” which became an enduring motto in the U.S. Army. As darkness fell, Miller’s regiment seized the British guns and held onto them until the end of the battle.

Miller received a brevet promotion to brigadier general in recognition of his conduct at Lundy’s Lane. The American division had suffered heavy casualties and was withdrawn to Fort Erie. The British followed, laying siege to the fort during August and September. Miller was present throughout and commanded a column that sortied from the fort to attack the British siege lines on September 17, 1814. When the campaign ended in November 1814, Miller was one of the few senior officers to survive unscathed.

Miller was presented with a gold medal by Congress and a sword by the State of New York. He also received a brevet promotion to major general. He left the army in 1819 to serve as the first governor of the Arkansas Territory from 1819 to 1824. He then became collector of the Port of Salem until 1849, when he became paralyzed by a stroke. Miller died at his farm in Temple, New Hampshire, on July 7, 1851.

John R. Grodzinski
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Miller, John

Birth Date: November 25, 1781

Death Date: March 18, 1846

U.S. Army officer who distinguished himself in the defense of Fort Meigs on May 5, 1813. John Miller was born on November 25, 1781, near Martinsburg, Virginia. In 1804 he moved to Steubenville, Ohio, where he edited the Western Herald and the Steubenville Gazette. He rose to the rank of brigadier general in the state militia and on March 12, 1812, was appointed a lieutenant colonel in the 17th U.S. Infantry in Brigadier General William Hull’s Northwestern Army. On July 6, 1812, three weeks after the War of 1812 began, Miller was promoted to colonel and given command of the 19th U.S. Infantry. During the next few months he served with various detachments in the Old Northwest.

In the early spring of 1813 Brigadier General William Henry Harrison, Hull’s replacement, ordered Miller to take command of Fort Meigs, on the Maumee River in northwestern Ohio. This strategic post, which Harrison considered crucial to his plans to invade Canada, was threatened by a British attack. On March 31 Harrison marched toward Fort Meigs to take command in person, stripping garrisons of soldiers along the way. He also overtook Miller and his 140 regulars and 100 militiamen. Reaching Fort Meigs on April 12, Harrison began strengthening its defenses.

On April 28 a British army of nearly 1,000 regulars and Canadian militia and 1,200 Indian warriors, all commanded by Brigadier General Henry Procter, besieged Fort Meigs and began to bombard it. On May 5 Brigadier General Green Clay of Kentucky arrived with a relief force of 1,200 militiamen. Following Harrison’s orders, Clay’s Kentuckians successfully assaulted a part of the British lines, although almost 600 Kentuckians were killed or wounded.

With Procter’s attention diverted, Harrison ordered Miller to lead 350 men in a sortie against a British battery below the fort. Moving quickly within range of the position, Miller ordered a volley and then stormed and carried it. Forty-one defenders were captured; the remainder fled. Quickly Miller had his men spike the enemy cannon and then withdrew back to the fort with his wounded and prisoners. Procter abandoned the siege on May 9.

In 1814 Miller served temporarily as commander of the Northwestern Army but saw no more action. He took command of the 17th U.S. Infantry on May 12, 1814, and then the newly constituted 3rd U.S. Infantry on May 17, 1815. Resigning from the army on February 10, 1818, Miller settled in Missouri, where he was governor during 1825–1832 and then a U.S. congressman (1837–1843). He died in Florissant, Missouri, on March 18, 1846.

Paul David Nelson
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Mines, Naval

“Torpedo” was the early term for a mine. The name “torpedo” comes from the electric ray fish that shocks its prey. The Americans employed some torpedoes in the War of 1812. Modern underwater mine warfare may be said to have originated with Yale University student David Bushnell during the Revolutionary War. With the concurrence of Continental Army commander General George Washington, in January 1778 Bushnell released floating mines of his invention in the Delaware River with the hope that they would drift downstream and destroy British warships at anchor. The mines consisted of kegs of powder, triggered by a flintlock device. They were contact devices in that the shock of the keg striking an object would cause the flintlock to go off. The mines were not successful, but their discovery did cause considerable alarm among the British crews.

Following the Revolutionary War, investigation into the use of mines went forward in both Europe and the United States. Again, an American was in the forefront. Beginning in 1801 during the Napoleonic Wars, American Robert Fulton tried to interest Napoleon Bonaparte in employing submarine-laid mines of his invention against British shipping on the Thames River. Napoleon rejected the idea, and in 1804 Fulton went to the British. Prime Minister William Pitt agreed to meet with him and arranged a contract for Fulton whereby the latter was to attack French ship concentrations in port with submarine bombs.

Fulton carried out two night attempts against Boulogne in October 1804 and in October 1805. The mines were floating pairs of kegs secured together by a line with a 10-minute fuse. The mines were released from cutters and allowed to drift. Fulton hoped that the lines would wrap around anchor cables, with the mines coming to rest against the ships’ sides. Although many of the mines exploded, they did not sink any ships.

Such mines could indeed be lethal, and on October 15, 1805, Fulton used the same technique to blow up the 200-ton captured Danish brig Dorothea. The blast lifted the brig out of the water and broke it in two, the first time in history that such a large vessel had been destroyed by a mine. The Admiralty then advanced Fulton additional funding, but when Pitt died in 1806, Fulton lost his principal sponsor. Admiral John Jervis, first Earl of St. Vincent, dismissed Fulton, noting that “Pitt was the greatest fool that ever existed, to encourage a mode of war which they who commanded the seas did not want, and which, if successful, would deprive them of it.”
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Sketch of anchored underwater mines known in the 19th century as torpedoes, designed by Robert Fulton, a pioneer in mine warfare. (Lossing, Benson J. The Pictorial Field-Book of the War of 1812, 1869.)

In 1807 Fulton returned to the United States and presented plans to the government for a moored mine that would protect American harbors. The navy provided funds, and during a test in July 1807 Fulton blew up a 200-ton brig in New York Harbor. This required several attempts before it was successful, however, leading to a loss of faith in the idea. In 1810 Fulton carried out another experiment with a mine against a sloop, but this was unsuccessful because the defenders were permitted to deploy a net. While admitting failure, Fulton pointed out the immobility that such defensive schemes would impose on an enemy. He also believed that moored mines could close American ports to an attacking force.

Fulton tried to promote his mines during the War of 1812. In July 1813 Sailing Master Elijah Mix used Fulton-designed mines in six attempts to attack the British ship of the line Plantagenet (74 guns), moored in Lynnhaven Roads near Norfolk. On the seventh attempt the mines went off prematurely in the water. A similar attempt was made against British warships on Long Island Sound, again without success. During the war, Fulton himself made numerous proposals to the U.S. government to plant moored sea mines in U.S. harbors and for a harpoon system with mines for offensive purposes.

Other Americans also experimented with mines. A New York City resident named Scudder loaded a schooner with naval supplies and flour, among which he hid 10 barrels of powder and turpentine with a triggering mechanism. He then sent the schooner to New London, Connecticut, well aware that British captain Thomas M. Hardy of the ship of the line Ramillies (74 guns) regularly sent boats from his squadron to capture small American merchant ships and watercraft. On June 26, 1813, the British spotted Scudder’s schooner standing in for New London and gave chase. The crew got the sloop to shore and then abandoned it. Hardy then sent a sloop in to retrieve its cargo, but while the British seamen were transferring the flour and stores, the sloop suddenly blew up, killing 10 of them. The Ramilies was not damaged.

Hardy threatened that if the Americans were going to violate the laws of “civilized warfare” with such “cowardly” actions, he would burn their coastal towns. To protect against further mine attempts, Hardy kept his ships in motion at all times and informed the Americans that he would keep American prisoners aboard his ships at all times. The British station commander, Admiral Sir John B. Warren, ordered that no prize or boat be allowed alongside a British warship until it had been properly searched. Mine warfare did not come into its own until the Crimean War (1853–1856) and the American Civil War (1861–1865).

Spencer C. Tucker
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Mishikinakwa

See Little Turtle

Mississinewa, Battle of

Start Date: December 17, 1812

End Date: December 18, 1812

Military engagement resulting from an attack by U.S. forces on Miami and Delaware Indian villages along the Mississinewa River, a tributary of the Wabash River, in the Indiana Territory during December 17–18, 1812. Lieutenant Colonel John B. Campbell, 19th U.S. Infantry, led the expedition under orders from Brigadier General William H. Harrison. Although Harrison claimed it as a U.S. victory, the battle had little strategic consequence.

The Battle of Mississinewa was a direct result of early British victories in the Old Northwest after the beginning of the War of 1812. Mackinac Island, located at the strategic confluence of Lake Huron and Lake Michigan, fell on July 17, 1812. Fort Dearborn was evacuated on August 15, 1812; the next day the Americans surrendered Detroit. These victories, led by British major general Isaac Brock with an amalgam of British regulars, Canadian militia, and Native Americans led by Tecumseh, encouraged other tribes to strike against white settlements in the Old Northwest.

In September 1812 two small frontier garrisons in the Indiana Territory came under siege by Miami warriors. Fort Wayne was relieved by 2,200 Kentucky militia, under the command of General Harrison, on September 12. Harrison immediately sent out reprisal expeditions, further alienating the local Indians. Meanwhile, Captain Zachary Taylor held off repeated attacks on Fort Harrison during September 1812 and was brevetted a major for his efforts.

Harrison was appointed commander in chief of the Old Northwest Territory on September 17. Although ultimately charged with taking back Detroit and invading Canada, he considered the hostile local tribes an immediate threat and asked the War Department for permission to attack. A strategically located Indian village at the confluence of the Mississinewa and Wabash Rivers now became the objective for U.S. forces. The village held the tribes’ winter food supply and was a common gathering area.

Lieutenant Colonel John B. Campbell set out with approximately 600 men from Fort Greenville on December 14, 1812. His men consisted of a squadron of the U.S. 2nd Dragoon Regiment, a company of the 19th Infantry Regiment, and companies of mounted militiamen from Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. They marched almost 80 miles in three days through bitter winter cold.

In the early hours of December 17, Campbell’s men prepared to attack the first village on the Mississinewa River, near present-day Eaton, Indiana. Learning that they had been detected, the men mounted a confused and disorderly charge. They quickly overran the village, but most of the warriors had fled, leaving behind women and children. The raiders then proceeded two miles downriver and destroyed two other villages, burning them all and destroying the livestock. Campbell then returned to the first village and bivouacked for the night. They had taken 42 Delaware captives, 8 of them men. Eight other Indians had been slain.

In the early morning hours of the following day, Campbell held a council with his officers. They decided that it was time to fall back to Fort Greenville. Supplies were low, frostbite had become a problem, and the prisoners had to be guarded. Before the return could commence, however, some 300 Indian warriors, said to be primarily Miamis, attacked just before sunrise.

The attackers quickly seized a redoubt on the northwest corner of Campbell’s encampment. Fierce fighting occurred for about an hour, with U.S. troops forced to fall back and take defensive positions. As dawn approached, the Indians retreated. Campbell’s forces suffered 12 killed and 65 wounded. Native American losses were about 50.

In their attack the warriors had succeeded in killing about 100 of Campbell’s horses, and many of the men now had to withdraw on foot, making the return of six days a difficult ordeal in which a number suffered from frostbite. Harrison claimed a victory because of the Indians taken prisoner. Campbell was promoted to colonel even though his expedition had accomplished little and his force had sustained heavy casualties, principally through frostbite.

William E. Whyte
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Mississippi River

Strategic American watershed measuring 2,470 miles from north to south, making it the longest river in the United States. The river flows south from its headwaters at Lake Itasca in Minnesota into the Gulf of Mexico near New Orleans. Along the way the Illinois, Missouri, Ohio, and Arkansas Rivers flow into it.

The French and Indian War (1754–1763) established the Mississippi as a colonial boundary, with territory to the west in the hands of Spain and territory to the east held by Britain. After the American Revolution, the 1783 Treaty of Paris made the Mississippi River the western boundary of the United States. In 1795 under Pinckney’s Treaty (Treaty of San Lorenzo), the United States gained navigation rights to the river from Spain, which had chosen to obstruct U.S. commerce at the entrepôt in New Orleans. Spain ceded Louisiana back to France in 1800 under the secret Treaty of San Il Defonso, a stipulation of which was that France could not sell the territory to the United States without Spanish permission. In 1802 the Spanish again obstructed U.S. commercial traffic at New Orleans as they continued to administer the territory, despite the sale to France. This conundrum led to the American effort to purchase New Orleans from the Spanish and the French, which ultimately resulted in the French sale of all of Louisiana to the United States in 1803.

As the most important waterway in the United States, the Mississippi River was of great strategic importance during the War of 1812. Indian forces allied with the British were far more prevalent along the upper Mississippi than the lower Mississippi. In 1812 the Sauk and Fox Indians, with aid and arms from the British, laid siege to Fort Madison on the upper Mississippi River in the present-day state of Iowa. The Indians killed several soldiers as well as the cattle in the area. Ultimately the Americans abandoned the fort in September 1813.

Meanwhile, U.S. forces fought a series of naval battles with Britain on Lakes Erie, Ontario, and Champlain. Despite limited U.S. successes, the British maintained control of large stretches of the northern Mississippi River as well as Lake Michigan. The battles on the Great Lakes proved to be of far greater strategic importance than the actions along the upper Mississippi.

Even though Britain’s Indian allies often controlled wide swaths of the upper Mississippi, the Americans never considered complete control of the upper Mississippi River a primary military objective. Given where the population centers were at the time, this is not surprising.

The lower Mississippi, in contrast, was an area of immense importance for both the British and Americans. New Orleans, just 100 hundred miles upriver from the river’s mouth, was an important strategic target. It was both the largest port on the Gulf of Mexico and the place through which agricultural products of the Mississippi River basin for export had to flow. Whoever held New Orleans could disrupt that commerce and potentially gain the loyalty of those living in the territory upriver. The United States had built two forts—Fort St. Philip and Fort St. Leon—near the Mississippi mouth to guard against attacks on New Orleans.

On December 13, 1815, British naval forces under Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane transporting a land force of some 8,000 troops under Lieutenant General Sir Edward Pakenham arrived off the coast of Louisiana. The British goal was to seize the city and as much of the territory around is as possible and then use these as bargaining chips for peace. This effort met rebuff in the decisive British defeat of the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815, although the war had already ended two weeks earlier.

In the Treaty of Paris of 1783, the British had gained navigation rights on the Mississippi River. The Treaty of Ghent of December 24, 1814, which ended the War of 1812, failed to address this issue, effectively meaning that the British navigation rights remained, despite American efforts to close the river to the British. Nevertheless, the War of 1812 essentially secured American control of the Mississippi River. The area east of the river was pacified, as many Indian tribes that had fought with Tecumseh in the Old Northwest were subsequently relocated west of the river.

Michael K. Beauchamp
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Mississippi Territory

The United States officially created the Mississippi Territory on April 7, 1798. Originally, the new territory included much of what would become the central and southern parts of present-day Mississippi and Alabama. President John Adams appointed Winthrop Sargent of Massachusetts as the territory’s first governor in 1798. After arriving in Mississippi, Sargent created a rudimentary territorial government with a court system and a militia. He also divided the territory into districts, each with a sheriff, a justice of the peace, and other officers. Natchez, on the Mississippi River, was the region’s most significant settlement and became the first territorial capital. The presidential election of 1800, however, prompted a change in the Mississippi Territory’s government.

In 1801 President Thomas Jefferson dismissed Sargent and appointed William C. C. Claiborne in his stead. Claiborne held the post of governor until 1805. During his tenure, he encouraged new settlement, created new counties, and presided over significant economic growth. In 1802 the territorial capital was moved from Natchez to Washington, Mississippi.

Additional lands were annexed to the original Mississippi Territory in 1805 and 1810, although there was lingering confusion about land titles because the State of Georgia continued to press some of its old claims in the region that predated the American Revolution. In 1802 the United States paid Georgia more than $1.25 million to settle the dispute, and two years later the federal government added to the territory a large area extending north to the Tennessee state line. This annexation more than doubled the size of the territory, although most of the land in question was, for many years, reserved for Native Americans. The final additions to the Mississippi Territory took place between 1810 and 1813 when Spain was forced to yield its holdings along the Gulf Coast. The result was a territory that contained all the land that would eventually become the states of Alabama and Mississippi.

During the War of 1812 the eastern portion of the Mississippi Territory (present-day Alabama) saw some fighting, primarily between the United States and members of the Creek tribe known as the Red Sticks, who had aligned themselves with the British. Many Mississippians contributed to the war effort. Ferdinand L. Claiborne, brother of William C. C. Claiborne, organized and led Mississippi militia into the eastern part of the territory to aid a force of Tennessee militia that was fighting the Creeks. Meanwhile, Major General Andrew Jackson commanded the Tennesseans. The major engagement that broke the back of the Creek resistance was the Battle of Horseshoe Bend, fought on March 27, 1814, in present-day Tallapoosa County, Alabama. Men from the Mississippi Territory also took part in Jackson’s landmark victory over the British at the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. Several years after the war, the federal government split the Mississippi Territory in two. In 1817 the State of Mississippi entered the Union, followed two years later by the State of Alabama.

Ben R. Wynne
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Missouri Territory

The Missouri Territory was on the fringe of American civilization in 1812. Its estimated population in that year was only 22,000. The Missouri Territory was created out of the Louisiana Purchase (1803) and named Missouri to differentiate it from the new state of Louisiana. The change took place just weeks before Congress declared war against Great Britain in 1812. Missouri, with a long border along the Mississippi River, today encompasses 69,697 square miles. The state is bordered by Kansas to the west, Illinois and Kentucky to the east, Iowa to the north, and Arkansas to the  south. St. Louis (on the Mississippi River), which had been previously established by the French as a trade center, was selected as the territorial capital. The present-day capital of Missouri, which was admitted as a state in 1821, is Jefferson City.

[image: image]

A Native American encampment on the Upper Mississippi River. Engraved after a painting by J. C. Ward. (Getty Images)

Missouri never witnessed any large set-piece battles during the War of 1812; instead, it experienced limited conflicts on the frontier. At the beginning of the war, fewer than 250 U.S. Army troops were located west of the Mississippi River, and there were justifiable fears among Missouri settlers of combined British–Native American attacks, especially amid reports of a growing number of Indian tribes—among them the Winnebagos, Shawnees, and Miamis—having declared war on the United States.

Some relief for the region’s security concerns came when Congress authorized the creation of 10 army companies to defend the frontier areas of the country; 3 of these were to be in Missouri. The presence of the 1st U.S. Infantry in the region also added reassurance. In 1813 Governor Benjamin Howard gave up his office to become the military commander for the region. William Clark, the noted explorer, replaced him as governor.

Although there were no large-scale Native American attacks in the region during the war, numerous small actions occurred, and these helped create fear of a possible large-scale offensive. Such fears led to the closure of the isolated Fort Osage, just east of present-day Kansas City which was considered highly vulnerable to attack.

Major General William Henry Harrison, commanding U.S. forces in the Midwest, believed that there was little military threat to Missouri, so he reassigned General Howard to Detroit and removed some regular troops from the region. Ultimately Howard was returned to command in Missouri.

In an effort to prevent a juncture of the British and hostile Native Americans in the upper Mississippi River Valley with those of the lower valley, Governor Clark personally led an expedition that secured control of Prairie du Chien in the upper river valley of southern Wisconsin in early June 1814, but a combined British–Native American force retook it just six weeks later. This raised tensions but did not significantly change the military dynamic in the region.

Although Missouri was on the periphery of the war, more than 550 Missourians served during the war.

Donald E. Heidenreich Jr.
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Mitchell, David Brydie

Birth Date: October 22, 1766

Death Date: April 22, 1837

Governor of Georgia. David Brydie Mitchell was born in Muthill, Perthshire, Scotland, on October 22, 1766. He immigrated to Savannah, Georgia, in 1783. Mitchell subsequently studied law before serving in the General Assembly (1794–1796), where he was a strident Democratic Republican. He was solicitor general of his district in 1795, a judge with the Eastern Division of the Superior Court during 1798–1801, and U.S. attorney general for Georgia during 1803–1805. In 1802 Mitchell gained a degree of local notoriety when he dueled with and killed Federalist William Hunter. Mitchell joined the militia as a captain in 1793 and by 1806 had risen to major general.

Mitchell’s political fortunes crested in 1809 when the General Assembly elected him governor over the incumbent Jared Irwin. Once in office, Mitchell focused his energies on helping develop the economy of his overwhelmingly agrarian state by funding transportation projects and expanding the local banking system. During his tenure, the fledgling University of Georgia received its first regular appropriation, and laws were also passed to outlaw the practice of dueling. Mitchell’s approach to politics resonated with the electorate, and in 1811 he resoundingly defeated Irwin again to gain reelection.

In 1812 Mitchell strongly supported renewed hostilities with Great Britain, even though Georgia was sparsely populated and poorly defended. Nonetheless, he supported the James Madison administration’s clandestine attempt to seize Spanish East Florida in the so-called Patriot War and helped raise money, men, and supplies to that end until the effort collapsed in 1813. Mitchell watched developments in the neighboring Creek country with unease, as longtime Indian agent Benjamin Hawkins proved unable to contain the agitations of the hostile Red Stick faction. Once the Creek War erupted in August 1813, Mitchell began organizing and equipping an expedition under Brigadier General John Floyd, but he declined reelection and left office before campaigning actually began.

Mitchell remained on the sidelines politically until the autumn of 1815, when the legislature again elected him over incumbent Peter Early. Mitchell served two years before resigning in 1817 to take the place of the deceased Hawkins as Indian agent to the Creeks. The following year Mitchell negotiated a new treaty resulting in the acquisition of an additional 1.5 million acres of Indian land, but in 1821 President James Monroe demanded his resignation over a charge that he had smuggled slaves into Alabama in violation of federal law. Mitchell eventually cleared his name, but he retired from public life to pursue business interests and serve as a county judge for many years. He gained election to the state Senate in 1836. Mitchell died in Milledgeville on April 22, 1837.
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Mitchell, George Edward

Birth Date: March 3, 1781

Death Date: June 28, 1832

U.S. Army officer. Born at Head of Elk (present-day Elkton), Maryland, on March 3, 1781, George Edward Mitchell graduated from the University of Pennsylvania with a medical degree in 1805. President James Madison offered him a commission as a captain in the light dragoons in 1809, but Mitchell declined. However, with war approaching, he accepted a commission as a major in the 3rd Artillery Regiment on May 1, 1812. Mitchell recruited a company of soldiers and joined his regiment at Greenbush, New York.

The U.S. Congress approved Mitchell’s promotion to lieutenant colonel on March 3, 1813, and he saw his first combat during the raid on York, Upper Canada, on April 27, 1813. An explosion of a British magazine killed and wounded hundreds of American soldiers there, and Mitchell, himself injured, rushed to the side of Brigadier General Zebulon Pike, who was mortally wounded. After seeing to the evacuation of Pike, Mitchell and Colonel Cromwell Pearce rallied the shaken soldiers and continued the attack into the village. That evening Mitchell and Pearce negotiated the surrender of York.

Mitchell then participated in the attack on Fort George on May 27, 1813. During the following summer Mitchell commanded the garrison at Fort Niagara, New York, across the Niagara River from Fort George. Mitchell missed the Battle of Crysler’s Farm in November 1813 because of illness, but he rejoined the Northern Army in its dreadful winter encampment at French Mills, New York.

In the spring of 1814 Major General Jacob Brown dispatched Mitchell and a few hundred men to Fort Ontario, near the village of Oswego on Lake Ontario. Mitchell’s task was to defend the vital naval stores and other supplies at Oswego Falls, several miles south of Fort Ontario. Mitchell and his men then set about preparing the old and dilapidated fortification. Mitchell found five old and nearly useless guns, which his men mounted and pointed out over the lake. To signal his resolve, Mitchell ordered the flag nailed to the flag pole; there would be no surrender. A British naval squadron appeared on May 5 and began shelling the fort. The following day, the British landed a force more than twice as large as that of the Americans and stormed the fort. Mitchell conducted a spirited defense until it was apparent that the British would overrun the fort. He then ordered a withdrawal. Mitchell was the last American to depart. Seeing a wounded soldier, he threw the man onto his horse and calmly led him to safety. Mitchell won great praise for his actions, and President Madison rewarded him with a brevet promotion to colonel, while the State of Maryland presented Mitchell with a dress sword.

Mitchell remained in the army until 1821, when he resigned. He served in the U.S. House of Representatives from 1823 to 1827 and again from 1829 until his death in Washington, D.C., on June 28, 1832.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Mobile, Battles of

Event Dates: April 11–14, 1813; September 12–15, 1814; and February 8–12, 1815

The port of Mobile, Alabama, on the Gulf Coast, was the scene of three battles during the War of 1812 that took place during April 11–14, 1813; September 12–15, 1814; and February 8–12, 1815. Founded by the French in 1702, Mobile was moved downriver (on the Mobile River) in 1711. It served as the first capital of Louisiana until the French transferred the seat of government to Biloxi in 1720 and then to New Orleans in 1723. At the conclusion of the French and Indian War in 1763, Mobile was turned over to Britain. The British renamed it Port Charlotte. Under British rule, the port prospered.

During the American Revolutionary War, the Spanish seized the port in 1780. After the war West Florida was ceded to Spain, which held Mobile until the War of 1812. During the War of 1812 Mobile was a valuable asset, because after New Orleans, Mobile was the largest port along the Gulf Coast. Mobile was an important access point to the interior by means of the Alabama River.

The first battle at Mobile occurred in the spring of 1813. Spanish Florida had been a principal objective of the southern War Hawks on the outbreak of the War of 1812. Taking advantage of a weakened Spain, on May 24, 1812, Congress annexed all of West Florida between the Pearl and Perdido Rivers, but Spanish troops held Mobile. In March, General James Wilkinson received orders to occupy Mobile. In the ensuing expedition Captain John Shaw, commander of the New Orleans naval station, employed his five serviceable gunboats to support army troops commanded by Wilkinson.

The expedition sailed from Pass Christian on the night of April 8 and arrived off Mobile three days later. The 400 troops then went ashore about three miles below Fort Charlotte, which guarded the city. On the evening of April 14 Shaw anchored his gunboats within 200 yards of the fort, in close line-ahead formation with springs on their anchor cables. The Spanish garrison numbered only 80 men, and on the evening of April 15 following negotiations, the fort’s commander, Captain Don Cayetano Perez, recognized the inevitable and surrendered to Wilkinson.

The Spanish garrison then immediately departed by ship for Pensacola. The Americans took 50 cannon with the fort, 40 of which were mounted, although the carriages were in disrepair. Mobile was the only permanent territorial gain for the United States during the War of 1812, but its acquisition compounded Shaw’s problems, for he was now responsible for 300 miles of coastline, with only a negligible naval force to defend it.

On June 3, 1813, the British sloop of war Herald anchored off the bar at Mobile, and gunboats No. 65, No. 156, and No. 163 went out and attacked it. In a 10-minute engagement, the gunboats drove the British warship from its anchorage, and the Herald then sailed away.

After he had taken Mobile, Wilkinson decided to construct fortifications at Mobile Point, a peninsula south of the city at the entrance to Mobile Bay. There a fort was built under the direction of Captain Reuben Chamberlain and Colonel John Bowyer and was named Fort Bowyer. In July 1814 Brigadier General Thomas Flournoy ordered Fort Bowyer evacuated, but shortly thereafter Major General Andrew Jackson ordered Major William Lawrence to reoccupy it in anticipation of a British attack on Mobile.

The second fight at Mobile occurred on September 12, 1814, when a British force under Royal Navy captain Sir William H. Percy and Acting Lieutenant Colonel Edward Nicolls arrived with four ships and 600 seamen, 72 marines, and 180 Red Sticks (Creeks hostile to the United States) and African Americans. This was one of the first times that the British had mounted a joint military operations with the Red Sticks. Nicolls had just taken Pensacola with the acquiescence of Spanish officials, where he had recruited the Red Sticks and African Americans.

At Fort Bowyer, Major William Lawrence commanded 160 regulars of his 2nd U.S. Infantry. Upon arriving off the coast of Mobile, the British attempted to gain the support of Baratarian pirates in the area but failed. Consequently, the British did not begin their attack until September 14, 1814.

The British attacked Fort Bowyer twice but were repulsed both times, the second time thanks to a shortage of ammunition. On September 15, 1814, Percy and Nicolls attempted a coordinated assault. Unfortunately for Percy, in the ensuing exchange of fire the Americans damaged a cable on his flagship, the sixth-rate Hermes (22 guns), which then grounded. Percy had to scuttle the ship to prevent it from falling into the hands of the Americans. Three other British warships also exchanged damage. The British then withdrew to Pensacola. In human losses, the British had sustained some 70 casualties, and the Americans only 10.

General Jackson had already gained command of the Gulf Coast in 1814 after having dealt with the Creeks and opened lines of communication between Georgia and Mobile. Jackson now centered his focus on Pensacola as the base of British operations in the area, which while far smaller than Mobile did have a superior harbor. Jackson not only took Pensacola but also put down the Creeks, actions without which Mobile could not have been held. These American victories and the British failure to capture Mobile dealt a deathblow to any hopes that the Creeks would join the British and forced British vice admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, commander of the expeditionary force bound for the Gulf Coast, to modify his plans in favor of a direct assault on New Orleans. Meanwhile, Jackson garrisoned Mobile with three regular army regiments and then returned to New Orleans on November 22, four days before Cochrane’s expeditionary force sailed from Jamaica.

The final battle at Mobile during the War of 1812 occurred after the formal signing of the Treaty of Ghent on December 24, 1815, that ended the conflict and after the Battle of New Orleans (January 8, 1815). Rebuffed at New Orleans, the British decided to try again at Mobile.

On January 28, 1815, the British landed on Dauphin Island about 4 miles from Fort Bowyer. More British ships arrived on February 6. Two days later a British land force of some 5,000 men under Major General John Lambert came ashore about 12.5 miles east of Fort Bowyer. For two days Lambert’s troops withstood shelling from Fort Bowyer while they positioned their artillery. By February 11, 1815, the British had completely cut off Fort Bowyer; their artillery was positioned, and they had advanced siege lines to with 40 yards of the fort’s curtain. Lambert now sent Major Harry Smith to negotiate with Lawrence for the surrender of the fort before the British launched a bombardment. Heavily outgunned and with a garrison of only 320 men, Lawrence realized that his position was untenable and that resistance would only lead to great loss in American lives. He therefore surrendered at noon on February 12. A few days later news reached the Gulf Coast of the formal end of hostilities. Thus, while the British held the fort and no doubt had the war continued would soon have taken Mobile, news of peace prevented them from doing so.

Finally, Mobile was the site of the notorious execution of 6 Tennessee militiamen. A number of Tennessee militiamen had argued with General Jackson following the Battle of Horseshoe Bend over their term of service. They contended that it was for only three months. Jackson refused to give them permission to depart, but the men had left anyway. Jackson, a stern disciplinarian, ordered the men arrested. They were brought to trial at Mobile in December. The court ordered 2 captains dismissed from the service and another captain to have his sword broken over his back and never to be allowed to hold a U.S. commission. The court ruled that 197 enlisted men were to lose half their pay, be forced to make up the lost time, have one side of their heads shaved, and be drummed out of camp. The ringleaders, 1 sergeant and 5 privates, were sentenced to be shot. They were executed at Mobile on February 21, 1815.

Michael K. Beauchamp and Spencer C. Tucker
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Monguagon, Battle of

Event Date: August 9, 1812

Engagement between British and U.S. forces near Detroit, Michigan, on August 9, 1812. Monguagon was a Wyandot Indian village located some 14 miles south of Detroit. The 1812 battle fought near here is also known as the Battle of Maguaga or the Battle of the Oakwoods.

At the beginning of the war, Brigadier General William Hull was ordered to invade Upper Canada from Detroit. Hull spent much of July inconclusively skirmishing with British forces protecting their base at Fort Malden (Amherstburg). Learning that the British had captured Makinac Island and fearing that he was about to be outflanked, Hull withdrew from Canada on August 3.

At Detroit the Americans depended on a 60-mile supply line running south along the Detroit River and Lake Erie to the Maumee River. The British were determined to cut this route. On August 9, a company of some 150 Ohio volunteers under Captain Henry Brush arrived at the Raisin River, some 33 miles from Detroit, with vital supplies for that post, including 300 head of cattle and 70 packhorses, each laded with 300 pounds of flour. There British-allied Indians under Tecumseh had cut the road to Detroit. Meanwhile, on August 4 a militia detachment of 150 men under Major Thomas Van Horne sent by Hull to escort this supply train to Detroit was ambushed by Tecumseh and some 200 warriors at Brownstown. Eighteen members of the militia force were killed, 12 were wounded, and about 70 went missing.

Hull now sent out a much larger force under Lieutenant Colonel James Miller. A third of his available strength, it included 300 regulars of his own 4th U.S. Infantry, 200 Ohio volunteer riflemen, 60 Michigan riflemen, and 40 volunteer dragoons from Ohio. Progress was slowed by Miller’s insistence on taking along two artillery pieces. Tecumseh’s Indians were aware of Miller’s every move, especially as he placed no emphasis on stealth. This time Tecumseh’s 200 warriors were assisted by British major Adam Muir and 150 men of the 41st Regiment along with 50 Canadian militia.

The British crossed the Detroit River in canoes on August 8 and established a blocking position about a quarter mile before Monguagon. Tecumseh’s warriors were in the woods to either side of the road. In the late afternoon of August 9, the lead elements of Miller’s force encountered the British breastwork. The battle opened at 4:00 p.m. when Miller formed his men into a line of battle, fired a volley, and advanced on the British with bayonets. A combination of circumstances threw the British right into retreat. Major Van Horne on the American left flank now sent word to Miller that he had to have assistance, so Miller halted his pursuit to assist him. This allowed the twice-wounded Muir to withdraw his men some distance and establish another position. Meanwhile, the Indians also gave way and were pursued by Miller’s men for more than two miles in another direction. Hearing the firing from this action, Muir thought that he was about to be outflanked and again withdrew, this time to his watercraft to return to Fort Malden.

Miller now apparently dithered over what to do next. Having sustained significant casualties and afraid of another engagement, he bivouacked where he was and sent an appeal to Hull for supplies and reinforcements. Hull dispatched 100 men and rations for one day but only to convey the wounded back to Detroit.

Miller remained immobilized, ignoring Hull’s orders to continue on to secure the supplies. Three days later when he finally received an order from Hull to return to Detroit, Miller immediately did so. Shortly thereafter British forces laid siege to Detroit, and Hull surrendered that important post on August 16, 1812.
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Monroe, James

Birth Date: April 28, 1758

Death Date: July 4, 1831

Lawyer, politician, secretary of state (1811–1814), secretary of war (1814–1815), and fifth president of the United States (1817–1825). James Monroe was born in Westmoreland County, Virginia, on April 28, 1758, to a family of modest means. However, through the support of his mother’s brother, who was a leading member of the ruling Virginia landed gentry, Monroe entered the College of William and Mary in 1774. While at school he was swept up in the independence movement and joined the 3rd Virginia Infantry. He served with distinction and was severely wounded at the Battle of Trenton. When the war ended, Monroe, having attained the rank of major, had gained the attention and approbation of Continental Army commander General George Washington.

Monroe then returned to study law at William and Mary and established what would be a lifelong intellectual and social association with Thomas Jefferson. Through Jefferson, Monroe became friends with James Madison. Serving in the Virginia legislature and the Continental Congress in the 1780s, Monroe was elected to the U.S. Senate in 1790. A member of the Democratic Republican Party by 1794, he became minister to France (1794–1796) and then governor of Virginia (1799–1802) before serving as President Jefferson’s envoy in concluding the Louisiana Purchase (1803). From 1803 to 1807 Monroe was minister to Great Britain.
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James Monroe of Virginia was secretary of state during the War of 1812 and also held the post of secretary of war at the end of the conflict. Monroe was president of the United States during 1817–1825. (Library of Congress)

Leaving political life in 1807, Monroe served for three months as governor of Virginia in 1811 and later that same year became President James Madison’s secretary of state. Thanks to Monroe’s keen political and organizational abilities, he also occupied the War Department in September 1814 while continuing in the office of secretary of state. Monroe assumed the post when Secretary of War John Armstrong was forced to resign following the embarrassing burning of official buildings in Washington, D.C., by British forces in August 1814. The following year Monroe left his post as secretary of war and was succeeded by William Crawford but remained at the State Department until 1817.

As Madison’s second term wound down, it became clear to the Democratic Republicans that Monroe’s lengthy and diverse record of service made him the heir apparent. Monroe won an overwhelming victory in the 1816 presidential election against his Federalist opponent, Rufus King. Monroe was an impressive figure, both for his height—he was six feet tall—and his plainspoken and virtuous character. He was not a Jefferson Republican ideologue but instead was a pragmatic and moderate nationalist ready to fine-tune his principles to the needs of commerce, manufacturing, and communications. This ideally suited his situation, for while the nation was at peace during his presidency, it was undergoing significant economic and social changes.

In an effort to undermine what he saw as the divisive nature of political parties and potential sectionalism, Monroe looked to place his administration on national grounds with two famous tours of the country. First, in the spring of 1817 he visited the East and the Old Northwest, followed two years later by a tour of the South. As he traveled he was greeted enthusiastically and garnered support for the Union and its republican institutions. Indeed, Monroe’s travels and politics earned his two-term presidency the sobriquet “Era of Good Feelings.”

Domestically, Monroe has been seen as a weak president. This, however, misapprehends his style of leadership, adapted from his role model George Washington, which was to stay behind the scenes and allow Congress to create laws. Monroe had to deal with issues of the national debt, the construction of coastal fortifications, the Financial Panic of 1819, and the overall funding of internal improvements. In these cases he looked to minimize the involvement of the federal government in general and the power of the president specifically.

It was in foreign relations that Monroe saw his greatest achievements as president. Working with Secretary of State John Quincy Adams, Monroe was able to resolve most issues of territorial dispute with Great Britain in the Convention of 1818. Of greater importance were relations with Spain, whose imperial collapse in the Americas drew U.S. interest. Monroe’s first reaction was to recognize indigenous independence movements in the New World. Second, he recognized the potential for expansion. Looking to avoid war, Monroe set a policy of neutrality that gave the rebellious states the status of belligerents. In Florida, Monroe allowed U.S. forces to pursue Seminoles across the border, essentially giving America control of the area. This policy helped lead Spain to conclude the 1819 Adams-Onís Treaty, by which the United States bought Florida for $5 million and Spain gave up all claims to Texas and territory farther north.

Perhaps Monroe’s greatest success was the doctrine that would bear his name and that sought to exclude all European powers from access to the Americas. The Monroe Doctrine was officially declared on December 2, 1823, and stipulated that the Americas “are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future colonization by any European powers.” The United States also declared its intention to stay clear of European politics. While the Monroe Doctrine would create a permanent precedent for America’s actions in dealing with other American states, at the time its enforcement depended on the fact that it was supported by the British and their naval power.

Monroe ended his second term on March 4, 1825, and retired to his Oak Hill, Virginia, estate. He remained locally politically active but was beset by debts he had incurred during his long public service. He spent his last year with his youngest daughter in New York City, where he died on July 4, 1831.
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Monroe Doctrine

Seminal principle of U.S. foreign policy enunciated on December 2, 1823, by President James Monroe during his annual message to Congress. Monroe’s declaration came just eight years after the end of the Napoleonic Wars, which had resulted in the dissolution of much of the Spanish Empire and the declarations of independence of several Latin American countries between 1810 and 1822. The United States now perceived a threat from France and Spain, together with the reactionary Holy Alliance of Russia, Prussia, and Austria, to restore colonial rule to many of these new republics. The U.S. government was also concerned about Russia’s intentions in northwestern North America. Indeed, Czar Alexander I had recently declared the waters off Alaska closed to foreign ships. Yet the favorable end of the war of 1812 also emboldened Monroe to set forth the Monroe Doctrine. That conflict had witnessed the United States essentially fighting Great Britain, then the world’s most powerful empire, to a draw.

Concerns in Washington were also shared in London. The British wanted to expand trade with Latin America. In September 1822 British foreign secretary George Canning suggested to the American minister to London, Richard Rush, that Britain and the United States issue a joint declaration designed to prevent European intervention in the New World. Although Secretary of State John Quincy Adams persuaded Monroe to go it alone, Canning later boasted that he had “called the New World into existence to redress the balance of the Old.” Any declaration by the Americans would have the support of the Royal Navy, the world’s most powerful.

Monroe’s speech included three primary positions. First, European powers ought not to attempt to establish colonies in the continents of North or South America. Second, European monarchs should not meddle in the internal politics of the Americas, especially to attempt to overthrow republics and replace them with monarchies. Third, the United States would continue to refrain from interfering in the internal politics of any European power. Monroe warned that European interference in the Americas would be viewed by the United States “as dangerous to our peace and security” and “as the manifestation of an unfriendly disposition toward the United States.” While not enforced (or enforceable) at first, the Monroe Doctrine became a basic tenet of American foreign policy and a justification for American intervention throughout the Western Hemisphere.

Monroe’s declaration was a response to these specific threats rather than the formulation of a fundamental doctrine governing American foreign policy. In fact, for two decades the United States did not act decisively to uphold Monroe’s principles, despite the fact that European powers continued to meddle in the politics of the Americas. Even if U.S. leaders had chosen to enforce Monroe’s dictates, however, the nation lacked the military power to do so.

President Monroe’s declaration began to be transformed into a doctrine in 1845 when President James K. Polk invoked it during the dispute with Mexico over the boundary of Texas, which the United States had annexed in March 1845. Texas had declared independence from Mexico in 1836, but Mexico had not ratified the treaty imposed on General Antonio López de Santa Anna after the Battle of San Jacinto. Consequently, Mexico recognized neither Texas’s independence nor its claim of the Rio Grande as the boundary with Mexico when the United States annexed Texas. Concerned over potential European interference in Texas and in Mexico generally (which included the territory of California, where both Britain and France had interests) and similarly concerned over British interests in the Oregon Territory, Polk explicitly invoked Monroe’s principles and warned European powers not to intervene militarily or interfere politically in the Americas. Finally, Polk warned that the United States would vigorously enforce these policies in North America even though the Monroe Doctrine had not been upheld in Central and South America heretofore.
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Painting by Allyn Cox depicting President James Monroe (left) meeting with his cabinet to discuss the Monroe Doctrine, which has profoundly influenced the making of U.S. foreign policy since its announcement in 1823. (Office of the Curator, Architect of the Capitol)

The American public’s support for the Mexican-American War (1846–1848) was bolstered by a belief in Manifest Destiny, the concept that divine providence had destined the United States to span the entire continent, from the Atlantic Ocean to the Pacific Ocean. The annexation of Texas was seen as partial fulfillment of this destiny. American victory in the war forced Mexico to transfer more than half its territory to the United States, including present-day California, Arizona, and New Mexico and parts of Colorado, Nevada, and Utah. This immense territorial acquisition further strengthened belief in Manifest Destiny, which lent additional support to the Monroe Doctrine. The outcome of the war also effectually defended the principles of the Monroe Doctrine as a preemptive action that kept European powers from establishing colonies in that territory or acquiring it through transfer.

Now established and enlarged, the Monroe Doctrine was directly challenged during the American Civil War (1861–1865) when France invaded Mexico, overthrew the republic, and established a puppet monarchy headed by Austrian prince Ferdinand Maximilian. While at the time the United States was unable to forcibly resist these events, Secretary of State William Seward negotiated with France to withdraw its forces, which led to the overthrow of Maximilian in 1867. Although the Monroe Doctrine was not explicitly invoked during this dispute, Seward’s diplomacy was most certainly guided by its principles.

The Monroe Doctrine finally found respect in Europe after a dispute between Great Britain and the United States over the boundary between British Guiana and Venezuela. In 1895 Secretary of State Richard Olney invoked the Monroe Doctrine explicitly in his correspondence with Great Britain, demanding that it accept U.S. arbitration over the boundary dispute. While the British initially refused to acknowledge the authority of the Monroe Doctrine in international law, they ultimately submitted to American arbitration, which further vindicated the doctrine.

The Monroe Doctrine was again invoked and further extended by expansionists in favor of the Spanish-American War in 1898. At the successful conclusion of the war, the United States acquired the Philippines, Guam, and Puerto Rico from Spain. And while the United States did not annex Cuba, the Platt Amendment guaranteed its interests and presence there, which would prove to be considerable until the 1959 Communist Revolution brought Fidel Castro to power. In this case, then, invocation and extension of the Monroe Doctrine contributed to the creation of an American overseas empire, or an extraterritorial Manifest Destiny.

In December 1904 President Theodore Roosevelt made adherence to the doctrine even more explicit by seeking to have the United States exercise “an international police power” in the Americas, which came to be known as the Roosevelt Corollary. In 1928 President Calvin Coolidge revoked the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, a step that led to President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor Policy of the 1930s. Nevertheless, the transformation of the Monroe Doctrine from being primarily a demand of European nonintervention in the Americas to a justification for intervention by the United States remains a key part of the development of U.S. hegemony in the Western Hemisphere. Since the 1940s, the United States has repeatedly interfered in the affairs of Central American and South American states, sometimes covertly and sometimes overtly.
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Monroe-Pinkney Treaty

Treaty signed between the United States and Britain on December 31, 1806. The treaty was negotiated in an attempt to lessen tensions between the two nations as a result of commerce restrictions and the practice of impressment. Negotiations began on August 27, 1806. For the United States, treaty talks were undertaken by James Monroe, then the U.S. minister to Britain, and a special envoy of President Thomas Jefferson, William Pinkney. Negotiating for the British were Henry Vassall-Fox, Lord Holland, and William Eden, first Lord Auckland.

Jefferson had hoped that his emissaries could negotiate an agreement to supersede the 1794 Jay’s Treaty, which had not been entirely advantageous to the United States. Furthermore and even more important, Jefferson wanted the British to stop their practice of impressing U.S. sailors into service in the Royal Navy and to respect America’s neutral shipping rights.

As the Napoleonic Wars dragged on, both the French and the English waged economic warfare by imposing increasingly harsh economic and trade embargoes. Ultimately this directly affected the United States, which relied heavily on trade with Europe. The English were the Americans’ primary trading partners. Yet, Britain was determined to restrict the trade of all nations on the high seas as a counter to Napoleon’s Continental System. This placed more and more American ships in harm’s way as they engaged in Atlantic trade. Worse still from the U.S. perspective, the British accelerated their impressment of American sailors, whom they asserted were actually British subjects trying to elude military duty. The English relied on impressment as one means to fill their manpower needs.

Monroe and Pinkney soon discovered that they were negotiating from a position of considerable weakness. Bound up in the Napoleonic Wars, the English were in no mood or position to bargain with the Americans for special rights. On their part, the Americans had little to offer in terms of enticement or threats. Jefferson had pledged to repeal the 1806 Non-Importation Act if the British agreed to U.S. stipulations, but this had little effect. The Americans pressed their positions, especially on the revocation of impressment, but to little avail.

In the end, Lords Holland and Auckland received the Americans cordially but could not meet U.S. demands. Instead, they offered the United States the chance to expand its trade within the British Empire but would not extend to it full neutral shipping rights. They did, however, pledge that British captains would use the utmost caution when dealing with U.S. ships bound for enemy ports. On the issue of impressment, they remained firm and refused to denounce the practice. Sensing that the British would not offer more, Monroe and Pinkney signed the treaty on December 31, 1806.

President Jefferson did not formally receive the treaty until March 1807. However, he had learned of its contents and was much chagrined by the news. In his mind, the worst failure of the treaty was its silence on impressment. Jefferson was so dissatisfied with the Monroe-Pinkney Treaty that he refused to submit it to the U.S. Senate for ratification. Thus, the treaty never came into force. As a result of the treaty’s failure, Jefferson invoked the 1807 Embargo Act, which forbade the exportation of all cargo from U.S. ports. Congress passed the bill in December 1807. However, the Embargo Act worked as poorly as the others and served only to hurt U.S. merchants.
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Montreal

City originally founded by the French in 1611 on Montreal Island at the confluence of the Ottawa and St. Lawrence Rivers in Canada. Located in Lower Canada, Montreal had remained a French settlement until 1760 and was a center of the fur trade and the epicenter of missionary activity among Native American tribes. The city had been a principal objective for the Continental Army during the American Revolutionary War. After 1800, waves of English, Scottish, and Irish immigrants added much complexity and diversity to the population. In the period leading up to the War of 1812, Montreal was a major concern for the U.S. government, for it was a major center for smuggling British goods into the United States in violation of the various embargoes.

Taking the city was a major goal of U.S. planners during the early part of the War of 1812. President James Madison and other key American leaders hoped that securing the city would lead to the fall of all of Upper Canada. There was also pressure from American settlers in the Old Northwest, who believed that the British agents had been working to stir up the Indians in the region against them.

In June 1812 Montreal, although strategically located, consisted of a few narrow streets on the edge of Montreal Island along the St. Lawrence. Approximately 15,000 people lived in and around the town, reachable only by boat. Montreal had no defensive system to speak of other than its island location.

American planners had reason for optimism. Colonial Canada was thinly populated, and its military establishment was outnumbered more than two to one by the Americans. President Thomas Jefferson had once said that the conquest of the northern territories would be “a mere matter of marching.” The border was poorly defined and scarcely defended. Many believed that the American immigrants in Canada, the Loyalists who had maintained allegiance to the British king during the Revolution, would now welcome emancipation from so-called British tyranny. This belief was mistaken, however.

At the beginning of the war, Major General Henry Dearborn took command of the northern front and the planned invasion of Canada, which he had drawn up before the war as the commanding general of the army. The capture of Montreal was a major goal of the invasion, but Dearborn faced substantial difficulties, including the division of his force between the Niagara and Lake Champlain fronts. In order to mount an effective assault on Montreal, Dearborn needed the assistance of New England militia, but that region of the country was strongly opposed to the war, and its state governors refused their cooperation. As a consequence, there was no drive against Montreal in 1812.

Another offensive, even larger than the first, was attempted in 1813, but invading American soldiers were poorly fed and clothed for the bitter northern weather. Sanitary conditions were deplorable, with influenza and dysentery more feared than enemy muskets. The invaders were poorly trained, and a number of them were as young as 13 years old. Communications were difficult, military

planning was chaotic, and battle plans were often uncoordinated. Major General James Wilkinson, given charge of the invasion, was aging, ill, and disliked by all. A supporting army under Major General Wade Hampton, an arrogant and equally unpopular leader, was to march north from Lake Champlain to join Wilkinson’s force, which would then embark in boats to reach the St. Lawrence and converge on Montreal.

Canadian regular and volunteer soldiers, defending their own interests on terrain they knew well, were more motivated than their American counterparts. French Canadians especially feared and distrusted the United States for being Protestant, English speaking, and commercially capitalistic. Lower Canada’s chief commanders, Lieutenant Colonel Charles-Michel de Salaberry and Colonel Joseph W. Morrison, were competent leaders and experienced British Army officers.

Two battles were crucial in the 1813 American campaign against Montreal, and the Canadians prevailed decisively in both. The 14-hour Battle of Châteauguay on October 26 was the first part of a two-prong advance on Montreal. By clever deceptions, including the use of Caughnawaga warriors brandishing tomahawks, Salaberry, whose force was outnumbered 10 to 1, convinced the Americans that they were facing a superior force. There were few casualties on either side, and Hampton and his men finally retreated in exhaustion to Plattsburgh, New York.

On November 11, 1813, the second prong of the Montreal offensive unfolded at the Battle of Crysler’s Farm, only three days’ travel down the river from Montreal. This engagement was even more decisive. British colonel Joseph W. Morrison had just 800 men against Wilkinson’s 7,000. But the American commander was too sick to direct the battle in person, and conflicting orders abounded. A flotilla tasked with conquering Montreal was scattered by storms. With his army defeated and demoralized, Wilkinson agreed to abandon the enterprise and retreated to New York. This was the last concerted U.S. attempt to take Montreal.
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Morris, Charles

Birth Date: July 26, 1784

Death Date: January 27, 1856

U.S. naval officer. Charles Morris was born in Woodstock, Connecticut, on July 26, 1784, and entered the U.S. Navy under a midshipman’s warrant of July 1, 1799, aboard his father’s ship, the frigate Congress, during the Quasi-War (1798–1800). Morris saw his first combat during the Barbary Wars (1801–1805). As a midshipman assigned to the frigate Constitution under Commodore Edward Preble, Morris took part in Lieutenant Stephen Decatur’s destruction of the captured U.S. frigate Philadelphia in February 1804. Morris served aboard the brig Hornet from 1806 to 1808, being promoted to lieutenant on January 28, 1807, and then commanded a flotilla of gunboats at Portsmouth, New Hampshire.

In 1812 Morris served as first lieutenant of the Constitution under Captain Isaac Hull. Morris played a major role in helping the Constitution escape a pursuing British squadron in early July, suggesting the idea of kedging the ship to allow it to advance despite being becalmed. On August 19 he was seriously wounded during the destruction of the British frigate Guerriere in an engagement that made the Constitution famous as “Old Ironsides.”

Morris became one of the navy’s youngest captains when he received promotion to captain amid the euphoria that followed the first American naval victory of the war. He advanced over 12 more-senior officers in the process, causing some ruffled feathers among the officer corps. U.S. Senate confirmation of his promotion was delayed until March 3, 1813, as a result.

Morris soon joined fellow officers, including Hull, in pressing for a mixed American force of both large and small warships as the best defense of the nation’s coast and commerce.

When Morris had recovered from his wounds, he assumed command of the 24-gun sloop Adams in 1813 but remained blockaded on the Potomac River for the entire year. When British forces threatened Annapolis, Maryland, in late July 1813, Morris and some of his crew were sent to defend the city, which escaped attack.

Finally making it to sea in January 1814, Morris took five prizes off the coast of West Africa before briefly putting into Savannah, Georgia, in April. Sailing again in May, he took another five prizes in and around the Grand Banks. However, when returning to port he ran aground in Penobscot Bay on August 14 and, before he could affect repairs, was forced to destroy his ship on September 3 when a powerful British force appeared in the area bent on his ship’s destruction.

After the war Morris commanded the frigate Congress and saw service in Mediterranean and Haitian waters. Later seagoing commands included the Brazil Squadron from 1819 to 1821 and again in 1841. He then commanded the Mediterranean Squadron until 1844. In Washington, he served as a navy commissioner; chief of the Bureau of Construction, Equipment, and Repair; and chief of the Bureau of Ordnance and Hydrography. While serving in the latter post, Morris died in Washington on January 27, 1856, the navy’s most senior officer on active service.
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Morris, Gouverneur

Birth Date: January 31, 1752

Death Date: November 6, 1816

Lawyer, diplomat, statesman, and ardent opponent of the War of 1812. Gouverneur Morris was born on January 31, 1752, at Morrisania, his family’s estate north of New York City. After graduating from King’s College (Columbia University), he was admitted to the bar in 1771 and became a lawyer in New York City. A fundamental commitment to justice soon led him to embrace the ideals of the American Revolution while remaining skeptical of populist democracy.

Morris was elected in 1775 to New York’s Provincial Congress, convened to assume Patriot governance of the colony. There he participated in the writing of a new state constitution during 1776–1777. He successfully advocated a strong executive role for the governor and religious toleration for Catholics while losing a bid to include language encouraging the abolition of slavery.

In 1777 New York appointed Morris to the Continental Congress. He took his seat in January 1778 and was quickly appointed to the Committee at Camp, which spent early 1778 consulting with General George Washington at Valley Forge. Morris worked vigorously for the Continental Army in Congress, and his support contributed directly to the success of reforms in training and supply. He was not reappointed in 1779, however, as his support in New York waned due in part to differences with the more populist Governor George Clinton.

In July 1781 Morris began a three-and-a-half-year appointment as assistant to Robert Morris (no relation), the superintendent of the new Finance Office under the Articles of Confederation. The Finance Office worked to stabilize Congress’s finances and ensure that American credit would not collapse in the costly struggle  against Britain. Gouverneur Morris authored crucial documents, such as the proposal for the Bank of North America and the Report on Public Credit. He also introduced the idea of decimal coinage that later became the basis of the nation’s currency.
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One of those credited with crafting the U.S. Constitution, Gouverneur Morris had a long and varied career as a lawyer, statesman, and diplomat. Morris strongly opposed the War of 1812. (Library of Congress)

In 1787 the Pennsylvania General Assembly elected Morris to the Constitutional Convention. He became the most frequent speaker at the convention, and the outspoken nationalist debated effectively in support of the formation of an independent executive branch with a strong president to counteract the legislative branch. Key to the legitimacy of the presidency, thought Morris, was its foundation in accountability to the people, and he was influential in ensuring the president’s indirect popular election rather than his selection by Congress.

Morris also served as U.S. minister to France from 1792 to 1794. His sympathy for the dethroned King Louis XVI and his antipathy toward the French Revolution, however, led to a demand for his recall by France’s government. Yet as the only diplomat who did not flee Paris during the Reign of Terror, Morris was able to keep a diary that remains an important record of the turbulent times and richly confirms his fears of the potential for social chaos and abuses under unrestrained radical democracy.

Following his diplomatic service, Morris returned to New York, where he tended the 1,400-acre Morrisania estate and rebuilt his finances. He briefly returned to public life to fill a vacated Senate seat from 1800 to 1803. In the run-up to the War of 1812, Morris, a Federalist, thought that trade embargoes against Great Britain were useless. By the same token, he did not support war with the British, and once war came, he became a vituperative critic of it. In August 1812 Morris cast his lot with other extremist Federalists who began to agitate for the formation of a northern confederacy via committees of correspondence. On August 29, using the alias “An American,” Morris published an address in the New York Herald in which he advocated secession for the northern states.

Morris, disappointed that his vision never came to fruition, died on November 6, 1816, at Morrisania, New York.
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Morrison, Joseph Wanton

Birth Date: May 4, 1783

Death Date: February 15, 1826

British Army officer and field commander. Joseph Wanton Morrison was born on May 4, 1783, under the British flag in New York City, where his father served as commissary general of North America. Morrison was commissioned in the army just after his 11th birthday. His active service began four years later, when as a lieutenant Morrison saw action in the Netherlands on October 2, 1799, and was wounded.

Morrison became a captain on April 16, 1800, and was promoted to major in the 89th Foot on June 13, 1805. He then transferred to the 1st West India Regiment, where he became lieutenant colonel on November 30, 1809. In 1811 following a brief stint in Trinidad, Morrison returned to England and service with the 89th Regiment.

Morrison arrived in Halifax with his regiment on October 13, 1812, and the following spring proceeded to Quebec. His battalion was then stationed principally at Kingston, Upper Canada, and on November 7, 1813, he received command of a corps of observation to shadow the movements of U.S. major general James Wilkinson’s army as it moved down the St. Lawrence toward Montreal. Morrison proved adept at this mission and selected good ground on which to engage and defeat Wilkinson’s rear guard, led by Brigadier General John Parker Boyd, at Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813. Morrison received considerable praise and was awarded an Army Gold Medal for this action.

Morrison remained at Coteau-du-Lac during the winter months but participated in the raids on the Salmon River in February 1814. He briefly held command at Prescott in April and then moved with his battalion to York and next to the Niagara Peninsula. During the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814, Morrison’s battalion faced the brunt of the American attack, and he was severely wounded. In December, Morrison served as a member of the court-martial board at Montreal that investigated the conduct of Major General Henry Procter.

Morrison remained in the army after the war but continued to suffer from his wounds, from which he never fully recovered. He returned to England in 1815 but went on half pay in April 1816. On August 12, 1819, Morrison was advanced to brevet colonel and took command of the 44th Regiment in Ireland. In June 1822 he took his battalion to India. In July 1824 he was promoted to brigadier general in command of the southeastern division of forces in India, leading a successful campaign against the Burmese at Arakan, during which he became sick with malaria. Morrison sailed for England to recover but died at sea during the passage on February 15, 1826.

John R. Grodzinski
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Mortars

Artillery that fires explosive shell, also known as bombs, at high angles. There are three basic types of field artillery: guns, the longest and heaviest of the three which fired a solid projectile at high velocity and long range in a relatively flat trajectory; mortars. which were short weapons that fired explosive projectiles at relatively short range and high trajectories; and howitzers, which were hybrids of the gun and mortar and were shorter than the gun yet longer than the mortar.

Mortars were named for their physical resemblance to the bowl used for mixing or pounding, usually with a pestle. Often employed in sieges, mortars could fire projectiles over fortifications and city walls and destroy structures or inflict casualties on personnel. Mortars were mounted in beds, and the angle of fire was usually fixed at 45 degrees, but some could be adjusted between 42 and 45 degrees by the use of quoins, or small wedges used to fix elevation. Mortars were usually between 1.5 and 4 calibers in length, meaning that the piece’s overall length was generally 1.5 to 4 times the diameter of the bore, although the shorter lengths were found to be more reliable.

Mortars of the period of the War of 1812 generally appeared in five different sizes: the small 4.5-inch coehorn, the 5.8-inch royal mortar, and the 8-, 10-, and 13-inch mortars. The coehorn mortar was most often used in the field, could be transported by several men, and may be considered the predecessor to the present-day trench mortar. There is some evidence that by 1809 the United States attempted a system of only three mortar sizes: 8, 10, and 12 inches.

Mortars could be rather heavy, with 8-inch mortars weighing 550 pounds and 12-inch mortars weighing up to 3,150 pounds. The 10- and 13-inch mortars were most often used either aboard bombardment ships known as bomb vessels, bomb ketches, or simply bombs or in heavily fortified positions, such as forts defending strategic locations.

Mortar construction gradually evolved over the course of the 18th century. Mortars of the 18th and early 19th centuries were chambered, meaning that they had a smaller chamber at the bottom of the bore to hold the powder used to fire them. Chambers could be spherical, cylindrical, or conical. Cylindrical chambers came to be preferred over those that were spherical because they created a more consistent charge. Newer mortars made around the time of the War of 1812 had conical chambers, which spread the effect of the propelling charge evenly over the shell. Mortars were made of brass or bronze until later in the 19th century. Trunnions, or cylindrical protrusions cast onto the barrel for mounting, were found near the end of the piece. Mortars often had dolphins, which were handles forged onto the piece that facilitated transportation and positioning.

Unlike howitzers and cannon, mortars were mounted on beds rather than carriages. Beds had no wheels and were built of solid wood, iron, or a combination of both. Beds for smaller mortars were hollowed out from a single piece of wood. Larger mortars had beds made of several pieces of wood fastened by iron plates called cheeks and iron or wood rods called transoms. Beds were transported on wagons or carts and assembled on site. Mortars mounted on ships had revolving beds that allowed more rapid adjustments to aim.

Range varied considerably. The smallest mortars could reach targets only a few hundred yards away, but the larger 10- and 12-inch mortars could reach out to 2,400 yards. Heavier mortars mounted in coastal fortifications could reach even greater distances.

Mortars were employed in many engagements during the War of 1812, including the sieges of Detroit, Fort McHenry, Fort St. Philip, and Fort Bowyer. Some examples of specific sizes used during the war include three British 5.5-inch mortars and one 6-inch mortar in the Battle of New Orleans in 1815. Fort St. Philip mounted a 13-inch mortar.

Matthew J. Wayman
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Mulcaster, William Howe

Birth Date: 1783

Death Date: March 10, 1837

Royal Navy officer. William Mulcaster was born at St. Helier on the Isle of Jersey in 1783. His father was a royal engineer with close social ties to the royal family. His mother’s cousin, Captain Sir Andrew Snape Douglas, took Mulcaster to sea in the frigate Phaeton when he was 10 years old and remarked on the boy’s cool conduct during that ship’s bloody action against a French frigate in May 1793. Douglas then moved into the 100-gun ship of the line Queen Charlotte, taking Mulcaster with him. The boy was witness to two major British fleet actions against the French: Admiral Lord Howe’s victory on June 1, 1794, and Admiral Lord Bridport’s battle on June 23, 1795. Douglas died in battle in 1797 and it was not until January 1800 that Mulcaster was able to attain a lieutenant’s commission.

Lieutenant Mulcaster gained notice during the campaigns at Malta in 1800 and in Egypt the following year. In February 1808 Mulcaster joined the 38-gun fifth-rate Confiance as first lieutenant under Captain James Yeo, who became a close friend. Their voyage to South America led to Yeo’s successful expedition to capture Cayenne from the French in 1809, which won Yeo knighthoods from the British Crown and the prince regent of Portugal. For his part, Mulcaster received a gold sword from the British prince regent and promotion to commander in May 1809.

Mulcaster commanded the 18-gun brig sloop Emulous on the Halifax Station from October 1810. He captured a French privateer in 1811 and an American privateer in July 1812 but lost the Emulous in a wreck off Sable Island early in August. In 1813 he joined Commodore Yeo’s Great Lakes detachment.

Reaching Kingston by mid-May 1813, Mulcaster took command of the 22-gun sloop Royal George and participated in the Battle of Sackets Harbor on May 29 and the subsequent cruises to support the army and the skirmishes with Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s squadron. Mulcaster’s most notable act was steering the Royal George to protect Yeo’s flagship, the Wolfe, after a broadside from Chauncey’s General Pike had knocked down its main and mizen topmasts in a skirmish that might have become the decisive engagement on Lake Ontario. This took place on September 28 and, because of the resulting pursuit of the British by the Americans, became known as the Burlington Races. Yeo praised his friend highly and placed him in command of the large frigate Prince Regent, then under construction at Kingston; because the Prince Regent was a post ship, this secured for Mulcaster promotion to post captain (confirmed by the Admiralty in December).

Mulcaster commanded the Prince Regent at the assault on Oswego during May 5–6, 1814, where a musket ball so severely wounded him that his death was feared inevitable. He survived, however, and was invalided home, where he was knighted in June 1815.

Mulcaster’s wound did not heal properly, and he never again held a command afloat. He married in 1814 and raised four children, although he struggled to make ends meet on half pay and a modest pension. His family’s long-distant royal connection helped him acquire the position of naval aide to King William IV in 1836. Mulcaster died in England on March 10, 1837.

Robert Malcomson
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Music

As with all of America’s major wars, military and patriotic music was part of the experience of American soldiers, sailors, and civilians and helped cultivate nationalism during the War of 1812. The most prominent song to come from the conflict was “The Star-Spangled Banner,” the lyrics of which were originally the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry,” written by Francis Scott Key and set to the tune of the popular drinking song “To Anacreon in Heaven.” The song was the official song of the Anacreontic Society, an 18th-century gentlemen’s club of amateur musicians in London, and the tune is attributed to the composer John Stafford Smith. The poem was written by Key, who was being held aboard a British ship, and was inspired as he watched the bombardment of Fort McHenry by the British on the night of September 13–14, 1814.

During the war, patriotic songs were published widely as broadsheets and in newspapers, songbooks, and magazines such as the Analectic Magazine. Patriotic music was often performed in live theaters and at dinners honoring military heroes. The majority of the songs had a naval theme and celebrated naval leaders such as Stephen Decatur, Isaac Hull, and Jacob Jones as well as naval victories such as that of the U.S. frigate Constitution over the British  frigate Guerriere, which spawned numerous songs such as “Huzza, for the American Tars” and “The Sovereignty of the Ocean.”

[image: image]

Song sheet titled Hunters of Kentucky, or Half Horse and Half Alligator, ca. 1815. (Library of Congress)

Ideologically, music reiterated the theme of liberty and freedom in an effort to continue the ideals and images expressed in music and literature of the American Revolution and also placed the new naval heroes of the war alongside those of the Revolutionary War. A notable exception to the naval theme, published after the war, was Samuel Woodworth’s “The Hunters of Kentucky,” which celebrated the January 8, 1815, American victory at the Battle of New Orleans. More general patriotic songs supporting the war and the nation included “Columbia,” “Patience Exhausted,” and “National Song.” Popular songbooks of the era included The Columbian Naval Melody (1813) and The American Star (1814).

One often overlooked aspect of music during the era is that of American prisoners of war, who sang both British and American tunes to alleviate the boredom and discomfort of confinement. As with much of the music of the war, naval songs were popular, as were “Rule Britannia” and “God Save Our Gracious King,” which were sung to Americanized lyrics that became “Rule Columbia” and “God Save Great Madison.” Politically the music served as a venue for arousing and sustaining support for an unpopular war and urging national unity.

In the 20th century “The Battle of New Orleans,” composed by Jimmie Driftwood and made popular in the 1959 recording by Johnny Horton, continued the patriotic tradition of the war music, ranking 28th in Billboard magazine’s top 100 songs of its first 50 years.

Timothy J. Demy
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Muskets, Great Britain

During the War of 1812, British infantry soldiers were armed with smoothbore flintlock muskets of a design that had not radically changed for decades. Popularly known as the Brown Bess musket, the Queen Anne Model was initially chosen for issue to British troops by John Churchill, Duke of Marlborough, in 1722. He found the musket’s features so exemplary that he recommended complete standardization of British infantry weapons, replacing the previous system by which regiments chose their own weapons as a unit, often at the behest of the regimental commander. The Brown Bess remained in service until 1853, although the gradual process of phasing it out began in 1838.

The Brown Bess was a.75-caliber muzzle-loading weapon. Numerous variations appeared during its more than a century of use. The earliest version of the musket was the Long Land Pattern of 1722. It was 62 inches in length (without bayonet) and had a 46-inch barrel. It was discovered that a shorter barrel had no noticeable effect on accuracy and made handling the musket easier. This led to the Militia (or Marine) Pattern of 1756 and the Short Land Pattern of 1768. Both of these versions of the Brown Bess had a 42-inch barrel.

The Brown Bess utilized paper cartridges containing powder, wadding, and ball, everything needed for a single round to be fired from the gun. The infantryman first tore a cartridge with his teeth and poured a small bit of powder from it into the priming pan. After the pan cover was closed, the remaining powder was poured down the barrel of the gun from the muzzle end, followed by the paper of the cartridge and ball. The paper served as wadding for the ball. They were rammed home with an iron-shod ramrod. The  soldier cocked the hammer, which held a piece of flint, and pulled the trigger. Pressing the trigger allowed the lock to strike the flint, producing a spark in the powder pan. (The cover, or frissen, kept the powder dry and prevented it from falling out of the pan and opened when the flint moved forward.) The resulting flash raced through the touchhole into the base of the bore, touching off the main charge and driving the ball down the bore toward the target.

[image: image]

The Brown Bess musket, probably named for its finish or “browning,” was the standard infantry firearm of the British Army during most of the 18th century and the first half of the 19th century. (National Archives)

The Brown Bess and all other flintlock muskets suffered from a high rate of misfires. According to British Army tests, the Brown Bess functioned properly only 70 percent of the time. Most misfires were due to the flint not creating a spark or the spark not igniting the priming charge. Flintlocks were virtually useless in rainy weather, and it was a constant problem for soldiers to keep their cartridges free of any humidity, which could compromise the effectiveness of the powder.

Officially the Brown Bess had a range of 200 yards, although in practice a man-sized target could be hit only at ranges approaching 50 yards. As such, British troops used linear tactics, moving long thin lines across the battlefield to present maximum firepower to the front. Muskets were fired by volley, with each soldier firing simultaneously to achieve the greatest shock effect upon the enemy. British commanders often ordered their soldiers to countermarch, whereby each rank would fire a volley and retreat behind the other ranks, reloading as they went. As each rank fired, it would move away from the front, allowing the next rank to move into position, and await its next turn to fire. This method could keep up a constant volley of fire, preventing the enemy from charging forward between volleys. The defensive capability of musket-wielding infantry was further augmented by the use of a triangular-blade socket bayonet, which could be fitted around the barrel to add a 17-inch blade to the end of the weapon. The musket could still be fired with the bayonet in place, although the bayonet undoubtedly hindered loading of the weapon.

Well-trained disciplined troops could fire the Brown Bess at a maximum rate of five rounds per minute, although under combat conditions two to three rounds per minute was a good average. Deliberate aimed fire was more commonly presented at three rounds per minute. The bullets provided for the gun were kept deliberately smaller than the barrel, allowing them to be quickly loaded. However, because the musket ball bounced as it moved down the barrel of the gun (known as balloting), the actual trajectory of the projectile on leaving the muzzle was unpredictable at best. Given the short range for engagements in the smoothbore era, the lack of accuracy by infantry troops did not significantly impact their battlefield performance. The speed of volleys delivered by a unit determined success on a linear battlefield of the early 19th century.

Infantry tacticians argued that tight formations presented the maximum number of projectiles in a tight space for each volley. Of course, tighter formations also presented a more tempting target to enemy units and increased casualties when two battle lines traded volleys at close range. In addition to increasing the shock value of musket volleys, tight formations also increased the unit’s ability to repel a cavalry charge by presenting a large number of bayonets in a small area and thus remained a hallmark of British infantry tactics for the first half of the 19th century.

Paul J. Springer
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Muskets, United States

During the War of 1812, the U.S. military employed a wide array of firearms. The most common infantry weapon remained the smoothbore musket, although units armed with rifled muskets also served in the conflict. For the first time, American forces were primarily armed with domestically manufactured firearms. At the end of the 18th century, the federal government had established two arsenals, one at Springfield in Massachusetts (1795) and the other at Harpers Ferry in Virginia (1799). These arsenals produced thousands of muskets prior to the war, and they increased production during the conflict to supply the rapidly expanding American military. American units also utilized weapons produced by private firms and muskets imported from Europe, especially in the case of militiamen who were expected to supply their own firearms. These were of a variety of different calibers, which ensured that ammunition supply was often problematic.

At the beginning of the War of 1812, the standard-issue infantry musket for American regiments was the U.S. Model 1795. American arsenals produced more than 70,000 Model 1795 muskets between 1795 and 1816. The musket was 59 inches in length, including a 44-inch-long barrel. It weighed nine pounds and fired a.69-caliber ball. Based on the French Charleville musket of the American Revolutionary War, the Model 1795 could be fitted with a socket bayonet for close-in infantry combat or to help repel a cavalry charge. The Model 1795 relied on a flintlock ignition system.

To fire the weapon, the soldier first placed the weapon on half-cock or safety. He then took out the cartridge consisting of a package of powder and ball, bit off the paper at the top, poured a small bit of powder into the pan, and rammed the remaining powder, paper, and ball down the bore. He then placed the musket on full cock, aimed, and pulled the trigger.

Pulling the trigger allowed the lock to strike the flint, producing a spark in the powder pan. The cover (frissen) kept the powder dry, prevented it from falling out of the pan, and opened when the flint moved forward. The resulting flash raced through the touchhole into the base of the bore, touching off the main charge and sending the ball out the barrel.

The 1795 flintlock system did not significantly differ from earlier British designs, although the American musket was considerably lighter than its British counterparts. Most users of the Model 1795 loaded the weapon with buck and ball, a combination of a.69-caliber musket ball and two or three buckshot pellets. Because the smoothbore musket was accurate only to about 100 yards, the dual-load increased the deadliness of American volleys without adversely impacting accuracy.

When the war commenced, American rifle regiments were equipped with the Model 1803 rifled musket. This shoulder arm was a short-barreled.54-caliber musket with spiraled grooves and lands in the barrel. This rifling imparted spin to the projectile, greatly increasing accuracy. Naturally, greater accuracy improved the effective range of the rifled musket, and the Model 1803 was considered deadly at ranges exceeding 350 yards. However, the extended range came at a cost. Rifles, like smoothbore muskets, were loaded at the muzzle. For the rifling to function properly, the projectile needed to fit fairly tightly in the barrel. The user had to force the bullet past the rifling, a time-consuming process that greatly slowed the rate of fire. Thus, while a smoothbore musket might be fired three to four times per minute, the rifle might be fired only once a minute. Since volume of fire was more important than accuracy in the close-in linear tactics that typified infantry combat of the day, rifles were employed only in specialized roles such as picket duty, sniping, and long-range fire in a general engagement.

The federal arsenals were not the only source of firearms for American troops during the War of 1812. At the start of the war, American stockpiles were insufficient to arm the expanding regiments of the army. As such, the federal government entered into contracts with private companies for the production of vital muskets. Among the individual producers was Eli Whitney, inventor of the cotton gin. Before the war Whitney had secured a contract with the federal government and introduced the principle of interchangeable parts, with each part on any of the muskets he produced to be identical to the similar part on any other musket. As with most of the private contractors, Whitney’s promises of massive production proved inflated; in fact, few of the private manufacturers produced the number of muskets promised by their contracts. Often the muskets produced by private individuals were found to be of inferior quality compared to the muskets assembled at the federal arsenals. However, the military was so desperate for firearms that it was often forced to accept lower-quality arms rather than simply do without.

Although musket production often lagged behind the needs of the army, the domestic production of ammunition and gunpowder proved more than adequate for the needs of the American military. By 1812, more than 200 powder mills were functioning in the United States. Production for government contracts was dominated by a few large manufacturing companies, including E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company. Likewise, ammunition was produced in large quantities. Any foundry could easily produce musket balls and buckshot, for only a steady supply of lead was required. A major difficulty for American quartermasters was the transportation of gunpowder, ammunition, and muskets to troops in the field. The army lacked sufficient horses and wagons to move supplies along the rudimentary American road network.

The Springfield Armory introduced a new musket model in 1812, although most American troops continued to use the Model 1795. The Model 1812 offered significant advantages over its predecessor. In particular, its designers attempted to employ the new concept of interchangeable parts. Model 1812 muskets could be easily maintained and repaired by troops in the field rather than requiring the services of a master armorer. By utilizing identical components, the overall production rate of muskets at the federal arsenals increased, although it took more than a decade of effort and refinement before truly interchangeable parts were utilized in the entire musket.

Paul J. Springer

See also

E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company; Infantry Tactics, British and U.S.; Muskets, Great Britain; Pistols; Whitney, Eli

Further Reading


Butler, David F. United States Firearms: The First Century, 1776–1875. New York: Winchester, 1971.

Fuller, Claud E. The Rifled Musket. Harrisburg, PA: Stackpole, 1958.

Riley, Robert M. United States Martial Flintlocks: A Comprehensive Illustrated History of the Flintlock in America from the Revolution to the Demise of the System. Lincoln, RI: Mowbray, 1986.

Schmidt, Peter A. U.S. Military Flintlock Muskets and Their Bayonets. Woonsocket, RI: Andrew Mowbray, 2007.




N

Nancy, HMS, Destruction of

Event Date: April 14, 1814

In the spring of 1814 Secretary of the Navy William Jones appointed Captain Arthur Sinclair to take command of the U.S. Navy squadron at Erie, Pennsylvania, which was detached from Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s authority. In June, Sinclair was informed that his principal mission was to recapture Mackinac Island and secure full control of the upper Great Lakes. Carrying a military detachment of 750 officers and men, he sailed from Erie with the brig sloops Lawrence and Niagara, the brig Caledonia, and the schooners Tigress and Scorpion, all of which had participated in the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813.

The attack on August 4 to regain Mackinac failed, and Sinclair sent the Lawrence and Caledonia back to Erie with the wounded and a portion of the military force. He then headed into Georgian Bay to search for a new Royal Navy dockyard said to be on the southeastern coast of the bay and to look for a schooner named the Nancy that had been transporting supplies to Mackinac through the summer. There were no dependable charts of the area and few hands who knew the waters, so process was slow.

The Nancy, of 67 tons burden, had cruised the upper Great Lakes since its launch at Detroit in 1789, mainly carrying fur pelts for one company after another. The British had hired it in 1812 for use as the war started, and it just managed to escape the invasion of the American military and navy after the Battle of Lake Erie by sailing to Mackinac. In the spring of 1814 Commodore Sir James Yeo ordered Lieutenant Newdigate Poyntz to take command of the schooner, but Poyntz caused the military commander at Mackinac, Lieutenant Colonel Robert McDouall, to complain so much that Yeo replaced him with Lieutenant Miller Worsley.

Worsley and his small crew of seamen and a few voyageurs were sailing for Mackinac with 300 barrels of provisions from their base on the Nottawasaga River in the southeast corner of Georgian Bay when they learned of Sinclair’s approach. They turned the Nancy around and headed back to the Nottawasaga, sailing and hauling the ship two miles up that river, which ran almost parallel to the lake on the other side of a ridge of sand. There Worsley caused a crude blockhouse to be built.

Sinclair arrived on August 13, and Lieutenant Colonel George Croghan of the 2nd U.S. Regiment landed a detachment that soon located the British position. The next morning the Americans made an attempt to bombard the Nancy and the blockhouse from their ships, but this failed. The Americans then sent troops ashore accompanied by two howitzers. This caused Worsley to prepare to withdraw by land as soon as he set the blockhouse and the schooner aflame. The Americans moved in but seized only three pieces of artillery and a bateau. There were no American casualties; the British had one man killed and another wounded. They were assisted in their trek into the forest by a party of native allies.

Sinclair then set out for Erie in the Niagara, leaving orders with the Tigress and Scorpion to remain in the confluence between Georgian Bay and Lake Huron on the lookout for any attempt by the British to supply Mackinac.

Robert Malcomson
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Nantucket

Massachusetts island situated about 30 miles south of Cape Cod and encompassing 47.8 square miles. Nantucket was first settled by English colonists in the mid-17th century and became a center of the New England whaling industry until that began to decline in the first third of the 19th century.

Because of the British blockade of the U.S. East Coast during the War of 1812, Nantucket Island was especially vulnerable to food and supply shortages. Recognizing its geographic isolation and vulnerability to British sea power, the U.S. Congress pointedly exempted the island from the 1813 Embargo Act, permitting Nantucket’s residents to import food and fuel for civilian consumption without restrictions.

By the early summer of 1814, however, the British blockade had taken its toll on the island’s supplies. In August, Nantucket’s food rations had dwindled to less than a 30-day supply, prompting local officials to enter into negotiations with the British. Talks soon led to an arrangement with British admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, who allowed Nantucket residents to import food from the mainland in return for an official declaration of neutrality and a promise that they would pay no taxes to the state or federal government. Cochrane also stipulated a provision whereby the Royal Navy could purchase surplus foodstuffs from Nantucket, which Nantucket’s leaders grudgingly approved. These negotiations produced a de facto peace with the British nearly four months before the Treaty of Ghent of December 1814 ended the war. After the war Nantucket remained a quiet, isolated outpost until the 20th century, when it became a draw for summer tourists. It currently has a permanent population of about 9,500 people.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Napier, Sir Charles

Birth Date: March 6, 1786

Death Date: November 6, 1860

Royal Navy officer. Charles Napier was born at Merchistoun Hall, Sterlingshire, Scotland, on March 6, 1786. The grandson of Lord Napier and scion of a prominent naval and military family, the younger Napier was educated in Edinburgh and entered the Royal Navy in 1799. During the Napoleonic Wars he fought in many theaters and distinguished himself in the West Indies from 1807 to 1809. Promoted to lieutenant in 1805, he became a commander in 1807 and a captain in April 1809. Following service in the Mediterranean, Napier took command of the frigate Euryalus in April 1811; with this command he took part in the convoy that brought British reinforcements to North America in the summer of 1814.

During the War of 1812, Napier served under Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane during the campaign to capture Washington, D.C. Detached from the main flotilla, Napier, together with Captain James A. Gordon, entered the Potomac River, attacked Fort Warburton, and captured Alexandria, Virginia, together with numerous merchant ships, on August 28, 1814. Determined to bring his prizes back into the Chesapeake Bay, Napier, despite being wounded, ran the gauntlet of American artillery fire along the Potomac to complete one of the most daring naval raids of the war. In the British attempt to capture Baltimore, Maryland, during September 12–14, 1814, Napier commanded the mortar and rocket boat flotilla that bombarded Fort McHenry, an action that inspired Francis Scott Key to write the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry” from which the U.S. national anthem, “The Star-Spangled Banner,” was derived.

Later during the War of 1812 Napier and the Euryalus performed blockade duty off the U.S. Eastern Seaboard, a duty that led him to issue a personal challenge for a naval duel with the captain of USS Constellation. Napier then attempted to blockade Norfolk, Virginia. This action was prevented when the Euryalus and the rest of Admiral Cochrane’s squadron were employed transporting British troops to Florida.

Following the end of the War of 1812 Napier returned to Scotland, married, and embarked upon one of the most eventful naval careers in modern British history. He took part in the Portuguese Miguelite War (1833–1834) and the British action in Syria (1840–1841). Knighted in 1840, he became a rear admiral in November 1846 and during the Crimean War (1853–1856) commanded the Baltic Fleet.

Napier also pursued a political career and was first elected to the House of Commons in 1841. A follower of Henry John Temple, Lord Palmerston, Napier advocated the use of steam power and iron-clad ships, championed the better treatment of sailors, and in later life became something of a political radical. Promoted to full admiral in March 1860, Napier died on November 6, 1860, at his home in Horndean, England.

Rory T. Cornish
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Napier, Henry Edward

Birth Date: March 5, 1789

Death Date: October 13, 1853

Royal Navy officer and historian. Born at Celbridge in County Kildare, Ireland, on March 5, 1789, Henry Edward Napier entered the Royal Naval Academy, Portsmouth, on May 5, 1803. He joined the third-rate 74-gun Spencer as an ensign on September 20, 1806. During the Battle of Copenhagen in 1807, he participated in the destruction of Fleckeröe Castle. In 1808 he went to the East Indies, where he remained until 1811, receiving promotion to lieutenant on May 4, 1810.

During the War of 1812, Napier initially participated in the blockade of Boston in the fifth-rate 36-gun Nymphe, a duty he found odious and dull judging by his later-published journal. On June 7, 1814, however, he received his first command, the Goree, a hospital ship. Soon thereafter he assumed command of the 18-gun brig sloop Rifleman and spent the rest of the war protecting British trade in the Bay of Fundy. His journal is an important record of British blockade operations during the War of 1812.

Following the war, in August 1815 Napier went on half pay and devoted himself to issues of naval reform, service for which he was rewarded with election as a fellow of the Royal Society on May 18, 1820. Although promoted to captain on December 31, 1830, Napier remained on half pay and never again commanded at sea. In 1836 his wife died tragically in Florence, an event that inspired Napier to embark upon an epic six-volume history of Florence in her honor. Published between 1846 and 1847, Florentine History from the Earliest Authentic Records to the Accession of Ferdinand the Third, Grandduke of Tuscany became Napier’s most important legacy and the work for which he is best remembered. Napier died six years after its publication, on October 13, 1853, at Cadogen Place, London.
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Napoleon I

Birth Date: August 15, 1769

Death Date: May 5, 1821

French general, first consul, and emperor. Napoleon Bonaparte (Napoléone di Buonaparte) was born into lesser nobility in Ajaccio, Corsica, on August 15, 1769. Genoa had ceded Corsica to France the year before, so he was born a citizen of France. He received an appointment to the Brienne military school in France and remained there for five years (1779–1784). He then studied at the Ècole Militaire in Paris (1784–1785) and was commissioned in the army.

The French Revolution of 1789 made possible Napoleon’s rapid advancement and brilliant military career. War began in the spring of 1792, and with but two brief exceptions (1802–1803 and 1814–1815) 23 years of war followed, of which he dominated 17. He first came to prominence when he developed the artillery plan for the successful recapture from the British of the port of Toulon (December 1793).

Recognized for this success, Napoleon was advanced from captain to brigadier general and given command of the artillery in the French Army of Italy. Later second-in-command of the Army of the Interior, he put down the Royalist uprising of October 5, 1795. His “whiff of grapeshot” killed several hundred people but saved the government of the Convention. Rewarded with command of the Army of Italy in March 1796, in a series of successful battles Napoleon secured all Lombardy. He then advanced into Austria and dictated peace terms in December 1796 that secured the Austrian Netherlands (Belgium) for France and Austrian recognition of a northern Italian (Cisalpine) republic under French influence.

Napoleon’s reward for his brilliant success was command of an expedition against Egypt. Although he defeated the Mamelukes there, his army was cut off by the destruction of most of his fleet by Admiral Horatio Nelson. Learning of unrest in France, Napoleon abandoned his army and, with a small party, returned to France in a fast frigate, then took the leading role in the coup of November 9, 1799, that overthrew the Directory.

Elected first consul under the Constitution of the Year VIII (February 1800), Napoleon solidified his still-precarious position in France and abroad by invading Italy, defeating the Austrians and forcing them to sue for peace (February 1801). He ended hostilities with England at Amiens in March 1802. Napoleon became consul for life in May but refused to work to secure a lasting peace. Indeed, his actions gave Britain every excuse to resume the war, which began again in May 1803. He was crowned emperor of the French in Paris as Napoleon I on December 2, 1804.

As emperor, Napoleon sought to bring the revolutionary era to a close, retain its durable reforms, and substitute himself for it. Among his own reforms were administrative reorganization, the Napoleonic law codes (the Code Napoleon), and opening up government posts to men of ability regardless of birth or past political affiliation. He also significantly aided the territorial expansion of the United States. With the failure of his plan to reconquer Santo Domingo (Haiti) in 1802, he negotiated the sale of Louisiana to the United States in 1803.
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Napoleon Bonaparte rose to prominence as a general during the French Revolutionary Wars. He overthrew the existing French government in 1799 and declared himself emperor as Napoleon I in 1804. The failure of his Caribbean ambitions caused him to sell the vast Louisiana Territory to the United States in 1803. (Library of Congress)

In July 1805 Austria again went to war against France, and Napoleon again defeated it, taking Vienna. Advancing against a larger Austrian and Russian force in Moravia, he won his most brilliant victory, at Austerlitz (December 2, 1805), then again dictated terms to Austria. He dissolved the Holy Roman Empire and reorganized much of Germany into the Confederation of the Rhine under French control in July 1806. This action angered Prussia’s leaders, who then foolishly took their country into war against France unaided and were promptly defeated. The Russians then came into the war, and several bloody battles occurred, after which Czar Alexander I concluded the Peace of Tilsit (July 7, 1807), the height of Napoleon’s rule.

Already Napoleon was caught up in economic warfare with Britain. This also involved the United States, then one of the world’s leading trading nations. Napoleon had ordered the German coastal ports closed to British goods, and in May 1806 the British government proclaimed a blockade of much of the European coast from the Elbe River to Brest. Napoleon struck back with his Berlin Decree (November 21, 1806), declaring Britain in a state of blockade, which made any ship trading with that nation liable to seizure, and declaring the continent of Europe off limits to any ship sailing directly from Britain or its colonies. Because the French lacked the naval strength to blockade Britain, this decree was necessarily felt by neutrals such as the United States, whose ships were now subject to seizure by French privateers. Napoleon hoped in his Continental System to drive Britain into economic collapse. This economic warfare between Britain and France had an immense impact on the coming of the War of 1812.

As part of the Treaty of Tilsit, Russia agreed to join the Continental System. Napoleon’s efforts to impose this economic system on all Europe created unrest in Portugal and led to his decision to take over both Portugal and Spain. This in turn led to a popular uprising in Madrid and the Peninsular War (1808–1813), propelling him into strategic overreach.

The fighting in Spain led Austrian leaders to believe that this was the right time to go to war against France again, believing that all Germany would join it. This did not happen. Although Napoleon again captured Vienna, he suffered a major military defeat at Aspern-Essling before achieving decisive victory at Wargram and again dictating a peace settlement. Now desperate for an heir, he set aside his first wife, Josephine, and married the Archduchess Marie Louise of Austria in April 1810. She gave birth to their son, Napoleon Francis Joseph Charles, the king of Rome, on March 20, 1811.

Russia meanwhile was unhappy with its French alliance and withdrew from the Continental System at the end of 1810. Napoleon resolved to punish the czar and invaded Russia with an army of 500,000 men in June 1812. He ignored his advisers and decided to push on for Moscow in late summer, believing that it would bring the czar to terms. At Borodino on September 7, 1812, Napoleon won the bloodiest battle of the century, but the Russians were able to withdraw in good order. Napoleon captured Moscow, but the czar refused to negotiate, and Napoleon waited too long before withdrawing. A brutal Russian winter and Russian Army attacks destroyed Napoleon’s Grand Army.

Napoleon raised a new army, but while he could secure the manpower, he was not able to recover from losses of officers and noncommissioned officers and trained horses in Russia. He then advanced into Germany to fight what became known as the German War of Liberation (1813). He won several costly battles but rejected meaningful negotiations, with the result that Austria joined the coalition against him, and he met defeat in the Battle of the Nations (October 16–19, 1813) at Leipzig, the largest battle of the Napoleonic Wars. Napoleon rejected peace terms that would have given France a Rhine frontier.

In the winter of 1813–1814 Napoleon waged a brilliant campaign but was unable to stop the allies from occupying Paris in March 1814. He wanted to fight on, but at Fontainebleau on April 4 his marshals demanded that he abdicate. Exiled to Elba by the Treaty of Fontainebleau, he busied himself with this small kingdom. With France in some unrest over decisions by the new government of Bourbon king Louis XVIII and with the allies in sharp disagreement over the peace settlement at the 1815 Congress of Vienna, Napoleon escaped from Elba and arrived back in France. Troops sent to arrest him rallied to him, and he was swept back into power in March 1815 in the period known as the Hundred Days. Taking the offensive before the allies could again unite against him, he met final defeat in the Battle of Waterloo (June 18, 1815) at the hands of Arthur Wellesey, the Duke of Wellington. Abdicating for a second time, Napoleon surrendered to the English, who sent him to the island of St. Helena in the South Atlantic. Napoleon died there, most probably of stomach cancer but possibly from arsenic poisoning, on May 5, 1821. In 1840 his remains were returned to France and entombed at Les Invalides in Paris.
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Napoleonic Wars

Start Date: 1799

End Date: 1815

Coming to power in France on November 9, 1799, in the Coup of 18 Brumaire, General Napoleon Bonaparte ruled France for the next 15 years. He first established the Consulate, with himself as first consul. Domestically he sought to bring stability and order in place of the chaos that had marked the decade-long revolutionary period of 1789–1799. A brilliant general with an aptitude for order and rational approaches to problem solving, Napoleon sought to shut down the revolution and substitute himself for it. He reorganized the machinery of state with a sham of representative institutions and the real power in his own hands. He carried out an internal administrative reorganization, introduced the principle of careers open to talent, created the Bank of France and the position of prefect, settled the long feud with the Catholic Church in the Concordat of 1801, introduced the Napoleonic Code, reorganized the French educational system, and created the Legion of Honor. In 1802 he made himself consul for life, and in 1804 he took the culminating step of becoming emperor of the French as Napoleon I.

Estimated Force Strength and Casualty Statistics in the Napoleonic Wars





	Country
	Population
	Peak Troop Strength
	% of Population Mobilized at Peak Strength
	Total Casualties




	Country
	Population
	Peak Troop Strength
	% of Population Mobilized at Peak Strength
	Total Casualties


	France
	38,000,000
	1,500,000
	3.95
	1,400,000


	Great Britain
	12,000,000
	  220,000
	1.83
	  263,340


	Austria
	19,000,000
	  479,000
	2.52
	  401,800


	Prussia
	 5,000,000
	  200,000
	4
	  409,000


	Russia
	31,400,000
	  700,000
	2.23
	  494,100


	Spain
	10,000,000
	  130,578
	1.31
	  307,500


	Sardinia
	 6,400,000
	   15,000
	0.23
	  127,700




In foreign affairs Napoleon mounted a series of wars, ostensibly to protect France but, in the final analysis, were fed by his personal ambition to dominate the European continent. “My policy is France above all,” he said, but in reality he invariably put his own interests ahead of those of his country. Napoleon was certainly one of the greatest generals in all history, but in the long course of his wars he increasingly would suffer from what today is called strategic overreach. Nonetheless, at the height of his power he controlled a European empire unmatched since Charlemagne. Napoleon did so by military conquest and coercion, installing family members on various thrones and creating a network of genuine and coerced allied states and nations.

When Napoleon came to power, the War of the Second Coalition (1799–1802) was still in progress. In May 1800 he invaded Italy across the Alps, captured Milan, and crushed the Austrians in the Battle of Marengo on June 14, 1800. Marengo secured Bonaparte’s political standing in France, but the victory did not bring peace. Peace came after his great rival, General Jean-Victor Moreau, defeated the Austrians at the Battle of Hohenlinden on December 3, 1800. The Austrians concluded a separate peace with France in February 1801, and Great Britain followed suit with the Treaty of Amiens on March 27, 1802. France was finally at peace after 10 years of nearly continuous warfare, and Napoleon’s popularity soared.

Both Britain and France saw Amiens as little more than a truce, but Napoleon gave it no chance and was soon violating its provisions. In May 1803 France was again at war with Great Britain. Austria and Russia soon entered on the side of the British and formed the Third Coalition. Spain joined France against Britain in January 1805. In the summer of 1805, Napoleon broke up his concentration of forces on the English Channel that were supposedly preparing to invade Britain and, moving swiftly, caught the Austrians unawares and forced the surrender of an entire army at Ulm on October 20, 1805. Although Napoleon would not acknowledge it, this land victory was offset by British vice admiral Horatio Nelson’s annihilation of a combined Franco-Spanish fleet in the Battle of Trafalgar on October 21. Napoleon meanwhile drove eastward and captured Vienna and then moved into Moravia, where on December 2 he won a brilliant victory over the combined Austrian and Russian armies in the Battle of Austerlitz. The Russian troops withdrew, and Austria was forced to make peace with Napoleon in the Treaty of Pressburg on December 26, 1805.
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The costly French victory in the Battle of Borodino on September 7, 1812, led to the occupation of Moscow. The failure of the Russians to treat with him, however, forced Emperor Napoleon I to abandon the city a month later. (Library of Congress)

Napoleon’s unilateral reorganization of the German states led to the foolhardy Prussian decision to declare war on France alone in 1806, and Napoleon quickly marched east and crushed the completely outclassed Prussians in the twin battles at Jena and Auerstadt on October 14. Within six weeks Napoleon had completed his conquest of Prussia and moved into East Prussia, now clashing with Russia again. After a draw in the Battle of Eylau (February 7–8, 1807), Napoleon defeated the Russians at the Battle of Friedland on June 14, 1807. That defeat resulted in the Treaty of Tilsit in July, by which France and Russia in effect divided Europe between them. It was the height of Napoleon’s power and the beginning of the end of his power, for he now attempted the impossible.

During the course of the next several years in order to try to close leaks in his Continental System—an attempt to blockade Britain from the land by denying that country access to continental markets—Napoleon’s troops invaded Spain and Portugal. France also annexed the Papal States and in 1809 in the War of the Fifth Coalition successfully crushed an attempt by Austria to lead a revolt of the German states against France. Although suffering an initial reverse in the Battle of Aspern-Essling during May 21–22, he decisively defeated the Austrians at Wagram during July 5–6.

Although Napoleon overthrew the Spanish monarchy and deposed King Ferdinand VII in 1808, the Spanish people detested French rule and rebelled against French occupation troops and began a protracted guerrilla war, which led to the Peninsular War in Spain and Portugal from 1808 to 1814. Arthur Wellesley, later the Duke of Wellington, established his European military reputation in the Iberian Peninsula, winning a series of victories over French forces including the important Battle of Salamanca on July 22, 1812. The balance was at last evening up. As the French armies deteriorated in quality from the continual warfare, Europe’s generals were learning from Napoleon.

While still engaged in the Peninsular War, Napoleon made the critical mistake of opening a second front in Russia. Furious that Czar Alexander I had broken with the Continental System, Napoleon resolved to punish Russia. He devoted considerable attention to matters of supply, but this would prove insufficient for the more than half a million French and allied troops he flung into Russia in June 1812. Although he won victories they were not decisive, and as the Russian armies withdrew, he altered his plans to drive on Moscow that autumn. At Borodino on September 7, 1812, he fought the bloodiest battle of at least the 19th century, with 35,000 French and 45,000–50,000 Russian casualties. The Russians were able to retreat in good order, however, and although Napoleon entered Moscow, Russian arsonists set fire to the city, burning much of it.

Napoleon tarried in Moscow too long, convinced that Czar Alexander would soon see reason and sue for peace. Not until the first snows did Napoleon decide to quit the city. The retreat became a disaster as bitter cold, lack of supplies, and Russian forces combined to obliterate his Grande Armée. Perhaps 70,000 men found their way back.

Napoleon abandoned his army in Russia and hurried back to Paris to gather new forces. While he could find the manpower, he could never reassemble the trained horses and veterans lost in Russia. Although he put together an army of half a million men, Russia, Prussia, and Sweden united with Britain (which had remained at war with France) in what became known as the German War of Liberation. Although Napoleon won several costly victories, the press of numbers was too great, especially after Austria joined against him. At the Battle of Leipzig (Battle of the Nations) in Saxony during October 16–19, 1813—the largest battle of the Napoleonic Wars—Napoleon lost 50,000 men and suffered his worst defeat.

When Napoleon foolishly rejected the frontier of the Rhine for France, the combined allied armies invaded France itself. At the same time British forces had invaded from the south, from Spain. The allies took Paris in March, and on April 7, 1814, Napoleon abdicated the throne and was exiled to the island of Elba. He escaped from Elba in March 1815 and, when the army rallied to him, returned to power and swiftly moved to attack forces in Belgium before the allies could combine against him. He believed that one great victory would restore his influence, but after several smaller victories he met final defeat by Anglo-Prussian forces in the Battle of Waterloo on June 18, 1815. He abdicated for a second and final time and was exiled to St. Helena Island in the windswept South Atlantic, where he died on May 5, 1821.

The impact on the Napoleonic Wars on the United States was indirect but important; indeed, they became the principal cause of increasing tensions between Great Britain and the United States that resulted in the War of 1812. As the French and British engaged in increasingly destructive economic warfare after 1806, American trade with Europe was severely restricted, American merchant ships were seized and they and their cargoes confiscated, and American seamen were impressed to fill the ranks of the Royal Navy. The Democratic Republicans, who saw Great Britain as the greater enemy than France, began to clamor for war against Great Britain.

The Napoleonic Wars worked to American advantage when the United States declared war on Great Britain on June 18, 1812, for Britain’s military resources were committed in the Iberian Peninsula and on the high seas against France. Few resources would be available to assist the 5,000 British troops in Canada. Indeed, it was not until Napoleon’s first abdication of April 1814 that Britain was able to dispatch substantial troop reinforcements and contemplate substantial invasions of the United States. It was also perhaps fortuitous for the United States that the British people were weary of war. This certainly impacted the conclusion of peace at Ghent, Belgium, in December 1814. Without the Napoleonic Wars there might have been no War of 1812, or the outcome of that conflict might have been far different.

Tim J. Watts and Spencer C. Tucker
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Narcissus, HMS, vs. USS Viper

Event Date: January 17, 1813

On January 17, 1813, while cruising off the coast of Belize, British Honduras, the far more heavily gunned Royal Navy fifth-rate Narcissus (32 guns), commanded by Captain John Lumley, encountered and captured the U.S. Navy brig Viper (12 guns, formerly the cutter Ferret) commanded by Lieutenant John Henley. The Viper was taken to New Providence in the Bahamas. Nothing is known of it subsequently. The Narcissus took part in the British Chesapeake Bay campaigns of 1813 and 1814. It was converted into a convict ship in 1823 and was sold out of the Royal Navy in 1837.
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National Anthem, U.S.

Official national song of the United States, written as the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry” by Francis Scott Key after the British bombardment of Fort McHenry at Baltimore, Maryland, on the night of September 7, 1814. On September 3, 1814, Key and John Stuart Skinner sailed from Baltimore under a flag of truce to obtain an exchange of prisoners, including his friend Dr. William Beanes. The two Americans boarded the British third-rate ship of the line Tonnant (80 guns) in Chesapeake Bay on September 7 and there dined with Major General Robert Ross and Vice Admiral Alexander Cochrane. Because the two Americans heard the plans for the upcoming British attack on Baltimore, the British held them until after the battle.
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The original manuscript of Francis Scott Key’s “Star Spangled Banner.” (Library of Congress)

That night Key, now aboard the third-rate ship of the line Minden (74 guns), watched the British warships bombard Fort McHenry. From the light of the exploding shells and Congreve rockets, he could see the fort’s smaller storm flag flying over the fort. However, when the shelling stopped, he had to wait until sunrise to see the results of the battle. At that time he saw a much larger U.S. flag with 15 stars and 15 stripes flying triumphantly over the fort, indicating that it was still in American hands. The National Museum of American History in Washington, D.C., has the original flag on display.

Inspired by the sight of that large flag, Key quickly wrote a poem on the back of a letter. After his release on September 16, he proceeded to Baltimore and completed the poem, which he titled “The Defence of Fort McHenry.” His brother-in-law, Joseph H. Nicholson, set the poem to the tune of “The Anacreontic Song,” a popular British drinking song, and had the poem printed as broadside copies on September 17. Soon afterward, several newspapers along the Atlantic coast had printed it. Thomas Carr of Baltimore then published the words and music together as the “The Star-Spangled Banner.” The first known public singing of the new song took place at the theater on Holliday Street in Baltimore on the evening of October 19, 1814.

“The Star-Spangled Banner” soon became a well-known patriotic song. Throughout the 1800s bands played it during public events, and it became associated with major American sports events as early as 1897. On July 27, 1889, Secretary of the Navy Benjamin F. Tracy made it the official music played at the raising of the U.S. flag. Army regulations published in 1895 stated that the song was to be played at every post and station when the flag was lowered during the retreat ceremonies at the end of the day. In 1916 President Woodrow Wilson ordered that it be played at military and other appropriate occasions. On March 3, 1931, the U.S. Congress officially made “The Star-Spangled Banner” the national anthem of the United States. The tradition of performing the National Anthem before every baseball game began during World War II.

Robert B. Kane
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National Intelligencer

Prominent newspaper established in Washington, D.C., in October 1800 by Samuel Harrison Smith that supported the James Madison administration during the War of 1812. In 1800, Vice President Thomas Jefferson encouraged Philadelphia printer and Jefferson supporter Smith to move to Washington, D.C., and there start a pro-Jefferson newspaper to counteract the influence of the pro-Federalist press. Initially called the National Intelligencer and Washington Advisor, the first edition of the triweekly newspaper was published on October 31, 1800.

Following Jefferson’s inauguration as president in March 1801, Smith and his wife were frequent guests at dinner parties hosted by Jefferson and other supporters of Jefferson’s Democratic Republican Party. As such, Smith’s access to policy makers afforded him a unique position that provided him with much political information as well as lucrative publishing contracts for government printing jobs. Although Smith was an ardent supporter of Jefferson, Smith’s newspaper strove for a balanced presentation of contemporary political events that served as the source of political news for newspapers throughout the United States.

After Jefferson completed his two terms as president, Smith sold the newspaper in 1810 to his assistant Joseph Gales Jr., who changed the name of the newspaper to the National Intelligencer. In 1812 Gales entered into a business partnership with his brother-in-law William Seaton. Providing the American public with complete coverage of congressional activities, Gales and Seaton, notwithstanding their favorable attitude toward the Madison and James Monroe administrations, attempted to maintain the high standard of unbiased news coverage established by Smith. Beginning in 1813, the newspaper began daily publication and changed its name to the Daily National Intelligencer. Gales and Seaton, who supported President Madison’s decision to declare war on Great Britain in 1812, wrote that it was the duty of all American patriots to support the war effort. Gales reported on events in the Senate, while Seaton reported on events in the House of Representatives. As such, the newspaper is a valuable research tool for historians studying the period.

Because of the newspaper’s unabashed support of Madison’s war declaration, its offices were specifically targeted for destruction when the British attacked Washington, D.C., on August 25, 1814. Because of its support of the administrations of Jefferson, Madison, and Monroe and to help the firm recoup its financial losses after its offices were burned by the British, the U.S. government made the National Intelligencer the official printer of Congress, a position that the firm held until 1829. President Andrew Jackson, angered over Gales and Seaton’s support of the Bank of the United States, severed government ties to the paper in 1829.

In 1825 the National Intelligencer began to publish the Register of Congressional Debates, a compilation of congressional debates of each congressional session that was the precursor of the Congressional Record. After Jackson’s 1828 election, Gales and Seaton, who were pro-Whig, attempted to continue the newspaper’s moderate approach to political coverage. Nevertheless, as politics became more polarized during the 1840s and 1850s, subscriptions to the paper declined. In 1864 Seaton sold the newspaper to a firm in New York City, which ceased publication in 1867.
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Native American Policy, British

In general, the British had a poor reputation among native peoples living in the eastern United States and the frontier territories in the decades immediately preceding the War of 1812. Many tribes including the Shawnees, Wyandots, and Delawares had been loyal allies of the British during the American Revolutionary War. Yet when the British negotiated a peace treaty with the Americans in Paris in 1783, they did so without concern for their Indian allies, who were promptly abandoned. The tribes were especially disheartened to learn that the British had surrendered much of the land between the Appalachians and the Mississippi River to the new United States.

Tribes loyal to Great Britain were somewhat comforted by the fact that the British did not actually intend to give up their hold on the Old Northwest Territory after the war ended. Indeed, the British continued a profitable fur trade throughout the Great Lakes region, provided arms to allied tribes, and even retained numerous forts in the region, including Detroit. Furthermore, Matthew Elliott, the superintendent of the British Indian Department, remained an active proponent of Native American resistance to the United States. British military officials who had fought in the Revolutionary War and who were now serving in Canada, including Guy Carleton and John Graves Simcoe, openly spoke to their native contacts of a day when Great Britain would retake the land south of the Great Lakes in a future war against the Americans.

During the early 1790s, tribes living in the Ohio Country formed a confederation under the leadership of the Miami chief Little Turtle. With the encouragement of British officials in Canada and Detroit, they demanded that the Americans recognize the Ohio River as the permanent boundary between their territory and the United States. When the U.S. government refused, these tribes went to war with considerable success. The confederated tribes were able to defeat American armies in 1790 and 1791. But when Major General Anthony (“Mad Anthony”) Wayne led a much more effective army west in 1792, Little Turtle worried that his warriors could not defeat this dedicated general and his well-trained force. However, the British continued to advocate war and even built Fort Miami on the Maumee River to arm the Native Americans and prevent Wayne from marching on Detroit.

At least 100 Canadian militiamen fought alongside Shawnee war chief Blue Jacket and his warriors against Wayne’s army at the Battle of Fallen Timbers in August 1794. Even with this support, the Native Americans were defeated and fled to Fort Miami, where the British commander blatantly closed the gates to them. This last event remained a bitter memory for tribes throughout the eastern Great Lakes, who never again completely trusted Great Britain. In turn, the British distanced themselves from any formal military alliance with tribes living on American soil, and they abandoned all forts in the United States as a result of Jay’s Treaty (1795). They also moved their major operations to Fort Malden, 17 miles south of Detroit on the Canadian side of the Detroit River.

Great Britain continued to discourage hostilities against the United States until 1807, when the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair almost sparked a war between the two countries. From then on, British officials in Canada openly courted Native Americans as potential allies. Tribes living in the United States were now welcomed to Fort Malden, where they were showered with gifts. The Shawnees, Wyandots, Miamis, Delawares, Ottawas, Ojibwes, and Pottawatomis were regular visitors to Fort Malden. Tecumseh, who was organizing a Pan-Indian confederation to halt the westward advance of the Americans, was especially encouraged by his regular visits to the fort. He was certain that the British would help him win a permanent homeland on American soil.

After Tecumseh’s confederation was temporarily broken as a consequence of the Battle of Tippecanoe in November 1811, War Hawks in the U.S. Congress blamed the British for instigating unrest on the western frontier. They began calling for a war against Great Britain that would break the tie between the British and the Native Americans as well as end impressment of American sailors and interference with American shipping on the high seas. President James Madison ultimately concurred and, in his speech to Congress in June 1812 calling for war, listed British Native American policy as one of the major causes.

Once the War of 1812 was officially declared, warriors flocked to the side of Great Britain. They had little recourse militarily. Tensions soon developed between British military officials and the Indian Department in Canada, however. Several army officers did not want Native Americans fighting alongside their soldiers, asserting that they refused to follow orders and often massacred private citizens. In contrast, Indian agents such as Matthew Elliott argued that while the tribes might periodically massacre noncombatants, they would fight bravely against the invading Americans.

In the end the British accepted Native American warriors into their ranks, although the feared massacres did occur at places such as the Raisin River and Fort Dearborn. Hundreds of Menominees and Winnebagos overwhelmed the small American force at Fort Michilimackinac, which surrendered to the British in June 1812. Tecumseh headed for Fort Malden with more than 600 warriors and was instrumental in helping take Detroit in August 1812. Hundreds of Mohawk (Iroquois) warriors joined the British along the Niagara frontier. To this day, Canadians fondly remember the support that Native Americans provided the British during the War of 1812 and consider their service invaluable in preserving their nation.

During the peace negotiations at Ghent, the British made only token efforts supporting their native allies. The British negotiators demanded the creation of a Native American nation north of the old Treaty of Greenville line as a sine qua non of any peace treaty. This new state would protect their former allies from the Americans and act as a buffer to prevent any future invasion of Canada by the United States. In the end, however, the British abandoned this demand, preferring instead to protect Canada by determining its southern boundary in several articles in the final Treaty of Ghent. They placed their remaining hopes for the protection of the tribes in Article IX, which demanded that all conflicts involving the Native Americans, Americans, and themselves end permanently. The British had effectively adopted a new policy from which they would never waver, and they never again supported any tribe in a war against the United States. As was the case at the end of the Revolutionary War, Native Americans would have to confront the United States on their own.

Mary Stockwell

See also

Detroit, Surrender of; Elliott, Matthew; Fort Dearborn Massacre; Fort Malden; Frenchtown, Battle of; Ghent, Treaty of; Great Britain, Army; Iroquois; Little Turtle; Native Americans; Old Northwest Territory; Tecumseh; Tippecanoe, Battle of; War Hawks

Further Reading


Allen, Robert. His Majesty’s Indian Allies: British Indian Policy in the Defence of Canada. Toronto: Dundurn, 1996.

Calloway, Colin G. Crown and Calumet: British-Indian Relations, 1783–1815. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1987.

Willig, Timothy D. “Restoring the Thin Red Line: British Policy and the Indians of the Great Lakes, 1783–1812.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, 2003.



Native American Policy, U.S.

President George Washington, while hoping to maintain good relations with Native Americans, nevertheless was firm in his belief that hostile tribes, especially in the Old Northwest Territory, had to be defeated. Between 1790 and 1794 he systematically brought to a halt Little Turtle’s War, and in 1795 he forced the tribes of the region to relinquish all disputed lands in the territory to the United States, which became the state of Ohio. John Adams, who succeeded Washington as president, hoped to relocate tribes in the Southeast farther west. On the other hand, he believed that the federal government should abide by existing treaties with Indian tribes as much as possible, a stance that chagrined many southerners.

Adams’s successor, President Thomas Jefferson, also advocated the removal of Native Americans from lands in the East for resettlement farther west. As a champion of western expansion, Jefferson believed that the United States could not allow Indians to impede that activity. He also believed that the best way to ensure Native American cooperation was to encourage them to abandon their cultures in favor of white culture. This was to include proper education, conversion to Christianity, and the adoption of a sedentary agriculture-based lifestyle. If tribes resisted, Jefferson believed that forcible removal across the Mississippi River or forced assimilation were appropriate measures.

On the surface, these policies appeared quite reasonable to most white Americans. As the tribes gave up their land, surveyors would be sent west to divide the western country (chiefly the Old Northwest Territory) into townships and open the frontier for settlement. Unlike European nations that simply took the land from the Native Americans, the United States paid them for it and then worked to incorporate them into the economic life of the nation.

Unfortunately for the affected tribes, these policies divided tribal leaders, setting older village chiefs against younger war chiefs. Older leaders were usually willing to sell the land and take the annuities as the only way to protect their people and culture. Younger leaders, however, resented attempts to transform them into European-style farmers. Thus, they resisted the onslaught of American settlers into the frontier and tried to preserve their traditional way of life through force of arms. By the early 1790s, conflict between whites and Native Americans in the Old Northwest Territory had erupted into full-scale warfare and did not end until 1794, when U.S. forces under Major General “Mad” Anthony Wayne defeated a Pan-Indian movement led by Miami chief Little Turtle and Shawnee chief Blue Jacket.

That American victory was short-lived, however, and by 1805 the Indian policies of the United States had provoked a coordinated resistance in the western frontier region. Shawnee chief Tecumseh and his brother Tenskwatawa (the Prophet) organized a confederation of tribes determined to stop any future land sales to the Americans. They also hoped to create a Pan-Indian nation where all tribes would live together in harmony. The brothers established their capital first in Greenville, Ohio, in 1805 and then at Prophetstown on the Tippecanoe Creek in the Indiana Territory in 1808. Tecumseh also traveled throughout the United States, winning tribes to his cause. He promised his supporters that he would choose a day on which to launch a united attack on frontier settlements throughout the Old Northwest. The war would be so devastating that the Americans would surrender the region.

Tecumseh’s plans were thwarted by William Henry Harrison, governor of the Indiana Territory, who advanced on Prophetstown with an armed force while Tecumseh was absent. Tenkswatawa encouraged a native attack on Harrison, but his warriors were defeated in the Battle of Tippecanoe in November 1811. This battle temporarily dispersed Tecumseh’s followers but did not end troubles on the frontier. Bands of Native Americans continued attacking settlements in Indiana and elsewhere. Settlers meanwhile fled into hastily built forts throughout the region. U.S. congressmen known as War Hawks, who were already angry at the British for impressing sailors and interfering with American shipping, now blamed the British—and not their own nation’s Indian policies—for stirring up unrest among the tribes. When President James Madison asked Congress to declare war on Great Britain in June 1812, he specifically listed British support for the “savages” as one of the leading causes.

The race was now on to win the support of as many older chiefs as possible during the war. Harrison urged the Madison administration to be as generous with gifts to the tribes throughout the Old Northwest as the British were at Fort Malden in Upper Canada. Harrison was convinced that the Americans could win the Native Americans to their cause, or at least convince them to remain neutral, if they provided the tribes with more food, money, and goods. While he received no support for his request for an increase in gifts, he was able to recruit the highly respected Chief Tarhe the Crane of the Wyandots to the cause. Tarhe even fought alongside Harrison at the Battle of the Thames in October 1813 in which Tecumseh was killed. Other chiefs who had openly opposed Tecumseh before Tippecanoe, such as Pushmataha, a district leader of the Choctaw, also fought on the side of the Americans against the Upper Creeks, Tecumseh’s followers in the South. William McIntosh, leader of the Lower Creeks, also came to the aid of the United States, as did Red Jacket of the Senecas.

After the death of Tecumseh, the American government made a more formal effort to win several tribes to its side as the war continued. Harrison was also authorized to negotiate a treaty with several northern tribes. The new Treaty of Greenville was signed on July 22, 1814, with the Wyandots, Delawares, Shawnees, Miamis, and Senecas as well as several Ottawa and Kickapoo bands. Whether they had fought with or against the United States, the tribes were brought back under the protection of the United States. The tribes promised to send warriors to fight with the Americans if the war with the British and their Native American allies continued. The treaty also promised that all territorial boundaries between the Americans and the tribes would return to what they had been before the war.

Ultimately the United States was forced to come to terms with its Indian policies as a result of the December 24, 1814, Treaty of Ghent, which formally ended the War of 1812. The British negotiators demanded the creation of an Indian nation as a sine qua non of any peace treaty. The American negotiators resisted all attempts to create such a barrier state, arguing that their nation’s policies toward the tribes had been eminently fair. The British withdrew their demand for a separate Indian country but won inclusion of Article IX in the final treaty, which promised that the Americans would end all hostilities with the Native Americans. President Madison took the implementation of this article quite seriously, ordering William Clark to negotiate the Treaty of Portage des Sioux with tribes living along the Upper Mississippi in 1815 and William Henry Harrison to negotiate the Treaty of Spring Wells with tribes in the Old Northwest Territory in 1816. But despite the many promises of friendship and support to the affected tribes, the steady movement of settlers into the Old Northwest continued at an even greater pace, making peace and stability difficult to maintain. The U.S. government proved either unwilling or unable to stanch the flow, which led to continuing strife and bloodshed along the western frontier.
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Native Americans

Native Americans played a major role throughout the War of 1812, and their armed resistance to white encroachment was a major cause behind it. Before that conflict the tribes of the Northwest Territory had generally allied themselves with the British in Canada, chiefly because of the increasing loss of their ancestral lands after the Revolutionary War to constantly encroaching American settlers. To understand the scale, William Henry Harrison, superintendent of the Northwest Indians and governor of the Indiana Territory, secured from Native Americans some 48 million acres in the Old Northwest (the present-day states of Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin) between 1795 and 1809. William Hull, governor of the Michigan Territory, proved equally rapacious. With the law heavily weighted in favor of white settlers, Native Americans found it all but impossible to secure redress in the courts.

During the first decade of the 1800s, Shawnee leaders Tecumseh and his half brother Tenskwatawa (known as the Prophet) took the lead in opposing further white land acquisitions at native expense. Tecumseh believed that the only answer was a confederation of all the tribes, an almost impossible task. Even had this unity been achieved, Native Americans were now vastly outnumbered by the whites in the Old Northwest. They could count only some 4,000 warriors in the territory bounded by the Great Lakes, the Mississippi, and the Ohio to oppose at least 100,000 white men of fighting age throughout the same region. Undaunted, Tecumseh did what he could. Cautioning the Prophet not to initiate hostilities while he was away, Tecumseh traveled south to try to enlist the support of the Creeks and other southern tribes in his confederation. In Tecumseh’s absence, Harrison precipitated a confrontation by marching some 1,000 regular and militiamen to Prophetstown (near present-day Lafayette, Indiana). With negotiations set to take place the next day, Harrison and his men camped for the night. In the predawn hours of November 7, 1811, whipped into a frenzy by the Prophet’s promise that they would be protected against the soldiers’ bullets, the warriors attacked the American camp and nearly overran it. Harrison, however, won the Battle of Tippecanoe and went on to burn Prophetstown. Nonetheless, this battle led Tecumseh and many of his followers to openly side with the British in the War of 1812. It also convinced the British to aid the natives. Furthermore, Tippecanoe convinced midwesterners that they would not be safe along the frontier until the British influence with the natives was completely terminated.

As events played out, native support was critical to the British in the first year of the war. Tecumseh proved to be a highly effective war leader. Without his assistance, the Americans might have secured much of Upper Canada by the spring of 1813 if not before. The small number of British regulars were hardly sufficient to stem the tide, and Native Americans helped buttress British strength. They proved to be superb guerrilla fighters, adept at stealth, ambush, and irregular warfare. It is true that they often proved mercurial and unreliable, but their indifference to the rules of warfare practiced by regular troops greatly multiplied their overall impact, and was often sufficient to terrify Americans into surrender. Perceived Indian strength was a major factor in U.S. brigadier general William Hull’s decision to abandon his invasion of Upper Canada in August 1812, and Major General Isaac Brock’s threat (that if American resistance was prolonged, he might not be able to control the Native Americans) figured largely in Hull’s decision to surrender Detroit that same month.

On January 22, 1813, at the Raisin River in the Michigan Territory, an American army of 850 men, commanded by Brigadier General James Winchester, came under attack by a British force of 1,100 soldiers and natives led by Colonel Henry Procter. Some 300 Americans died in the battle, and after the remainder surrendered, 30 to 60 of them were subsequently murdered by drunken warriors. Thereafter Americans in the Old Northwest had a new and effective rallying cry: “Remember the Raisin!” In the spring of 1813 Procter organized an army of 900 regulars, plus 1,200 Native Americans led by Tecumseh, to attack Fort Meigs, at the mouth of the Miami River in Ohio. The fort was then defended by 550 Americans under the command of Brigadier General William Henry Harrison. Procter began siege operations on May 1, and on May 5 Brigadier General Green Clay arrived with a relief force of 1,200 Kentucky militiamen and drove some British soldiers from their positions. In the Kentuckians’ disorganized pursuit almost 600 of them were killed, wounded, or captured, despite Harrison’s attempts to rescue them. Once again several American prisoners were massacred by Native Americans, which further hardened white attitudes toward them. On May 9, the natives deserted with whatever plunder they could find to return home and plant crops. Procter then lifted the siege and marched back to Canada.

Late in September 1813 Harrison invaded Canada across the Detroit River with 3,000 men, including 1,200 highly trained Kentucky mounted volunteers under Colonel Richard M. Johnson. On October 5 at the Thames River in southern Ontario, he confronted Procter’s surviving force of 800 regulars and 500 warriors under Tecumseh. At Johnson’s suggestion, Harrison allowed the mounted volunteers to charge the thin British line. Yelling “Remember the Raisin!” they broke through the British line and captured 600 soldiers. Tecumseh’s braves resisted the Americans longer than their British allies, but when they learned that Tecumseh had been killed, they also fled. The battle was a great triumph for the Americans, and Tecumseh’s great Indian confederacy was shattered.

The British also sought assistance from their former allies, the Iroquois Confederacy (Mohawks, Oneidas, Onondagas, Cayugas, Senecas, and Tuscaroras), who lived in both New York state and in Upper and Lower Canada. British major general Isaac Brock approached Teyoninkoharawen early. This Mohawk chief feared that the Americans might take Upper Canada, and he wholeheartedly supported the British. A number of the 1,800 members of the Grand River settlement, just west of the Niagara Peninsula, followed Teyoninkoharawen throughout the war. But other members of the Iroquois Confederacy either sided with the Americans or sought refuge in neutrality. Indeed, in June 1812 Little Billy, a New York Iroquois chief, met with his Canadian counterparts, and Iroquois on the two sides of the Niagara River agreed to a truce.

Nonetheless, some Iroquois made a substantial contribution to the British cause. Grand River natives played an important role in the Battle of Queenston Heights, when fear of the natives induced many Americans to surrender. In 1813 Iroquois participated in significant numbers in the Battles of York, Fort George, Crysler’s Farm, and Châteauguay. Five hundred Iroquois surrounded a larger force of American regulars at Beaver Dams that June, when again fear of massacre brought an American surrender.

Neutrality along the Niagara River changed in July 1813 when the British raided Black Rock, which was close to Seneca land. Young King, a Seneca chief, then took the warpath against the British. This action led the Iroquois in New York to abandon their position of neutrality in the conflict and to announce that they would defend U.S. soil against any British attack. Indeed, some Senecas volunteered to fight in Canada, and in August near Fort George, New York Iroquois fought Grand River Iroquois. Any pretense of neutrality was lost when Canadian Iroquois burned a Tuscarora village in New York. Senecas in the western part of the state took revenge in early July 1814 when 600 under their chief Sagoyewatha (English name Red Jacket) invaded Canada with U.S. major general Jacob Brown’s forces. In the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 80 Native Americans perished on both sides, mostly at the hands of other Iroquois. This gave pause and led to a reestablishment of the truce among the Irqouois, which continued for the remainder of the war.

[image: image]

Illustration depicting the British victory over the Americans in the Battle of Queenston Heights along the Niagara frontier on October 13, 1812. Grand River Iroquois warriors played an important role in this battle, with fear of the Native Americans prompting many Americans to surrender. (Library and Archives Canada)

Generally speaking, however, the United States made far less use of Native American auxiliaries in the war than did the British. Part of this was because the Americans were well aware of the deep hostility of the natives toward them, but the Americans also believed at the beginning of the war that they would conquer Canada easily. Erastus Granger, American Indian agent at Niagara, announced to the Iroquois that the U.S. Army was so powerful that it had no use for their services. Nevertheless, in 1812 Brigadier General William Hull employed some Miami warriors in his operations around Fort Dearborn, and as noted, some Iroquois fought alongside American troops on the Niagara front. A force of 120 Oneida warriors proved especially useful to the Americans at their lopsided victory at Sandy Creek in 1814.

In the American South, the Creek (Muskogee) Confederacy split over the prospect of fighting the United States. Spanning the territory encompassed by present-day Alabama and part of Georgia, these nations, like their northern brethren, had long-standing grievances against white settlers for encroaching upon their ancestral lands. Tecumseh visited them in 1811, hoping to persuade them to join his confederacy. He received a favorable reception from a faction of Upper Creeks known as the Red Sticks. Early in 1812 a number of whites were killed by disgruntled Creek warriors, and in May 1812 a party of Red Sticks returning from a visit to the Prophet murdered a family of seven white settlers south of Nashville in Tennessee. Tennesseans were outraged with the Creeks and the British, whom they considered complicit. Such wanton acts certainly flamed the sentiments of hostility along the frontier.

The Creek Confederacy came under assault in 1813 in what came to be known as the Creek War. Major General Andrew Jackson, in command of 2,500 Tennessee militiamen, defeated the Creek towns of Tallushatchee on November 3 and Talladega on November 9. He was defeated in turn at Emuckfaw Creek on January 22, 1814, and at Enitachopco Creek on January 24. On March 25 Jackson confronted a force of 1,200 Creek warriors at Horseshoe Bend, a peninsula formed by the Tallapoosa River that the Creeks had fortified. With an army of 4,000 militia and regulars plus a few friendly Cherokee and Creek braves, he routed the Creeks, massacring 800 and capturing 350. As a result the Creeks, hostile and friendly alike, were compelled to sign the Treaty of Fort Jackson on August 9, 1814. This agreement ceded half of Alabama and part of Georgia to the United States.

On December 24, 1814, the War of 1812 officially ended when representatives of the United States and Great Britain signed the Treaty of Ghent. In many ways the treaty was inconclusive, simply returning the belligerents to the status quo ante bellum. For the Native Americans, however, it was a blow from which they would never recover. The negotiators agreed to restore to the Indians all rights and privileges they had enjoyed in 1811. But the outcome of the war brought a different reality. American forces had fatally weakened the power of the Native Americans by destroying Tecumseh’s confederacy in the Old Northwest and the Creek Confederacy in the South and also by eliminating Britain’s role as supplier of arms to Native Americans. At Ghent, to protect their former clients, the British had proposed the establishment of permanent Indian reservations and barriers to white settlement. The Americans flatly spurned both proposals, and the British quickly abandoned their allies.

As British officers finally abandoned forts in the Old Northwest, some were bitter at the perceived injustice toward the Native Americans, and some angry Indians threatened to attack their erstwhile protectors. But there was no altering the fact that the Native Americans had been crushed along the American frontier and left defenseless against future westward expansion. The War of 1812 also unleashed a heady sense of national destiny and expansionism that would characterize the country for the remainder of the 19th century. The warriors who fought on the British side and in fact proved instrumental in saving Canada in 1812 and 1813 were simply swept aside and, along with their tribes, emerged as the war’s principal losers.

Paul David Nelson
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Native American Warfare

Combat techniques of Native American warriors evolved with and in response to influences introduced by Europeans, including firearms technology. In fact, native capacities to adopt and employ European weaponry and adjust to European tactics were highly varied and innovative. Moreover, native warfare with Europeans and adoption of their technology occurred on the basis of native perspectives and perceptions that reflected and affected native approaches to conflict.

The most common fighting tactic used by Native Americans was the so-called skulking way of war, which was marked by a reliance on stealth, surprise, taking advantage of terrain, and individual initiative. Contrary to the contemporary European practice of deploying soldiers in close-order formations firing group volleys under strict command, natives moved, aimed, fired, used cover individually, and rarely engaged in sustained fighting when finding themselves at a disadvantage.

Skulking techniques could not have been used in every form of combat, because natives, particularly the Iroquois, sometimes assaulted the palisaded towns of their enemies, which required the attackers to fire on the fortified town with arrows (and later muskets), providing cover while small assaulting parties hacked their way through the wooden palisade. These tactics also required modification, as the defenders adapted by constructing flanking positions to defend their fortifications against such attacks. Palisades around settlements largely disappeared in the mid-18th century, however, because they proved to be of limited use against European attackers and could even make the occupants of fortified towns more vulnerable to colonial attacks.

Natives faced with the difficulty of attacking colonial forts, garrison houses, and vessels used a variety of innovations to ease their tasks, including siege engines, tunneling, and fire rafts. Skulking tactics, the use and continuing development of fortifications, and the employment of siege engines and fireships demonstrate the wide variety of techniques used in warfare by Native Americans as well as their ability to adapt and innovate to meet new military challenges. Although native tactics are well documented, how Native Americans formulated strategy and what those strategies were remain largely unknown.

Native leaders often worked to form intertribal alliances to counter the numerical superiority of the colonists, as in the case of Shawnee chief Tecumseh’s efforts to form a confederation before the War of 1812, with the plan to launch a coordinated series of surprise attacks to catch their enemies off guard and inflict maximum damage at the least possible cost to themselves. This was based on the knowledge of their own inability to conduct sustained operations by the need to raise crops, hunt, and otherwise provide subsistence for their people, although if an ally, Britain or the United States in the case of the War of 1812, provided food supplies, native forces could remain in the field longer. In the 1760s and 1790s similar attempts at coalition warfare were made by the Ottawa chief Pontiac and the Miami leader Little Turtle, with indifferent results. The fractious tribal nature of Native American culture invariably militated against sustained, coordinated efforts against a common foe.

The subsistence aspect of native warfare proved to be the natives’ greatest vulnerability, and both sides in the War of 1812 understood that they could force their native enemies to sue for peace by attacking and destroying towns, cornfields, and stored food supplies at a lesser cost in casualties than it would have taken to seek out and engage native warriors in combat. Another element of native strategy was to lay siege to posts that could not be carried by assault and then focus on interdicting supplies and reinforcements.

Although native strategy and tactics proved insufficient to protect Native American territory from the European colonists, native fighting methods did prove remarkably successful. King Philip’s War checked the expansion of New England for several decades, the Iroquois managed to maintain their hold on their core territory in New York until the American Revolution, and Pontiac’s Rebellion caused the British to halt expansion beyond the Appalachian Ridge. The greatest factors that enabled the colonists to overcome native resistance were not the strategic or tactical failures of the natives but instead the epidemic diseases that decimated the native population of North America and internecine warfare among native groups that prevented unified opposition to the European newcomers.

Raiding was an integral part of Native American warfare, especially in the Southwest. Raids involved small bands of warriors on fast horses (and many times horses were the targets of the raids). Many of the western tribes were expert at launching surprise raids, especially on unsuspecting villages. They frequently carried these out in the predawn hours, or they targeted settlements where they knew most of the men were away on a hunt, thus permitting them to move into the villages with virtually no resistance. Most tribes did not fight European-style set-piece battles; instead, they relied on guerrilla attacks and ambushes, usually in heavily wooded environments that facilitated stealth and cover.

Native American culture condoned the use of torture and enslavement of enemies. These often worked to Indian advantage in the War of 1812. Brigadier General William Hull’s surrender of Detroit in August 1812 was largely attributed to fears that if he did not do so, there might be a massacre of civilians there. But such actions could also backfire, as in the desire for revenge generated by the Raisin River Massacre of wounded American prisoners held by British-allied Indians on January 23, 1813, or the Red Stick Creek massacre of civilians and combatants alike in the Battle of Fort Mims on August 30, 1813.

In combat, Native Americans were intrepid and highly effective fighters. They fought valiantly to hold on to their lands and resist white encroachment. That they lost most of their territory to Americans does not mean that they were not effective military strategists or tacticians. Indeed, many historians argue that Native Americans were better horsemen than U.S. cavalrymen and were certainly more adept than the frontier militia formations they usually encountered. What made the difference, then, were diseases, which wrought havoc on Native American peoples; superior firepower and technology in the hands of their opponents; and the greater population base enjoyed by white Europeans, whose losses could also be rapidly made up through continuing immigration.

Matthew M. Muehlbauer and Jim Piecuch

See also

Detroit, Surrender of; Fort Mims, Battle of; Frenchtown, Battle of; Hull, William; Native American Policy, British; Native American Policy, U.S.; Native Americans; Native American Weaponry; Pigeon Roost Massacre; Tecumseh

Further Reading


Grenier, John. The First Way of War: American War Making on the Frontier, 1607–1814. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2005.

McNab, Chris. The Native American Warrior. New York: Thomas Dunne, 2010.

Starkey, Armstrong. European and Native American Warfare, 1675–1815. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1998.



Native American Weaponry

Whether serving alongside British or American forces, Native Americans generally acted as light infantry, using surreptitiousness and surprise to overwhelm opponents. Their weapons reflected this style of warfare, which was perfected centuries prior to the arrival of Europeans, and the desire to maximize enemy losses while minimizing their own.

Europeans involved with Hernando de Soto’s expedition in the 16th century reported that Indians used weapons that emphasized hand-to-hand combat, such as lances, spears, and war clubs, but preferred the bow and arrow, firing it at a rate that vastly exceeded that of the conquistadors’ crossbow. But as trade with European colonists began, the Indians shifted their preference toward firearms.

The War of 1812 largely disrupted this trade, however, minimizing the guns and ammunition available to Native Americans, except for those provided by the British, Spanish, or unscrupulous traders. The Creek War, for example, commenced with the Battle of Burnt Corn Creek (July 27, 1813) when Americans and their Creek allies attacked a Creek war party returning from Pensacola, Florida, where they went to buy badly needed guns and ammunition. In clashes with Major General Andrew Jackson’s forces in Alabama, roughly one in four Native Americans employed a firearm. Those Indians with guns almost all wielded muskets, firing buck and ball passed on to them by the British. This ammunition, which had more power to wound than kill, was better suited for the Native American strategy of disabling one’s opponent, whom they would later kill up close in hand-to-hand combat.

When guns were in short supply, the bow and arrow had to suffice. While having a speedier rate of fire than a gun, the bow and arrow was more likely to be a disabling weapon than a lethal one. It was surprisingly less accurate and had a shorter range than a musket and significantly less accuracy and range than a rifle but, in the hands of a well-trained warrior, was still a weapon to be reckoned with at close quarters.

Whether a bullet or bow was used, the next step in Indian fighting strategy was close combat. This was accomplished chiefly by a war club. Since de Soto’s time, this weapon had become one that cut and split. The stick with a weight was replaced by one resembling the hatchets carried by Europeans: the tomahawk. Yet the skill with which the warrior could wield such a weapon was offset in battles by the bayonet fixed to the end of an American musket.

Of final note among Native American weapons is the controversial scalping knife. Although mutilation inflicted by scalping knives was designed to terrify the opponent, it was also seen as a source of bravery, as removing part of the enemy in the heat of combat was a daring accomplishment. The number of scalps a warrior could display demonstrated not only his courage and martial prowess but also his status in civil and military life in a number of Native American tribes. While scalping contributed to the psychological warfare that Native Americans could exert, stories abounded of American forces also employing the tactic in retribution against the Indians.

John Anthony Tures
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Naval Blockade, British

Although most historical interest centers on individual ship engagements and fleet actions, Britain’s chief naval strategy during the French Revolution, the Napoleonic Wars, and the War of 1812 was an active blockade of the enemy coasts. The blockades were designed not only to constrain trade but also to limit the enemy’s naval options and all but preclude that nation’s navy from properly training its sailors. Combatants emerging from a port suffered from limited maneuverability, placing them at a tactical disadvantage against an opponent operating in the open sea. In most instances, a blockading squadron could engage the departing enemy ships in detail or cross the T of the ships as they attempted to exit a harbor.

However, as the British had learned during the American Revolutionary War, effective blockading was not an easy process. It required keeping ships on station for long periods and in all kinds of weathers. Blockading the coastline of the United States was a challenging task due to its great length, with much of that distance actually doubled due to the outer banks. There were also multiple channels leading to many major ports. Also, winter’s powerful westerly winds and frequent storms made a close blockade of the northeastern ports all but impossible. Unfortunately for the United States, however, its southern ports enjoyed no such weather advantage.

Britain’s naval blockade of the United States initially was limited by the need to maintain a blockade of most of the ports of continental Europe, especially with the advent of the Continental System and the Orders in Council. Also, it took time for British ships to be relocated to American waters, with the result that a number of U.S. Navy warships and privateers found relatively easy access to the open sea early in the conflict. The U.S. Navy’s early successes at sea in individual ship engagements convinced the British Admiralty to reinforce its North America squadron, bringing its strength to 10 ships of the line, 38 frigates, and 52 smaller warships. The additional warships enabled squadron commander Admiral Sir John B. Warren to extend his blockade all the way down to the Florida coast.

It nevertheless took time for Warren to tighten the blockade, but America’s foreign trade was suffering considerably by June 1813. Only those ships carrying material to Britain’s Peninsula Army were exempt from capture, although the British blockade of New England ports was deliberately loose to enable ships from those ports to deliver their cargoes to Canada, the West Indies, and Britain’s army in Portugal. However, that exemption evaporated in July 1813 when Britain’s army in Portugal no longer needed American food supplies.

By the autumn of 1813, most American warships were bottled up in port, and privateers were also finding it increasingly difficult to get to sea. At the same time, American commerce had fallen to less than half its prewar volume. Additionally, idleness was adversely affecting U.S. Navy morale and training. Many experienced seamen left to join privateers or the fleets on Lakes Erie, Ontario, and Champlain. In fact, the poor performance of the U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake against the Royal Navy frigate Shannon was in large part a result of the crew’s inexperience and limited training. At the same time, the Shannon probably boasted the best-trained frigate crew in the Royal Navy. That June 1, 1813, American defeat outside Boston Harbor shocked many Americans and gave morale of the Royal Navy a badly needed lift after its defeats in two-ship actions against American frigates.

[image: image]

This 1813 British political cartoon addresses the attempt by the Americans to employ naval mines, then known as torpedoes, against British warships involved in the naval blockade of the Atlantic coast. (Library of Congress)

The French withdrawal from the Netherlands in November 1813 removed that nation’s ships as a threat, releasing more British naval units for duty in American and Caribbean waters. Britain consequently extended the blockade into the Gulf of Mexico, including the mouth of the Mississippi River. Despite prevailing winds and weather conditions that precluded an effective tight blockade of New England’s ports and New York, Britain had all but terminated America’s maritime commerce by February 1814. The lost revenues and depredations of Royal Navy raids heavily influenced sentiment for peace negotiations.

The blockade received another boost when Napoleon’s April 1814 abdication entirely removed the French naval threat, freeing, should Britain wish to employ them there, more than 70 ships of the line, nearly 50 frigates, and untold smaller warships for service in North American waters. Britain’s blockade of American ports during the War of 1812 basically neutralized that nation’s small seagoing navy. It also inflicted heavy financial losses on America’s leading commercial centers and its economy, creating demands to end the war. However, the blockade also facilitated America’s successful campaign to gain control of Lake Erie and Lake Champlain. With their access to the ocean and related maritime employment all but closed by the British blockade, America’s most experienced seamen were shuttled to its expanding fleets on the lakes, where their skills contributed significantly to the victories achieved there. Nonetheless, the blockade facilitated the British strategy of taking the war to America and encouraging it to seek peace. Blockades remained a key feature in British naval operations and strategy well into the 20th century.

Carl Otis Schuster
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Naval Construction on the Great Lakes

Logistics—the support of naval and military operations with trained personnel, equipment, armament, munitions, and food—is a fundamental ingredient to success in war. Nowhere was the necessity of such support more obvious than in the efforts to secure naval superiority on the Great Lakes and Lake Champlain before and during the War of 1812.

Early 19th-century North America was a land of primitive roadways where the most efficient way of supporting military operations required control of the rivers and lakes that led to the location of major territorial objectives or that cut off the enemy’s supply routes. In this conflict, control of Lakes Champlain, Ontario, and Erie were critical to military operations. Given the small number of U.S. warships and the limited size of the few vessels of the prewar naval establishments on any of these bodies of water, the contest for naval superiority became, in essence, a shipbuilders’ war. Despite enormous difficulties of supporting the construction of vessels plus equipping, arming, and manning them, both sides expended enormous amounts of money, expertise, manpower, and effort to secure dominance on each of these lakes. Distance, rapids, mountains, and swamps hampered efforts to bring raw materials, workmen, tools, munitions, weapons, and sailors to the frontier environment in which the war was fought. The results, considering all the hardships to be surmounted, were truly impressive.

Lake Champlain constituted the traditional invasion route between Canada and the United States. The 107-mile-long lake resembles a two-bladed dagger pointing toward the Hudson Valley at one end and the St. Lawrence Valley to the north. With the Adirondack Mountains on the New York side and the Green Mountains on Champlain’s Vermont banks, control of the lake’s waters was essential for the success of any ground operation here. However, a rudimentary road system between the Hudson River and the village of Whitehall at the lake’s southern terminus made the support of American shipbuilding difficult. For the British, the Richelieu River was the natural outlet for the lake’s waters, but there was a 10-mile stretch of unnavigable rapids that made moving supplies upstream arduous.

For the British, the Grand Sault on the St. Lawrence River above Montreal required all products destined for Lake Ontario to be carried in bateaux, which were towed along the rapids and through primitive canals and locks constructed around the most dangerous cataracts. Traveling the 200 miles from Montreal to Kingston, Ontario, normally took at least eight days. For Americans, the transportation along the Mohawk-Oneida corridor was equally difficult. There was no waterway around Cohoes Falls at the mouth of the Mohawk River, so all goods and personnel disembarked at Albany and endured a 16-mile overland trip to Schenectady. From there flat-bottomed Durham boats transported cargo upstream through a five-lock canal around the Little Falls and a series of rapids before reaching Rome (Fort Stanwix). The two-mile Rome Canal took cargo into Wood Creek through whose ox-bow necks had been cut short canals that straightened the voyage to Lake Oneida. From that point movement of goods to Oswego on Lake Ontario was relatively easy.

For both sides in this conflict, cargo arriving on Lake Ontario confronted another obstacle before it could reach Lake Erie: the Niagara escarpment. Only laborious work by men and oxen could accomplish a successful portage over this formidable obstacle. Possession of an opponent’s Niagara portage effectively denied the ability to send a ship’s great guns and supplies to Lake Erie.

There were four ways to acquire warships: construct them before the conflict began, arm merchant vessels as naval ships, capture enemy vessels, or build new ones. Both sides tried all four methods, but it was the last of these that became the most important.

Because neither side could sail naval vessels into the lake system, both found themselves facing the difficult task of building squadrons on the lakes in the midst of a dense wilderness. There was a plentiful supply of wood, but skilled workmen, tools, sails, cordage, iron, cannon, munitions, and matériel all had to be forwarded from the Eastern Seaboard and, in the case of the British, across the Atlantic.

At war’s outset, the British had a decided advantage on Lakes Erie and Ontario. On Lake Erie the British possessed the Queen Charlotte (18 guns), General Hunter (10 guns), and Lady Prevost (12 guns). In addition, the North West Company’s armed brig Caledonia (3 guns) came into Provincial Marine service. The only American vessel was the army’s supply brig Adams (14 guns), and it was captured by the British early in the conflict.

On Lake Ontario, the British had the Earl of Moira (14 guns) and the Royal George (20 guns), and John Dennis directed the construction of the newly built Prince Regent (12 guns). Several times during the war these ships received name changes that make it difficult to keep track of them. The only U.S. vessel on the lake was the Oneida, a brig of 16 guns.

On Lake Champlain, the initial advantage lay with the Americans, where the War Department purchased the sloops President (10 guns) and Eagle and Growler (11 guns each) and two gunboats for conversion into navy use. The British had only three gunboats at their post at Île aux Noix near the head of the Richelieu River. This situation changed in June 1813 when an impetuous junior officer took the Eagle and Growler into the Richelieu, where the British captured them. Immediately the tactical situation on the lake changed, and the British raided the American shore. Lake Chaplain’s American commander, Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough, purchased and armed the merchant sloops Commodore Preble (9 guns) and Montgomery (8 guns) and built several gunboats. He soon regained naval dominance of the lake because the British did not match the Americans due to a lack of resources and shipwrights.
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The U.S. naval victory on Lake Champlain, September 11, 1814. Lithograph by Currier & Ives. (Library of Congress)

Meanwhile, both sides concentrated their efforts on Lakes Ontario and Erie. In the autumn of 1812 the U.S. Navy named Captain Isaac Chauncey as commodore of the Great Lakes Squadrons, and he immediately employed master shipbuilder Henry Eckford of New York City to construct the American fleet at Sackets Harbor, New York. Chauncey converted several merchant lakers for naval service that gave the United States naval superiority. Eckford and 150 shipwrights added to this with the construction of a shipyard and the Madison (24 guns). The shipbuilding war had now begun in earnest.

Perhaps the biggest American advantage in the naval construction race was the ability to secure the services of talented shipwrights from blockaded coastal ports where employment opportunities had become limited. There was no Canadian counterpart to this labor force and to American industry that produced the iron, sails, and cordage necessary for ship construction. Consequently, the British logistical trail stretched all the way to English dockyards, sail lofts, iron foundries, and ropewalks.

For both sides, the construction begun in the autumn of 1812 continued the next spring when the Americans launched the fast schooner Lady of the Lake (1 gun) and converted two captured merchantmen to gunboats. Immediately after launching the Lady, Eckford began construction of the ship-rigged General Pike (26 guns). It slid into the lake in mid-June 1813. At Kingston the British began construction of the sloop Wolfe (22 guns), completing it by the end of April. Commodore Chauncey and his Royal Navy counterpart, Commodore James Lucas Yeo, played a cautious game throughout 1813, and no decisive engagement took place between their growing squadrons.

Such was not the case on Lake Erie. Nowhere did the American logistical advantage appear more obvious than what happened above Niagara Falls. At Erie, Pennsylvania, New York City master shipbuilder Noah Brown directed construction of two brigs and four schooner-rigged gunboats designed to wrest control of Lake Erie from the British. He and his shipwrights finished two identical 20-gun brigs, the Lawrence and Niagara, and the four gunboats by early July 1813. Workmen from Philadelphia brought carronades overland from the Washington, D.C., and iron from Pittsburgh assisted in this effort. At Amherstburg, Upper Canada, near the mouth of the Detroit River, William Bell began construction of the ship-rigged Detroit (20 guns) and finally completed it by late July. The ship was the largest naval vessel on either side, but its mixed ordnance came from the ramparts of Fort Malden rather than the expected cannon that had not yet arrived on Lake Ontario from England. Even though the Detroit was coupled with five other Royal Navy vessels on the lake, it could not overcome the firepower advantage enjoyed by U.S. commander Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry when he combined the vessels built by Brown with three former merchantmen he had armed. The Battle of Lake Erie (September 10, 1813) resulted in the capture of the entire British squadron and American dominance of the region for the remainder of the war.

The loss at Lake Erie forced the Royal Navy to up the shipbuilding ante on both Lake Champlain and Lake Ontario in 1814. Sir James Yeo ordered the construction of a brig, the Linnet (16 guns), at Île aux Noix. Shortly after its completion, work began on the ship-rigged Confiance (39 guns). Construction progressed slowly, and the Confiance was not finished when it undertook its first cruise. The British also had 12 gunboats in their squadron, along with the captured Growler and Eagle, now renamed Chubb and Finch.

The U.S. Navy countered with a construction program of its own. At Vergennes, Vermont, Noah Brown constructed the brig Saratoga (26 guns) and took an uncompleted steamboat hull and converted it into the schooner-rigged Ticonderoga (17 guns). He then returned to New York. But word soon came of the Confiance’s construction, and Macdonough sought another brig for his squadron. President James Madison overruled a reluctant Secretary of the Navy William Jones, and thus Adam Brown, Noah’s younger brother, brought 200 workmen to Vergennes, where they built the Eagle (20 guns) in a mere 19 days.

Although the British had a slight firepower superiority over Macdonough’s squadron at the Battle of Lake Champlain on September 11, 1814, the American squadron destroyed its opponents in a decisive engagement. It is generally conceded that without the Eagle, the Americans would not have triumphed.

But it was on Lake Ontario in 1814 that the shipbuilders’ war reached its pinnacle. To match American construction efforts, the British Admiralty decided on a unique plan of sending four ships-in-frame built at the Chatham shipyards in England and shipping them to Montreal with their rigging and ordnance. The St. Lawrence River supply line was already so clogged that only one frigate frame came to Lake Ontario, and it—the Psyche (56 guns)—would not be finished until December 1814.

More important were the ships built at Kingston and Sackets Harbor. The British began in the winter, and their efforts seemed ready to give the Royal Navy dominance by the late spring of 1814. Commander Richard O’Connor of the Royal Navy contracted with several shipbuilders for the Prince Regent (58 guns) and Princess Charlotte (40 guns), which were added to Commodore Yeo’s squadron by May 1. At Sackets Harbor, Henry Eckford had a later start but again worked his magic and had two brigs—the Jefferson and Jones (20 and 21 guns, respectively)—ready by mid-April. At the same time, he was building the frigates Superior (58 guns) and Mohawk (42 guns), which were completed in June. By midsummer the American squadron had a modest firepower advantage over its British opponents.

But neither side was finished. At Kingston, William Bell (who had built the Detroit at Amherstburg) began construction of the largest sailing warship of the North American lakes, the St. Lawrence, pierced for 102 guns. Constructing this behemoth so strained the British supply line that it affected other naval and military activities on Lake Ontario. Ready for action by the end of September, the ship never fired a shot in anger as Chauncey withdrew the American squadron to Sackets Harbor. There Eckford, assisted by the Brown brothers and 1,200 workmen, began constructing two 130-gun ships, to be named the New Orleans and the Chippewa, and the 58-gun frigate Plattsburg. At Kingston, Thomas Strickland and John Goudie began the three-decker ships Canada and Wolfe in 1815. Because of the Treaty of Ghent, which officially ended the war on December 24, 1814, these were never finished, and the shipbuilders’ war ended in stalemate on Lake Ontario.

David C. Skaggs
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Naval Gunnery Practice

There was no established gunnery drill in the Royal Navy until 1817. In the U.S. Navy it came even later. As in much else aboard ship, gunnery procedures were left up to individual ship captains, although gunnery efficiency was certainly directly related to drill. A captain who put his crew through regular drill, including live-fire exercises so that procedures became automatic, was most likely to have success in battle. U.S. Navy captain James Lawrence foolishly ignored this when he accepted the challenge of a two-ship engagement from Captain Philip Broke of the British frigate Shannon. Lawrence set out in the frigate Chesapeake with a new and largely untrained crew with little experience. Broke, on the other hand, is generally credited with the development of improved gunnery practice, and he probably commanded the best-drilled gunnery ship in the Royal Navy. Broke conducted regular and realistic gunnery drills and had trained the men in concentrating fire. The deck of the Shannon was marked in degrees, and all guns were laid on the principle of converging lines. Broke had also spent his own funds to equip his ship with the latest aiming devices.

Most warships of the War of 1812 had the bulk of their guns mounted on truck carriages to port and starboard, and this meant that the ship could fight on two sides at once. If this was the case, however, it would mean that the size of the individual gun crews would be reduced by half. Indeed, having a larger crew was a considerable advantage in battle and was one of the factors in the American success in the early frigate actions of the war with the British. Thus, the victory of the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution over the Royal Navy frigate Guerriere was due not only to heavier guns (24-pounder long guns for the Americans versus 18-pounders for the British) but also a much larger crew: some 456 men for the Americans and only 282 for the British. There was a direct correlation between the size of a gun crew and rate of fire, but the British Admiralty had concluded that 18-pounders could be worked more rapidly than 24-pounders and that this would offset the larger shot of the latter. The larger American crews negated this, and they were equally as well trained and enthusiastic as their British counterparts.

Although gun crews varied widely in numbers of men, in 1809 a 24-pounder long gun in a U.S. Navy frigate might have a crew of 11 men, an 18-pounder 9 men, a 12-pounder 8 men, and a 6-pounder 5 men. Each gun crew member had a precise assignment. The crew included the gun captain, who had actual charge of the gun and was responsible for seeing to it that each crew member carried out his precise assignment; a sponger; a loader; and tacklemen, handspikemen, and auxiliaries. Not counted a formal part of a gun crew but essential to its operation was the boy or “powder monkey” assigned to each gun. He retrieved individual cartridges filled with powder from the ship’s magazine and carried these to the gun.

Preliminary to battle was the command calling the crew to quarters, generally effected by a drum roll. The men placed their hammocks in the hammock rails along the sides of the ship, if not already there, to provide some additional protection against small arms fire. Among other preparations, the crew stowed furniture and other articles not necessary to battle, distributed small arms, made ready the rigging axes and boarding axes, filled fire buckets and water tubs from which the men might drink, and dropped the ship’s boats astern.

Generally the guns were kept loaded in an environment where combat could occur, but they could be made ready for action in as little as a few minutes from the first beat of the drum. Assuming that the guns were not loaded, a general sequence of actions, based on commands given by the gun captain, was followed. These varied significantly. One contemporary noted that aboard his ship there were 27 separate commands for exercising the guns in his division, whereas another gun division on the same ship had only 3 commands: “fire,” “load,” and “run out.” William Falconer and William Burney in their book of 1815 listed 15 commands.

The gun crew first cast loose the portsill lanyard and cleared the gun and made it ready for action. The gun was then run in by working the train tackle and handspikes (long iron bars employed in positioning the gun on the deck). The men then placed quoins (wedges) in front of the trucks (wheels) on the gun carriage to prevent it from moving with the roll of the ship. A dampened wool sponge with a worm device was then run down the muzzle to the end of the bore both to extinguish any sparks and remove debris. At the same time, the gun captain cleared the vent with a priming wire and sealed it with thumbstall. On the command of “Load!” the charge in the form of the cartridge (powder bag) was placed in the muzzle end of the bore and rammed home. Pass boxes might be colored with the type of charge: short, medium, and long range. Marks on the rammer shaft indicated that the cartridge, and later the shot, were properly seated against the cartridge. A wad might then be inserted to hold the shot in place.

The solid shot followed. On the next command—“Run out!”—the crew removed the truck quoins, opened the port shutters, and used the tackles and handspikes to return the gun to its proper position for firing. On “Prime!” the gun captain again made certain the vent was clear and, by running the priming wire down the vent, punched a hole in the cartridge bag. He then inserted a priming tube with fine-grain powder and cocked the gun lock, if the gun was equipped with one. The next command might be “Aim.” Under the direction of the gun captain the crew used the handspikes and wooden quoin to train and elevate/depress the gun on its target. The men then assumed their stations well to the sides of the gun so as not to be caught when it recoiled against its breeching. The last command for firing might be the two-part “Ready—fire.” Then, according to the rise and fall of the vessel, the gun was properly aligned on the enemy vessel, and on “fire” he touched off the primer either by means of the lighted match or by pulling sharply on the lanyard to the cannon lock.

Discharge caused the gun and its carriage to recoil sharply back on its rope breeching. The firing sequence would then be repeated as many times as necessary until the crew either secured or housed (in the case of the lower deck) the gun.

Generally speaking, in the U.S. Navy gun crews tried to fire the gun when the ship rode the top of a wave and had just begun to roll toward the target. This practice accounted for the large number of hull hits registered by the Americans during the War of 1812. The objective was to try to sink the enemy ship by hitting it amidships near the waterline.

There were two types of fire: direct firing, where the gun was laid so that the shot would hit the target directly, and ricochet firing, which was employed both on land and at sea. Ricochet firing at sea required smooth water. In it the gun was raised not more than two degrees above the water. Ricochet firing offered the promise of greater range but with less striking power. It was employed primarily against enemy boats. There were also different methods of firing: independent firing (also known as firing at will), firing in succession, firing by broadside, and concentrated fire, when the guns were all laid to fire on the same point, something difficult to achieve in battle.

Guns might also be double-shotted and even triple-shotted for short ranges, although this led to reduced velocity. Rate of fire varied. One source, however, credits the U.S. Navy and the Royal Navy with being able to get off one shot per minute, with the French Navy lagging behind at one shot every three minutes.

Naval battles were usually not of long duration, but they were generally intense and could be very bloody. Wooden and metal splinters caused by the explosion of a shell or hit of a shot were the chief causes of personnel casualties that often produced frightful wounds. It was usual practice to paint the gun carriages red so as to help hide the appearance of blood during an engagement.

Given two ships of equal size, success in battle depended on thorough training, with the side that could fire its guns the faster and with the most accuracy the more likely to triumph. As with warfare generally, however, luck always played a role.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Naval Strategy, Great Britain

The U.S. declaration of war against Britain of June 18, 1812, coming just days before the French invasion of Russia, placed the British in a difficult situation. Although the French fleet had been crushed at Trafalgar on October 21, 1805, Napoleon was at the peak of his power, and his expected conquest of Russia would give him vast resources to reconstitute his navy. Russia and the Baltic were then the primary sources of timber for the construction of British warships. Should this source be cut, it would greatly affect British shipbuilding. At the same time, intelligence reports indicated that the French were already rebuilding their fleet at Toulon.

In 1812, however, the Royal Navy was by far the world’s most powerful maritime force, with 130 ships of the line and 600 frigates and smaller vessels. Since 1793 Britain had been locked in war with France except for one interlude of peace during 1802–1803. The Royal Navy was absolutely essential in the struggle between these two powers. Britain is an island nation, and even in 1812 it was somewhat dependent on imports of food and natural resources. To pay for these and finance the war against France, Britain, then leading the world in the Industrial Revolution, needed to export its manufactured goods. The Royal Navy thus had to maintain the blockade of French ports and do battle with numerous French privateers, not only in European waters but also in the West Indies and elsewhere, in order to maintain the lines of communication that were essential to the nation’s survival.

All of this meant that in June 1812 few ships were available for immediate deployment in American waters. Indeed, on the entire American station (Halifax and Newfoundland, Jamaica, and the Leeward Islands) the British had 5 ships of the line, 19 frigates, 41 brigs, and 16 schooners. But few in the British government or the Royal Navy regarded the minuscule U.S. Navy with anything other than contempt.

With its resources already stretched thin, on learning of the declaration of war the British Admiralty decided not to make special provisions or dispatch reinforcements. That attitude changed in the autumn of 1812 as London received reports of shipping losses to American privateers and reeled from the decidedly unwelcome news of a nearly unbroken string of American victories in two-ship engagements, especially by the powerful American frigates. In October the commander of the North American Station, Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren, who had replaced Vice Admiral Herbert Sawyer only the month before, requested reinforcements and established a blockade of American ports. The Admiralty concurred and reinforced his force to 10 ships of the line, 38 frigates, and 52 smaller vessels. It nevertheless took time for Warren to tighten the blockade, although the British blockade of antiwar New England ports was deliberately loose to enable ships from those ports to deliver their cargoes to Canada, the West Indies, and Britain’s army in Portugal. This exemption expired in July 1813 when Britain’s army in Portugal no longer needed American food supplies.

The Admiralty also wanted to go beyond merely extending the blockade of America’s ports. Indeed, it ordered Warren to seek out and destroy the ships of the U.S. Navy. At the same time, the lords of the Admiralty decreed that the British ships were to operate in small squadrons so that they might outnumber and more easily destroy the powerful American frigates when the latter were encountered. In order to bring the war directly to the American people, Warren also organized naval assets under Vice Admiral Sir George Cockburn to raid the coast and destroy commercial enterprises as well as shipping and government facilities. Cockburn unleashed a series of raids in the Chesapeake Bay region that all but destroyed that area’s coastal trade. In the process the British also burned several towns and a number of plantations. An attempted assault on Norfolk and an effort to capture the frigate Constellation were repulsed, although the British did land and briefly hold Hampton, Virginia. Nevertheless, by mid-1813 most U.S. warships and merchant shipping had been bottled up in port. The British were less successful in ending the threat to British commerce posed by the many American privateers, although British privateers also enjoyed success but against fewer American merchant ships.

At the same time, British naval strategy called for winning control of the Great Lakes to both prevent future American invasions of Canada and make possible British invasions of the United States from that place. A naval-building contest occurred in the winter of 1812–1813, but with their more abundant resources the Americans enjoyed more success than did the British and won the important Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813. It and the subsequent Battle of Lake Champlain a year later fortified the U.S. backdoor against British attack.

To encourage revolt and unrest, Warren’s successor, Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, adopted a program of offering freedom to slaves who rallied to the British, and he even enlisted several hundred of them in the British military. Cochrane continued the depredations in the Chesapeake Bay area, and in the summer of 1814 after the defeat of Napoleon and the release of substantial troop reinforcements from Europe for the war against America, Cochrane implemented a much more aggressive British strategy.

[image: image]

A satirical depiction of British efforts to recover from their major naval reverses on Lake Erie and Lake Champlain. (Library of Congress)

In the summer of 1814 the British planned to carry the war to the Americans on three fronts. A large land force would invade upper New York state from Canada, accompanied by a small squadron on Lake Champlain. At the same time, a second smaller land force but a considerably larger naval force would carry out joint raids in the Chesapeake Bay area designed in part to draw off American land assets from the north. Finally, the British planned a major joint expedition to capture the important American port city of New Orleans.

The first part of this strategy went awry when the British naval force on Lake Champlain met defeat on September 11, 1814. Although he enjoyed a crushing numerical superiority in land forces, the British land commander, Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, then withdrew from Plattsburgh back into Canada.

The second British effort was the only one to enjoy real success, but it too ultimately met rebuff. Cochrane and land force commander Major General Robert Ross came up with a plan whereby they would deceive the Americans as to their real objective and were able to capture, and briefly hold, Washington, D.C. Cochrane then dithered over the next British objective, Baltimore, fearing that British forces were not sufficiently strong to take this important port city. His delay in making up his mind gave the Americans additional time to strengthen the city’s defenses, and Cochrane’s fears became self-fulfilling when his ships failed to shell Fort McHenry into submission and Ross was killed in the British land attack. The British then reembarked their troops and sailed off to the West Indies to reconstitute their forces for the most ambitious of the three prongs of their strategy: the capture of New Orleans. Taking that city would enable them to control the Mississippi River. This plan also failed in a battle fought after a peace treaty had been signed in Ghent, Belgium. The subsequent British capture of Fort Bowyer proved meaningless.

Nevertheless, despite the many small-scale American victories in two-ship engagements early in the war, the British naval strategy achieved most of its objectives at a comparatively low cost. Interestingly, the Union’s naval strategy in the American Civil War was strikingly similar to that of Britain’s in the War of 1812.

Carl Otis Schuster and Spencer C. Tucker
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Naval Strategy, United States

In many ways, for the United States the War of 1812 was a repeat of the Revolutionary War, only this time there was no direct assistance from France. In 1812 the Royal Navy enjoyed even greater dominance than in 1775. The British could put to sea 130 ships of the line and 600 frigates and smaller vessels. For all practical purposes, the U.S. Navy had in commission only 6 frigates, 10 smaller warships, and 62 gunboats intended for coastal operations. Another 3 frigates (2 of which were unseaworthy), 4 bomb vessels, and some 100 gunboats were in ordinary (reserve status).

Fortunately for the United States, Britain was then locked in a life-and-death struggle against France, its ships blockading the coasts controlled by Napoleon and protecting British merchant ships on the high seas. On the entire American Station (Halifax and Newfoundland, Jamaica, and the Leeward Islands) the British had 5 ships of the line, 19 frigates, and 57 smaller ships. It was 1813 before the Royal Navy could shift substantial naval assets to North America.

As war loomed, there were disagreements within the U.S. Navy as to the best strategy to employ in the event of conflict with the British. Following any declaration of war, the time required for the Royal Navy to shift additional naval assets to the North American Station provided a window of opportunity for U.S. offensive action. Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton had yet to make up his mind, and his indecision over strategy reflected divisions among naval officers and the department. If the navy was to remain on the defensive, U.S. frigates, operating singly or in squadrons, might be employed off the Atlantic coast or in the shipping lanes between Britain and the St. Lawrence. If the decision was to take the offensive, then this would have to be against British commerce. Fleet actions were out of the question for a navy that did not possess a single ship of the line.

If the U.S. Navy was to go on the offensive, there was the matter of whether the larger warships were to be sent out singly or in squadrons. The small cruisers could operate independently in the relatively calm seas and gentle winds in the West Indies. Here too they would have a better chance at escaping larger British ships than in the heavy winds of the North Atlantic. If ships were to be sent to interrupt commerce off the British Isles, then grouped vessels operating to common purpose under the same commander would be more effective than single raiders.

In the weeks before the war, Hamilton asked the opinion of his senior commanders as to strategy. Captain John Rodgers urged sending a small squadron of two or three frigates and a sloop to cruise off the British coasts and dispatching the smaller ships to the West Indies. Captain William Bainbridge wanted to disperse the ships widely; he believed that even those ships retained in American harbors should be separated among as many ports as possible to avoid attracting a British strike. Captain Stephen Decatur advocated a middle approach of sending out as soon as possible the ships of the navy singly or no more than two frigates together with the largest possible quantity of provisions to operate “distant from our own coast,” with the cruising station determined by the commanders involved.

Hamilton decided in favor of Commodore Rodgers’s squadron approach and ordered Decatur to bring his own ships from the Chesapeake to join those under Rodgers at New York. On June 22 Hamilton issued orders for Rodgers to initiate squadron operations that were essentially defensive in character. Hamilton called for the two squadrons under Rodgers to get to sea and then separate. Rodgers would sail for the Chesapeake and then cruise from there off and on in an easterly direction. Decatur’s squadron would to do the same in a southerly direction. Hamilton anticipated that the two squadrons would thus come together occasionally and, should combined action be feasible, operate under Rodgers’s command. This strategy was decidedly defensive in character and was designed to force British warships to concentrate into larger formations to prevent the loss of individual ships, thereby creating breaks in the blockade and allowing American merchant ships to return home and U.S. warships to leave port. Indeed, a large number of merchant ships had been rushed to Spain with cargoes of flour in anticipation of the April 4 embargo.

Hamilton’s order hardly mattered, for Rodgers had already decided on offensive action better calculated to influence British policy. On June 21, the day before Hamilton’s order, Rodgers learned of the declaration of war. Acting on his own initiative and no doubt in part motivated by the prize money that might result and also fearful of an order from Hamilton that would restrict his movements, only an hour later Rodgers and his squadron took to sea, consisting of his own ships, the frigate President (flag) and sloop Hornet, along with Decatur’s squadron of the frigates United States and Congress and the brig Argus.

Rodgers hoped to intercept the British Jamaica fleet of some 110 merchantmen. The latter had sailed for England around May 20, convoyed by several British warships. If Rodgers could take a number of these ships, it would be a significant economic blow to the British. Interception was indeed possible, as the merchantmen would first sail slowly north-northeast paralleling the Gulf Stream and the American coast until at about 40 degrees latitude they would seek to take advantage of the trade winds and head east for the English Channel. Any chance of Rodgers overtaking the convoy was dashed, however, in a chase of the British frigate Belvidera, which managed to escape. Rodgers and Decatur then separated.

As most of the American merchant ships scurried home to safety, much to the surprise of the British the Americans scored a series of triumphs in two-ship engagements. Captain Isaac Hull’s frigate Constitution defeated the British frigate Guerriere and then later pounded the frigate Java into a useless hulk, the sloop Wasp defeated the Frolic, the sloop Hornet sank the Peacock, and the frigate United States defeated and captured the frigate Macedonian. No one, least of all the British, could have anticipated this reversal of fortune.

Unfortunately, these American victories were fleeting. In 1813 when sufficient British warships had arrived on station to impose an effective coastal blockade, the U.S. Navy was for all practical purposes confined to port. Only occasionally did a warship escape the blockade, as with the Constitution near the end of the conflict. The British also partially redeemed their earlier frigate losses when HMS Shannon captured the American frigate Chesapeake and, after the formal end of the war, when the ship of the line Majestic and its squadron captured the American frigate President. (The Constitution evened the score with the capture, even later after the official end of the war, of the Cyane and Levant). Thus, during 1813–1814 the United States found itself in much the same situation at sea as had been the case during the American Revolutionary War, with most of its warships blockaded in port and the British able to move their land forces virtually at will along the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts.

A major American war objective was the conquest of Canada, and control of the St. Lawrence River and the Great Lakes and Lake Champlain was critical to this. The British sought to prevent this from occurring, and in the winter of 1812–1813 both sides embarked on a naval-builders’ war. The U.S. effort was led by Captain Isaac Chauncey, commodore of the Great Lakes Squadron. While the naval balance seesawed back and forth, here the American naval effort enjoyed success. In September 1813 the Americans won the Battle of Lake Erie, securing control of that important lake, and in September 1814 Commodore Thomas Macdonough was also victorious at Plattsburgh on Lake Champlain. His naval victory here turned back a powerful British land invasion from Canada. These two inland victories fortified the backdoor of the United States, but there was also criticism of Chauncey for failure to lend effective support to American land operations.

The large number of U.S. gunboats, most mounting several large guns, served chiefly on convoy duty along the coastal waterways. They also operated offensively, securing Mobile for the United States, the country’s only real territorial gain of the war. The prewar belief—and justification for the construction program—that numbers of the gunboats could join together and defeat large single British warships such as frigates was, however, proven incorrect on several occasions. Although the gunboats of the New Orleans Squadron met defeat against British boats in the Battle of Lake Borgne in December 1814, they had earlier not only taken Mobile but also defeated the Baratarians in their pirate stronghold, and their Lake Borgne stand did help delay the British advance on New Orleans and purchase time for the Americans to build up their land defenses there.

As in the Revolutionary War, the principal American naval effort came through a guerre de course on the high seas in which both U.S. Navy warships and privateers preyed on British shipping. Of 22 U.S. Navy warships, 18 were engaged in commerce warfare, and these took 165 prizes. Of 526 registered privateers, only some 200 engaged in extended operations on the high seas, but these took 1,344 prizes. This effort grew in intensity during the conflict, for 1,054 of the prizes were taken in the last 18 months of the war, an average of 2 per day. British insurance rates soared, and while mere commerce raiding could not win the war for the United States, it could and did produce a strong financial incentive for Britain to conclude peace.

Robert B. Kane and Spencer C. Tucker
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Naval Tactics

See Tactics, Naval

Naval Weapons, Boarding

Weapons for boarding an enemy ship and, conversely, defending against an enemy attack varied widely. They included edged weapons, polearms, and firearms.

Cutlasses were the favored weapon for hand-to-hand combat at sea. The word “cutlass” is derived from the Latin cultellus, for “short sword.” By the 18th century the term “cutlass” had come to be applied to the short cut-and-thrust saber-bladed hangers favored by seamen. The cutlass had many forms through the navies and merchant fleets of the Age of Fighting Sail. Its distinguishing characteristics were shortness (blade lengths ranging from 20 to 30 inches, which was much more useful in a melee than a longer-bladed sword) and heavy protection for the hand (a proven necessity in close-up crowded combat). Most had sabers, or slightly curved blades, although during the mid-1700s the Royal Navy adopted a straight-bladed model (with a double-disk guard) that was copied by the fledgling American navy, among others. By whatever configuration, the cutlass remained the fundamental boarding and antiboarding shipboard weapon for all ships throughout the Age of Fighting Sail and even beyond. By the early 1800s, naval issues of cutlasses were on the order of two per gun.

Dirks were daggers, usually worn by military officers in circumstances where a sword was inconvenient but a symbol of authority was required. Naval dirks came into fashion during the mid-1700s, likely having descended from the short hunting hangers favored by naval officers during previous the century. Often naval dirks are referred to as “midshipmen’s dirks,” but they were carried by officers of all ranks. Many dirks were quite small, even miniature; others were made to be used as actual fighting knives, with blades up to 16 inches in length, a style that found favor only from circa 1790 to circa 1810. Prior to that period and after it, most naval dirks were intended solely for ceremony.

Boarding axes were another edged weapon. These probably dated to Viking times or earlier. Larger than a hatchet but smaller than a felling ax, the naval boarding ax was primarily used as a firefighting tool (fire during battle being an ever-present danger to wooden fighting ships). The naval boarding ax had the distinctive spike of the fire ax for tearing into embedded fire and a cutting edge for chopping away the rigging of a fallen mast dragging alongside, impeding a ship’s movement. It might be employed by ordinary seamen in battle not armed with a cutlass, boarding pike, pistol, or musket. Generally speaking, regulations at the time of the War of 1812 called for two boarding axes per gun aboard ship. In boarding an enemy ship from a small boat, a climber could hook the boarding ax onto a ship’s chain plates.

Boarding pikes were simply a spear, some 8 feet in length, with a wooden haft tipped by either a sharpened blade or a spike of 8 to 12 inches in length, either socketed or secured by side straps. All lacked any projection that might become caught up in the rigging. The boarding pike was most useful in repelling an enemy trying to climb the sides of the ship. It was also used to cut through antiboarding nettings. The average ship’s allotment of boarding pikes was about two pikes for every gun. Pikemen were regularly drilled in their use, primarily never letting the weapon’s point aim anywhere other than directly at the opponent.

Finally, boarding parties and those seeking to repel them would have available a wide variety of firearms, primarily pistols but also muskets and rifles employed by marines in the fighting tops during battle to pick off exposed members of the enemy crew, especially officers, on deck.

To defend against boarders, crews would string boarding nettings, actually antiboarding nettings. Swaths of tough net would be hung from the yardarms of square-rigged ships, preventing easy entry by invaders from small boats or from the deck of an enemy ship alongside. Often reinforced by chain or wire to prevent them from being hacked through too quickly by cutlasses, the nettings protected the ship with an outboard-hanging enclosure that made attackers vulnerable during the time it took them to cut their way through. Most often a crew would employ nettings when anchored in enemy waters, although some net arrangements were adjustable enough to be rigged while the ship was under sail.
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New Brunswick Maritime Province

British Canadian Maritime province. New Brunswick borders Quebec’s Gaspé Peninsula and Chaleur Bay to the north, the Gulf of St. Lawrence and Northumberland Strait to the east, the Chignecto Isthmus to the southeast (which connects New Brunswick to the Nova Scotia peninsula), the Bay of Fundy to the south, and Maine (then part of Massachusetts) to the west. The province encompasses 28,150 square miles. News of the June 1812 U.S. declaration of war against Great Britain brought great anxiety to officials and residents of New Brunswick alike. With only 50 artillerymen and 650 soldiers of the 104th Regiment for defense, the province seemed extremely vulnerable, particularly because it was adjacent to Maine. Early fears of an invasion convinced members of the provincial legislature in Fredericton to appropriate £10,000 for the province’s defense. Major General George Stracy Smyth subsequently prepared for an anticipated invasion by building breastworks and batteries. However, New Brunswick’s position did not become the liability that Smyth and others had feared once the Royal Navy established control of the Atlantic coast of North America.

Many residents of New England opposed the War of 1812 and wished to maintain the ties of commerce with British Canada, which the James Madison administration had severed. Soon after the war began, residents of Eastport, Maine, sent a letter to their Canadian neighbors declaring that they had voted to continue peaceful relations with the province. New Brunswick’s position adjacent to the border of the United States created an opportunity for officials and merchants in the province to exploit New England’s antiwar sentiment.

By the end of the summer of 1812 it became apparent that there would be no American invasion of the province. Indeed, Smyth and other officials soon realized that New Brunswick could exploit its position on the border to foster antiwar sentiment across the border and secure supplies from the United States. Smyth thus created a system of licenses that allowed Americans to export flour and other provisions to the ports of Saint John and St. Andrews. The province’s merchants also played an important role in undermining the various American embargoes and nonintercourse acts passed by the U.S. Congress.

Although Smyth had ordered a small contingent of troops to along the Saint Croix border with the United States, it quickly became apparent that they were not needed for forward defense purposes. Indeed, the only American threat that residents of the province faced was from American privateers. Smyth retaliated by issuing privateering commissions to New Brunswick’s ship owners, but the province’s privateers sometimes created problems by interfering with the licensed trade. Throughout the War of 1812, business concerns trumped bellicosity.

The disputed border with Maine led to the armed confrontation in February 1839 known as the Aroostook War, also known the Pork and Beans War, the Coon-Canuck War, the Lumberjacks’ War, and the Northeastern Boundary Dispute. This was also a major factor in the war scare between the United States and Britain during 1841–1842 that led to the Webster-Ashburton Treaty of August 9, 1842, that finally resolved the matter.
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New England

On the eve of the War of 1812 New Englanders faced the prospect of another war with Great Britain, and this influential region of the United States provided some of the most vociferous antiwar sentiment. A good bit of this was the consequence of serious economic damage wrought to the region by the various trade embargoes in the years leading up to the conflict. At the time, New England numbered only five states: Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont, and New Hampshire. The present-day state of Maine was then part of Massachusetts and was known as the District of Maine.

Shaped by ancient geologic upheavals and carved by the movement of glaciers, New England is confined by the Appalachian Mountains to the west and north and the Atlantic Ocean to the east and south. Unlike the fertile land between sea and distant mountains of Mid-Atlantic and South Atlantic states, New England has a narrow coastal area. The soil is generally poor. The Connecticut River and its rich river valley is the exception rather the rule. Most New England rivers are short, shallow, and swift. In northern New England, a granite base is interspaced with marshland and spruce forests. While its agricultural prospects were limited, New England’s abundant maritime resources included numerous and commodious harbors, offshore banks teeming with fish, and a plentiful supply of timber. When early 17th-century English Puritans sought refuge in North America, the geographical limitations of New England seemed unimportant. With time and increased population, however, the topography of the region became an obstacle to the needs and aspirations of its inhabitants. As a region, by 1812 it was the wealthiest and most literate region of the United States.

Of the five states that formed New England in 1812, the largest, Massachusetts, held that position thanks to the inclusion of Maine, which it controlled until 1820. Upon achieving statehood, Maine’s area nearly equaled that of the other New England states combined. Without Maine, Massachusetts fell behind Vermont and New Hampshire in square miles and ahead of only Connecticut and Rhode Island.

Some half a million residents made Massachusetts the most populated New England state, and its history, commercial prowess, and political heritage made it the most influential of them. But along with Rhode Island and Connecticut, the population of the southern New England states had increased by less than 20 percent since 1790. Living in three of the most densely populated states, inhabitants began to look elsewhere for cheap and vacant land. Those with resources, especially in Connecticut and western Massachusetts, moved into the Hudson River Valley and beyond. People of more limited means found cheap and quick passage aboard lumber schooners to Maine from Boston.

Northern New England experienced population increases of 150 to 260 percent between 1790 and 1810. Getting there proved far easier than establishing a livelihood, however. Many individuals tried farming in isolated regions; others raised sheep or combined both farming and fishing. Reaching markets from the interior was difficult. Roads were few, and the ragged coastline of New England required long detours to fords or bridges.

Hemmed in by nature, New Englanders looked at the world from a different perspective. They viewed the enthusiasm of others for westward expansion as an abandonment of the founding fathers and a threat to national integrity. Unfortunately for that position, Democratic Republicans dominated Congress and pursued assertive foreign and expansionist policies. For New Englanders in general and Federalists in particular, the leadership of their region in the American Revolution was a distant memory. Furthermore, many of the new settlers of northern New England became Democratic Republicans as they struggled against the local establishment. Equally disturbing was the willingness of some southern New England political leaders to accept positions offered by the new party.

Whether it was fishing in coastal or offshore waters, carrying cargo to foreign ports, or whaling and sealing in the Pacific Ocean, maritime ventures beckoned New Englanders as surely as western lands attracted settlers from the middle and southern states. And like frontiersmen crossing the mountains, New England mariners and merchants risked their lives and fortunes in unchartered waters and distant markets. American neutrality in the Napoleonic Wars had increased New England’s carrying trade, and New England merchants knew that war with Great Britain would cost ships and close markets. Losses suffered by the many would not be balanced by the privateering profits of a few. The prospect that parts of New England, such as eastern Maine or Nantucket, could be isolated or even occupied by the British was also cause for concern. Cautious by nature, New Englanders understood that what had happened during the Revolution could be repeated in a new war with Britain.

As if demographic, political, and economic upheavals were not sufficient to worry New Englanders on the eve of the War of 1812, fierce battles raged between Congregationalists and the newer faiths (Baptists and Methodists) that were attracting more members. And, of course, there was the ongoing strife within the Congregational Church between conservative and liberal ministers. Yale College had been established a century earlier by conservative Congregationalists who were convinced that Harvard College was straying from the true theological path. Now, at the beginning of the 19th century, the appointment of Unitarians to the Harvard faculty and board drove some orthodox members to resign and create a rival theological college named Andover. And whatever their particular faith, ministers, once the leaders of their communities, found themselves being displaced by local politicians, be they Federalists or Democratic Republicans.

In addition to religious turmoil, New England was more than two decades into a commercial experiment that would drastically alter the region’s society and economy. While maritime activity was the established, if risky, way to wealth, some individuals were investing in various manufacturing enterprises. The first factories, in Rhode Island, spun cotton yarn for textiles and produced candles in limited quantities, setting the stage for the incipient Industrial Revolution. But on the eve of the War of 1812, Massachusetts scion Francis Cabot Lowell and his brother-in-law Patrick Jackson were securing land outside Boston for what would become the first modern factory that contained, under one roof, the entire process for changing cotton into finished cloth. The factory began operating in 1813, and the Industrial Revolution began taking root in the New World.

When American whalers in the Pacific heard about the war one year after it began, they assumed the report to be false. Some American captains in distant waters tried to get home, while others prudently waited out the war in foreign ports to avoid capture. While New England as a whole was not enthusiastic for the war, the conflict gave those with government contracts the opportunity to profit. Naturally some New England masters quickly outfitted privateers to catch prizes before the news of war became widespread.

As the war continued and economic hardship increased, Democratic Republican governors were replaced by those of the Federalist Party. A number of New England Federalists became so disenchanted with the war and the nation’s political climate that they convened a congress, known as the Hartford Convention, in the later months of 1814. The delegates at the convention debated and aired many of their grievances, and some of the more radical ones even advocated that the New England states secede from the Union. Although that course of action was never seriously considered by the convention as a whole, the meetings clearly demonstrated New Englanders’ disgust with U.S. policy over the preceding decade. As it turned out, the war ended and rendered the Hartford Convention moot. In addition, many New England Federalists were viewed as rabble-rousing traitors, and the Federalist Party imploded shortly thereafter.

Thanks to British attacks on towns and the seizure of eastern Maine near the end of the war, postwar governments were determined to prevent a repetition in the future through the construction of a series of strong stone forts. The shipment of Maine granite for the pre–Civil War forts that still dot the American coast was the War of 1812’s most symbolic legacy; the movement of investors from maritime adventures to factories was the most significant effect of the War of 1812 upon New England. Despite the opposition to the war in New England and the economic deprivation that it engendered, the region emerged from the conflict poised to become the birthplace of the American Industrial Revolution.

Joseph A. Goldenberg
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Newfoundland

Canadian island province. Separated from the Labrador Peninsula by the Strait of Belle Isle, Newfoundland covers 42,031 square miles. For centuries its chief economic engine has been the whaling and fishing industries, owing to its close proximity to the North Atlantic’s famed Grand Banks fishing grounds.

Newfoundland’s population in 1815 was estimated to be about 50,000. While Newfoundland was economically important to Britain, it was never seriously threatened during the Napoleonic Wars or the War of 1812. England first laid claim to Newfoundland in 1586, and thereafter France and sometimes Spain challenged British control of the island’s lucrative cod fishery. While France finally accepted British sovereignty over the island following the War of Spanish Succession in 1713, fishing disputes continued well into the 19th century.

Because the colony was sparsely populated throughout the 18th and early 19th centuries, the Crown left its administration to a Royal Navy officer, who also served as commander in chief. The commodore-governor, as he was known, generally resided in Newfoundland during the presence of the annual fishing fleet. By 1818 the permanent population had grown sufficiently large to warrant the appointment of a resident civil governor, although the title “commodore-governor” continued until 1825. Between 1810 and 1812, this post was held by Admiral Sir John Duckworth, followed by Vice Admiral Sir Richard Keats (1813–1816).

Because Newfoundland was not threatened, the garrison there remained relatively small. In 1793 the Newfoundland Squadron of the Royal Navy, based at St. John’s, had nine vessels of various types. This grew to 12 vessels by 1812.

Between 1812 and 1814 the general officer commanding in Newfoundland was Major General Francis Moore, who led a garrison consisting primarily of a detachment from the Nova Scotia Fencible Regiment and the Royal Artillery. Moore was succeeded by Major General Charles Campbell in May 1814, who held the post until early 1815.

Perhaps Newfoundland’s greatest contribution to the defense of British North America during the War of 1812 was the Royal Newfoundland Fencible Infantry. Raised originally for service in North America in 1795 and disbanded in 1802, the unit was re-formed in 1803. In 1807 it moved to Quebec, from where it occupied various stations. During the War of 1812 the Royal Newfoundland Fencible Infantry provided marine detachments for the Provincial Marine and Royal Navy vessels on the inland lakes, while companies of the regiment served in both Upper and Lower Canada and participated in many actions and battles.
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New Hampshire

U.S. state located in northern New England. New Hampshire covers 9,279 square miles and is bordered by Vermont to the west, Canada to the north, Maine and the Atlantic Ocean to the east, and Massachusetts to the south. New Hampshire is quite mountainous, especially in the northern part of the state. Mount Washington, the highest peak in the northeastern United States at 6,288 feet, is part of New Hampshire’s White Mountain range. As with much of northern New England, the climate features cool, pleasant summers and long, cold, snowy winters except near the coast, where winter weather is usually more moderate. On the eve of the War of 1812, New Hampshire’s population was about 215,000.

Unlike the southern New England states, the inhabitants of New Hampshire were split in their attitude regarding the war, as the Federalist Party was not as strong there. In 1812 Governor William Plumer sent state militia troops to serve in Major General Henry Dearborn’s abortive Canada offensive. That move angered New England Federalists who believed such actions to be unconstitutional. Plumer, a Democratic Republican who supported the war, also tried to crack down on smuggling along the Canadian–New Hampshire border, but that too angered his constituents. In 1813 Plumer lost his reelection bid to John T. Gilman, a Federalist.

Gilman was not able to push through his entire Federalist agenda because the state’s executive council was evenly divided between prowar and antiwar members. He did, however, immediately rescind Plumer’s order sending militia troops into federal service. In the summer of 1814 Gilman mobilized some 1,500 militiamen to guard the coast, especially Portsmouth, which was the home of a major shipyard. He also charged militia brigadier general John Montgomery with fortifying coastal defense works, including Fort Sumner at Portsmouth. Interestingly, New Hampshire sent no state-level delegates to the 1814 Hartford Convention, reflecting the weakness of the Federalist Party there. Two New Hampshire counties did dispatch one delegate each, however. Also, by the time the convention was to meet, the coastal threat in New Hampshire had largely passed.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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New Jersey

Mid-Atlantic state encompassing 7,787 square miles. New Jersey is bordered by New York to the north, Delaware and the Delaware Bay to the south, Pennsylvania to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the east. The state’s population on the eve of the War of 1812 was approximately 250,000, making it quite densely populated for its size. New Jersey was bitterly divided by the conflict and was the scene of numerous small-scale British raids along the coast.

Beginning in May 1812 before the declaration of war in June, New Jersey Federalists organized antiwar political meetings and adopted the title “Friends of Peace.” The state’s Democratic Republicans meanwhile were divided over whether to support the reelection of President James Madison or his Democratic Republican challenger DeWitt Clinton in the 1812 presidential contest. Even many Madison supporters, such as state party leader James Wilson, had reservations about the war and its impact on the state. Long-term Democratic Republican governor Joseph Bloomfield, who resigned in October 1812 to take command of the defenses of New York City, also expressed his reservations about the war. Frequent leaks about these divisions forced pro-Madison newspapers to cover up the antiwar sentiments of many Democratic Republicans. Notably, a majority of New Jersey’s congressional delegation, all Democratic Republicans, voted against the declaration of war in June 1812.

The war dominated state politics in New Jersey during 1812–1814. Federalists quickly formed a coalition with antiwar Democratic Republicans and supported DeWitt Clinton for the presidency in 1812. In the state elections of 1812, Federalists won a majority in the state assembly for the first time in 10 years. The new Federalist governor, Aaron Ogden, nevertheless exercised considerable moderation, but he opposed the use of the state militia for an invasion of Canada, which he believed to be foolhardy.

In the 1813 statewide elections, the Democratic Republicans, using patriotism and security as rallying points, won back the legislature and the governor’s mansion, with William Sanford Pennington becoming governor in October 1813. The Democratic Republicans also charged the Federalists with not adequately securing New Jersey from several British raids, which had begun in March 1813. The party again won state electoral races in 1814. Meanwhile, opposition to the war allowed the Federalists to carry four of the six congressional seats in the 1813 election.

From March 1813 through the early autumn of 1814, British warships off the Atlantic coast sent raiding parties to replenish water supplies, seize cattle, and burn coastal shipping. The raids did little damage but did have the effect of scaring residents into voting for Democratic Republicans. British raiders and foraging parties landed along the coast from Monmouth County to Salem County. For example, the British seized 20 small vessels in Cumberland County in March 1813. Governor Pennington immediately mobilized the militia to defend the coast and support the defenses of nearby New York and Philadelphia. The response to the call for militiamen was tepid, however, with just 17 percent volunteering; the rest had to be drafted into service.
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New London, Connecticut

Key U.S. port situated at the mouth of the Thames River near the eastern end of Long Island Sound. New London was Connecticut’s leading deepwater port in 1812. Its inhabitants built ships, hunted whales and seals, and traded with West Indian and European ports. War with Britain in 1812 threatened the maritime economy of its citizens, however, reminding them of the 1781 British naval attack that burned much of the town.

At first, British warships ignored New England commercial ships and fishing boats as part of their effort to encourage opposition to the war. Then in April 1813, British blockaders took up station at the eastern end of Long Island Sound while securing freshwater from Block Island and supplies from Martha’s Vineyard. On June 1, 1813, when Commodore Stephen Decatur sought to evade British warships off New York by sailing his two frigates and a sloop east through Long Island Sound, he met a strong British squadron that forced him to seek refuge at New London.

With the forts guarding New London unprepared for war and with militia reluctant to repair or man the works, Decatur withdrew his ships up the Thames River. The British, having observed American frigates run aground when entering the river, were unwilling to risk their larger warships to pursue the Americans and decided to implement a blockade of New London.

On June 25, 1813, just outside New London, an explosion killed 1 lieutenant and 10 seamen from a British ship of the line after they had boarded an abandoned schooner. Beneath the schooner’s ballast, a group of New Yorkers had placed 400 pounds of gunpowder with a detonation device. The incident outraged the British. British retaliation against small coastal craft further separated Decatur from the people of New London, who blamed him for the British actions. During the next 10 months other groups tried to tow explosive devices against the New London blockaders, all of which failed.

By the autumn of 1813, more British warships were stationed off New London than anywhere else on the American coast. New London was a hotbed of antiwar Federalists who had no enthusiasm for the war in general and the blockade in particular, and some New Londoners supplied information as well as provisions to the British in exchange for gold and other goods. On December 12, 1813, as Decatur prepared for a night run through the blockade, blue signal lights on the heights above the Thames River allegedly alerted British ships, giving rise to the term “Blue-Light Federalists.”

[image: image]

New London, Connecticut, in 1813. New London became known as the center of the “Blue-Light” Federalists, who supposedly employed blue lights on December 12, 1813, to warn the British about an attempt by American ships under Commodore Stephen Decatur to escape the British blockade. (National Archives)

New London remained blockaded for the duration of the war, although many New Londoners continued an illicit trade with British blockaders. New London quickly returned to its prewar commerce, establishing a steamship route to New York City as early as 1816. The Connecticut port, as with many others in New England, declined in the course of the 19th century as merchants shifted capital to manufacturing. Ironically, the U.S. Navy, whose presence was so unwelcome to many in 1813, later became a mainstay of New London’s economy.
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New Orleans, Battle of

Event Date: January 8, 1815

Battle between U.S. forces, led by Major General Andrew Jackson, and British forces under the command of Major General Sir Edward Pakenham. The Battle of New Orleans occurred about five miles south of New Orleans, Louisiana, on January 8, 1815, and was the last significant battle of the War of 1812. Significantly, the battle actually occurred a week after the signing of the Treaty of Ghent that ended the war on December 24, 1814.

British planning for an invasion of the Gulf Coast of the United States had been ongoing since early 1814, when the defeat of Napoleon enabled them to shift substantial military and naval resources to the war in North America. The British planned a three-pronged assault to end the war. One army would invade the United States south from Canada, while another force operated in the Chesapeake region with the possibility of capturing Washington, D.C. A third assault, mounted from Jamaica, was to attack the Gulf Coast region by taking Mobile, Alabama, and then moving overland to capture New Orleans. From there British forces would work their way north, up the Mississippi River. As part of this latter strategy, the British enlisted the aid of Creek Indians to disrupt American forces in the southern interior. The commander of the North American Station, Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, was the overall architect of the campaign.

Throughout much of 1814 while the British were relocating forces for the Gulf Coast assault, American forces under Jackson were busy fighting the Red Stick Creeks, who were allied with the British. Jackson decisively defeated the Creeks in the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814. His forces also successfully defended Mobile from a British naval attack on September 15, and he captured Pensacola from the British during November 7–9. In May 1814 he had been promoted to major general in the regular army and given command of the Seventh Military District. Jackson then gathered a force of regulars, militia, and volunteers and marched quickly toward New Orleans.

Jackson was well aware of British intentions, for in early September 1814 Royal Navy captain Nicholas Lockyer of the brig sloop Sophia had established contact with pirate chieftain Jean Lafitte at Grande Terre on Lake Barataria, south of New Orleans, about cooperating with the British in their attack on the city. Lafitte feigned acceptance but then informed American authorities of the British overture, this despite the fact that his brother was jailed in New Orleans and the Americans were then making preparations to attack his pirate stronghold.

On November 27, 1814, the British sailed from Jamaica with a large task force of some 50 ships (including 7 ships of the line along with 7 frigates and numerous sloops and brigs) commanded by Admiral Cochrane and carrying some 6,500 British regulars, 1,000 West Indian blacks, and 1,000 Royal Marines. On December 1 Jackson arrived in New Orleans with his forces to bolster the 1,000 men already there and began preparing defenses. Jackson also ordered works prepared at Baton Rouge should it be necessary to fall back there.
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Battle of New Orleans, January 8, 1815
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	  Killed
	13
	291


	  Wounded
	39
	1,262


	  Missing
	19
	Unknown


	  Prisoners
	Unknown
	484




Depiction of the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. Actually fought after a peace treaty had been signed, the battle ended in a resounding victory for U.S. forces, led by Major General Andrew Jackson. (Library of Congress)

Jackson had to decide which of the six available invasion routes the British would likely take. This was resolved on December 13, 1814, when the British fleet anchored at the entrance to Lake Borgne, 40 miles east of New Orleans, signaling that as their likely approach route. Indeed, they planned to move against New Orleans not from the south but instead from the east through Bayou Bienvenue, which drains the area east of the city and reaches from Lake Borgne within 1 mile of the Mississippi. Jackson now summoned to New Orleans 4,800 Tennessee infantrymen stationed throughout Louisiana; very few actually arrived.

On December 14 Captain Lockyer led an attack by some 42 British launches and other craft to engage and capture 5 American gunboats defending Lake Borgne. Because of the shallowness of the lake, it took Pakenham more than a week to land all his troops below New Orleans. In a surprise move, however, on December 23 Pakenham sent an advance force of 1,600 men under Major General Sir John Keane down Bayou Bienvenue and Bayou Mazant to near Villeré Plantation only seven miles below the city where there were no defenses. The British swiftly captured American pickets there; they then paused for six hours. Keane hoped to push on to the city, but he was ordered to wait for reinforcements. This was a fatal mistake, in retrospect, as the way to New Orleans lay open.
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Informed of events, Jackson moved with typical resolve to counter this threat, and with some 2,000 men supported by the schooner Carolina (14 guns), on the night of December 23–24 he launched a raid on the British position. Keane’s Peninsula veterans, while surprised, fought well but failed to pursue. Rebuffed, Jackson then withdrew to a point about five miles from the city. Taking advantage of the dry, shallow Canal Rodriguez, Jackson set up a line of breastworks. On Christmas Day, Pakenham arrived to assume personal command of the British forces.

On January 1, 1815, Pakenham sent out a reconnaissance in force resulting in an inconclusive artillery duel between the two sides, with the Americans getting the better of it. Pakenham then called up reinforcements, and these arrived on January 6. Unfortunately for the British, in that week’s delay Jackson also received reinforcements in the form of 2,000 Kentucky militiamen (although only 700 were armed) under Brigadier General John Adair. The Americans also used the time to improve their fortifications and position 16 artillery pieces.

Pakenham now prepared for a full infantry assault. Shortly before 7:00 a.m. on January 8, 1815, he launched a frontal assault on the American line with 5,300 men. Jackson had some 4,000 men deployed across his front and 1,000 in reserve. In what was the largest battle of the War of 1812, the British troops proved to be easy targets for American artillery fire and steady rifle and musket fire delivered by a three-deep line of defending infantry.

In order to scale the American ramparts, the British troops were to bring along ladders and fascines; however, the 44th Regiment neglected these tools and sent men back to retrieve them, causing the attack to be delayed and the surprise of a dawn assault to be lost. Pakenham ordered the attack across 650 yards of open terrain in close-order formation. At 500 yards American artillery opened fire, with shell and shot ripping into the closely packed British formations. After Jackson ordered the artillery to cease fire, American infantrymen opened fire as the British were a mere 300 yards from their lines. American artillery from the left continued to fire. Through this fusillade of fire the British troops kept advancing, reaching the base of Canal Rodriguez, where they stopped, allowing the American defenders to pour fire down upon the hapless troops. The 93rd Highlanders attempt to come to the aid of their comrades, but they too were raked by withering American fire.

Pakenham rode forward to rally his men and was mortally wounded. The only British success came on the west bank of the Mississippi River, where a brigade of the 85th Regiment supported by Royal Navy and Royal Marine detachments overwhelmed the American militiamen guarding the line.

Following the deaths of both Pakenham and his second-in-command, Major General Samuel Gibbs, Major General John Lambert took command of the British forces and ordered a withdrawal. In the battle of only some 75 minutes, the British sustained nearly 40 percent casualties: 291 dead, 1,262 wounded, and 484 taken prisoner. The strength of the Americans’ position is made clear in their losses of only 13 dead, 39 wounded, and 19 missing. Jackson, cognizant of British strength, allowed them to withdraw unmolested.

On January 9 ships of Cochrane’s task force approached American Fort St. Philip on the Mississippi River some 45 miles south of New Orleans. The bomb vessels Aetna and Meteor, supported by three sloops and a schooner, commenced a bombardment. The American garrison of 306 men, commanded by Major Walter H. Overton, held out for nine days of British shelling, with 2 men killed for some 1,000 shot and shells fired before the British withdrew on January 18.

On January 25 the British troops returned to their ships and departed. British casualties for the entire New Orleans campaign were 2,459; the Americans suffered but 333. In an effort to mitigate the effects of the New Orleans disaster, the British then moved against Fort Bowyer, Alabama. The Battle of New Orleans, although meaningless as far as the Treaty of Ghent was concerned, nonetheless proved a great boost for American nationalism and helped propel Jackson into the presidency. The lopsided nature of the victory also helped perpetuate the cherished American militia myth, much to the detriment of the U.S. Army, over the next decades.

Rick Dyson and Spencer C. Tucker

See also

Baratarian Pirates; Cochrane, Sir Alexander Forrester Inglis; Creek War; Dickson, Alexander; Fort Bowyer; Hayne, Arthur Peronneau; Horseshoe Bend, Battle of; Jackson, Andrew; Keane, John; Lafitte, Jean; Lake Borgne, Battle of; Lockyer, Nicholas; Pakenham, Sir Edward Michael; Pensacola, Battle of

Further Reading


Aitchison, Robert. A British Eyewitness at the Battle of New Orleans: The Memoir of Royal Navy Admiral Robert Aitchison, 1808–1827. Edited by Gene A. Smith. New Orleans: Historic New Orleans Collection, 2004.

Cummings, Edward B. “E. Pluribus Unum: The American Battle Line at New Orleans, 8 January 1815.” On Point: Journal of Army History 14(3) (December 2008): 6–12.

Reilly, Robin. The British at the Gates: The New Orleans Campaign and the War of 1812. New York: Putnam, 1974.

Remini, Robert V. The Battle of New Orleans. New York: Penguin, 1999.



New Orleans and Chippewa, USS

U.S. Navy ships of the line under construction on the Great Lakes at the end of the War of 1812. The New Orleans and Chippewa were part of a program begun by Commodore Isaac Chauncey to secure naval superiority on Lake Ontario. The British had gained the upper hand earlier in 1814 by building the 102-gun St. Lawrence and the smaller 56-gun frigate Psyche. The New Orleans, its sister ship Chippewa, and a smaller frigate, the 58-gun Plattsburg, were Chauncey’s somewhat tardy response.

The contract for the two American ships of the line was let on December 16, 1814. The New Orleans was laid down at Sackets Harbor, New York, in January 1815, while construction of the Chippewa was begun there as well at about the same time. These two ships were each projected to mount an armament of 63 32-pounder long guns and 24 32-pounder carronades, making them as powerful as any in the world. They were to be 212 feet between perpendiculars and 56 feet in width, with a displacement of some 2,805 tons. Each would have required a crew of some 800 men. Had they been completed, the New Orleans and Chippewa would have been the largest ships on the Great Lakes.

Using techniques developed earlier, parts of the New Orleans were prefabricated in New York City, shipped across the state, and then assembled in situ. With a limited labor force and despite winter conditions on the frontier, the builders were able to complete the hull and gun decks of the ships in less than three months.

Construction halted on the ships in March 1815 after the Treaty of Ghent ended hostilities. Most of the laborers returned to New York City to resume their civilian livelihoods. Both ships were never launched and were sold on the stocks, the Chippewa on November 1, 1833, and the New Orleans on September 24, 1883.
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New York City

New York state’s largest and principal city and one of the largest ports in the United States. New York City is located at the southeastern tip of New York state, just west of Long Island at the mouth of the Hudson River. The river flows into a deep and sheltered harbor with direct access to the Atlantic Ocean. Also flowing through New York City are the East River and the Harlem River. Much of the city adjacent to New York Harbor and the rivers is near or at sea level; Todt Hill, on Staten Island, is 410 feet above sea level. The city’s population during the 1810 census was 96,373, making it the most populous city in the United States, a distinction that it maintains to the present day.

Although New York City was not attacked during the War of 1812, the conflict was marked by high anxiety, internal disputes, and deep political divisions. As early as April 1812, New Yorkers panicked at rumors of a new embargo on foreign trade. Seventy merchant ships, some half empty, fled the city before customs officers could block their escape. Indeed, more ships escaped from New York than any other port before the embargo’s implementation.

New York City’s mayor, DeWitt Clinton, challenged his fellow Democratic Republican President James Madison for the presidency in 1812. The war divided New Yorkers, and in the November 1812 municipal elections, voters elected an antiwar Federalist majority to the Common Council and then in December elected Federalists to Congress. City voters supported the Federalists in the spring 1813 state elections for governor and assembly, suggesting widespread opposition to the war in the city during 1812–1813. In 1814 voters switched allegiance to the Democratic Republicans in the spring state legislative and later U.S. congressional elections.

Conflict continued when Federalists celebrated Napoleon’s defeat in 1814. More than 2,000 Democratic Republicans attempted to invade the Federalist celebration before the city watch could arrive and arrest 30 rioters on the night of June 29, 1814. American naval victories generally pleased New Yorkers, and they honored Captains Isaac Hull, Jacob Jones, and Stephen Decatur with celebrations and public dinners during December 16–29, 1814, and a naval ball on January 1.

Privateers frequently operated from New York City, and the city benefitted economically as a base of such operations. In fact, the most famous engagement involving an American privateer pitted the General Armstrong of New York City under the command of Captain Samuel Chester Reid against ships of a British squadron in the Azores in September 1814. The city and state legislatures subsequently honored Reid, and the public celebrated upon his return.

While some merchants prospered during the war because of New York’s role as a supply base for the military and a base for privateers, many New Yorkers did not. Trade restrictions and the British naval blockade increased unemployment and produced higher prices for flour, sugar, coffee, tea, firewood, and coal. The city’s poor suffered greatly during the winters of 1813–1814 and 1814–1815. During the last year of the war, the city provided cash, food, and firewood for 19,000 citizens, about one-fifth of the population. Private citizens committees distributed additional food and fuel to some of the needy.

In early 1813 British warships off Sandy Hook, New Jersey, created a panic in the city, and the Common Council appealed to Washington for military aid. British warships did not attack but nevertheless seized ships entering or leaving the city. Several times in 1813 New Yorkers feared a British attack. For example, in March a rumor of warships off Staten Island led to gunboats being sent to the Narrows, but the ships were found to be harmless merchantmen. Then on July 6, 1814, news of a British fleet off Sandy Hook led the Common Council to ask the governor and the president for funds to finish fortifications at Brooklyn Heights, Harlem Heights, and Hell Gate.

To counter the perceived British threat, the Common Council and Mayor Clinton called upon citizens to volunteer their labor, and the Tammany Society held public meetings to encourage and organize volunteers. At a public meeting on August 9, 1814, residents established the Committee of Defense, and Brigadier General Joseph Gardner Swift, who was also chief of the U.S. Corps of Engineers, took charge of construction at Brooklyn Heights. Volunteers included 250 Italian and French immigrants, 1,000 Irish, 500 Scots, hundreds of Germans, and 1,000 African Americans. One hundred Columbia College (present-day Columbia University) students, along with merchants, lawyers, and doctors, also joined the defense team and picked up shovels and pickaxes to build the fortifications.

On the evening of February 11, 1815, a man waving a white handkerchief over his head and shouting “Peace, Peace!” halted a concert at the City Hotel. The audience went into the streets, and within minutes church bells chimed as thousands of New Yorkers, carrying lamps, candles, and torches, marched down Broadway to celebrate the end of the war.
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New York State

Northeastern state encompassing 49,108 square miles. In 1810 New York’s population was some 959,000 people, making it the most populous state in the nation. A state with greatly varied geography and climate, New York reaches as far south as New York City, with a commodious harbor and direct access to the Atlantic Ocean and Long Island to its immediate east. To the east are Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Vermont; to the south are New Jersey and Pennsylvania; and to the west and north lie Canada and Lakes Erie and Ontario. New York entered the War of 1812 bitterly divided on the war and remained thus throughout the conflict’s duration.

New Yorkers engaged in widespread smuggling into Canada. According to Sir George Prevost, British governor in chief of Canada, residents of New York and Vermont provided two-thirds of the beef consumed by British troops in Canada. In the Lake Champlain region, attempts by customs officers to stop such traffic proved futile. New Yorkers shipped cattle, hogs, flour, grain, butter, cheese, and potash to Canada. Smuggling was widespread in the North Country, and Alexander Richards, collector of customs at Oswegatchie, feared that soon the whole population of St. Lawrence County would engage in it. Meanwhile, British officers regularly visited Ogdensburg, New York, without harassment. New York’s militia repeatedly refused to show up for duty during 1812–1813, and the lack of food, clothing, and housing led to mass mutinies and desertions.

In June 1812 only three of New York’s congressmen (along with Senator John Smith) voted for war. Seven Democratic Republicans (Samuel Mitchell of New York City and six Clintonian Democratic Republicans who followed DeWitt Clinton, mayor of New York City) joined four Federalists and Democratic Republican Senator Obadiah German to vote against war. Voters also elected an antiwar Federalist majority in the state assembly in the spring 1812 elections. In the December congressional elections, New York voters elected 19 antiwar Federalists, 1 Clintonian, and 7 prowar Democratic Republicans. Of all the states, New York sent the largest antiwar delegation to Congress in 1812.

Federalists backed Clinton in his failed challenge to James Madison for the presidency in 1812. Federalist control of the assembly kept Mayor Clinton in office until 1814. In the spring 1813 elections, prowar governor Daniel D. Tompkins won reelection, but his majority had dropped in half since 1810, and the Federalists retained a majority in the assembly.

British attacks along the Niagara frontier in December 1813 and the removal of the latest embargo allowed the Democratic Republicans in 1814 to win 21 of the state’s 27 congressional seats and two-thirds of the assembly seats. After the spring 1815 elections, the Federalists gained 22 seats. Democratic Republicans disqualified 1 Federalist, giving them a 2-seat majority (64 Democratic Republicans and 62 Federalists). This vote suggests that New York left the war as bitterly divided as it entered it, hardly a ringing endorsement for the conflict.

New York served as a major base of operations for attempts to invade Canada, as suggested by the failed attack on Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812, and the two aborted assaults on Fort Erie in late November and early December 1812. On October 4, 1812, British colonel Robert Lethbridge and 725 men attacked Ogdensburg, but Brigadier General Jacob Brown of the New York Militia and 1,200 men held them off. On February 22, 1813, Lieutenant Colonel George Macdonnell raided Ogdensburg in retaliation for American attacks on British shipping along the St. Lawrence River. British troops captured or destroyed barracks, batteries, vessels, ammunition, stores, and weapons. Americans did not garrison the town again, and British shipping remained unchallenged for the rest of the war.

In May 1813 the British blockaded New York City and Long Island Sound, seizing vessels and raiding Long Island for cattle. During May 28–29, 1813, the British attacked Sackets Harbor. Major General Brown, commanding 800 militia, and Lieutenant Colonel Electus Backus with 750 regulars, ultimately forced the British to withdraw.

On July 11, 1813, British lieutenant colonel Cecil Bisshopp led a raid on Black Rock, New York, but an energetic response by forces under Brigadier General Peter Buell Porter forced the British to retreat. Also, on July 31, 1813, a British force raided Plattsburgh, destroying its arsenal, blockhouse, and storehouses. On December 18, 1813, Brigadier General Phineas Riall led British troops and Canadian Indians who burned Lewiston and villages along the Niagara frontier.

British major general Sir Gordon Drummond seized Fort Niagara on December 19, 1813, and the British remained there until the end of the war. Another attack led by Riall during December 29–30 destroyed Buffalo and Black Rock. Thousands of residents fled to Batavia and Canandaigua for safety. New Yorkers contributed funds to feed, clothe, and house the refugees. The legislature also contributed $50,000.

In 1814 the British raided Long Island several times and continued to harass shipping leaving or entering New York Harbor. A British raid on Oswego on May 5, 1814, captured 2,000 barrels of food and salt. On September 3, 1814, Sir George Prevost led a large British army south to Plattsburgh, but the surrender of the accompanying British fleet on Lake Champlain to Captain Thomas Macdonough on September 11 led Prevost to evacuate the town.

Because of its strategic location, proximity to British-held Canada, large size, and population, New York was frequently the locus of battles and skirmishes during the war. It was also at the epicenter of the deep political divisions that gripped the United States during the War of 1812.

Harvey Strum
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Niagara Campaigns

Start Date: 1812

End Date: 1814

The 37-mile-long Niagara River serves as the border between Upper Canada (present-day Ontario) and the state of New York. As such, the river was the scene of several major operations and many engagements during the War of 1812.

On October 13, 1812, New York Militia major general Stephen Van Rensselaer launched an attack across the Niagara River against the village of Queenston. The Americans had few boats and could transport only 350 soldiers at a time. The initial assault made some headway, capturing the brow of Queenston Heights overlooking the village. British major general Isaac Brock led a determined counterattack but died in the failed attempt. The Americans tried to consolidate their toehold in Canada, but hundreds of militiamen refused to cross, declaring their constitutional right not to serve in a foreign country. That afternoon British major general Roger Hale Sheaffe led a spirited attack that collapsed the American position. More than 900 Americans were taken prisoner. Van Rensselaer soon resigned his command. In December 1812 Brigadier General Alexander Smyth also made an aborted crossing of the Niagara River above Fort Erie, which failed when the main force was ordered withdrawn.

On May 27, 1813, U.S. major general Henry Dearborn ordered an attack that captured Fort George near the northern mouth of the Niagara River, supported by Commodore Isaac Chauncey and the Lake Ontario squadron. British brigadier general John Vincent commanded a determined but futile defense. Rather than lose his forces, Vincent ordered a withdrawal inland. Shortly afterward Dearborn ordered Brigadier Generals William Winder and John Chandler to attack Vincent at Burlington Heights. The Americans camped near Stoney Creek in anticipation of a battle the following day. However, on June 6 Lieutenant Colonel John Harvey and some 800 British troops attacked the American camp in the dark. The Americans recovered and fought back well. In the confusion, however, the British took both Winder and Chandler prisoner before withdrawing from the field. The next day the Americans pulled back to Fort George.

Three weeks later Colonel Charles Boerstler then led 600 men to capture a British outpost near the small settlement at Beaver Dams. However, Indians allied with the British ambushed Boerstler’s command on June 24, 1813. Boerstler surrendered to Lieutenant James Faial, who bluffed the American commander into believing that his situation was hopeless and that only surrender would stave off a massacre.

During the summer of 1813 the British laid siege to Fort George. New York Militia brigadier general George McClure abandoned the post in December, but not before destroying the village of Newark. Major General Sir Gordon Drummond followed up with a surprise attack that captured Fort Niagara, opposite Newark, on December 19, 1813. During the next two weeks, the British destroyed every home and structure within their grasp on the American side of the river in retaliation.

On July 3, 1814, U.S. major general Jacob Brown led his left division across the Niagara River, capturing Fort Erie that same day. Two days later British major general Phineas Riall departed his camp on the Chippawa River to attack the American invaders. Brigadier General Winfield Scott met Riall in open battle on the plain between the two camps and defeated the British. Brown followed up this victory by moving directly to Fort George in the hopes that the British would accept battle. Riall would not put his force in jeopardy, and Brown withdrew back to his camp near Chippawa. On July 25 Drummond formed up his entire command along Lundy’s Lane. Scott attacked the British position but made little headway. In the dark, Brigadier General Eleazar W. Ripley ordered his brigade to assault the center of the British line. This attack was successful, and during the next several hours the Americans repulsed six counterattacks. The Americans captured Riall, but both Brown and Scott were seriously wounded and evacuated. However, after midnight the Americans withdrew to their camp for water and to replenish ammunition. The British then reoccupied the battlefield.

Unwilling to reengage the British, Ripley withdrew to Fort Erie, where the left division successfully withstood a lengthy siege. The British launched an unsuccessful and particularly bloody night assault on August 15, with Brigadier General Edmund P. Gaines commanding the defenders. Jacob Brown, although still recovering from his wounds, conducted a successful sortie on September 17. Drummond then broke off the siege.

U.S. major general George Izard arrived on the Niagara with his right division in October. Izard sent Brigadier General Daniel Bissell to probe the British defenses. This resulted in the Battle of Cook’s Mills on October 19, an inconclusive engagement that proved to be the last fight of the 1814 campaign. In November the Americans blew up Fort Erie and returned to New York territory to go into winter quarters.

Richard V. Barbuto
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An American woman assists in heating a cannonball in a furnace along the Niagara River during the Battle of Fort George in May 1813. So-called hot shot exacted considerable damage before the furnace was captured in a land assault. (Library of Congress)
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Niagara Frontier, Destruction of

Event Date: December 1813

In the autumn of 1813 American regulars were pulled from the Niagara region to help elsewhere, leaving Fort George on the Canadian side of the Niagara River garrisoned mostly by militia. The officer commanding Fort George, Brigadier General George McClure, faced the expiration of militia enlistments on December 9, 1813. Soon the militia had crossed the Niagara River for home, leaving him with only some 60 regulars and 49 volunteers, a completely inadequate force to defend the fort against a British attack. With 500 British regulars under Colonel John Murray on the move toward Fort George, McClure had little choice but to quit the fort, which he did on December 10. Although the light artillery and some ammunition were transported across the Niagara River, heavy artillery, tents sufficient for 1,500 men, and supplies were left to the British. Only the fort’s main magazine and arsenal were burned.

McClure then took a decision that clearly went against his orders. He ordered his men to set fire to and destroy the town of Newark, and later he employed artillery firing hot shot from Lewiston to destroy much of Queenston as well. These decisions left some 400 women, children, and elderly without winter shelter. McClure’s justification for the action was to deny British troops winter quarters, but it was an egregiously foolhardy act, taken when, by McClure’s own statement, there were only some 250 troops available to protect the Niagara frontier against the British and their Indian allies. This wanton American destruction certainly sparked a strong British desire for retaliation.

Shortly afterward British lieutenant general Sir Gordon Drummond arrived at Fort George and immediately began planning an assault on Fort Niagara, which lay across the Niagara River in New York. At about 10:00 p.m. on December 18, Lieutenant Colonel John Murray led some 562 men across the Niagara River. Relying on bayonets, the British force surprised its American garrison and captured Fort Niagara with ease. Casualties in the engagement totaled 65 dead and 12 wounded on the American side; the British suffered only 6 dead and 5 wounded. The British also took 344 prisoners, 27 guns, 3,000 stands of arms, and considerable quantities of ammunition and supplies.

Once Fort Niagara was taken, Major General Phineas Riall crossed with another 500 troops and allied Indians, ordered by Drummond to proceed upriver to Lewiston and take it in order to prevent further American artillery fire from that point against Queenston. The small American force at Lewiston withdrew on the British approach, and the British and Indians then proceeded to put Lewiston to the torch. Lewiston’s fate was repeated for the other American settlements on the Niagara. On December 29 Riall’s force defeated some 2,000 American militia and allied Indian warriors near the town of Black Rock. The following day 1,200 men rallied under Major General Amos Hall to defend Buffalo but broke as Riall’s force approached. Buffalo was leveled, with only four buildings left standing; a number of people were killed and scalped. The entire 37-mile strip of land between Buffalo and Fort Niagara was devastated. All told, the British torched 334 buildings. They and their allied Indians also destroyed a large quantity of stores and four of Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry’s schooners (the Ariel, Little Belt, Chippewa, and Trippe). Riall then recrossed the river.

On January 22, 1814, Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost claimed that the destruction of the Niagara region had been a direct retaliation for the American destruction of Lewiston and Queenston. Total British losses in these actions amounted to 31 dead and 72 wounded. The whole business reflected badly on the entire American military leadership involved, and McClure was eventually dismissed from the army.

Christopher Thorn Golding and Spencer C. Tucker
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Niagara River

Waterway that connects Lakes Ontario and Erie and forms part of the boundary between New York state and Ontario, Canada. The Niagara River, about 37 miles in length, is technically a strait rather than a river. The current is typically about 3 miles per hour, which allowed sailing vessels and oar-powered boats to cross along much of its course. From Lake Erie the Niagara flows northward, and its progress would be unremarkable except for the stunning Niagara Falls, which lies astride the U.S.-Canadian border.

The Niagara River is about two miles wide where it originates on Lake Erie. During the War of 1812, Fort Erie in Upper Canada and the village of Buffalo in New York were opposite one another at this point. The river quickly narrows to a width of 650 yards. Here the river is nearly level with the shore, allowing ready access for small vessels such as bateaux. About two miles north of Buffalo lay the village of Black Rock.

The first feature on the river is Squaw Island, a narrow island approximately one and a half miles long. Its importance lay in the slender channel between it and the New York side of the river, where lake vessels could shelter from the current. Conjocta Creek (now Scajaquada Creek) enters the channel near the northern tip of Squaw Island.

About five miles north of its start the Niagara River bifurcates, only to unite seven miles downstream. The resulting landmass is called Grand Island. Where the river joins again north of Grand Island is the much smaller Navy Island.

From Navy Island, the Niagara turns west and runs three miles as it approaches Niagara Falls. Along this short stretch, the Welland River (then known as the Chippawa River) enters the Niagara from the Canadian side. From the confluence of the Niagara and Chippawa Rivers, the Niagara turns north again and narrows into fierce rapids leading to the precipice of Niagara Falls. The Niagara River is navigable from Lake Erie to the mouth of the Chippawa. At Niagara Falls begins the narrow five-mile-long steep-sided and unnavigable Niagara Gorge.

As the river exits the gorge, it quickly widens to about 700 yards. The current becomes quite unruly as it passes the villages of Lewiston, New York, and Queenston, Upper Canada. The flow is replete with eddies and crosscurrents, making boat traffic exceedingly difficult. From the escarpment, the Niagara River flows due north for another seven miles until it empties into Lake Ontario. The banks of the river vary from 20 to 30 feet high. At the northern end of the river were located Fort George and the village of Newark in Upper Canada and Fort Niagara on the American side.
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Nicolls, Edward

Birth Date: 1779

Death Date: February 5, 1865

Royal Marine officer. Irish by birth, Edward Nicolls joined the Royal Marines in 1795. Promoted to captain by 1807, he was mentioned in dispatches by Rear Admiral Sir Sidney Smith for his part in attacks against Turkish shipping and land batteries in the Dardenelles in 1807. Nicolls also won recognition during the Royal Navy campaign in the Baltic in 1809. Although the actual record of his career is sparse, he earned the nickname “Fighting Nicolls” by the time of his involvement in the War of 1812.

Nicolls was among the naval and military personnel reinforcements sent to Bermuda in the spring of 1814. That summer, having been promoted to major, he was ordered to take a company of Royal Marines and work with naval colleagues to establish a British presence on the northwest coast of Florida in preparation for Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane’s proposed campaign on the Gulf Coast. Captain Hugh Pigot of the fifth-rate frigate Orpheus, assisted by Lieutenant George Woodbine of the Royal Marines, had made contact the previous May with members of the Creek Nation who had sought refuge among the Spanish in Florida, and Nicolls was to develop their support for cooperation against the Americans. He landed at the mouth of the Apalachicola River on August 10, 1814, and solidified the alliance with the Creeks.

Nicolls, who had been given the brevet rank of lieutenant colonel to ensure his authority, went with most of the force to occupy the Spanish fort at Pensacola, where he issued a proclamation calling on residents of the Gulf Coast to join the British. He offered protection to Indians and slaves and soon began outfitting and training approximately 500 Creeks, some Seminoles, and 100 blacks. Meanwhile, Captain Nicholas Lockyer in the sloop Sophie went to negotiate an alliance with Jean Lafitte; that mission failed.

Nicolls and the naval officers decided that the capture of Fort Bowyer at Mobile Bay would encourage more Creeks and even some Choctaws and Chickasaws to join the British ranks, so they launched a combined operation against it on September 15. Too sick with dysentery to participate in the landing, Nicolls was wounded in the eye by a splinter while on board the flagship, the sixth-rate 20-gun HMS Hermes, which fire from the fort’s guns damaged and caused to run aground. The British were forced to burn the ship to prevent its capture. The attack was a failure and drew the attention of Major General Andrew Jackson, who retaliated by attacking and capturing Pensacola on November 7, although Nicolls’s force managed to escape.

The attempt to raise a mixed force of Indians and black fighters had only partial success, and their role in Cochrane’s subsequent campaign was more or less eliminated when he decided to strike at New Orleans first. Nicolls, his men, and some of the Indians joined Cochrane’s fleet and army on the ground, but during the ensuing series of battles Cochrane forbade Nicolls from leading his men into action due to the critical role he played as liaison with the Indians and blacks.

Following the failure at New Orleans, the British kept troops at the post on the Apalachicola River and supplied and armed the growing number of natives, but after the Treaty of Ghent was confirmed they withdrew their men and support. Nicolls and some of his men remained to help the Creeks and others organize themselves and offered to maintain British trade rights in northern Florida. The government gave no more than superficial assistance to this scheme, even though Nicolls returned to England with Indian representatives to plead their case.

Nicolls’s attempt to support the Indian cause and to serve as their agent failed, at considerable personal cost to him, but he remained in the Royal Marines, and the rank of lieutenant colonel was confirmed. From 1823 to 1828 he was the commandant of Ascension Island, then a depot for the Royal Navy squadron off West Africa. According to one source, he eventually rose to the rank of general and died at his home near Eltham, Kent, England on February 5, 1865.

Robert Malcomson
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Niles’ Weekly Register

Popular weekly newsmagazine founded by Hezekiah Niles in Baltimore, Maryland, in 1811 that attempted to provide its readers with nonpartisan coverage of political events. Niles, who edited and published the newspaper until he retired in 1836, was one of the most influential newspapermen of the period. His widely circulated newspaper has since become a valuable resource for historians. The Niles’ Weekly Register, in contrast to the four-page partisan newspapers of the day, usually consisted of about 16–20 book-sized pages. Lacking advertisements, the newspaper’s revenue was generated entirely from subscriptions. Whereas Niles frequently expressed an editorial viewpoint that supported economic nationalism, protectionism, and (eventually) the Whig Party, various viewpoints from other newspapers were also included.

The press, because of its politically partisan nature, was divided in its support of the War of 1812. At the outset of the war, the nonpartisan Niles urged unity and support for the government for the duration of the war. The Federalist press, however, continued to oppose the war. On May 30, 1812, in an editorial supporting American involvement in the War of 1812, Niles stated that the United States was not waging an offensive war against England. He also contended that it was essential for the United States to capture Canada, not for territorial expansionism but rather to deprive the British of necessary raw materials. Niles concomitantly championed the idea that the war would fundamentally alter the economy of the United States, increase manufacturing, and break American dependence on Europe. The newspaper ceased operations in 1849.

Michael R. Hall
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Non-Importation Acts of 1806 and 1811

Congressional acts passed in response to the economic warfare being waged between France and Britain during the Napoleonic Wars. The acts limited or barred U.S. trade with other nations, particularly France and Great Britain. The Non-Importation Act of 1806 was enacted by Congress in April 1806 during the administration of Thomas Jefferson. Congress enacted the Non-Importation Act of 1811 on March 2, 1811, during the James Madison administration. In the years between 1793 and 1815, the United States attempted to remain neutral while Great Britain, France, and other European nations were at war. Neutrality allegedly allowed the country to trade with the warring nations until blockades were imposed in 1805.

In 1805 the British Essex Decision declared that American ships conducting trade between France and the West Indies could be subject to attack by British ships. France then passed the Berlin Decree (1806) and the Milan Decree (1807), which were then followed by the British Orders in Council (1807). These three moves greatly limited the ability of neutral nations to enter enemy ports. At the same time, British acts of impressment, or the forced drafting into the military of captured American sailors, were also straining relations between Britain and the United States.

In an effort to limit shipping to enemy ports and the captures of crews and cargoes, President Thomas Jefferson requested that Congress pass a law limiting shipping to Great Britain. Thus, on April 18, 1806, Congress responded by passing “an act to prohibit the importation of certain goods, wares, and merchandise.” The law banned the importation of a list of items from foreign ports that were made or grown in Great Britain and Ireland. Prohibited items included items made from leather, hemp, brass, tin, silver, glass, silk, wool, paper, clothing, and millinery as well as playing cards, beer, ale, porter, pictures, and prints. The act also covered items currently en route to reach the United States. Penalties equal to triple the value of the banned articles could be levied against owners of the vessel used for transport. The ship could also be confiscated. Congress followed this act with the Embargo Act of 1807, which closed all U.S. ports to exports and restricted imports from Great Britain.

Congress soon discovered after the Non-Importation Act and the Embargo Act went into effect that they were virtually impossible to enforce. The legislation had also wrought economic chaos in the United States. In 1809 the Embargo Act was repealed and replaced with the Non-Intercourse Act of 1809, which prohibited trade with Great Britain, Ireland, and France until the countries recognized the neutrality of the United States. American shipping to other nations would now be open. However, President James Madison requested that the act be supplemented with a nonintercourse act barring trade with Great Britain. On March 2, 1811, Congress passed “an act concerning the commercial intercourse between the United States and Great Britain and France and their dependencies, and for other purposes.” This act amended the 1809 law and permitted trade with France but not with Great Britain or its colonies and dependencies. The Non-Importation Act of 1811 remained in effect until it was repealed on April 14, 1814.

Ultimately, trade disputes between the United States and Great Britain could not be mended. Continued British impressment of American sailors, the capture of cargoes and ships, and the failure to recognize America’s rights as a neutral nation ultimately led to the War of 1812.

Theresa Storey Hefner-Babb
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Non-Intercourse Act

Law enacted by the U.S. Congress on March 1, 1809, that allowed American merchants to trade with any country except Britain and France. Since 1792 Britain and France had been at war with each other, and the neutral United States became caught up in the naval conflict between the two countries. After fighting resumed in 1805, British warships regularly harassed American merchant ships in the Atlantic Ocean and forced a number of American sailors into service with the Royal Navy. On June 22, 1807, the Royal Navy ship Leopard of 50 guns stopped the U.S. frigate Chesapeake off the Virginia coast and demanded permission to search for British deserters. The Chesapeake’s captain, James Barron, refused, and the British ship opened fire, killing 3 sailors and wounding 18 others. Barron then surrendered his ship. The British captain refused Barron’s surrender of the Chesapeake as a prize of war, but mustered the crew, took off 4 men identified as deserters, and sailed away.
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A contemporary political cartoon depicting U.S. president Thomas Jefferson defending the controversial Non-Intercourse Act of March 1, 1809. (Library of Congress)

The American public was outraged by the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair. Indeed, President Thomas Jefferson might have had war in 1807 had he so wished. On December 22, 1807, an angry Congress passed the Embargo Act, which completely stopped all overseas trade and allowed only coastal trade. To enforce the act, ships’ captains had to post a bond for twice the value of their cargo as a guarantee that they would not sail for a foreign port. This act was devastating to the U.S. economy, causing the value of American exports to fall from $108 million in 1807 to just $22 million in 1808. It also idled numerous merchant ships and ports and put nearly 30,000 sailors out of work. New England, then the center of U.S. overseas trade, was particularly hurt economically and saw the political revival of the Federalist Party. Many Americans, especially New Englanders, resorted to smuggling, particularly through Canada. Finally, unable to export agricultural commodities, surpluses accumulated, causing farm prices to fall sharply. To enforce the embargo, Jefferson mobilized the army and navy and declared the Lake Champlain region of New York along the Canadian border in a state of insurrection.

After 15 months, despite economic hardship, evasion of the law, and political dissension at home, the embargo had not produced any concessions from either France or Britain. On March 1, 1809, just three days before Jefferson left office, Congress repealed the Embargo Act with the passage of the Non-Intercourse Act, which replaced it. The new law allowed Americans to trade with all countries except Britain and France and their colonies. However, this concession had little effect in improving the country’s overseas trade, as Britain and France were the two principal trading partners of the United States. The Non-Intercourse Act, like the Embargo Act, also failed to influence the two warring nations and proved impossible to enforce.

The problem of defending American rights on the high seas then fell to Jefferson’s successor, James Madison. After a year, Congress replaced the Non-Intercourse Act with Macon’s Bill No. 2, which would resume trade with either France or Britain and would impose an embargo against the other, once one agreed to respect America’s neutral rights. After a British promise to repeal its Orders in Council, the United States resumed trade with Britain. Soon after trading began, the trading came to a halt again after the American ambassador to Britain failed to inform Congress that the Royal Navy intended to help enforce the Non-Intercourse Act against France. This act also failed to produce any changes in British policy, but French leader Napoleon saw an opportunity to get the United States involved in his war with Britain.

Robert B. Kane
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Norfolk, Virginia

An important port on the Chesapeake Bay in southeastern Virginia. Norfolk is bordered to the west by the Elizabeth River and to the north by Chesapeake Bay. It shares land borders with the cities of Chesapeake to the south and Virginia Beach to the east. Norfolk is considered the urban, financial, and cultural center of the region. At the time of the American Revolutionary War, Norfolk was the wealthiest city in Virginia.

The British made several attempts in 1813 to capture the city, the Gosport (Norfolk) Navy Yard, and the American frigate Constellation that was moored in the Elizabeth River. Norfolk and the Constellation were protected by batteries on Craney Island near the mouth of the Elizabeth River and gunboats across the river. Forts Nelson and Norfolk guarded the final approach to Norfolk on opposite sides of the river.

British rear admiral Sir George Cockburn planned to send barges against the Constellation on the night of March 20, 1813, but this effort had to be canceled because of high winds and shifting tides. The strength of the Norfolk defenses delayed another attempt until June 22, 1813, when the British received troop reinforcements.

The initial British plan envisioned the landing of troops on the mainland west of Norfolk to attack the Gosport Navy Yard and Fort Nelson. This would have avoided the main American defenses but was discarded because of Cockburn’s disdain for American militia and the competence of their commander, Brigadier General Robert B. Taylor. The new British plan called for a direct barge assault on Craney Island. The British barges struck a shoal 300 yards from their target, and the high tide forestalled the ground troops from fording the water between the mainland and the island. These failures subjected both attack prongs to intense American cannon fire and forced an embarrassing British withdrawal. The British made no further serious attempt against Norfolk, turning instead to the less ambitious strategy of attacking unprotected towns and villages along the Chesapeake Bay.
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North Carolina

Southern state encompassing 52,669 square miles with an 1810 population of 556,526. One of the original 13 English colonies, North Carolina is bordered by Virginia to the north, Georgia and South Carolina to the south, Tennessee to the west, and the Atlantic Ocean to the east. The state also contains Mount Mitchell, which at 6,684 feet is the highest peak east of the Mississippi River. North Carolina’s extensive shoreline includes the Outer Banks, a long, narrow spit of land that was difficult to defend from potential British naval attacks during the War of 1812.

At the time of the war, North Carolina was a predominantly rural state with few cities or towns of any size. Agriculture was the primary economic activity, with a number of large plantations located in the eastern third of the state, from Raleigh to the Atlantic coast. Compared to Virginia, South Carolina, and Georgia, however, North Carolina’s plantation culture was smaller and not as well developed. There were also fewer African American slaves per capita compared to other southern states. The western part of the state tended to be dominated by small yeoman farmers, who were often at odds socially and politically with the large plantation owners in the eastern part of the state.

North Carolina’s politics were dominated by the Democratic Republicans, who in general tended to support the war and President James Madison’s war policies. Support for the war among the populace tended to be stronger in the eastern part of the state, as many small farmers in western North Carolina, who were far removed from the coast, saw little need to engage Great Britain in war. North Carolina governor William Hawkins was a staunch supporter of Madison and the decision to go to war in June 1812. In relatively short order, Hawkins met the federal government’s call to mobilize and equip 7,000 state militiamen, some of whom would serve under federal auspices. Most of these men were stationed along the coast to protect the state from British attacks; some served under Major General Andrew Jackson during the 1813–1814 Creek War. A contingent of North Carolina militiamen was sent north during the winter of 1813–1814 and stationed at Fredericksburg, Virginia. They were to join an advance against Canada but never participated in fighting along the border because the war ended before they could arrive there. In addition to the 7,000 militiamen who served, approximately 1,200 North Carolinians enlisted and served in the U.S. Army.

Although Governor Hawkins did not have to fend off large-scale Federalist Party attacks in the state legislature, he did become frustrated with Washington’s inability to provide adequate coastal protection and warships to patrol the state’s coastal waters. In the late spring of 1813, Hawkins feared a British naval advance on his state owing to the increased presence of Royal Navy ships off the coast. He asked the Madison administration for help, and Secretary of War John Armstrong agreed to dispatch several gunboats to the region. Armstrong also authorized Hawkins to deploy three additional militia companies to the coast, but not before the British had assaulted and briefly occupied Portsmouth and Ockracoke on the Outer Banks during July 12–16, 1813. This was the only action North Carolina saw during the war. Obviously, the British naval presence severely curtailed shipping and commerce in the state. Nevertheless, support for the war remained fairly consistent throughout the conflict.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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North Point, Battle of

Start Date: September 12, 1814

End Date: September 13, 1814

Military engagement between the Maryland Militia and British forces at North Point, Maryland, near the city of Baltimore, during September 12–13, 1814. In the summer of 1814, British forces mounted an offensive in Chesapeake Bay. Besides preying on coastal shipping and blockading the ports in the area, landing parties of soldiers and sailors seized towns along the coast. The best-known action during this campaign was the foray against the national capital of Washington, D.C. A relatively small number of British regulars under Major General Robert Ross defeated U.S. militia and regulars at the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814, and then captured Washington. Although Ross’s force quickly withdrew, Baltimore was the obvious next target. Of the few sites suitable for landing an army near Baltimore, the best was North Point, located on the southern tip of a peninsula between the Patapsco and Back Rivers.

The Americans charged with the defense of Baltimore also realized the likely British route. Beginning in August, civilian workers constructed a strong defensive line along Loudenslager Hill, east of the city. This line consisted of a series of redoubts for artillery, connected by trenches. Militia from Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and Delaware were available to hold the line. A small number of regulars were also present, as were sailors under Commodore John Rodgers to man the artillery. Altogether, some 17,000 men were ready to defend Baltimore. When the British fleet was sighted approaching North Point, Major General Samuel Smith of the militia ordered Brigadier General John Stricker to take his 3,200-man brigade of the Maryland Militia down the peninsula and delay any British landing force.

Ross began landing his men at North Point at 3:00 a.m. on September 12. The landing was unopposed, and by 7:00 a.m. Ross had his troops heading for Baltimore. The invaders numbered some 4,600 men, including 1,000 sailors.

Stricker learned of the landing around 7:00 a.m. and moved his brigade forward. He organized a defensive line at Long Log Lane, where swamps and creeks protected his flanks. A small force of riflemen was sent forward to scout for the British and to harass them. Another group advanced on the British to provoke Ross into a battle. Soon after 8:00 a.m., skirmishing broke out between the Americans and the British advance guard. Ross, accompanied by only one aide, rode forward to get a view of the situation. As he did so a bullet struck him in the arm and tore into his chest. Ross fell from his horse and died soon afterward.

Command devolved to Colonel Arthur Brooke, who had not previously held independent command. Brooke organized his troops into a battle line, but by the time he was ready to attack, it was 2:30 p.m. After softening up the U.S. position with artillery fire and Congreve rockets, Brooke ordered a general advance. His main effort was against the American left. The preliminary British artillery fire had unsettled one of the Maryland Militia regiments on the left, and they soon broke under the British attack. The remainder of Stricker’s line slowly gave way, exacting casualties as they proceeded. After an hour and a half the Americans were at Stricker’s reserve position, about a half mile back.

Fearing that his force might be outflanked on his right, Stricker gave the orders for a general retirement around 5:00 p.m. He then took up a position near the main U.S. defensive line at Loudenslager Hill. Brooke did not order a pursuit and instead ordered his exhausted men to camp on the battlefield. In the battle the British suffered 46 men killed and 299 wounded. U.S. losses were 24 killed, 139 wounded, and 50 taken prisoner.

That night the Americans withstood the British attack on Fort McHenry. After the bombardment failed to force the fort’s surrender, the defenders drove off a landing force. At that juncture, Vice Admiral Alexander Cochrane canceled the operation entirely. Informed that he would receive no help from the ships of the squadron, Brooke decided to reembark his men. At 3:00 a.m. on September 14 they broke camp and marched back toward North Point. They rejoined the ships on September 15, effectively ending the campaign to capture Baltimore.

Tim J. Watts
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North West Company

Canadian fur-trading company. The North West Company was formally established in 1779 among 16 shareholders. Headquartered in Montreal, the company merged with its principal competitor, the Hudson’s Bay Company, in 1821. For the first several years of operation, the North West Company debated how it would break the monopoly of the Hudson’s Bay Company, and not until 1783 did consolidated operations begin in earnest. The North West Company’s chief goal was to gain the upper hand in the lucrative commercial trapping and fur-trading business along Canada’s western frontier.

In 1787 the North West Company merged with a smaller rival, the Gregory, McLeod, and Company. Shortly thereafter the company’s traders began moving farther west, traversing the Rocky Mountains and going all the way to the Gulf of Georgia on the Pacific coast, near present-day Vancouver. By now the company boasted 22 partners, in addition to dozens of agents, factors, clerks, scouts, and interpreters, numbering close to 2,000 people in all.

By the early 1790s the North West Company had integrated vertically, meaning that it now controlled the entire fur-trading process, from the procurement of pelts to the shipping and distribution of finished products to market. In the meantime, competition with the Hudson’s Bay Company grew more tense, and there were several instances, especially in the intermountain and far West, where agents for the two companies engaged in skirmishes and physical violence. Making matters more difficult for the North West Company was the fact that the Hudson’s Bay Company’s royal charter gave it an ironclad monopoly in Rupert’s Land, surrounding Hudson Bay, which is where the best furs were secured.

Beginning in 1804, the new head of the North West Company, William McGillivray, was successful in deescalating tensions with the organization’s competitors. He also increased the company’s cooperation with John Jacob Astor’s burgeoning empire in the United States. In 1813 Astor was compelled to sell his Pacific Fur Company’s western interest in Fort Astoria (in present-day Oregon) to the North West Company out of fear that the post would be attacked by the Royal Navy. In 1818 as a result of the Treaty of Ghent, the United States took de facto control of the area around Fort Astoria (renamed Fort George), but the North West Company continued to operate it until it was sold to the Hudson’s Bay Company.

As tensions between the United States and Great Britain increased during the Napoleonic Wars, the North West Company’s business began to suffer. Trade restrictions and naval tensions put a sizable dent in its profits after 1806 or so. The overharvesting of animals and the War of 1812 virtually crippled the North West Company, and in 1821 it was forced to merge with the Hudson’s Bay Company.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Northwest Indian War

See Little Turtle’s War

Northwest Ordinances of 1785 and 1787

Congressional ordinances designed to organize and govern the Old Northwest Territory, essentially lands located west of the Appalachians, east of the Mississippi River, and north of the Ohio River. The Northwest Ordinance of 1785 was created on May 20, 1785, by the Confederation Congress in New York City. The ordinance was written by a committee chaired by Thomas Jefferson and was part of an attempt by the federal government to organize and distribute the land ceded to the United States by Britain in the Treaty of Paris (1783). Today the area affected encompasses the states of Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin, and part of Minnesota.
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A map from 1788 showing the organization into townships of the Old Northwest Territory as provided by the Northwest Ordinance of 1785. (Library of Congress Geography and Map Division)

Part of the reasoning that led to the 1785 ordinance lay in the fact that the Articles of Confederation (1781), the first document uniting the states, had no provision for taxation; the primary way of raising money was to request funds from the states. This proved to be an unsatisfactory approach, and some states, such as New Jersey, soon protested and refused to make their contributions. Congress suggested that a more acceptable way of raising money was through the sale of land to private entities in the Old Northwest Territory.

Almost immediately the question arose as to who actually owned the territory. Several of the existing eastern states claimed colonial rights to portions of the territory. These states included New York, Virginia, Massachusetts, and Connecticut. Their claims were often referred to as the Western Reserve. The problem of ownership was solved when New York and Massachusetts ceded their claims entirely and when Virginia and Connecticut ceded their claims in lieu of land reserved for them to sell.

The first legal step toward the creation of the territory came in 1784 with passage of the Ordinance of 1784. This ordinance simply designated that the territory would eventually become 10 states, but there were no provisions for how to accomplish this.

The following year, the Confederation Congress met and created the Northwest Ordinance of 1785. The ordinance designated a means for dividing up the territory, set aside reserves for education and for grants to qualifying former members of the Continental Army, and created a township system in which each town was 36 square miles in area. Surveyors were assigned to the task of drawing up boundaries, and the land was to be sold at $1 per acre in 640-acre sections.

In 1787 another piece of legislation, the Northwest Ordinance of 1787, set rules for governance and statehood, allowing for the creation of up to five territories. When the population of a territory reached 60,000, the territory could apply for statehood.

To the dismay of settlers, the Treaty of Paris had not relinquished claims by Native Americans to the territory. The federal government, through treaties, began a system of purchasing the lands in the Old Northwest Territory from the tribes that lived there. These purchases would continue to be a source of friction involving the settlers, Native Americans, and the British in Canada. Land disputes sparked not only Little Turtle’s War (Northwest Indian War), which did not end until 1795, but also served as one of the catalysts for the War of 1812 between Britain and the United States.

William Toth
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Norton, John

Birth Date: ca. 1770

Death Date: ca. 1831

Mohawk leader who sided with the British during the War of 1812. Little is known about John Norton’s early years or the precise circumstances of his birth. It is believed that he was born circa 1770, probably in Scotland, the son of a Scottish mother and Cherokee father, who had been captured by British soldiers as a youth and then transported to Great Britain. By the mid-1780s, Norton had joined the British Army as a private and was soon dispatched to Canada.

After being stationed at Fort Niagara in 1787, Norton deserted; a year later he was formally discharged from service. Soon thereafter, Norton began teaching school among the Mohawks in Upper Canada. From 1791 to 1795, he worked as a fur trader in the vicinity of Detroit.

Returning to Upper Canada, Norton became an interpreter for the British Indian Department. Soon Mohawk leader Joseph Brant, who had strong ties to the British, adopted him as a nephew and made him his chief interpreter and diplomat. Norton’s principal role was to act as an emissary and diplomat to the British in Canada, especially when Brant began to press questionable Canadian land claims with the British government in the early 1800s. As Brant grew older and his grasp on power waned, Norton’s influence among the Mohawks and the larger Iroquois Confederacy increased, particularly among those natives allied with the British in Canada.

Between 1804 and 1806 Norton was in England, where he met with numerous British leaders in an attempt to convince London to honor old land deeds, some predating the American Revolutionary War. Although he was unsuccessful in this endeavor, he made many important contacts while there, which ultimately served him in good stead. During 1809–1810 Norton toured the western frontier of the United States and made contact with Cherokee relatives. It is probable that he also met with Shawnee leader Tecumseh at this time; Norton certainly supported Tecumseh’s attempt to form a Pan-Indian alliance to deter further American encroachment on Indian lands.

When the War of 1812 commenced, Norton supported the British cause and mobilized and trained a group of prowar Mohawks (and other Iroquois warriors) to engage in the fighting. Norton personally led troops at the October 13, 1812, Battle of Queenston Heights, and he is credited with helping secure a British victory there. Norton was also at the Battle and Siege of Fort George during May 25–27, 1813, and may have been present for the June 6, 1813, Battle of Stoney Creek. The following year Norton led some 200 warriors at the July 5, 1814, Battle of Chippawa, where his men took heavy casualties, and he led an Indian contingent at the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814. Norton was also on hand for the August 4–21, 1814, Battle and Siege of Fort Erie.

After the war Norton remained an influential Mohawk leader in Canada, and the British government granted him a generous pension for his service during the war. Norton traveled to England at least several times after 1815 and became a large land owner along the Grand River in Upper Canada. Norton died around 1831 in Upper Canada.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Nova Scotia

Canadian province located along Canada’s southeastern coast. The second largest of Canada’s provinces, Nova Scotia covers 43,276 square miles. Nova Scotia’s southwestern tip lies just to the east-northeast of Maine, making it strategically important for maritime and naval operations. In the early 19th century Nova Scotia was an important center for shipbuilding, fishing, and trade. During the War of 1812 it served as the base for the Royal Navy and for maritime privateers.

When the United States declared war on Britain in June 1812, 1,500 British Army regulars and a small force of provincial militia garrisoned Nova Scotia. Most of the troops were stationed at Halifax, an important harbor and base for the North American Squadron of the Royal Navy. At the time the lieutenant governor of Nova Scotia and commander in chief of the maritime provinces was Lieutenant General Sir John Coape Sherbrooke. While Nova Scotia was never threatened by American invasion during the war, the province remained an active base for privateers and for the Royal Navy squadron, which blockaded the U.S. coasts and protected convoys of merchantmen from the West Indies.

News of the outbreak of war reached headquarters at Halifax on June 29, 1812, and the province was immediately placed on alert. Sherbrooke ordered batteries to be erected to protect harbors in the province and continued to strengthen the defenses of the crucial Halifax Harbor. On September 26, 1812, Royal Navy admiral Sir John Borlase Warren arrived at Halifax, assuming command of the combined West Indies and North American Squadrons. Warren had at his disposal 11 ships of the line, 34 frigates, 38 sloops, and 14 smaller armed vessels. For the rest of the war these ships would blockade American ports and seize American merchant vessels. The British ships also conducted raids against U.S. coastal towns.

Nova Scotia had a long history of successful privateering. When the wars of the French Revolution began in 1793, letters of marque were issued to armed merchant schooners and trading vessels, authorizing them to capture French and Spanish vessels and to seize those ships from other countries trading with Britain’s enemies. This included neutral American vessels. Privateering proved to be a lucrative business for Nova Scotia mariners. Captured prizes and their cargoes were sold, enriching the owners of the privateers and their crews.

When the War of 1812 began additional letters of marque were issued, and Nova Scotia merchant vessels were armed and manned as privateers. While these privateers sailed from a number of provincial ports including Halifax, Liverpool became the most active base in Nova Scotia. The privateers routinely cruised the American coast, capturing merchantmen and fishing boats. During the war 37 privateers and 12 armed traders were licensed by the Crown from the province. In all they took 207 American prizes and destroyed numerous other American vessels.

Trained sailors were too valuable to return to the enemy on parole, so many were held in Nova Scotia. The British authorities converted a military prison on Melville Island in Halifax Harbor to a prisoner-of-war facility to hold Americans captured during the war. In all 8,600 prisoners were held on Melville Island, also known as Prison Island. Almost 200 of these men died from wounds or disease by the end of the war.

Ronald J. Dale
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Ogden, Aaron

Birth Date: December 3, 1756

Death Date: April 19, 1839

Governor of New Jersey. Aaron Ogden was born in Elizabethtown, New Jersey, on December 3, 1756. Educated at the College of New Jersey (present-day Princeton University), he graduated in 1773 and taught school for three years until the advent of the Revolutionary War induced him to join the militia in 1776. Over the next seven years Ogden compiled an excellent military record, rising to captain in the Continental Army and seeing action in such engagements as the Battles of Brandywine, Monmouth, Springfield, and Yorktown.

After the war Ogden read for the law and was admitted to the bar in 1784. Firmly Federalist by persuasion, he sought statewide offices, but insomuch as New Jersey was increasingly Democratic Republican in tenor, he only managed to procure honorific appointments and some minor political sinecures. The turning point in his career came in 1812 with the beginning of hostilities against Great Britain, which created a major, if temporary, political realignment statewide. The Federalists, by dint of deft handling of the peace issue, managed to put together an unlikely coalition of pacifist Quakers from West Jersey with a collection of disenchanted merchants and industrialists from the eastern districts. This surprising triumph reversed a decade-long decline, and the state legislature appointed Ogden to serve as the new governor.

Ogden was sworn into office on October 29, 1812, and from the onset proved at cross-purposes with his party. Although opposed to the war in principle, he proved conscientious in the execution of his duties as commander in chief of state forces. He also strove tirelessly to enhance New Jersey’s defenses and forced the General Assembly to appropriate funds for military expenditures. Naturally, many Federalists resented his apparent cooperation with the James Madison administration and resorted to obstructionist tactics to forbid state forces from participating in the defense of either New York or Philadelphia. The ideological impasse between the chief executive and his own party estranged their delicate coalition, and in 1813 voters returned Democratic Republicans to power through the election of William S. Pennington.
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Aaron Ogden of New Jersey fought in the American Revolutionary War. A staunch Federalist and supporter of the War of 1812, he served as New Jersey governor during 1812–1813. (Library of Congress)

The War of 1812 represented the high-water mark for New Jersey Federalists, and Ogden never again sought public office. After 1815 he concentrated on owning steamboats and opened a service monopoly between Elizabethtown and New York. This brought him into conflict with the Fulton and Livingston families, who sought competition for this same route, and the matter went to the U.S. Supreme Court. In 1824 Chief Justice John Marshall rendered an unfavorable verdict in Gibbons v. Ogden, a landmark case that established federal supremacy over interstate commerce. The net effect was to ruin Ogden, who went bankrupt, bringing his imprisonment in New York City until Aaron Burr, an old acquaintance, managed to have his sentence revoked. Odgen spent the rest of his life working as a customs collector in New Jersey. He died there on April 19, 1839, immortalized by his famous Supreme Court case.
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Ogdensburg, Battle of

Event Date: February 22, 1813

Military engagement at Ogdensburg, New York, on the St. Lawrence River frontier between the United States and Canada, on February 22, 1813. The battle ended in a British victory and expulsion of the American garrison there.

By early February 1813, American secretary of war John Armstrong had begun mobilizing 7,000 troops at Sackets Harbor and Buffalo, New York, for a campaign against Kingston, Canada, on Lake Ontario. Emboldened by several recent successful raids across the St. Lawrence River by Major Benjamin Forsyth, commander of an American garrison of 500 riflemen and militia at Ogdensburg, New York, Armstrong informed Major General Henry Dearborn, commanding at Sackets Harbor, on February 24 that he believed that a full-scale attack across the frozen St. Lawrence River was feasible. British lieutenant general Sir George Prevost, the governor in chief, was aware of the American buildup, however, and rushed reinforcements to Kingston as a countermeasure. Prevost arrived at Prescott on February 21 on his way to Kingston to take personal command of British troops in Upper Canada.

Prevost had previously ordered British troops to stand on the defensive, but on his arrival Lieutenant Colonels George MacDonnell and Thomas Pearson appealed to him for authorization to mount an attack against Forsyth in retaliation for his successful raid against Elizabethstown (now Brockville, Ontario, Canada) two weeks before. Prevost gave conditional approval before departing for Kingston on the morning of February 22. Yet as soon as Prevost had left, at 7:00 a.m. MacDonnell put into operation the plan that he had already devised to attack Ogdensburg.

At the head of a force of 380 regulars, Glengarry Light Infantry, and militia, MacDonnell moved across the frozen St. Lawrence, his men dragging three cannon, in order to assault the American entrenchments and fort across the river. Supporting him to his right was a second column of 100 men, commanded by Captain John Jenkins. Halfway across the river, which was at that point a mile wide, undisciplined American gunners opened an ineffectual fire on the British troops with grapeshot and canister shot as well as muskets. Closing on the Americans, MacDonnell ordered a bayonet charge, which caused the militia to flee their posts and retreat through Ogdensburg. Some of the inhabitants fired on the British troops from windows, but they were soon subdued. Jenkins’s column meanwhile was badly cut up by accurate rifle fire and repulsed. Forsyth, realizing that he was about to be cut off and compelled to surrender, ordered his rifle company to abandon the fort and withdraw. By 9:00 a.m. the fighting was over. Major Forsyth requested reinforcements, claiming that he could then retake Ogdensburg and also capture Prescott, but when they were not forthcoming, he marched his remaining men to Sackets Harbor.

American casualties in the battle were 5 killed, 15 wounded, and 52 captured, while the British lost 7 killed and 63 wounded (the latter including both MacDonnell and Jenkins). MacDonnell seized 11 cannon and a large number of small arms, ammunition, and provisions. The British also burned two schooners and two gunboats fast in the ice as well as an American barracks, and they plundered some private property before abandoning the town. The Americans did not regarrison Ogdensburg during the war. Dearborn, exaggerating the importance of MacDonnell’s victory, successfully urged Armstrong to abandon attempts to capture Kingston and instead concentrate on York. That town was taken and burned by the Americans on April 27.
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Ohio

Midwestern state located in what was called the Old Northwest, or the Northwest Territory, during the War of 1812. This region ultimately became the states of Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, and a portion of Minnesota. Ohio’s current boundaries were fixed by 1803, at which time it was admitted to the Union; it was the first of the states in the Old Northwest to be admitted to the Union.

Ohio encompasses an area of 44,828 square miles. It is bordered by Michigan and Lake Erie to the north, Pennsylvania to the east, West Virginia and Kentucky to the south, and Indiana to the west. The 1810 census showed a population of 230,760, up dramatically from just 45,000 in 1800.

In this era the Maumee and Wabash Rivers provided a waterborne connection between Lake Erie and the Ohio River with portages. This was also a major transportation link between Canada and the Gulf of Mexico. If the British could gain control of the Ohio River, they could block American expansion west through that river basin as well as provide western Canada with an alternative trade route to the St. Lawrence River route.

Even prior to the War of 1812, the region’s Native Americans had been fighting white settlers moving in and through Ohio at least since the 1760s. Ohio’s population had quintupled between 1800 and 1810, and even during the decade of the war its population doubled yet again. As elsewhere and throughout these years, this push westward led to increased conflict. The Battle of Fallen Timbers in August 1794 was the most important of the early actions against the Native Americans because the ensuing peace treaty opened the Old Northwest to American expansion.

In Ohio, the War of 1812 combined both ongoing Indian resistance to this migration and British efforts to retain influence in Ohio. These forces fought both the Ohio Militia and regular U.S. Army forces in Ohio, Michigan, and Ontario, Canada, for control of the land and of its transportation routes west.

The war was popular with most settlers in Ohio, and most of them supported the war effort. Ohio’s governor, Return J. Meigs Jr., was a Democratic Republican who enthusiastically backed the war. He helped raise troops for the Ohio Militia and also raised troops who served with U.S. Army units. Because Ohio was still considered the frontier, it had little industry that could have aided the war effort. Instead, its nonmilitary contributions came mainly in the form of agricultural products and ports and waterways on critical rivers such as the Ohio and Lake Erie. For the war Ohio raised 1,759 officers and 24,521 enlisted men. They comprised 3 infantry regiments, 464 companies, 13 cavalry troops, and 1 artillery battery. Most served in the Ohio Militia, although some did fight under U.S. Army command, usually as integrated soldiers and units.

The war opened with Ohio militia joining the newly organized forces of Brigadier General William Hull who were to advance to Detroit; from there they were to attack into Ontario. Following Hull’s surrender of Detroit to the British on August 16, 1812, the military action moved into nearby Ohio.

In February 1813 Major General William Henry Harrison established a supply base on the Maumee River in Ohio, below Detroit. He named it Fort Meigs in honor of Ohio’s governor. More than 2,000 men and women garrisoned the fort, including regulars and militia from Ohio, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. Fort Meigs protected the Maumee River route to the Wabash River, the Ohio, and ultimately the Mississippi River and the ocean port at New Orleans.

The British, with their Indian allies, advanced into Ohio and on May 1, 1813, laid siege to Fort Meigs. But Harrison was ready with a garrison there of 1,200 men. Supported by 20 to 30 cannon, the garrison dug in, knowing that Kentucky Militia reinforcements were on the way. The British attack ended four days later when the American reinforcements arrived. On May 9 the British lifted the siege and returned to Canada. The Native Americans who had accompanied them were bitterly disappointed by the failure to take the fort.

In July 1813 the British again besieged Fort Meigs. After that attempt also failed, they attacked Fort Stephenson, at the location of present-day Fremont, Ohio. That attack also failed. After heavy losses, the British and their disheartened allies withdrew to Canada.

Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry subsequently achieved a major victory at the Battle of Put-in-Bay (better known as the Battle of Lake Erie) off northern Ohio on September 10, 1813. That victory cleared the way for American land forces to advance north. As part of that attack, Harrison transferred almost the entire garrison from Fort Meigs to Canada and replaced the fort with a small stockade. It was to serve both as a supply base and to protect the Maumee River rapids. With Harrison’s victory at the Battle of the Thames in Ontario on October 5, 1813, the war in the Old Northwest was all but over.

The war in and around Ohio resulted in a clear victory for the Americans. Both British and Indian threats to Ohio settlers and to American control of the waterways had been permanently neutralized. The resulting 1817 Treaty of Fort Meigs forced the area’s tribes to surrender much of the reservation land that previous treaties had guaranteed them. They now were compelled to move to much smaller areas within the state. The British, in the December 1814 Treaty of Ghent, gave up any hope of controlling a waterway through the region for its Canadian colony along with the last of their influence over the Native Americans. Essentially the British could no longer stymie westward expansion. The roads and waterways of Ohio were now open forever.
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Ohio, USS, British Capture of

See Somers and Ohio, USS, British Capture of

Ohio River

Largest tributary, by volume, of the Mississippi River, and the longest river east of the Mississippi. The Ohio River is 981 miles in length. It begins in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, at the confluence of the Monongahela and Allegheny Rivers and flows south and west, entering the Mississippi River near Cairo, Illinois, located in the very southernmost extreme of Illinois. The Ohio River runs along the borders of West Virginia, Ohio, Kentucky, Indiana, and Illinois. It is navigable, even for large ships, along its entire course, although it was quite shallow during the early 19th century before a series of dams was built to increase its depth. During the time of the War of 1812, the river ranged from 5 to 40 feet deep. Today, many large cities lie along the banks of the Ohio, including Pittsburgh, Wheeling, Cincinnati, Louisville, Evansville, and Paducah.

The Ohio River itself played no significant role in the War of 1812, but it did serve as a conduit for Indian tribes moving from northern Ohio and Indiana into the southern Ohio River Valley. It was also an important transportation route for goods and troops from the East to St. Louis and New Orleans via the Mississippi River. From 1787 until 1803, when Ohio became a state, the river also acted as the southern boundary of the Old Northwest Territory.

During the war the governors of Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois attempted to limit the use of the river to hostile tribes, especially the Shawnees, who were under the command of Tecumseh until his death in 1813. The Shawnees were allied with the British during the war. With the Treaty of Ghent that officially ended the war in December 1814, the British finally ceded any remaining land claims in the Ohio River Valley.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Old Northwest Territory

The Old Northwest Territory encompassed the present-day states of Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin. The territory was the scene of numerous conflicts between 1763 and 1832. In 1763 at the conclusion of the French and Indian War (1754–1763), the Ottawa chief Pontiac led a revolt against the British in the Old Northwest Territory. Pontiac had been inspired by the teachings of Neolin (the Delaware Prophet), who rejected accommodation with whites. Pontiac was also angered by the expulsion of the French from North America in 1763 and was equally insulted by the suspension of traditional diplomatic gifts by the new British regime. Pontiac’s Rebellion resulted in the capture of every British post in the region, with the exceptions of Forts Pitt, Niagara, and Detroit. His warriors were forced to suspend their military efforts to hunt for food in the autumn of 1763, however, so the rebellion soon disintegrated. Thereafter the British paid particular heed to the practice of granting gifts and annuities to the tribes in order to keep them placated.

After the American Revolutionary War (1775–1783), the tribes of the Old Northwest formed a loose confederacy to oppose expansion by American settlers onto their lands. Led by the Miami chief Little Turtle and the Shawnee war chief Blue Jacket, the Indians fought repeatedly and successfully against U.S. troops. Indeed, they defeated American forces led by Brigadier General Josiah Harmar in October 1790 and destroyed the large army of Major General Arthur St. Clair in November 1791. Major General “Mad” Anthony Wayne finally defeated the Indians at the Battle of Fallen Timbers on August 20, 1794. A year later Little Turtle and other Indian leaders signed the Treaty of Greenville, which had been negotiated chiefly by General Wayne. The treaty ceded much of present-day Ohio and Indiana to the United States, which led to a temporary suspension of hostilities but in no way ended them.

The visions of Tenskwatawa (the Shawnee Prophet) during 1804 and 1805 promulgated yet another wave of Indian resistance in the Old Northwest Territory. Tenskwatawa saw the Americans as “the offspring of an evil serpent.” Tenskwatawa’s brother, Tecumseh, himself a notable warrior, wanted to unite all native peoples into a formal alliance to oppose further American expansion. He thus traveled throughout the Old Northwest and Old Southwest gathering support and began caching military stores at his brother’s village of Prophetstown on the Wabash River in Indiana.

In November 1811 Indiana Territory governor William Henry Harrison led the territorial militia to Prophetstown on the pretense of recovering stolen horses. With Tecumseh away, young warriors talked Tenskwatawa into attacking the militia. As a result the Americans scattered the Indians, burning Prophetstown and all of its provisions. With his supplies now destroyed, Tecumseh had little recourse but to approach the British in Canada for assistance, just as the War of 1812 began. The British, heretofore neutral toward the Old Northwest tribes since the 1790s, appointed Tecumseh a brigadier general in the British Army, but he perished at the Battle of the Thames near Chatham, Ontario, on October 5, 1813. His death essentially ended another phase of Indian resistance in the Old Northwest. During the War of 1812, fighting also occurred in Illinois, Ohio, and Michigan, most famously at Detroit, which was surrendered to the British on August 16, 1812, just two months after the war began.
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	Territory 
	Dates of Organization
	Became




	Territory 
	Dates of Organization
	Became


	Northwest Territory
	1787–1803
	Ohio and the Indiana Territory


	Southwest Territory
	1790–1796
	Tennessee


	Mississippi Territory
	1798–1817
	Mississippi


	Indiana Territory
	1800–1816
	Indiana


	Orleans Territory
	1804–1812
	Louisiana


	Michigan Territory
	1805–1837
	Michigan


	Louisiana Territory (renamed Missouri Territory in 1812)
	1805–1821
	Missouri


	Illinois Territory
	1809–1818
	Illinois


	Alabama Territory
	1817–1819
	Alabama




The last major conflict in the region was the Black Hawk War of 1832. Chief Black Hawk was a Sauk leader who was angered by a series of land cessions to the United States. In late 1828 he led his band of warriors on a winter hunt west of the Mississippi River. In the spring of 1829 Black Hawk and his forces returned to their homes at Saukenk, on the Illinois side of the Mississippi River. They were more than surprised to find white settlers living there. Black Hawk protested when he was told that the land had been sold, and the Sauks and settlers spent an uneasy summer together.

Black Hawk left on another winter hunt again in late 1831, and when he returned the next spring, settlers panicked and a conflict began involving the U.S. Army, Illinois volunteers, and the outnumbered Sauks. Black Hawk was ultimately captured, and most of the Sauks were sent to Indian Territory (present-day Oklahoma), ending the last Indian war in the Old Northwest. In 1848 Wisconsin became the last state to be admitted to the Union in the Old Northwest Territory.

Roger M. Carpenter
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Old Republicans

Conservative Democratic Republicans, mostly southerners, who believed in minimal government and emerged in reaction to the War of 1812 and the nationalism it engendered. Among the Old Republicans’ most important adherents were John Randolph, John Taylor, James M. Garnett, George Logan, and Richard Stanford. The Old Republicans in Congress, especially Randolph, desperately but ineffectually opposed President James Madison’s proposal to expand the War Department in May 1812 and the declaration of war against Britain in June 1812. All of the Old Republicans were convinced that “this metaphysical war,” as Taylor called it, would mean the end of limited Jeffersonian-style government. They asserted that the war would lead to a huge army, a costly navy, increased taxes, the printing of worthless paper money, and bloated government bureaucracies.

Once the war began, the Old Republicans drew closer to the minority Federalists, who advocated peace. Randolph became friends with Josiah Quincy, Francis Scott Key, and Harmannus Bleecker, all Federalists. Other Old Republicans befriended Timothy Pickering. The Federalists attempted to convince their new allies into supporting DeWitt Clinton, their party’s candidate for president, against Madison in November 1812. But Clinton was anathema to the conservatives, and they would not support his failed candidacy.

During the next three years the Old Republicans cooperated with the Federalists in opposing what they saw as Democratic Republican imperialistic attacks on Canada, and they derided Madisonian ineptitude in prosecuting the war. They also adamantly resisted what they perceived as Madison’s attacks on civil liberties and ended up opposing the entire Madisonian legislative agenda. More importantly, they believed that the president’s scheme of financing the war through loans and the issuance of paper money was completely untenable. During 1814–1815 when the country teetered on bankruptcy, they also refused to support the newly adopted Democratic Republican idea of reestablishing a national bank.

Outside Congress, the Old Republican Taylor excoriated what he saw as the declension of the old republic into tyranny because of wartime governmental powers. In his writing he demonstrated how the pure and simple American republic had been weakened by patronage and corruption. Taylor saw a new aristocracy of privilege arising in America, much like the one that had been destroyed in the Revolution, spawned by debt and paper money. He also deplored the impetus that the war had given to demands for new tariffs and a national bank. These were nothing less than the government allying itself with commercial interests against agrarian civilization. When the War of 1812 concluded with the Treaty of Ghent on December 24, 1814, the Old Republicans’ ultimately futile struggle against the growth of governmental power had only begun. It would finally succumb during the administration of President Andrew Jackson in the 1830s.

Paul David Nelson
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Orders in Council

Orders issued by the British sovereign on the advice of his Privy Council or, more usually, on the advice of a few selected members. Unlike statutes, Orders in Council are issued by the sovereign by virtue of the royal prerogative and do not require parliamentary sanction. In practice, Orders in Council are only issued on the advice of ministers of the Crown or at their instigation or suggestion. Orders in Council regarding maritime issues were one of the primary factors behind the U.S. declaration of war against Great Britain in 1812.

During the course of war with France that had begun in 1793, Great Britain issued a series of Orders in Council, beginning as early as June 8, 1793. These were intended to provide the legal framework to cut off neutral trade with France. Following French emperor Napoleon I’s smashing victory over Prussia in 1806, France controlled most of Western and Central Europe, and action against French trade enforced by the Royal Navy became Britain’s most effective weapon against France.

The British Order in Council issued on May 16, 1806, was in fact a reaction to an order by Napoleon that closed the neutral northern German coast to British trade and brought the confiscation of considerable quantities of British goods. The May 1806 British Order in Council placed the European coast from Brest to the River Elbe under a British naval blockade. Napoleon responded to the British Order in Council with his Berlin Decree of November 21, 1806. In it he posed as the champion of European economic interests and supporter of the notion of freedom of the seas. He declared the British blockade to be illegal and then went on to declare the British Isles in a state of blockade, in effect imposing a paper blockade. He forbade all trade with Britain and ordered the confiscation of British goods. He also prohibited any British vessel or ship of another nation sailing from British ports or British colonies access to continental ports.

Napoleon hoped thereby to create a vast European economic arrangement that would work to the benefit of France. Thus, he planned that it would be France that would produce the manufactured goods for the rest of Europe formerly supplied by Britain. Napoleon hoped that this Continental System, as it came to be known, would knit all of Europe into one economic bloc under French control while, at the same time, ruining the British economy.

London responded to Napoleon’s actions with more stringent orders of its own on January 7 and November 21, 1807. These prohibited coastal trade between ports controlled by France and its allies and compelled neutral vessels to enter British ports before proceeding to their destinations, under threat of seizure. In addition, the British government required neutral ships to pay duties and secure licenses in order to trade with enemy ports.

On December 17, 1807, Napoleon issued his Milan Decree. It extended to neutral shippers the embargo on British goods or on items destined for Britain. Because the French Navy was not able to carry out a blockade of the British Isles, the principal effects of Napoleon’s regulations prohibiting trade with Britain would be felt by neutral nations, particularly the United States, which since 1803 had been the world’s most important neutral carrier, especially of foodstuffs. American goods and ships were now liable to seizure by French privateers.

At the same time, of course, ships of neutral nations were liable to seizure by the British under the Orders in Council. Indeed, between 1807 and 1812 some 900 American merchant ships were seized by Britain and France. The Orders in Council, coupled with the ongoing British policy of impressment, caused great friction with the United States.

Napoleon might have secured advantage from the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair. On June 22, 1807, the captain of the British warship Leopard, acting under orders, demanded the right to search the frigate Chesapeake and then fired into the U.S. warship when the American captain refused. Any advantage to Napoleon from this was lost when he decided on September 18, 1807, to order the confiscation of any British goods found on neutral ships.

U.S. president Thomas Jefferson did not want war, and he responded to the deprivations of both France and Britain with the Embargo Act of December 28, 1807. Opposed by New England, the act prohibited U.S. exports via land or sea. Coastal trade was permitted, providing that a bond was posted. This act was unpopular particularly in New England, where it had a profoundly negative economic impact. Indeed, an immense illicit trade developed through Canada. Napoleon, in any case, issued his Bayonne Decree of April 17, 1808, professing to help Jefferson support the embargo by ordering the seizure of all U.S. ships in European ports under the assumption that they must be British vessels in disguise.

With opposition to the embargo now widespread, in March 1809 Congress repealed the Embargo Act, substituting for it the Non-Intercourse Act. This latter act reopened trade with all nations except Britain and France and their colonies. The British reissued their Orders in Council in April 1809. Then, under terms of Macon’s Bill No. 2 of May 1810, the United States resumed trading with the two belligerents with the provision that if France repealed its offensive decrees, the United States would renew nonimportation against Britain, but if Britain repealed its Orders in Council, the United States would impose nonimportation on France.

Napoleon stole a march on the British and hoodwinked Jefferson’s successor, President James Madison, by announcing on August 5, 1810, through his foreign minister the repeal of the French decrees but only if the British repealed their Orders in Council or the United States reestablished complete nonintercourse with Britain in both imports and exports.

Madison, lured by the Cadore Letter, stepped into Napoleon’s trap. Without receiving proof that Napoleon had repealed his orders (which he had not), on November 2, 1810, Madison declared that nonintercourse would be enforced against Britain if it did not repeal the odious orders within three months. In fact, the very day of the French announcement, Napoleon ordered the sale of a number of confiscated U.S. ships.

The British cabinet stood firm. Indeed, the British ministry was bitter at the U.S. government for having rushed to embrace Napoleon. British animosity was heightened when Congress passed a measure on March 2, 1811, that renewed nonintercourse with Britain. Indeed, rather than annulling their previous orders, the British issued new ones on September 6, 1811. Intended to expand Canadian–West Indian trade at the expense of the United States, they prohibited U.S. shippers from selling salt fish to the West Indies and placed heavy duties on all goods brought into the United States.

By 1812, however, the British economy was reeling. Business interests, especially in manufacturing, appealed to the British government to take whatever steps were necessary to reopen trade with the United States. Finally, following demands in Parliament, on June 16, 1812, the British government repealed its Orders in Council restricting neutral trade. It would be weeks before this information became known in Washington, however, and by then it was too late. On June 18, 1812, the U.S. Senate approved a declaration of war against Great Britain.

Paul E. Fontenoy and Spencer C. Tucker
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Orpheus and Shelburne, HMS, vs. USS Frolic

Event Date: April 20, 1814

The U.S. Navy, seeking to have sloops that would favorably match the 22-gun Royal Navy Peacock and Frolic classes, in 1813 ordered a class of three larger sloops rated at 18 guns but to carry 2 long 18-pounders and 20 32-pounder carronades. The Frolic (the others were the Peacock and Wasp), named for the British warship taken by the earlier Wasp, was commissioned in February 1814. Commanded by Master Commandant Joseph Bainbridge, the Frolic put to sea from Boston on February 18 on a cruise to the West Indies.

On March 29 the Frolic took and sank the British brig Little Fox and then engaged and sank by gunfire a large Carthaginian schooner privateer on April 3 that had refused to surrender and went down with some 100 of its crew.

On April 20 in the Florida passage near Cuba, the Frolic fell in with the British frigate Orpheus (36 guns), commanded by Captain Hugh Pigot, and the schooner Shelburne (12 guns), commanded by Lieutenant David Hope. The Frolic endeavored to escape, but after a six-hour 60-mile chase—during which Bainbridge had his men jettison their starboard anchor and all the guns on its port (lee) side to increase speed—the Orpheus caught up with the Frolic some 15 miles off Matanzas, Cuba. With its battery of long guns the frigate could stand off and destroy the Frolic, which was armed primarily with the shorter-range carronades. The Orpheus fired two shots, both of which fell short but led Bainbridge to surrender his ship, and the British took prisoner its crew of 171. A subsequent court of inquiry cleared Bainbridge of any wrongdoing.

The Frolic was taken into the Royal Navy as the sixth-rate HMS Florida (20 guns). It was broken up in May 1819.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Oswego, Battle of

Start Date: May 5, 1814

End Date: May 6, 1814

British naval bombardment and land attack on American forces defending the old Revolutionary War fort overlooking the town of Oswego and Lake Ontario. Militarily, the British were successful in forcing the American troops to fall back to Oswego Falls, but they failed in their strategic objective of securing heavy guns intended for the Lake Ontario Squadron. Prior to the War of 1812, Oswego was a thriving commercial village situated on Lake Ontario in north-central New York state. In 1813 the British loss of their Lake Erie Squadron to the Americans convinced Sir James Lucas Yeo, commodore and commander in chief of Royal Navy forces on the Great Lakes, that he was losing the naval-construction race on Lake Ontario. In the spring of 1814 Yeo approached his superior, Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond, and the two men devised a plan to disrupt the construction of the U.S. squadron at Sackets Harbor by launching a raid on Oswego and capturing the significant quantities of naval stores and ordnance believed to be there.

Learning of the British plan, Commodore Isaac Chauncey immediately contacted Major General Jacob Brown for assistance. Brown dispatched Lieutenant Colonel George E. Mitchell and a battalion of 290 artillerymen from the 3rd U.S. Artillery and a company of the Light Artillery Regiment. Mitchell’s men set out on a forced march of nearly 150 miles to Oswego in thick ankle-deep mud. Surprisingly, he arrived on April 30 and took up positions in the rundown Revolutionary War fort with only five guns (a 12-pounder, a 6-pounder, and three 4-pounders), all of which had been declared unfit for service and three of which had no trunnions. The fort was located on high ground overlooking the village and the lake. Mitchell had new carriages built for the cannon and did what he could to prepare the fort and Oswego against attack. He also had available several dozen sailors and perhaps 200 New York militiamen.

No sooner had Mitchell reached Oswego on April 30 than his men immediately took up positions in the fort and set about strengthening it. Although the fort’s five guns had been declared unfit for service, they were all that were available, and Mitchell ordered new carriages and platforms built. In another outstanding feat, the work was accomplished in 24 hours.

Yeo’s squadron arrived off Oswego at dawn on May 5. The U.S. schooner Growler (two guns) was there under Captain Melancthon T. Woolsey preparing to transport guns and stores to Sackets Harbor. The crew scuttled their ship. Part of the men joined Mitchell, while most of the heavy cannon were relocated to safety at Oswego Falls upstream.

Mitchell did not have sufficient forces to defend the fort, and his officers agreed with him that the best course was a stand on the beach and then to conduct a fighting withdrawal should that prove necessary. British fire soon determined the location and strength of the fort’s guns. Some 200 New York militiamen then beat back an attack by 15 British boats before a heavy squall came up and forced the British to withdraw out in the lake. Yeo, however, returned the next morning with the frigates Prince Regent (56 guns) and Princess Charlotte (42 guns), although the former was too large to provide covering fire and stood off out of range. The British then carried out a second landing with 740 men, including marines and sailors. Lieutenant Colonel Victor Fischer of the DeWatteville Regiment commanded the landing force, although both Drummond and Yeo also came ashore.

The actual engagement lasted only 30 minutes, and Fort Ontario was quickly subdued. Outnumbered 2 to 1 in manpower and heavily outgunned, Mitchell withdrew to the falls to protect the heavy guns sequestered there. The militia also departed, not attempting to defend the town. Casualties in the fighting were 6 killed, 37 wounded, and 25 captured for the Americans; British losses were 18 killed and 72 wounded, although the latter included Captain William Howe Mulcaster, Yeo’s talented second-in-command.

The British reembarked at about 4:00 p.m. and sailed away, taking with them quantities of ammunition as well as 1,045 barrels of food and naval supplies, including rope and blocks. They also managed to refloat the Growler, taking it off as well as another schooner and several boats. In the Growler were three 32-pounders and four 24-pounders destined for Chauncey’s new ships.

This was the last military engagement of the war involving Oswego. Although Yeo’s raid set back the U.S. shipbuilding program on the Great Lakes, it was not a crippling blow. The guns at the falls—22 long 32-pounders, 3 42-pounder carronades, and 12 cables—subsequently reached Chauncey at Sandy Creek except for 2 24-pounders and 1 cable in a boat captured by the British.

Charles F. Howlett and Spencer C. Tucker
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Otis, Harrison Gray

Birth Date: October 8, 1765

Death Date: October 28, 1848

Lawyer, Federalist politician, and stalwart opponent of the James Madison administration and the War of 1812. Harrison Gray Otis was born on October 8, 1765, in Boston, Massachusetts. He graduated from Harvard College in 1783, was admitted to the bar in 1786, and opened a law office in Boston. He served as a judge in Boston and in 1796 was appointed by President George Washington to serve as U.S. district attorney for Massachusetts.

From 1797 to 1801 Otis served as a Federalist in the U.S. House of Representatives. During 1802–1805 he sat in the Massachusetts House of Representatives, and during 1805–1817 he served in the state senate. From 1810 to 1823 he also served as an overseer of Harvard.

In the years leading up to the War of 1812, Otis remained consistently opposed to the foreign policies of the Thomas Jefferson and James Madison administrations, especially the trade embargoes, which Otis argued seriously threatened his state’s economy. He vociferously rejected the declaration of war against Britain in June 1812 and thereafter concentrated his efforts to help ensure Madison’s defeat in the 1812 election. Indeed, Otis went so far as to endorse the candidacy of New Yorker DeWitt Clinton, a Democratic Republican. Realizing that no Federalist was likely to win the presidency that year, Otis opined that anyone would be better than Madison. Although Madison did win reelection, Clinton received considerable Federalist support, largely because of Otis’s agitation.
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Harrison Gray Otis was a prominent Federalist in the early republic and opponent of the War of 1812. He attended the Hartford Convention that considered the secession of New England from the United States, although Otis did not himself favor such a step. (Cirker, Hayward and Blanche Cirker, eds. Dictionary of American Portraits, 1967)

In December 1814 Otis served as a delegate to the Hartford Convention, which would contemplate New England’s secession from the Union rather than submit to Madison’s policies, although Otis himself did not support that part of the convention’s platform. He nevertheless played a central role at the meeting and helped draft the convention’s report. He also served as one of three commissioners tasked with bringing the convention’s grievances to the attention of the Madison administration, which refused to meet with them.

After the war Otis served as a U.S. senator during 1817–1822. He thereafter remained active in state and local politics and served as mayor of Boston during 1829–1832. In his later career, after the Federalist Party had collapsed, he became a Whig. Otis died in Boston on October 28, 1848.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.

See also

Clinton, DeWitt; Democratic Republicans; Federalist Party; Hartford Convention; Madison, James; Massachusetts; New England

Further Reading


Banner, James M. To the Hartford Convention: The Federalists and the Origins of Party Politics in Massachusetts, 1789–1815. New York: Knopf, 1969.

Morison, Samuel E. Harrison Gray Otis, 1765–1848: The Urbane Federalist. Rev. ed. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1969.





P

Pakenham, Sir Edward Michael

Birth Date: April 19, 1778

Death Date: January 8, 1815

British Army officer and lieutenant general who commanded British forces at the Battle of New Orleans (January 8, 1815) during the War of 1812. Born at Longford Castle, County Westmeath, Ireland, on April 19, 1778, Edward Michael Pakenham was commissioned a lieutenant in the 92nd Regiment of Foot on May 28, 1794. Within days he had purchased a captaincy, and on December 6, 1794, he purchased a major’s commission in the 33rd Ulster Light Dragoons.

On June 1, 1798, Pakenham transferred to the 23rd Light Dragoons and saw action in Ireland during the 1798 Irish Rebellion. Appointed lieutenant colonel on October 17, 1799, he received command of the 64th Foot. He led this regiment during the capture of the Danish and Swedish West Indian islands in 1801 and the capture of St. Lucia in 1803, at which time he was wounded.

In 1805 Pakenham, having recovered from his injuries, was appointed lieutenant colonel in command of the 1st Battalion of the 7th Royal Fusiliers. He fought with this unit at Copenhagen in 1807 and in the capture of Martinique in 1809. At the Battle of Talavera (July 27–28, 1809), he was assigned as assistant adjutant general of the fusiliers under the command of his brother-in-law Arthur Wellesley, Lord Wellington. On March 7, 1810, Pakenham was promoted to deputy adjutant general of British forces engaged in the Peninsular War.

Pakenham continued to rise in the British Army, commanding a brigade at the Battles of Busaco and Fuentes d’Oñoro in 1810 before serving on Wellington’s headquarters staff. On June 4, 1812, Pakenham was advanced to major general and received command of the 3rd Division, which he led at the Battle of Salamanca on July 22, 1812, and at the capture of Madrid on August 12. He subsequently commanded the 6th Division in the Battle of the Pyrenees (July 25–August 1, 1813) and in late 1813 was appointed colonel of the 6th West India Regiment.

During the War of 1812 following the death of Major General Robert Ross in September 1814, Pakenham was selected to command British Army forces in the Chesapeake Bay area. He should have joined his command in Jamaica, where it refitted before sailing for New Orleans, but adverse winds prevented this, and he did not reach his command until it had already landed in Louisiana. There it was to engage American forces commanded by Major General Andrew Jackson.

Pakenham, now holding the rank of lieutenant general, did not arrive at the British encampment until December 25, 1814, just two days after American troops had repulsed an initial British invasion of New Orleans and less than 24 hours after American and British commissioners in Ghent, Belgium, had signed the Treaty of Peace, bringing an official end to hostilities, although news of the treaty was not available in America for many weeks.

Pakenham attempted another assault on New Orleans on December 28, but the British were again thwarted. His army having failed twice, Pakenham settled for an artillery duel on January 1, 1815, before ordering a frontal attack on January 8. The Battle of New Orleans was a disaster for the British, claiming some 3,000 officers and men killed or wounded. Pakenham himself was mortally wounded. Shot through the thigh, spine, and groin during the unsuccessful assault, he died before the end of the battle. Of his 37 years, just 15 days had been spent in the United States.

Benjamin J. Grob-Fitzgibbon
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Parish, David

Birth Date: 1778

Death Date: April 27, 1826

American financier. David Parish was born in Hamburg, Germany, in 1778, the son of an English merchant who had migrated there from Scotland. Well educated, Parish managed the family business interests in Antwerp, Belgium, until 1806, when he traveled to the United States as an agent of the lucrative Spanish colonial bullion trade. He established himself in Philadelphia, handled his affairs capably and honestly, and quickly secured a considerable fortune. He originally intended to return to Europe once his Spanish affairs had ended but in 1808, at the behest of family friend Gouverneur Morris, relocated to upper New York state, where he purchased 200,000 acres in Jefferson County along the St. Lawrence River. Intent upon more than mere speculation, Parish solicited settlers and invested heavily in infrastructure, roads, and buildings through his property, which encompassed the townships of Parishville, Antwerp, Rossie, and Hopkinton. He also had two schooners built on the St. Lawrence River for trading with Canada.

In 1809 a large deposit of high-grade iron ore was discovered in Rossie, and Parish began planning for construction of an ironworks on Black Lake, 25 miles southwest of Ogdensburg. These plans were shelved after the War of 1812 commenced in June 1812, when many potential investors and inhabitants took flight. On October 3, 1813, Parish accompanied the staff of New York Militia general Jacob J. Brown during an aborted British attack against Ogdensburg by Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Lethbridge. However, the depredations of Captain Benjamin Forsyth and his riflemen led to a more serious and successful British endeavor to carry Ogdensburg on February 22, 1813, whereupon Parish began negotiations with Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost to keep his ironworks at Rossie neutral and hence safe from attack. Parish, who was well known and respected by the British in Canada, had several polite exchanges with Lieutenant Colonels George MacDonnell and Thomas Pearson to that end, and, for the rest of the war Canadians were at liberty to visit Parish to dine and trade with him at Ogdensburg.

Parish’s role in the War of 1812 transcended mere profiteering, however. Throughout the spring of 1813 he was involved with serious negotiations with Treasury Secretary Albert Gallatin and financiers John Jacob Astor and Stephen Girard to underwrite a $16 million loan for the cash-strapped American government. This successful venture allowed the United States to continue waging war, and to the extent that it also highlighted gross deficiencies in the structure of American finances, Parish also became a vocal proponent for rechartering the Bank of the United States, which had been allowed to expire in 1811. However, when the bank materialized in April 1816, Parish declined to take up a subscription, and he returned to Europe four months later. He eventually settled in Vienna, Austria, to manage the banking firm of Fries & Company, the affairs of which he ran capably until the crash of 1825. Despondent over the loss of his firm, Parish drowned himself in the Danube on April 27, 1826.
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Parker, Sir Peter, Second Baronet

Birth Date: 1785

Death Date: August 31, 1814

Royal Navy officer. Parker was born in England sometime in 1785, the son of Vice Admiral Christopher Parker and the grandson of Admiral of the Fleet Sir Peter Parker, first Baronet (1721–1811). After being educated at Westminster School, the younger Parker officially entered the Royal Navy in 1798, serving under his grandfather and with Lord Horatio Nelson aboard the first-rate ship of the line Victory. Promoted to commander, he was appointed to command the armed brig Weazel in 1805. That October the Weazel was the first British vessel to sight the combined Franco-Spanish fleet leaving Cádiz, where it had been bottled up by the Royal Navy. The departure of the Franco-Spanish fleet led to the Battle of Trafalgar on October 21. For this service Parker was promoted to captain. He served briefly as member of Parliament for Wexford, Ireland, but resigned the seat in 1811 to concentrate on his naval duties.

Commanding the frigate Menelaus (38 guns), Parker arrived in the Chesapeake Bay in mid-August 1814 to help support the operations of some 4,000 British Army troops commanded by Major General Robert Ross. Parker’s frigate and some smaller vessels were part of a three-pronged strategy devised by Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, commander in chief of the North American Station, to harass U.S. interests in the Chesapeake region.

Parker’s squadron was ordered to sail into the upper Chesapeake Bay to divert American attention while Ross’s army landed along the Patuxent River at Benedict, Maryland. Ross’s initial mission was to support Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn’s squadron of shallow-draft ships in the hopes of capturing or destroying the American Chesapeake Flotilla commanded by Commodore Joshua Barney, which had proceeded to the upper reaches of the river. Another British aim was to attack Washington, D.C. Meanwhile, another diversion was staged as a squadron under Captain James Alexander Gordon probed the Potomac River toward Alexandria and Washington. Parker’s assignment was to prevent American troops on Maryland’s Eastern Shore from reinforcing Washington and Baltimore. The British strategy worked, as Washington was captured and partially burned on August 24.

Parker burned several upper Eastern Shore farms toward the end of August, allegedly because they were being used by the American militia. He also probed and took soundings in Annapolis and Baltimore Harbors.

On the night of August 30, Parker, who was eager for a fight, landed a force of some 260 sailors and marines on the Maryland Eastern Shore to attack 174 members of the 21st Maryland Regiment under Colonel Philip Reed. Parker had learned that the  American militiamen were camped at Moorfields, west of Chestertown. Parker’s landing party was guided by a local African American. As the British approached the American camp that night, Reed, who had learned of the British landing, ordered his men to withdraw several hundred yards to a field beyond farmer Isaac Caulk’s house. This place gave its name to the resultant battle, Caulk’s Field.

[image: image]

Royal Navy captain Peter Parker played an important role in British naval operations in the Chesapeake Bay region but was mortally wounded on August 31, 1814, during a land operation on the Maryland Eastern Shore. (Library of Congress)


Reed ordered his riflemen into position to fire on the British as they came up the road. In a battle of only an hour’s duration on August 31, Parker was felled by a musket ball that severed an artery in his leg while he was leading an attempted flanking attack; he died before he could be carried back to his ship. Fortunately for the Americans who had expended almost all their ammunition, the British attack faltered when Parker was hit. In all the British suffered 14 killed and 27 wounded, while the militia reported no losses. Parker’s body was taken to Bermuda and subsequently to England for a public funeral and military honors in 1815. Renowned poet George Gordon, Lord Byron, Parker’s first cousin, wrote an elegy in his memory.
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Parker, Thomas Alexander

Birth Date: October 8, 1760

Death Date: January 25, 1820

U.S. Army officer. Thomas Alexander Parker was born on October 8, 1760, in Westmoreland County, Virginia. He served in the Revolutionary War with the 9th Virginia Regiment, rising to captain in 1778. He left the army at the end of the war but rejoined on January 8, 1799, during the Quasi-War and was assigned to the 8th Infantry Regiment as a lieutenant colonel, serving at the federal arsenal at Harpers Ferry, Virginia. After that crisis abated in 1800, he was discharged from the army.

Parker was reinstated as a colonel in the 12th U.S. Infantry on March 12, 1812, just before the start of the War of 1812. Assigned to the Niagara frontier in the autumn of 1812, he fought in a minor skirmish at Smyth’s Crossing that December. On March 12, 1813, Parker was advanced to brigadier general and assigned command of an infantry brigade in Major General Wade Hampton’s division at Burlington, Vermont. For reasons that remain unclear, Parker did not command his brigade during the Châteauguay campaign in the autumn of 1813, when Colonel Robert Purdy had charge. As a result, Parker was not at the October 26, 1813, Battle of Châteauguay, where the brigade became lost in the woods and unceremoniously withdrew.

Shortly after Parker left Burlington in the autumn of 1813, he succeeded Brigadier General Robert Thomas as commander of the Fifth Military District, headquartered in Norfolk, Virginia. Parker served in this post until the late winter of 1814 and resigned his commission on March 1, 1814. Nevertheless, he remained active with the Virginia Militia. He was an observer of the disastrous Battle of Bladensburg (August 24, 1814) and the British capture and burning of much of Washington, D.C. He remained with the militia until the end of the War of 1812 without being engaged in any further actions. Parker retired to his family home in Clarke County, Virginia, where he lived until his death there on January 25, 1820.
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Parliament, Great Britain

Supreme legislative and governing body of Great Britain. The king, George III, was the head of Parliament, but because he was mentally incapacitated at the time, his son, George Augustus Frederick. the Prince of Wales (later king as George IV), acted in his stead. Robert Banks Jenkinson, second Earl of Liverpool, was the prime minister from 1812 to 1827. The British Parliament was a bicameral body composed of the House of Commons and the House of Lords. It was dominated by a two-party system composed of the Whig Party and the Tory Party. The Tory Party enjoyed the ruling majority in Parliament from 1807 until 1830, with the Whigs in opposition. Unlike the U.S. political system, which often featured an executive of one party and a legislature of another, the British system permitted the majority party in Parliament to form a government.

In the years preceding the War of 1812, Great Britain was engaged in a herculean struggle with Napoleonic France. The Tory Party, which was generally conservative, pressed for a vigorous prosecution of the war with France and harsh treatment of neutral nations, including the United States. The Whigs, who were more liberal and commercially oriented, were equally in favor of a resolute prosecution of the war with France but generally favored a more amicable relationship with neutrals, including the United States, especially regarding trade.

Because of the ongoing war with France and the increasing need for sailors to fill the ranks of the Royal Navy, in 1807 the British government, under Tory leadership, issued Orders in Council that limited trade with France and neutral nations, allowed for the search and seizure of neutral vessels, and sanctioned the impressment of sailors claimed as British citizens into the Royal Navy. The Orders in Council led irrevocably to the breakdown in Anglo-American relations and precipitated an immediate crisis in the Chesapeake-Leopold Affair of June 22, 1807.

The Earl of Liverpool, a moderate Tory, became prime minister on June 8, 1812, succeeding Tory leader Spencer Perceval, who had been assassinated on May 11. Responding to Whig opposition led by Charles, second Earl Grey, and pressure from business interests, Parliament repealed the Orders in Council, which Liverpool had requested; however, President James Madison did not receive news of the repeal in time to prevent the United States from declaring war on June 18. Indeed, had Perceval not been assassinated, the Orders in Council might well have been repealed earlier, possibly averting the war altogether.

When the United States declared war, neither the Tories nor the Whigs considered the United States to be a viable military threat. When the Americans did not back down even after the Orders in Council had been rescinded, both parties pursued the war as a decidedly secondary conflict until the defeat of Napoleon in 1814.

Once it became clear that the U.S. government wished to continue the conflict, the British cabinet authorized Orders in Council on October 13, 1812, that served as a de facto war declaration. On January 9, 1813, the cabinet issued another proclamation in defense of its position but also expressing the government’s desire to seek conciliation with the United States.

Following the abdication of Napoleon in April 1814, the British intensified the North American conflict on both land and sea principally to gain leverage at the peace negotiations under way at Ghent, Belgium. However, support for the war against America was by no means widespread, and after mid-1814 both the Whigs and a growing number of Tories favored ending the conflict with the United States on the grounds that Britain’s maritime supremacy was no longer in jeopardy, the issue of impressment was no longer vital, and the long war with France was over.

By a large margin, Parliament approved of the Treaty of Ghent, which had been signed on December 24, 1814, and formally ended the War of 1812. The ratification process engendered little debate from either the Whigs or the Tories. The more nationalistic British politicians who had initially opposed the treaty negotiations largely reversed their opposition with the end of hostilities in Europe.
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Parsons, Usher

Birth Date: August 8, 1788

Death Date: December 19, 1868

Physician, naval surgeon, and educator. Usher Parsons was born on August 8, 1788, in Alfred, Maine (then part of Massachusetts). After receiving a classical education, he apprenticed in medicine under Dr. Abiel Hall and then studied in Boston under the well-regarded Dr. John Warren. Parsons was subsequently licensed as a physician but had difficulty securing a desirable position, so he enlisted in the U.S. Navy as a surgeon’s mate in July 1812, just weeks after the beginning of the War of 1812. His first assignment was aboard the frigate John Adams.

In 1813 Parsons was assigned to the brig Lawrence on Lake Erie as a surgeon. During the September 10, 1813, Battle of Lake Erie, at which point the ship’s two other surgeons had taken ill and were unable to carry out their duties, Parsons remained the only able-bodied physician available. Once the battle was over he was faced with some 100 wounded men, at least 7 of whom required limb amputations. Instead of operating immediately, Parsons decided to delay surgery until the wounded were stabilized, which was not the standard procedure of the day. As it turned out, Parsons’s approach proved correct, and the mortality rate of those who were treated was an astoundingly low 3 percent.

Parsons received glowing reviews in Commander Oliver H. Perry’s after-battle report and was promoted to full surgeon in early 1814. Later, Parsons detailed his work in the Journal of Medicine and Surgery. He spent the remainder of the war aboard ships in the Great Lakes but did not see any other active combat.

During 1815–1817 Parsons served with Perry in the frigate Java and retained his naval commission while visiting hospitals throughout the United States and Europe. In 1820 Parsons published an important handbook for naval doctors titled The Sailor’s Physician, which he updated numerous times. In 1822 he resigned his commission and settled in Providence, Rhode Island, where he was professor of anatomy and surgery at Brown University (1823–1828). Parsons also served as an officer of the American Medical Association. He published numerous books, including History of the Battle of Lake Erie (1852) and Life of Sir William Pepperell (1855). Parsons died in Providence on December 19, 1868.
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Partridge, Alden

Birth Date: February 12, 1785

Death Date: January 17, 1854

U.S. Army officer and progressive educator. Alden Partridge was born on February 12, 1785, in Norwich, Vermont, the son of a Revolutionary War veteran. Partridge attended Dartmouth College between 1802 and 1805 but left there for the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, from which he graduated on October 30, 1806, and was commissioned a first lieutenant of engineers.

The U.S. Military Academy had been founded in 1802, but it initially lacked a set curriculum or standards for attainment. Upon graduation Partridge was immediately appointed to the academy faculty, and he spent the next 12 years—his entire military career—there. Promoted to captain on July 23, 1810, he became professor of mathematics in April 1813 and was appointed the first professor of engineering that September.

In December 1814 Partridge became superintendent of the academy, succeeding Colonel Joseph G. Swift. Partridge was a poor administrator, and his abrasive personality quickly irritated both faculty and students and drove off a number of them. While Partridge was on leave during the summer of 1817, President James Monroe replaced him as superintendent with Sylvanus Thayer. Partridge refused to accept this decision and tried to regain his quarters. The dispute finally ended with an order from Washington for Partridge’s arrest. He was sentenced to be cashiered from the service, but Monroe allowed Partridge to resign instead, which he did on April 15, 1818, still at the rank of captain.

Partridge pursued other careers, such as surveying along the Old Northwest frontier between the United States and Canada (he was surveyor-general of Vermont during 1822–1823), but he remained keenly interested in military education. In 1819 he founded the American Literary, Scientific and Military Academy at Norwich, Vermont. The world’s first purely technical and military institution for the training of citizen-soldiers and the nation’s first private military school, it eventually became Norwich University. Partridge was one of the first American educators to use the laboratory method of instruction, and he expanded the curriculum offered at the academy to include more than just military science. Partridge was also one of the first educators to approach civil engineering not as a trade but instead as an intellectual field of study. He also offered courses in scientific agriculture.

A prolific writer on military affairs, Partridge believed that American failures in the War of 1812 had been caused by a lack of competent leadership for U.S. militia forces. He saw a professional military establishment as a threat to the republic and regarded a citizen-soldier militia as the best guarantee of American democracy. In any event, the U.S. Military Academy would be unable to provide enough trained officers in the event of war.

Partridge’s ideas found a receptive audience. By 1824 he had 297 cadets enrolled at Norwich, from every state in the Union and several foreign countries. Partridge also hoped to establish similar regional academies along the East Coast of the United States. Between 1839 and 1854 he founded military schools in Virginia, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire, and Delaware. The faculty usually consisted of alumni from Norwich, and Partridge often lectured as a visiting professor. Although these regional academies all ultimately failed, they inspired similar institutions, such as The Citadel in South Carolina and the Virginia Military Institute. Partridge’s vision also presaged the concept behind the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC), instituted in the 20th century.

Partridge served in the Vermont legislature during 1833, 1834, and 1838 and three times ran unsuccessfully for the U.S. Congress. He died on January 17, 1854, at Norwich.
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Patriot War

Undeclared conflict fought between American settlers, primarily from Georgia and Tennessee, and Spanish colonial forces in East Florida during 1812–1814. There were three principal causes of the Patriot War: American expansionism, differences over slavery, and the Americans’ view that Great Britain was responsible for their problems in the Spanish borderlands. Although Manifest Destiny was in its infancy following the 1803 purchase of Louisiana from France, there were those in the United States who believed that Florida was preordained to enter the Union. Americans were settling north and south of the international boundary in large numbers. Settlers along the Florida border in Georgia, a slave state, soon found that runaway slaves from the United States next to that porous border were finding refuge among free blacks and Native Americans in Spanish Florida. Georgians were always nervous about the possibility of slave revolts, and the Spanish policy of recruiting blacks into their colonial military forces did not assuage their fears. Finally, the inability of both governments to control passage across the border further exacerbated the situation.

Spain had been losing its grip on Florida. Although allied with Britain in the Napoleonic Wars against France, Spain had pledged to remain neutral in any conflict between the United States and its ally. These promises did little to calm Georgia. Spain could barely control its principal settlements in the Floridas. Leading American settlers in Spanish Florida soon sought out George Mathews, former governor of Georgia and Revolutionary War veteran. Initially they hoped to settle on a plan leading to the U.S. purchase of Florida. Mathews took their plan further, however. He journeyed to Washington, D.C., and offered U.S. president James Madison a proposal that, according to Mathews, Madison fully supported. Mathews hoped to lead an invasion of Florida, expel the Spanish officials, and hand the territory over to the United States.

Although the historical record is not completely clear on the issue, Mathews evidently left Washington believing that he had the full support of Madison for what was later known as the Patriot War. As war between Britain and the United States grew nearer, Madison knew that he had to prevent Florida from falling to the British but may not have fully realized Mathew’s intent.

In early 1812 at Point Peter, near St. Marys, Georgia, Mathews began recruiting an invasion force. Most of the volunteers, whom he dubbed “Patriots,” were from Georgia. Mathews also sought U.S. forces in his planned attack on St. Augustine, but local army officials balked. Tensions mounted as Matthews was faced with continuing silence from Washington. Without U.S. troops, he was forced to limit his thrust into Florida.

Nevertheless, on March 17, 1812, as several U.S. Navy gunboats stood nearby, Mathews and the Patriots crossed into East Florida and demanded the surrender of the small Spanish town of Fernandina on Amelia Island, just over the Georgia border. Outnumbered two to one, local officials acquiesced, and no shots were fired.

Word of the attack spread quickly. To many Americans, provoking Spain at a time when the country was on the brink of war with Great Britain seemed foolish. Madison, sensing the mood of the country, publicly criticized the actions of the Patriot Army, although Mathew’s actions were certainly popular among many, particularly in Georgia.

Mathews nevertheless pushed forward, investing St. Augustine. Well fortified and with more troops than at Fernandina, St. Augustine resisted demands for its surrender. On April 12, 1812, however, the Patriots captured Fort Moosa, south of St. Augustine. Mathews now sought to secure Madison’s support and soon headed to Washington. En route, however, he caught a fever and died.

Forced to camp outside the walls of the fort, the Patriots at St. Augustine spent their time raiding nearby farms for food and forage to both sustain themselves and induce the Spaniards to surrender. Meanwhile, the Spanish militia conducted raids outside the fort. Madison, forced to act, finally dispatched U.S. forces, which in July 1812 deployed to East Florida. This consisted of several companies from the elite Regiment of Riflemen under Colonel Thomas Adams Smith.

Raids and counterraids now predominated. On September 9, 1812, Native Americans allied with Spain attacked the American outpost at Picolata on the St. Johns River, destroying storehouses there. Three days later an Indian attack on an American supply train resulted in the death of U.S. Marine Corps captain John Williams and the lifting of the American siege of St. Augustine. Many of the original Patriot Army now began to decamp.

Georgian colonel Daniel Newnan, however, led new Georgia volunteers in a series of abortive raids into central Florida throughout October 1812. Although ineffective, Newnan was hailed as a hero by many. East Tennessee volunteers were also active, but by February 1813 they too departed Florida, leaving it to a small band of diehard Patriots. Desultory raiding continued throughout 1813. Patriots at Fort Mitchell, near Ocala, Florida, on January 12, 1814, established the District of Elotchaway of the Republic of East Florida.

By this time, however, the governor of Georgia as well as the federal government had completely disavowed any connection with the Patriots. By May 1814 the insurgents were gone, and the Patriot War was over. Because the conflict was never officially sanctioned by the federal government, casualty figures are not known.

Although overshadowed by the War of 1812 and viewed by some as merely a continuing battle between Georgia’s and Spanish Florida’s settlers, the war was not without significance. It showcased Spain’s ever-weakening position, and in the end, not even the British alliance could avert the loss of its North American empire, including Florida. Florida became part of the United States as a consequence of the 1819 Adams-Onís Treaty.

Harold W. Youmans

See also

Florida; Georgia; Madison, James; Mathews, George; Regiment of Riflemen; Smith, Thomas Adams; Spain

Further Reading


Cusick, James G. The Other War of 1812: The Patriot War and the American Invasion of Spanish East Florida. Gainesville: University of Florida Press, 2003.

Patrick, Rembert W. Florida Fiasco: Rampant Rebels on the Georgia-Florida Border, 1810–1815. Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1954.



Patterson, Daniel Todd

Birth Date: March 6, 1786

Death Date: August 25, 1839

U.S. Navy officer. Daniel Todd Patterson was born in Long Island, New York, on March 6, 1786. He joined the frigate Delaware (22 guns) on June 11, 1799, and served on it in the West Indies during the Quasi-War until August 1800. Patterson received a midshipman’s warrant on August 20, 1800 (subsequently altered to take rank from date of his original entry in the navy, June 11, 1799). One of the midshipmen retained in the navy under the Peace Establishment Act, he then served off Tripoli in the frigates Constellation (38 guns) and Philadelphia (44 guns) but was taken prisoner on the capture of the latter ship by the Tripolitans on October 13, 1803, and remained at Tripoli until his release at the end of the Tripolitan War in 1805.

Patterson was stationed at New Orleans during 1806–1807 and from 1810. He was promoted to lieutenant on January 24, 1807, and to master commandant (commander) on July 24, 1813. Patterson was assigned command of the important New Orleans Station on October 18, 1813. He commanded U.S. naval forces in the raid on the pirate base at Barataria, Louisiana, on September 16, 1814, capturing 17 vessels.

Believing that the British intended to strike New Orleans and not Mobile, Patterson rejected a request by Major General Andrew Jackson to send his gunboats to Mobile. Patterson also correctly predicted the route of attack the British would take, across Lake Borgne, and he ordered Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones and five of six New Orleans gunboats there. Following the defeat of the gunboats in the Battle of Lake Borgne (December 14, 1814), Patterson cooperated closely with Jackson, using the few remaining naval units available to him to harry the British advancing on New Orleans. Patterson’s effective support of Jackson’s operations from the Mississippi River contributed greatly to the American victory in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815.

Highly commended by Jackson, Patterson also received a vote of thanks from Congress and was promoted to captain on February 28, 1815. He continued in southern stations until 1824, when he became fleet captain and commander of the flagship frigate Constitution (51 guns) in Commodore John Rodgers’s Mediterranean Squadron.

Returning to the United States in 1828, Patterson was appointed one of the three navy commissioners. During 1832–1836, he commanded the Mediterranean Squadron. He then took command of the Washington Navy Yard, holding that position until his death at Wilmington, New Jersey, on August 25, 1839.
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Patuxent River Campaign

Start Date: June 1, 1814

End Date: August 22, 1814

Commodore Joshua Barney commanded the American flotilla on the upper Chesapeake Bay, which had been formed with the plan to engage British boats and barges operating in the region. On May 25, 1814, Barney departed from Baltimore with part of his flotilla, consisting of the sloop Scorpion, 13 barges, gunboats No. 137 and No. 138, a galley, and a lookout boat. Barney then established a base of operations in the Patuxent River, which flows into the bay at a point some 60 miles below Baltimore and some 20 miles above the Potomac. Although Barney’s warships were hardly a significant threat to their operations, the British were nonetheless anxious to destroy the only American force of any significance in the Chesapeake Bay area and the only impediment to a sudden descent against Washington.

While large vessels could enter the Patuxent, they could not venture far upstream, as the river was navigable only by small boats some 40 miles from its mouth to a point about 15 miles by land from Washington, D.C. To attack Barney’s flotilla, the British would thus have to rely on boats. The Americans would also be able to use militia forces on land to help defend the flotilla. For these reasons, any hopes the British had of destroying the American naval force rested on a combined land and water operation. For the British this had the advantage of masking their intention of a quick strike against Washington. Their base at Tangier Island near the mouth of the Potomac enabled them to keep Barney’s force under observation.

On the morning of June 1, Barney’s force left the Patuxent with the aim of reaching the Potomac. The Americans soon spotted two British schooners. These made signals and fired their guns, and a third-rate ship of the line of 74 guns came up under sail and sent barges to their assistance. With the ship of the line now in position to cut off the flotilla from the Potomac, Barney signaled for a return to the Patuxent. After exchanging fire with the leading British schooner, the Americans managed by late afternoon to make it without damage to the mouth of the river.

Barney’s force retreated three miles up the Patuxent as the British ship of the line, a large schooner, and barges closed off the mouth of the river. The two smaller schooners disappeared and soon returned with reinforcements in the form of a razee and a brig. Barney now withdrew two miles farther upriver to St. Leonard’s Creek. Here at 5:00 a.m. on June 8, the Americans spotted 1 British ship, 1 brig, 2 schooners, and 15 rowing barges moving up the Patuxent. Barney’s flotilla retreated two miles up the creek, formed in line abreast, and prepared for action. Early on June 9 as the larger enemy vessels lay at anchor at its mouth, the British sent barges down the creek. American fire fell short, but British Congreve rockets from a barge passed over the American position.

Leaving the Scorpion and gunboats at anchor, Barney attacked with his barges, whereupon the British withdrew. A second British assault, largely with rockets, occurred that afternoon. This attack was more successful. The British kept beyond the range of American shot and hit one American barge with a rocket, killing one man and wounding several others.

Barney was determined to launch a counterattack. The next day the Americans disabled the schooner St. Lawrence (13 guns) at the mouth of the creek, and the British had to run it ashore to keep it from sinking. Other British boats were damaged, and American shot also raked one of the small schooners. In turn an American gun burst; Barney lost a galley, leaving him with 12 barges manned by some 450 men. The British then landed men on the banks of the Patuxent. Barney meanwhile had little militia support, in large part because of British threats, subsequently carried out, to set fire to any deserted houses.

Secretary of the Navy William Jones hoped that Barney’s barges might be transferred to the bay by land, but this proved impossible. Jones then instructed Barney to try to drive the British from the mouth of the creek and move up the Patuxent.

At 4:00 a.m. on June 26 Barney took the offensive in conjunction with land units of artillery, marines, and militia against the two British frigates, the Loire (40 guns) and Narcissus (32 guns), now guarding the mouth of the creek. After a two-hour engagement, the British ships got under way and moved downriver. Barney’s boats then left the creek and moved upriver. In this engagement the flotilla suffered 11 killed or wounded. Barney abandoned his two gunboats, No. 137 and No. 138, in the creek; later the British burned them.

There was no means for Barney to get his force out of the river. Even if the flotilla could leave the Patuxent, Barney knew it would be all but impossible to get up the Potomac or up the bay, and nothing short of Baltimore would bring safe haven. The British retained the initiative throughout.

Beginning in early July the British built up their forces at the mouth of the Patuxent. Counting forces of Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn already on hand, Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane had at his disposal 20 warships, including 4 ships of the line, and a large number of transports and storeships. British ground strength was more than 4,000 men, including a battalion of 700 marines.

In order to distract the Americans from the real intent of his operations—the descent on Washington—Cochrane detached two squadrons of frigates, one up the Potomac River and the other up the bay to a point above Baltimore. Then, at noon on August 19 the main British force started up the Patuxent. Cochrane was able to mask the descent on Washington by making it appear that Barney’s flotilla was the target. British troops landed at Benedict, Maryland, 25 miles from the mouth of the river, and on August 20 began the march along the west bank of the Patuxent flanked by light British ships in the river. The American flotilla was cornered at Pig Point, abreast of Upper Marlborough. Barney foresaw the inevitable result and, in order to save his men, abandoned his boats on August 21, leaving a few men to destroy them at the last minute. This was done the next day, just as the British approached.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Peacock, HMS

See Hornet, USS, vs. HMS Peacock

Peacock, USS, vs. HMS Epervier

Event Date: April 29, 1814

U.S.-British naval engagement on April 29, 1814. The battle pitted the American sloop Peacock (rated at 18 guns but mounting 2 long 12-pounders and 20 32-pounder carronades), commanded by Master Commandant Lewis Warrington with a crew of 166, against the British brig Epervier of 18 guns (all 32-pounder carronades), commanded by Captain Richard H. Wales with a crew of 128. The engagement occurred off the east-central Florida coast near Cape Canaveral.

The new sloop Peacock, only just commissioned, departed New York on March 12, 1814, for St. Marys, Georgia, to deliver there a quantity of stores and then had immediately proceeded to the West Indies as far as the Bahamas. Learning that an expected British Jamaica convoy would be well protected, Warrington sailed north.

On April 29 (some sources give a date of April 28), 1814, off Cape Canaveral, the Peacock encountered a convoy of three merchant ships (one British, one Russian, and one Spanish) escorted by the Epervier and five days out of Havana, Cuba. Upon sighting the Peacock, the Epervier turned to fight so as to allow its convoy to make sail and escape. In the ensuing 45-minute battle, the two ships traded broadsides, with the Epervier sustaining the greater damage and finally surrendering. In the first American broadside, three of the Epervier’s carronades were unshipped. The British ship also took 45 shots in its hull. The main topmast was over the side, standing rigging and spars were damaged, and five feet of water was in its hold. British casualties were 8 killed and 15 wounded. In the first British broadside, the Peacock had taken two 32-pound shot in its foreyard, severely wounding it and depriving the ship of the use of its foresail and topsail, but there were no British hull hits. American casualties amounted to only 2 wounded.
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Illustration showing the U.S. Navy sloop Peacock capturing the British Navy brig Epervier on April 29, 1814. (U.S. Navy)


The Epervier was found to be carrying $118,000 in specie. By that same evening sufficient repairs had been effected on the British ship to allow it to make sail, while the Peacock’s yard had been strengthened with a batten bound to it and again sent aloft. Warrington placed Lieutenant J. B. Nicholson in command of the Epervier with orders to proceed with the Peacock for Savannah, Georgia. The next evening off Amelia Island, Florida, the two ships encountered two British frigates. Warrington directed the Epervier to keep close to shore while he proceeded south with the Peacock in an attempt to draw off the frigates, confident that with his own ship’s superior speed he could outrun his pursuers. The plan worked, with the Epervier arriving at Savannah on May 2, and the Peacock joining it there on May 4. The Epervier was subsequently taken into the U.S. Navy under the same name and rate.
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Peacock, USS, vs. HMS Nautilus

Event Date: June 30, 1815

U.S.-British naval engagement occurring on June 30, 1815, in the Sunda Strait off the Dutch East Indies (Indonesia). The engagement pitted the American sloop Peacock, commanded by Master Commandant Lewis Warrington with a crew of 166, against the British East India Company brig Nautilus, commanded by Lieutenant Charles Boyce with a crew of 80. The Peacock mounted 2 long 12-pounders and 20 32-pounder carronades. The Nautilus mounted 4 long 9-pounders and 10 18-pounder carronades.

Commissioned at New York City in March 1814 and named for an earlier British prize taken in February 1813 by the U.S. sloop Hornet, the Peacock had already captured more than a dozen British prizes by the time the ship’s third cruise commenced in January 1815. The Peacock was part of a squadron of five heavily laden ships commanded by Commodore Stephen Decatur and consisting of the frigate President (54 guns), the sloop Hornet (20 guns), and the storeships brigantine Tom Bowline and fast-sailing armed merchant brig Macedonian. Their mission was to sail to the East Indies and disrupt British trade. On January 22, 1815, unaware that the President had earlier failed in its own attempt to escape the British blockading squadron off New York City and had been captured (the Macedonian, sailing in company, escaped), the Peacock, Hornet, and Tom Bowline took advantage of a northwesterly storm to get to sea.

According to their sailing orders, the ships set course for Tristan da Cunha, some 1,500 miles south of St. Helena in the South Atlantic, where they were to rendezvous. There on March 23 the Hornet defeated the British brig Penguin of 18 guns, but the latter was so badly cut up that it had to be scuttled. After waiting for the President until April 13, the Peacock and Hornet sailed for the Cape of Good Hope. Then on April 27 after being chased by the third-rate British ship of the line Cornwallis (74 guns) and being forced to throw overboard stores from the Penguin, spare spars, a number of guns, and considerable shot in order to escape, the Hornet sailed for home. The Peacock, the only ship left of the squadron intended for the East Indies, continued on, rounded the Cape of Good Hope, and entered the Indian Ocean, where it captured four valuable British East Indiamen.

Entering the Sunda Strait between Java and Sumatra on June 30, 1815, the Peacock came upon the Nautilus near the Fort of Anjier. Warrington demanded that the Nautilus surrender, but the British captain refused, claiming that the war was over. Indeed the war had ended officially on February 17, 1815, as stipulated in the Treaty of Ghent signed on December 24, 1814. Believing this to be a ruse by the British captain so that his own ship might escape under the guns of the fort, Warrington attacked the Nautilus. Two broadsides were exchanged, killing seven and slightly wounding eight others of the Nautilus but none from the Peacock. The Nautilus immediately struck its colors. Warrington released the Nautilus on July 2, 1815, after confirming that peace had been attained.

Warrington then set sail for New York, arriving home on October 30, 1815, the last U.S. warship to return from the war. Because of differing accounts of the engagement by Warrington and Boyce and a demand by British ambassador to the United States Charles Bagot, a court of inquiry regarding the incident was held in Boston in September 1816 and exonerated Warrington.
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Pearson, Sir Thomas

Birth Date: 1782

Death Date: May 21, 1847

British Army officer. Born in Somerset, England, in 1782, Thomas Pearson was commissioned in the 23rd Regiment of Foot on October 2, 1796. Promoted to lieutenant on April 25, 1799, he fought in the Netherlands that summer and was shortly thereafter promoted to captain. He took part in the expedition against the Spanish Navy base at Ferrol in August 1800 and then joined Lieutenant General Sir Ralph Abercromby’s mission to expel the French from Egypt in March 1801, during which Pearson was wounded in the thigh. After nine months in Gibraltar and six months home on leave, Pearson rejoined his regiment on the Isle of Wight, becoming a major in December 1804. From December 5, 1806, Pearson commanded the 2nd Battalion, and in 1807 he participated in the Copenhagen campaign with the 1st Battalion.

Posted to Nova Scotia between 1808 and 1810, Pearson commanded the regiment’s left wing against the French on February 1, 1809. As a reward for his performance, he was given command of the light infantry battalion on February 2. Pearson was again wounded. In November 1810 he sailed to Lisbon to fight in the Peninsular War, and throughout the early months of 1811 he commanded his regiment’s light battalion. At Albuera on May 16, 1811, he received command of the 4th Division’s 10 companies of light infantry, and when all other senior officers were wounded, he briefly commanded the Fusilier Brigade. On May 30, 1811, Pearson was promoted to lieutenant colonel but on September 27 was wounded for a third time and was forced to leave Portugal for England.

Following recuperation, Pearson was appointed an inspecting field officer of the Canadian militia. During the War of 1812 he commanded the battery at Prescott on the St. Lawrence River until November 9, 1813, when he took his 440 men to join the 680-strong force that was pursuing American forces to Montreal. In the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813, Pearson, as second-in-command of the British and Canadian forces, was instrumental in repelling the Americans.

Pearson then sailed to Fort George on the Niagara frontier in April 1814, where he commanded soldiers at the Chippawa River (July 3–8); in the Battle of Lundy’s Lane (July 25), where he was wounded for the fourth time; and at the Battle and Siege of Fort Erie (August 4–September 21). On September 17 Pearson received his fifth career wound, a bullet to the head, and was forced to return to England.

Following the War of 1812, Pearson commanded the 2nd Battalion, 43rd Light Infantry, until July 1817, at which time he took command of the 23rd Regiment of Foot for 13 years, serving in France, Ireland, and Gibraltar. He was advanced to major general on July 22, 1830; knighted on March 18, 1835; and became a lieutenant general on November 23, 1841, receiving command of Ireland’s northern district. On November 21, 1843, he was awarded the colonelcy of the 85th Light Infantry. Pearson died on May 21, 1847, at Lansdown, Bath, England.

Benjamin J. Grob-Fitzgibbon
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Pelican, HMS, vs. USS Argus

Event Date: August 14, 1813

On June 18, 1813, the U.S. Navy brig Argus, commanded by Master Commandant William Henry Allen, escaped the British blockade of Boston. Rated at 16 guns, it mounted 20: 2 long 12-pounders and 18 24-pounder carronades. It sailed with a crew of 137 men.

Allen was charged with delivering to France the U.S. minister to that country, William H. Crawford. His ship arrived at Lorient, France, on July 11 and then put to sea again on July 14 to raid British merchant shipping in the English Channel and the Irish Sea. During the course of the next month, the enterprising Allen took 19 British prizes. Rather than seriously weaken his crew strength, Allen burned most of them. On August 13 the Argus took its last two prizes, one of which was a merchant brig sailing from Oporto, Portugal, with a cargo of wine. It has been suggested by more than one writer that the next day many of the members of the crew of the Argus were still feeling the effects of its expropriated cargo. The crew was also exhausted. Both factors might have figured in the ensuing battle.

With the American depredations having sharply driven up British merchant shipping insurance rates, the Admiralty ordered all available ships to search for the raider. The Royal Navy brig Pelican, captained by Commander John Fordyce Maple, had only just arrived at Cork, Ireland, but quickly put to sea again on August 10. The large Cruizer-class Pelican carried 21 guns: 4 long 6-pounders and 16 32-pounder and 1 12-pounder carronade.

The two ships sighted one another at 5:00 a.m. on August 14 some 15 miles west of St. David’s Head. Although the faster Argus might have escaped its adversary, Allen had no intention of avoiding combat. Unable to secure the weather gauge, he approached the British ship on a starboard tack. The engagement opened at close range at 6:00 a.m. when the Argus fired its port guns and the Pelican responded with its starboard battery. The action was intense, and an early British shot carried away one of Allen’s legs, a mortal wound. The first lieutenant was also wounded, and the second lieutenant, William Howard Allen, assumed command. Both ships were cut up in the exchange of fire, the Argus so much so that it was unmanageable, and the Pelican could thus rake it at will. At 6:45 with the British about to board, the Argus struck its colors.
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After transporting the new U.S. minister to France, the U.S. Navy brig Argus, commanded by Master Commandant William H. Allen, took 19 prizes. On August 14, 1813, the large British brig Pelican attacked and defeated the Argus. Allen, mortally wounded, was among the casualties. (Naval Historical Center)


Crew strengths during the battle have been much debated, but it is certain that the Pelican had more men, in addition to being more heavily armed. The Argus sustained 10 killed or mortally wounded and 14 others wounded. The Pelican lost 2 men killed and 5 wounded.
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Penguin, HMS
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Pennington, William Sanford

Birth Date: 1757

Death Date: September 18, 1826

Governor of New Jersey. William Sanford Pennington was born in Newark, New Jersey, in 1757. He was apprenticed as a hatter, but when the Revolutionary War began in 1775, he enlisted in the Continental Army as a private in the artillery. Pennington was mustered out a brevet captain in 1783.

After the war Pennington resumed his hatting activities while also becoming active in Essex County politics as a Democratic Republican. He was first elected to the state legislature in 1797, followed by several terms in council commencing in 1804. Having studied law under Elias Boudinot, Pennington was also admitted to the bar in 1802 and then advanced his public career a year later by serving as clerk of Essex County. By this time Pennington was a major player in the Democratic Republican Party in New Jersey, and in 1804 he won election as an associate justice of the New Jersey Supreme Court. In this capacity he rendered several important decisions and also compiled and published an important treatise on court procedures.

Such was Pennington’s influence that in 1810 and 1811 party regulars nominated him for the governorship, but he lost both times. It was not until 1813, with mounting dissatisfaction toward Federalists, that he defeated incumbent Aaron Ogden and occupied the governor’s mansion.

Pennington was sworn into office on October 29, 1813, at a time when the War of 1812 was at its lowest ebb. He therefore warned the General Assembly of the general defenselessness of the coastline, which had been subject to British raiding parties, and toured threatened areas to make recommendations for improving defenses. He also sought to extend a palm to estranged Federalists in the name of national unity, and in 1814 he easily won reelection in the legislature. In the final months of 1814, Pennington roundly condemned the Hartford Convention, although internecine squabbling within Democratic Republican ranks saw his previously strong grasp on the state party machinery begin to slip. Apparently, he erred in endorsing a Federalist for the Essex County legislative candidate, thereby alienating the editor of the influential New Jersey Journal. Rather than see a long-standing party favorite lose humiliatingly, President James Madison allowed Pennington to retire from state office to become judge of the Federal District Court in New Jersey. Pennington died while holding that post on September 18, 1826, in Newark.
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Pennsylvania

State located in the Mid-Atlantic region of the United States that borders Delaware and Maryland to the south, West Virginia to the southwest, Ohio to the west, New York to the north, and New Jersey to the east. With an 1810 population of 810,091, Pennsylvania produced the largest vote in favor of war of any U.S. congressional delegation. The state actively participated in the War of 1812 by providing military support and acting as a staging ground for U.S. military forces.

Support for the War of 1812 among U.S. States




	State
	Location
	1810 Population
	Stance on the War




	Connecticut
	Southern New England
	262,042
	opposed


	Delaware
	Mid-Atlantic
	72,674
	opposed


	Georgia
	South
	251,407
	supported


	Kentucky
	Western frontier
	406,511
	supported


	Louisiana
	Western frontier
	76,556
	supported


	Maryland
	Mid-Atlantic
	380,546
	divided


	Massachusetts
	Southern New England
	472,040
	opposed


	New Hampshire
	Northern New England
	214,360
	divided


	New Jersey
	Mid-Atlantic
	250,000
	divided


	New York
	Mid-Atlantic
	959,000
	divided


	North Carolina
	South
	556,526
	supported


	Ohio
	Western frontier
	230,760
	supported


	Pennsylvania
	Mid-Atlantic
	810,091
	supported


	Rhode Island
	Southern New England 
	76,931
	opposed


	South Carolina
	South
	415,000
	supported


	Tennessee
	Western frontier
	261,727
	supported


	Vermont
	Northern New England
	217,895
	opposed


	Virginia
	South
	869,153
	supported





A majority of Pennsylvanians openly supported the war. The state provided numerous men to fill the armed services, including key leaders such as Brigadier (later major general) General Jacob Brown and Colonel Hugh Brady. At the beginning of the war, President James Madison federalized the Pennsylvania Militia of some 2,000 men. Although the militia proved largely ineffective in battle, it nevertheless did meet the call of the national government.

Pennsylvania had a strategic natural harbor—Presque Isle—near present-day Erie that supplied the U.S. Navy with a base of operations for the Lake Erie Squadron under Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry. The Great Lakes were a critical arena of combat for both sides in the war. Pennsylvania workers played an essential role in the construction of Perry’s squadron. The location of Presque Isle in relation to Pittsburgh allowed war materials such as cannon and other equipment to be shipped up the Allegheny River to Fort LeBoeuf 14 miles distant, from which point they were then portaged to the peninsula. Additionally, Pittsburgh had local foundries that produced anchors, shot, and other necessities for the fleet. Other important materials also came from Philadelphia.

Pennsylvania supported the war effort in other ways. Its rich agricultural areas proved essential in meeting the increased wartime demand for foodstuffs. Additionally, such manufacturing centers as Philadelphia and Pittsburgh were of great assistance to the war effort. Pennsylvania supported the war effort in other ways, including support for war loans.

Despite general statewide support for the war, there were sharp political disagreements in Pennsylvania over the James Madison administration’s conduct of the war. Nevertheless, the mainstream Democratic Republicans managed to carry the day on most issues.
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Penobscot River Expedition

Start Date: September 1, 1814

End Date: September 3, 1814

British military expedition into Maine’s Penobscot River during September 1–3, 1814. Trade between New Englanders and the British in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick continued throughout much of the war, despite ongoing hostilities. However, the strengthening of the British blockade in April 1814 and its extension into New England waters interrupted this trade and threatened the economy of Atlantic Canada. Soon thereafter the New Brunswick Assembly recommended that the British occupy the eastern portion of Massachusetts’s Maine district, from the Canadian border to the Penobscot River, on the grounds that this would improve communications with the rest of Canada. With little opposition expected, the government in London quickly approved the plan and charged Lieutenant General Sir John Coape Sherbrooke with carrying out the operation.

After seizing the coastal town of Castine in Penobscot Bay on September 1, Sherbrooke promptly dispatched elements of his 2,500-man force into surrounding areas to establish British control of the region. One such force of approximately 700 men under Royal Navy captain Robert Barrie and British Army lieutenant colonel Henry John was dispatched up the Penobscot River on September 3. Their primary mission was to attack the towns of Hampden and Bangor on the west side of the river and, more importantly, destroy or seize the U.S. frigate Adams, which was coincidentally in the area undergoing repairs.

In a nearly bloodless skirmish near Hampden, Barrie and John drove off the local militia under Brigadier General John Blake, who had mustered to help defend the frigate. The captain of the Adams, Charles Morris, destroyed his ship to prevent its capture; he and his men, along with the Castine garrison, then escaped overland while the British occupied Hampden that same day. Barrie allowed his men to loot the town, rejecting pleas from its leading citizens to show mercy and indeed threatening to destroy the entire town. Only explicit orders from Sherbrooke to minimize deliberate destruction of private property prevented more widespread damage.

The example of Hampden convinced nearby Bangor to offer an immediate capitulation; the lack of resistance apparently contributed to a more moderate approach by Barrie’s forces, and damage there was relatively light, although several merchant ships were destroyed. Several other towns and villages along the river and the bay, including Penobscot, were also taken by British forces on September 3, all without any real opposition. The expedition up the Penobscot River had succeeded in removing any effective resistance to the British occupation of eastern Maine.

Their objectives secure, British forces returned to the coast for further operations. Although the American government briefly considered plans to retake the area, all of Maine east of the Penobscot River remained occupied by British forces, who resumed trade with the complacent civilian population. The Penobscot River thus remained the de facto international border until British forces withdrew on April 25, 1815, under the terms of the Treaty of Ghent.
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Pensacola, Battle of

Start Date: November 7, 1814

End Date: November 9, 1814

Military engagement fought in Spanish West Florida between U.S. forces under Major General Andrew Jackson and Spanish forces under Governor Don Mateo González Manrique as well as British Royal Marines under Lieutenant Colonel Edward Nicolls during November 7–9, 1814. In March 1814, Jackson had defeated the Creeks and was appointed commander of all American forces in the region in May. Jackson believed that it was now necessary to seize Pensacola in West Florida in order to bring an end to British and Spanish incitement of Creeks.

Pensacola had the finest harbor on the Gulf Coast, and the British saw it as a possible staging area for an assault on New Orleans. Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, commander of British naval forces in North American waters since April 1814, ordered the occupation of Pensacola on his own initiative. In late July, Captain Sir William H. Percy’s Royal Navy squadron landed Nicolls and approximately 100 marines and soldiers. Nicolls’s orders were to arm the Indians against the Americans.

Governor Manrique thus found himself in a difficult position. Spain was officially neutral in the War of 1812, and its weak forces were barely able to maintain control in the principal towns of Florida. The British troops occupied Pensacola and its forts, and Nicolls threatened Manrique with the town’s destruction if he did not cooperate. Meanwhile, Secretary of States James Monroe wrote to Jackson on October 18, 1814, calling on him to refrain from any overt action in Spanish West Florida that might bring on war with Spain, but this arrived only after the general had left Fort Montgomery in the Mississippi Territory and moved toward Pensacola. Indeed, there are suggestions that Monroe’s instructions were intended not to dissuade Jackson but instead to ensure that the attack was carried out on his own responsibility.

Meanwhile, the British overreached at Mobile in an effort to seize that port on September 12. Their repulse strengthened Manrique’s hand. He refused further cooperation at Pensacola, and the British withdrew from the town proper, occupying Fort San Carlos de Barrancas.

Jackson reached Pensacola at the head of 4,100 men—a mix of regulars and Tennessee and Mississippi volunteers—on November 6. Eventually successful in communicating with Manrique, Jackson demanded that the Spaniard surrender Forts Barrancas, St. Rose, and St. Michael, to be garrisoned by U.S. troops until such time as Spanish forces, sufficient to ensure Spanish neutrality, would arrive. Manrique refused Jackson’s demands even though he had only some 500 men under arms.

On the morning of November 7 Jackson advanced with 3,000 troops to take Pensacola by storm. He positioned approximately 500 men facing the western fortifications, whereupon the British shifted their small forces and moved their ships to defend that quarter. Jackson then moved the bulk of his attacking force around to the north to attack the town from that direction. Outflanked and unable to support their troops ashore with direct fire from ships offshore, the British left the Spanish to their fate. U.S. forces quickly fought their way into Pensacola; only one company of the U.S. 3rd Infantry Regiment encountered real opposition.

Manrique himself came out under a flag of truce to halt the fighting, agreeing to accept any terms that Jackson might demand so long as he would spare the town. Meanwhile, the British sent in armed boats from their ships to fire on any American troops that might come within their range. American artillery, which had greater range than the small British boat guns, drove them off.

Jackson wanted to secure British-held Fort Barrancas, located some 14 miles to the west of the town. Fort St. Michael lay between, but its commander delayed surrendering until the U.S. forces were formed for attack. Jackson then put off his planned attack on Fort Barrancas until the next morning. As the Americans moved toward the fort on November 8, the British blew up both it and a fort on Santa Rosa Island and then departed by sea. Believing that the Royal Navy would now move in force against Mobile, Jackson hurriedly left Pensacola for that place, only to be urged to hurry farther west to New Orleans.

American casualties in the Battle of Pensacola were negligible: 7 killed and 11 wounded. The Spanish and British were said to have suffered only about 15 dead and wounded. Despite its small scale, the battle shifted the military balance on the Gulf Coast and denied the British the use of Pensacola as a staging area for operations against New Orleans.
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Pensacola, West Florida

Colonial capital of Spanish West Florida and the second-oldest city in Spanish-held Florida. Located on the north shore of Pensacola Bay at the western end of the Florida Panhandle on the Gulf of Mexico, Pensacola held the strategic focus of attention in the upper Gulf of Mexico during the War of 1812 as Spanish colonial authority and control waned while British and American military interests collided in the region. The bay and city, which had only about 1,000 inhabitants in 1812, is well protected by Santa Rosa Island, which fronts most of Pensacola Bay. At the time of the War of 1812, little more than 400–500 Spanish troops garrisoned West Florida, most of whom were located at Pensacola.

British commercial firms, such as Panton, Leslie and Company, had long been active in Spanish Florida. These companies provided, in part, both a cause of and support to Britain’s West Florida incursion. By November 1812 the British saw the Spanish colony, and Pensacola particularly, as essential to their plans for a movement into the Gulf of Mexico to attack U.S. territory.

Officially neutral, Spain had sealed its fate during the Creek War of 1813 by providing munitions to hostile native factions north of the border with the United States, by allowing approximately 900 Creeks sanctuary in the area around the city, and by initially acquiescing to British use of Pensacola and other locations in the colony in prosecution of British war aims. In August 1814 more than 100 British Royal Marines went ashore at Pensacola, supported at times by elements of the Royal Navy.

Vacillating Spanish governor Don Mateo González Manrique, however, could neither rein in the British nor thwart the impending attack by the Americans under Major General Andrew Jackson. During November 7–9, 1814, Jackson’s assault on Pensacola with some 4,000 men resulted in an American victory and a withdrawal of British forces east to their base on the Apalachicola River.

With the Spanish forts disabled and the British gone, Jackson evacuated the city and now focused on Mobile, the Mississippi Territory, and eventually New Orleans. Jackson returned after the war to reoccupy Pensacola in 1818.
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Peoria, Illinois

During the War of 1812, Peoria was a village in central Illinois on the west side of Lake Peoria where the Illinois River widens to form a lake and was named for the Algonquin tribe the Peorias, who resided in the area. In 1812 Peoria (or Pimeteoui) had a population of 100 French métis; the only American, Thomas Forsyth, was a subagent for Indian Affairs and a spy. Six miles to the north of Peoria was a Pottawatomi village under the leadership of Gomo, who once had been friendly toward the Americans; however, in the years leading up to the War of 1812, he switched allegiance and supported the British. Territorial governors Ninian Edwards (Illinois) and Benjamin Howard (Missouri) believed that many Indian attacks on American settlements, perpetrated by the Kickapoo and Pottawatomi tribes, had their origins in and around Peoria.

On three occasions during 1812–1813, American forces attacked Peoria to prevent hostilities at settlements farther south. The last expedition came in September 1813 when Howard brought a force of regulars, rangers, and militia up the Illinois River, both by land and fortified keelboats, to establish Fort Clark and thereby limit Indian attacks on settlements. This action, known as the Peoria Indian War, brought peace talks, which resulted in the 1815 Treaty of Portage des Sioux.

Sally E. Colford Bennett
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Perceval, Spencer

Birth Date: November 1, 1762

Death Date: May 11, 1812

British politician and prime minister (1809–1812). Spencer Perceval, the second son of John Spencer, second Earl of Egmont, was born in London on November 1, 1762. He was educated at Harrow and Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 1786. His skillful oratory quickly drew attention to his talents, and he advanced rapidly as a lawyer and politician.

Perceval entered Parliament for Northampton in April 1796 and distinguished himself by his speeches supporting the administration of William Pitt. In 1801 Perceval was appointed solicitor general, and in 1802 he became attorney general. An ardent opponent of Catholic emancipation and parliamentary reform, in 1807 Perceval delivered a speech on the subject that helped deal the deathblow to the George Grenville government. Perceval then became chancellor of the Exchequer under the Duke of Portland. In October 1809 Perceval succeeded to the premiership.

Instability soon rocked Perceval’s ministry, as it was a weak coalition that faced many challenges. Among these was an inquiry into the Walcheren Expedition of 1809, the mental instability of King George III, the establishment of the regency in 1810, an economic depression, and the Luddite Riots. The military and economic struggle against Napoleonic France also intensified, while relations with the United States worsened.

As 1812 opened, the future of Perceval’s ministry was uncertain. The end of the regency’s restrictions limiting the prince regent’s power forced the Prince of Wales to decide whether to keep the current government in office or to replace it with a new one. The military successes on the Iberian Peninsula warmed the prince regent to Perceval, however, and on February 13, 1812, the prince confirmed that Perceval would remain in office.

Perceval proved unyielding to American complaints over trade restrictions and impressment. His intransigence created a diplomatic impasse with America, while he faced growing opposition from manufacturers complaining of shortages and from government officials reminding him of British dependence on American grain to feed its forces in the Iberian Peninsula.

As Napoleon’s Continental System collapsed, Perceval issued a new Order in Council on April 21, 1812, that would force France into publically declaring whether it had revoked the Milan and Berlin Decrees. If so, Perceval would withdraw the Orders in Council. The United States, embarrassed by its rash acceptance that France had already done this without providing any evidence, requested that France comply. Then on May 11, 1812, Perceval was assassinated in London by a bankrupt merchant with a grievance. Almost a month later a new ministry was formed under Lord Liverpool. With British arms and diplomacy focused on Europe, Liverpool wanted reconciliation with the Americans; however, the political crisis following Perceval’s murder delayed a response to news, received after the assassination, that the Napoleonic decrees had been withdrawn. Once formed, the new government promptly repealed the Orders in Council, but by then the United States had already decided on war.
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Spencer Perceval became British prime minister in 1809. His refusal to change British maritime policies moved Britain and the United States closer to war. Although Perceval was assassinated on May 11, 1812, a month passed before a new British government under Lord Liverpool could be formed and the controversial Orders in Council revoked. The news did not reach the United States in time to prevent a declaration of war against Britain. (Hulton Archive/Getty Images)


John R. Grodzinski

See also

Great Britain; Impressment; Jenkinson, Robert Banks, Second Earl of Liverpool; Orders in Council; Trade

Further Reading


Hall, Christopher D. British Strategy in the Napoleonic Wars, 1803–1815. Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press, 1999.

Hanrahan, David C. The Assassination of the Prime Minister: John Belling­ham and the Murder of Spencer Perceval. Stroud, UK: Sutton, 2008.



Perry, Oliver Hazard

Birth Date: August 20, 1785

Death Date: August 23, 1819

U.S. naval officer. Born in South Kingston, Rhode Island, on August 20, 1785, Oliver Hazard Perry joined the navy as a midshipman on April 7, 1799, and sailed under his father, Captain Christopher R. Perry, in the frigate General Greene during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800). A capable sailor who learned his profession well, Perry served with Commodore John Rodgers in the Mediterranean during 1802–1803 in the war with Tripoli (1801–1805). His first command was the schooner Nautilus (12 guns) during 1804–1806 at only age 20.
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Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry commanded the U.S. Navy squadron that won the Battle of Lake Erie against the British squadron on September 10, 1813. This important battle gave the Americans control of strategically important Lake Erie. (Navy Art Collection)


Perry next spent four years supervising gunboat construction at Newport, Rhode Island. Promoted to lieutenant on January 15, 1807, he saw his next command at sea on the schooner Revenge, which was lost due to the carelessness of its pilot when it struck a reef in fog while surveying Newport Harbor on January 9, 1811. Perry was cleared by a court of inquiry.

When the War of 1812 began in June 1812, Perry was in command of the gunboat flotilla at Newport, but he petitioned the Navy Department for a more important command. Advanced to master commandant (commander) in August, Perry was transferred to Lake Ontario under Commodore Isaac Chauncey in the spring of 1813. Shortly thereafter, Chauncey ordered Perry to Presque Isle (Erie), Pennsylvania, with orders to construct a fleet on Lake Erie. Throughout the spring and summer Perry accomplished exactly that task, despite the remoteness of his station. He alienated his second-in-command, Jesse Duncan Elliott, who had been in charge prior to Perry’s arrival and apparently resented the intrusion. As his fleet neared completion, Perry consulted closely with Major General William Henry Harrison, commander of U.S. western forces. Control of Lake Erie would be essential to American reconquest of the frontier.

The long-anticipated Battle of Lake Erie occurred when Perry’s fleet fell in with a British squadron under Captain Robert H. Barclay (September 10, 1813). During the initial phases of the battle Perry impetuously allowed his flagship, the brig Lawrence, to outdistance the fleet and engage the entire British force alone. But Elliott, with the second brig, Niagara, remained in the distance and offered no support. At length the Lawrence was forced to strike but not before Perry transferred his flag to the Niagara and led it into the battle. This infusion of firepower forced the entire British squadron to capitulate. Perry’s subsequent report to Secretary of the Navy William Jones became famous: “We have met the enemy and they are ours. Two ships, two brigs, one schooner, one sloop.” The battle secured control of Lake Erie for the United States and made Perry a national hero, winning him promotion to captain.

Perry then transported Harrison’s army into Canada, where it won the Battle of the Thames, with Perry serving ashore and leading a charge on October 5. Voted the thanks of Congress and promoted to captain in January 1814 (with date of rank from September 10, 1813), Perry took part in efforts to harass the British as they withdrew down the Potomac River following their attack on Washington.

After the war Perry supervised the fitting out of the frigate Java and then commanded it in the Mediterranean (1816–1817). During the cruise he struck Captain John Heath, commander of marines in the frigate. Perry reported the action immediately. A court of inquiry censured Heath and reprimanded Perry. Heath demanded satisfaction, and the two fought a duel on October 19, 1818. Perry refused to fire, and Heath missed. Continuing friction with Elliott over their respective roles in the Battle of Lake Erie resulted in a challenge from that officer as well, but Perry refused a duel and instead pressed charges against Elliott in August 1818. For political reasons no trial was ever held, but the affair poisoned the officer corps for years thereafter.

In 1819 Perry took command of the corvette John Adams on a successful diplomatic mission to Venezuela. Perry died of yellow fever at the mouth of the Orinoco River during the return trip on August 23, 1819. A class of U.S. Navy frigates is named for him.
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Peter, George

Birth Date: September 28, 1779

Death Date: June 22, 1861

U.S. Army officer and politician. George Peter was born in Georgetown, Maryland (present-day Washington, D.C.), on September 28, 1779. A graduate of Georgetown College, in 1794 Peter attempted to enlist in the military force sent to put down the Whiskey Rebellion, but since he was then only 15 years old he was returned home when his parents protested. Peter successfully joined the army five years later and was commissioned a second lieutenant on February 16, 1801, in the Corps of Artillerists and Engineers.

Promoted to captain in November 1807, in May 1808 Peter was assigned to the newly formed Regiment of Light Artillery, a horse artillery unit. As the senior-most captain in the new outfit, Peter received command of it, and on July 4 he conducted a series of demonstrations for Congress. The following year his unit was dispatched to New Orleans to test the long-term endurance of the unit. However, in the spring of 1809 the new secretary of war, William Eustis, ordered the mobile artillery unit dismounted. Peter resigned in protest on June 11, 1809.

After a brief tenure as a farmer, Peter obtained a commission as a major in the Maryland Militia after the War of 1812 began. By the summer of 1814 he was commanding a light artillery company known as the Georgetown Artillery, which was equipped with 6-pounders. On August 24, 1814, Peter took part in the Battle of Bladensburg in Maryland when a largely untrained and inept militia force attempted to halt the British march on Washington, D.C., and was routed. Peter’s unit was one of the very few to perform well that day, even initially disregarding an order from Brigadier General William H. Winder to withdraw. On three separate occasions, Peter’s artillery helped repulse British frontal assaults. When they were finally forced from the field, Peter’s men, unlike most of the others, withdrew in orderly fashion.

After the war Peter was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Federalist, serving from 1816 to 1819. He then served four years in the Maryland House of Delegates (1819–1823). Following the collapse of the Federalist Party, Peter returned to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1825 as a Jacksonian Democrat, serving until 1827. He then spent almost 30 years as a plantation farmer before agreeing to serve as the commissioner of public works in Maryland in 1855. After a brief tenure, Peter retired for good. He died at his home near Darnestown, Maryland, on June 22, 1861.
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Phoebe and Cherub, HMS, vs. USS Essex

Event Date: March 28, 1814

On January 12, 1814, the U.S. frigate Essex, commanded by Captain David Porter with a crew of 255, arrived at Valparaíso, Chile, along with its consort, the Essex Junior (20 guns) with 60 men, one of the prizes that Porter had taken into the U.S. Navy during his ship’s highly successful 17-month cruise in the Pacific. The Essex was armed with 40 32-pounder carronades and 6 long 12-pounders. The Essex Junior mounted 20 smaller guns: 10 long 6-pounders and 10 18-pounder carronades.

On February 8 the American ships were anchored in Valparaíso Harbor when the British frigate Phoebe (rated at 36 guns) and sloop Cherub (rated at 18 guns) arrived there. The Phoebe was commanded by Captain James Hillyar and had a crew of 300 men; the Cherub was commanded by Captain Thomas T. Tucker and had a crew of 140. Exact armament is in dispute, but Porter reported that the Phoebe had 46 guns, chiefly long guns (30 long 18-pounders and 16 32-pounder carronades), while the Cherub had 28 guns, mostly carronades (2 long 9-pounders, 18 32-pounder carronades, and 8 24-pounder carronades).

Hillyar first apparently attempted to take the Essex by coup de main. He brought the Phoebe to about 15 feet from the Essex, but the Americans were ready to repel a boarding attempt. Indeed Porter had Hillyar’s ship at his mercy, but Hillyar assured Porter that he had not hostile intent, and Porter allowed him to haul off. Later the two captains met on shore, and Hillyar assured Porter that he had no intention of violating Chilean neutrality.

The British warships then began a blockade. On February 27 the Phoebe fired a weather gun, which those aboard the Essex took to mean a challenge. Porter took the crew from the Essex Junior aboard and sailed out to meet the Phoebe. Hillyar refused combat, however, running down to the Cherub several miles distant. Although in number of guns the two frigates were closely matched, in fact their armaments were quite different; the Essex’s carronades were suited only for short-range action, while the Phoebe had principally long guns. It appeared that Hillyar was determined that if the two warships fought, it would be under circumstances of his choosing.

Having determined that his own ship was faster than the two British warships, Porter was already planning an escape attempt, when a storm on February 28 parted his ship’s anchor cable. Porter got under way, but then disaster struck as the ship was exiting the bay. A heavy squall caused his ship to lose its main topmast. Porter tried to regain the harbor, but this proved impossible and he then anchored in a small bay some three miles from Valparaíso.

Seeing the condition of the Essex, Hillyar decided to violate his pledge to respect Chilean neutrality. Battle was joined at about 4:00 p.m. Because the Essex’s largely carronade armament required ship speed to close to short range, the Americans knew that they had little chance of success. The British were thus able to stand off at long range and batter the American ship with their predominantly long gun armament. They successfully thwarted all of his efforts to close, so Porter tried to make the shore and burn his ship, but the wind shifted and the battle continued. The Essex, now only occasionally firing a long 12-pounder, caught fire and some of its powder exploded, knocking many men overboard.

Finally at 6:20 p.m. and with extensive damage to his ship and heavy casualties, Porter surrendered. Of 255 men in the American frigate, 58 were killed and 66 wounded in the battle; another 31 drowned, while 24 made it to shore. Only 70 men were not wounded. The two British ships sustained a total of only 5 killed and 10 wounded.

The British then repaired the Essex and sailed it to Britain, where it was taken into the Royal Navy. The Essex Junior was disarmed, and most of the U.S. prisoners were embarked in it for New York. The battle considerably tarnished the reputation of the carronade and reinforced the conclusion that warships should not be armed exclusively with them, ironically the very point that Porter had made to his superiors when he had assumed command of the Essex.
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Pickering, Timothy

Birth Date: July 17, 1745

Death Date: January 29, 1829

Continental Army general and Federalist politician. Timothy Pickering was born in Salem, Massachusetts, on July 17, 1745. He graduated from Harvard College in 1763. Pickering was later commissioned a colonel in the Massachusetts Militia, and during the Revolutionary War he wrote a training manual for the Continental Army. He served under General George Washington as adjutant general and was a member of the Board of War beginning in 1777. After the war Pickering attempted to engage in land speculation in Pennsylvania but was unsuccessful. At roughly the same time he became involved in politics as an adherent of the nascent Federalist faction.

Pickering served as U.S. postmaster general during 1791–1795, secretary of war in 1795, and secretary of state during 1795–1800. He was dismissed abruptly from the latter position on May 2, 1800, for his alleged collusion with Alexander Hamilton against the policies of President John Adams. In 1802 Pickering left Pennsylvania and returned to Massachusetts. During 1803–1811 he served in the U.S. Senate as a Federalist. He lost his reelection bid in 1811 but the following year was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, where he served from 1813 to 1817.

Pickering firmly opposed the War of 1812 and became a leading member of the Hartford Convention, comprised chiefly of New England Federalists who met in secret and concocted plans to secede from the United States and form a separate Northern Confederacy of the five New England states as well as New York and New Jersey. Some in the body even went so far as to suggest that this new state negotiate a separate peace with Great Britain.

The timing of the Hartford Convention’s decision to go public with some of its agenda was a major factor in its undoing, as it revealed its plans shortly after Major General Andrew Jackson’s stunning victory at the Battle of New Orleans. The revelation also virtually wiped out the Federalist Party. As a result, the members of the convention were labeled by some as traitors. Pickering consequently declined running for another term in the House of Representatives and went home to Massachusetts in 1817. He died in Salem, Essex County, Massachusetts, on January 29, 1829.
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Timothy Pickering of Massachusetts fought in the American Revolutionary War and became a leading Federalist politician thereafter. A strong opponent of the War of 1812, he was one of the leaders of the Hartford Convention that considered the secession of New England from the United States. (Library of Congress)


Further Reading



Clarfield, Gerald. Timothy Pickering and the American Republic. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1980.

Wilbur, W. Allan. “Timothy Pickering, Federalist, Politician: An Historical Perspective.” Historian 34(2) (Spring 1972): 278–292.



Pictou, HMS

See Constitution, USS, vs. HMS Pictou

Pigeon Roost Massacre

Event Date: September 3, 1812

The first Indian attack in Indiana during the War of 1812, occurring on September 3, 1812. Pigeon Roost was settled in 1809 by migrants from Kentucky after the 1805 Treaty of Grouseland had been signed. Under this treaty, Indiana governor William Henry Harrison purchased land, including Pigeon Roost, from the Miami tribe in hopes of easing tensions caused by trespassing white settlers. Pigeon Roost, which had 35 inhabitants, was some 20 miles from the nearest Indian village, located on the Muskatatuck River. Blockhouses and forts protected the settlement on the north and south, but the closest of these was 5 miles distant.

The settlers had been warned of Indian activity the day prior to the massacre, but they took no extraordinary defensive measures. On September 3, 1812, a party of Shawnees along with some ­Pottawatomis and Delawares (but no Miamis) attacked Pigeon Roost as part of a coordinated offensive that also struck Fort Wayne and Fort Harrison (close to Terre Haute) during September. About a dozen warriors attacked, moving from one cabin to the next and killing 22 people, including 15 children, in the span of about one hour. They also took 2 children captive. Earlier the warriors had killed 2 men in the woods. Most of the cabins were then burned. The Indians reportedly suffered 4 casualties. The surviving settlers fled to one of the nearby blockhouses.

The local militia was slow to form, and the Indians had gotten away before the militia mustered, but under Major John McCoy the militiamen tracked the Indians to the Muskatatuck River before losing the trail. When word of the massacre reached nearby Charlestown the following day, about 200 men organized, marched to Pigeon Roost, and picked up the Indians’ trail, following it until dark. Captain Henry Dawalt’s contingent of Indiana Rangers caught up with the raiding party at Sand Creek, but the Indians escaped with a few more casualties after killing ranger John Zink.

On September 20 Indian leader Missilemotaw was captured. Under duress he admitted his leadership in the attack and said that the British had been supplying arms and equipment to his tribe since 1809 in preparation for possible war. He claimed to be a confidant of the Shawnee chief Tecumseh.

The attack on Pigeon Roost was one of many such attacks in the Indiana Territory. These led many settlers to return to Kentucky or move into blockhouses. After 1814, with the Indians all but defeated and the British threat dissipated, settlement in the area resumed. Later rebuilt, Pigeon Roost was subsequently abandoned in the last half of the 19th century. In 1904 a large limestone monument was erected at the site to commemorate the 1812 massacre.

John H. Barnhill

See also

Delawares; Harrison, William Henry; Indiana Territory; Miamis; Shawnees; Tecumseh

Further Reading


Allison, Harold. The Tragic Saga of the Indiana Indians. Paducah, KY: Turner, 1986.

Haffner, Gerald O. “The Pigeon Roost Massacre: An Eyewitness Account.” Indiana History Bulletin 53(11–12) (1976): 158–161.



Pike

Poled weapon. The pike was the longest polearm and was widely employed in the late Middle Ages and early modern period. In 17th-century Europe in particular, massed pikemen protected musketeers against cavalry attack, especially important while the musketeers were reloading. The standard length for the spear-shaped pike was 16 feet, or as long as the sarissa employed in the Macedonian phalanx during the 4th century BCE. Some pikes were as long as 22 feet; others were shorter than 16 feet, cut down by the soldiers who wielded them to make them easier to carry. The head of the pike was of iron, but owing to its great length, its shaft was of a strong wood, often ash, reinforced with two steel strips down the sides.

Pikes were inexpensive to make, and soldiers required little training in their use, but their great length made them unwieldy in close combat. As a consequence, the pikemen often carried swords to use if their ranks were broken. Pikes were employed en masse, in large hedgehog phalanx formations, the pikes projecting in the direction of an anticipated cavalry attack. Cavalry was the offensive arm, whereas pikemen were the primary means of defending against cavalry. The pike reached its greatest effectiveness in the Spanish tercio formation, which employed pikemen in the center and arquebusiers on the flanks.

The pike proved unwieldy and ineffective in the woodlands of North America, and was soon largely discarded there. It remained in service in Europe until the advent of the bayonet and the improving effectiveness of the musket. A bayonet attached to the muzzle end of a musket made every musketeer his own pikeman. Pikes survived mainly as symbols of authority and were often used to carry regimental colors. However, during the War of 1812 Colonel Zebulon Pike (who later became a brigadier general), commanding the newly formed 15th Infantry Regiment, equipped approximately one-third of his men with 12-foot-long pikes. The men were trained in their use during the winter of 1812–1813, and the pikes may have seen some use during the April 27, 1813, Battle of York, where Pike was mortally wounded.
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Pike, Zebulon Montgomery, Jr.

Birth Date: January 5, 1779

Death Date: April 27, 1813

U.S. Army officer. Zebulon Pike was born in Lamberton, New Jersey, on January 5, 1779, and had little formal education before joining his father’s infantry regiment as an ensign. Pike obtained his commission as a second lieutenant in the 2nd U.S. Infantry Regiment in March 1799. He rose to first lieutenant later in the year and served in Kentucky in 1801.

There is little record of Pike’s early career until 1805, when Brigadier General James Wilkinson, eventually one of Pike’s mentors, selected him to lead an expedition in search of the source of the Mississippi River. The next spring after an arduous trek, Pike returned with coordinates for the source that were later proven incorrect. In the summer of 1806, just weeks before Pike’s promotion to captain was confirmed, Wilkinson sent him to explore the upper reaches of the Arkansas and Red Rivers in present-day Colorado and to inspect Spanish settlements near the headwaters of the Rio Grande River in present-day New Mexico. This difficult journey ended with an armed Spanish detachment detaining Pike and his men at Santa Fe and then taking them to Chihuahua, Mexico. Persuaded that Pike had no malicious intent, the Spaniards set him free but kept his journals.

When Pike returned to American territory, he was accused of having been part of a scheme by Wilkinson and Aaron Burr to gain control of the Southwest territories. He soon proved his innocence and in 1810 published the story of his journeys.

Pike was promoted to major in 1808 and to lieutenant colonel in 1809. He devoted himself to making up for his lack of formal education by reading widely and learning several languages. Pike was well connected to numerous influential people, and during the spring of 1812 he was appointed deputy quartermaster general for the army. He left this post in July to become the colonel of the newly created 15th Infantry Regiment, which he raised mainly in New Jersey.

Pike led his unit first to the camp at Greenbush, near Albany, New York, and then on to Plattsburgh. The 15th Infantry Regiment was in the vanguard of Major General Henry Dearborn’s poorly executed invasion into Lower Canada and was involved in the confusing skirmish with the British at Lacolle on November 20 before Dearborn marched his column back to Plattsburgh. During the hard winter that followed the regiment and Pike suffered from poor health, but he continued to train his men vigorously, even outfitting them with snowshoes. He also broke from normal training procedures by equipping one-third of his men with 12-foot pikes for use during close-in fighting.

Dearborn gave Pike command of the 1st Brigade at Plattsburgh and in March 1813 ordered him to march to Sackets Harbor for the opening of the spring campaign. Pike was promoted to brigadier general on March 12. Although he respected Dearborn, Pike was critical of the elderly generals in the army and the cabinet officials who directed them. He was prophetic in predicting that some of the younger and more active generals, such as himself, would have to die in battle before the war would be executed properly.

Late in April 1813 Pike’s 1st Brigade embarked under Dearborn in Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s squadron for the expedition to York, Upper Canada. Pike drew up a plan for the landing, and Dearborn gave him command of it. The brigade went ashore early on April 27, beat back the several waves of British defenders, and was forming up to secure the garrison and infiltrate the town when the British detonated their grand magazine. A large stone from it struck Pike to the ground, crushing his spine and ribs. He lived only long enough to be transported to Chauncey’s flagship, the sloop Madison.

The story of Pike’s explorations brought him posthumous fame, and numerous jurisdictions and bodies of water were named after him. His travels are memorialized particularly at Colorado Springs near Pikes Peak.

Robert Malcomson
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Pinckney, Thomas

Birth Date: October 23, 1750

Death Date: November 2, 1828

American lawyer, soldier, Federalist politician, and diplomat who served during the American Revolutionary War and the War of 1812. Thomas Pinckney was born in Charleston, South Carolina, on October 23, 1750. When he was three years old his family moved to Britain. He stayed in Europe after his father’s death in 1758 to complete his education. After returning to South Carolina in 1774, Pinckney served as a captain in the Continental Army, was captured by the British at Camden in 1780, and fought under the Marquis de Lafayette in Virginia in 1781 following his release in a prisoner exchange. Pinckney then returned to South Carolina, where he began a law practice.

From 1787 to 1789 Pinckney was governor of South Carolina. In 1791 he was elected to the South Carolina House of Representatives and was appointed U.S. ambassador to Britain, a post he assumed in 1792. Pinckney failed to negotiate an agreement with Britain to end its impressment of American sailors and to abandon frontier forts in the Old Northwest Territory. Washington then sent John Jay to Britain to negotiate the controversial Jay’s Treaty of 1794, and appointed Pinckney envoy extraordinary to Spain.

Pinckney dutifully negotiated the Treaty of San Lorenzo (Pinckney’s Treaty) with Spain in 1795. The agreement set the southern and western boundary of the United States and allowed the United States navigation rights on the lower Mississippi River and at New Orleans.

Pinckney returned to the United States in 1796 and ran as a Federalist candidate in that year’s election for the vice presidency, intending to be John Adam’s vice president. Political machinations, however, allowed Democratic Republican Thomas Jefferson to become vice president. From November 1797 to March 1801 Pinckney served as a U.S. congressman from South Carolina. He did not always abide by the Federalist Party line, however, as he refused to support the 1798–1800 Quasi-War with France or the Sedition Act of 1798.

On January 27, 1812, Pinckney was commissioned as a brigadier general in the U.S. Army. Early the following year, Secretary of War John Armstrong promoted him to major general and made him commander of the Sixth Military District. However, Pinckney’s command responsibilities overlapped with those of Brigadier General Thomas Flournoy, which occasioned some friction between the two leaders. That same year Pinckney tried with little success to coordinate a campaign, involving the militias of Georgia, Tennessee, and the Mississippi Territory, against the rebellious Red Stick Creeks. The separate state militias essentially conducted their own campaigns against the Creeks under Major General Andrew Jackson of the Tennessee Militia.

Following the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814, Pinckney assumed command of Fort Jackson near present-day Wetumpka, Alabama, where he announced peace terms to the Red Sticks on April 23. Pinckney, assisted by Indian agent Benjamin Hawkins, was tasked with arranging a peace settlement, but Jackson, who feared that the two men would be far too lenient with the Creeks, helped orchestrate their removal in concert with Secretary Armstrong. On August 9, 1814, Jackson promulgated the Treaty of Fort Jackson by which the Creeks, including those heretofore allied with the Americans, ceded 23 million acres in Alabama and Georgia to the United States.

Meanwhile, in the autumn of 1812 a reluctant Pinckney had replaced Georgia governor David B. Mitchell as commissioner for East Florida, with instructions from Secretary of State James Monroe to prepare for an invasion of East Florida. On February 12, 1813, Congress authorized U.S. forces to occupy a portion of West Florida but not East Florida. In March, American troops withdrew from East Florida after destroying a number of Seminole villages during the so-called Patriot War. Pinckney never saw combat in the War of 1812, but he proved to be a reliable officer and executed the Creek War as best he could given the fact that he had little control over the various militias fighting it. Pinckney’s loyalty during the conflict was admirable, considering that he had not initially supported the war against the British.

From 1825 to 1828, Pinckney served as the president general of the Society of the Cincinnati. He died in Charleston, South Carolina, on November 2, 1828.

Robert B. Kane
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Pinkney, William

Birth Date: March 17, 1764

Death Date: February 25, 1822

American lawyer, politician, diplomat, and minister to Great Britain (1796–1811) who unsuccessfully attempted to resolve differences that led to the War of 1812. William Pinkney was born on March 17, 1764, in Annapolis, Maryland. His education at the King William School ceased at age 13 when the state seized the property of his Loyalist father, Jonathan Pinkney. William Pinkney received further tutorial instruction, studied medicine for a time, and in 1783 became a clerk in the law office of Samuel Chase.

Admitted to the bar in 1786, Pinkney practiced law in Annapolis. In 1788 he was a member of the Maryland convention that ratified the U.S. Constitution of 1787. An anti-Federalist, he served in the Maryland House of Delegates (1789–1792, 1795), on the state executive council (1792–1794), and as mayor of Annapolis (1794–1795).

In 1796 President George Washington appointed Pinkney to membership on a panel in London, established under the auspices of the Jay’s Treaty (ratified in 1795), to adjudicate maritime claims. In eight years the panel garnered $6.75 million for 553 Americans and $143,500 for 12 Britons. Pinkney returned home in 1804 and served as Maryland’s attorney general during 1805–1806. In 1806 he was admitted to practice before the U.S. Supreme Court and wrote a pamphlet decrying Britain’s Orders in Council, which violated America’s trading rights during the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars. He also criticized the British practice of impressment of sailors from American merchant ships. That same year President Thomas Jefferson named him and James Monroe joint ministers to Great Britain to address these issues. A resultant treaty, in December 1806, left the issue of impressment unresolved, and Jefferson refused to submit it to the U.S. Senate for ratification. Pinkney was appointed minister plenipotentiary to Great Britain in 1807 and for the next four years, through no fault of his own, experienced only frustration and failure in his efforts to reach an understanding with the British government.
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William Pinkney of Maryland was a prominent American politican and diplomat. As U.S. minister to Great Britain during 1796–1811, he tried without success to get British political leaders to reverse their maritime policies toward the United States. Pinkney was U.S. attorney general during the War of 1812. (BiographicalImages.com)


In December 1807 Congress ratified Jefferson’s Embargo Act, ending all American overseas trade. Pinkney offered the British government repeal of the embargo in return for British withdrawal of the Orders in Council. He was spurned and his communications ignored for long periods of time.

Upon his return to the United States in 1811, Pinkney was appointed U.S. attorney general in President James Madison’s cabinet, a post that Pinkney retained until 1814. A major in the Maryland Militia during the War of 1812, he was wounded in the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814. After the war he represented the 5th District of Maryland in Congress from 1814 to 1816 and served as minister plenipotentiary to Russia with a special mission to Naples during 1816–1818. Pinkney was elected to the U.S. Senate in 1819 and died in office in Washington, D.C., on February 25, 1822.

Paul David Nelson
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Pistols

Handguns used for defense or combat in close quarters. During the War of 1812, pistols were used by both land and sea forces. At this time, pistols were essentially miniature versions of muskets. They were flintlock-ignited, smooth-barreled, muzzle-loaded firearms. All makes and models were of similar design, although those used by the navies tended to be a bit longer than those used by land forces. There were a few rifled pistols in use, but these were not government issued.

The flintlock ignition system was the standard by the mid-1700s. Pulling the trigger caused a hammer, containing a piece of flint, to fall. The flint struck a plate, which caused a spark. The spark ignited gunpowder in a pan, and the flame went through a small hole in the barrel, which ignited the main charge in the barrel. The resulting explosion then drove a round lead bullet down the barrel. Flintlocks were unreliable in wet weather, however, as the gunpowder would often not ignite if damp.

Caliber of pistol barrels ranged from.54 to.70. Great Britain tended to standardize the caliber at.62, while the Americans had a range of caliber from.54 to.69. Pistol barrels ranged in length from under 8 inches to more than 12 inches. The short barrel on pistols made them accurate to only a few yards. Range was often noted at 40 yards, but this would be a range where the bullet was deadly, not a range where the round was likely to hit the intended target.

A ramrod was a required tool to load the pistol. All pistols stored the ramrod under the barrel. In most pistols of this period the user had to slip the ramrod into a slot under the barrel. However, some government producers were moving to a hinged ramrod that swiveled into place for loading and then back out of the way for firing. This development precluded loss of the ramrod in combat.

Pistol barrels and flintlock mechanisms were most often made of iron. Butt plates, trigger guards, ramrod ends, and other features were usually made of brass. The ramrod was either wood or iron.
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Flintlock pistol of the type employed by American army officers and cavalry in the War of 1812. (Army Collection, NMUSA)


In the ground forces of both the United States and Great Britain, pistols were usually only issued to officers and cavalry. The pistol was a mainly a defensive weapon used by officers, while cavalry might use the pistol during a charge. At sea many sailors would be issued pistols, and naval officers’ pistols were more ornate. The pistol was very effective during close-quarter combat on board ship.

The most common U.S. pistol issued was the Model 1805 Harpers Ferry. In 1813 the army let a contract for 20,000 pistols with Simeon North. For the British, the most common pistols were the 1796 New Land Cavalry Pistol and the Royal Sea Service Pistol.

George Eaton
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Plattsburgh, Battle of

Event Date: September 11, 1814

The Battle of Plattsburgh, New York, on September 11, 1814, was the culmination of the British invasion of upper New York state commanded by governor of Canada Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost. The defeat of French forces in Europe and the abdication of Emperor Napoleon I in April 1814 made it possible for the British to send substantial reinforcements to Canada. Secretary of State for War and the Colonies Henry Bathurst, third Earl of Bathurst, authorized Prevost to mount an invasion of the United States from Canada. London hoped that victory here and occupied U.S. territory would strengthen its claims for territorial gains in peace negotiations at Ghent that opened in August 1814. Mindful of what had happened to Lieutenant General John Burgoyne during the American Revolutionary War, Bathurst cautioned Prevost not to advance so far as to risk being cut off.

Although Bathurst suggested an attack on the American base at Sackets Harbor, New York, on Lake Ontario, this was impractical with American control of that lake, and Prevost settled instead on Bathurst’s secondary objective of Lake Champlain. Not wishing to alienate Vermonters on the eastern shores of Lake Champlain who had shown significant support for the British by actively trading with Canada during the war and providing badly needed foodstuffs and even masts and spars for British warships, Prevost decided to proceed down the western, or New York state, shore of the lake. Plattsburgh, about 18 miles south of the border as the crow flies, was the chief American defensive position on that side.

The plan envisioned a joint army-navy operation. As Prevost moved by land, he would be accompanied by a naval squadron on Lake Champlain. Prevost assembled a formidable land force of some 10,300 men under Canadian lieutenant governor Major General Sir Francis Rottenburg of three brigades, including one of veterans of the Peninsula Campaign commanded by Major General Frederick Philipse Robinson. Each brigade was equipped with five 6-pounder guns and one 5.5-inch howitzer. There was also a squadron of light dragoons.

The Americans hardly seemed prepared to meet such a powerful British force. On August 26, in one of the war’s major miscalculations, U.S. secretary of war John Armstrong ordered the American regional commander Major General George Izard and his right division of some 4,000 men from Plattsburgh to the Niagara front to assist in the defense of Fort Erie. Izard protested to Armstrong that he believed that Prevost was about to launch a major invasion from Canada, but the secretary refused to reconsider his decision. This meant that only some 1,500 men under Brigadier General Alexander Macomb were left to defend Plattsburgh, and a large number of these were raw recruits or invalids. Macomb called on the New York and Vermont militias for assistance, and eventually some 1,500 militiamen reported to Plattsburgh. Macomb set them to work building fortifications.
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U.S. Navy commodore Thomas Macdonough’s victory over a British squadron in the Battle of Lake Champlain on September 11, 1814, led the British to withdraw their land forces at Plattsburgh, New York, back to Canada. It also had a considerable impact on the peace negotiations at Ghent. (Library of Congress)


Macomb’s main position was laid out by his chief engineer, Major Joseph Gilbert Totten, along the south bank of the Saranac River. It consisted of three redoubts and two blockhouses flanked by fieldworks. Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough commanded U.S. naval forces on Lake Champlain. He established an excellent defensive position in Plattsburgh Bay. The citizens of Plattsburgh had so little faith that these land and water defenses would hold, however, that by early September almost all 3,000 had fled.

Prevost began his march south on August 31, 1814. Macomb then sent on Major John E. Wool with 450 regulars, Major Daniel Appling with 110 riflemen, Major General Benjamin Mooers with 700 New York militiamen, and Captain Leonard with two 6-pounder guns to mount a delaying action. They did what they could, harassing smaller British units, setting up roadblocks, burning bridges, and then falling back when it became necessary. Prevost maintained a steady advance, not deploying from column and with the fighting being borne by his flank guards. Following some skirmishing along Beekmantown Road, the British reached Plattsburgh on September 6, 1814.

Prevost, an inexperienced commander at worst and a cautious one at best, failed to secure a ford across the Saranac River to his front and then, much to the consternation of his principal subordinate officers, suspended land operations pending the arrival of the supporting British naval squadron on Lake Champlain. Prevost was determined to secure control of the lake before continuing his advance. However, Royal Navy captain George Downie had assumed command of the squadron only on September 2, and he was determined not to hazard a fight until his most powerful ship, the Confiance, was fully prepared and all of its guns had been mounted. Prevost’s land force thus remained inactive for nearly five days awaiting Downie’s arrival, time that Macomb was able to use to strengthen his defensive position along the south bank of the Saranac.

Although outnumbered at least 3 to 1, on the night of September 9 Macomb mounted a spoiling attack across the Saranac with 50 men to attack a British rocket battery. The raid was successful, and the American raiders returned to their lines intact.

Prevost nevertheless remained quiescent until the morning of September 11, when the British flotilla at last sailed into Plattsburgh Bay. On Downie’s arrival, Prevost ordered two of his brigades to begin the land attack. As the British flotilla engaged the U.S. Navy squadron on the lake, Major General Thomas Brisbane’s brigade of 3,500 men attacked the American troops in front of Plattsburgh in order to fix the defenders in place. At the same time, Robinson’s brigade of 3,500 men searched for a ford on the Saranac in an attempt to turn the American left. Prevost held in reserve his third brigade under Major General Manly Power, ready to exploit any opportunity.
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Unfortunately for the British, Robinson was late in beginning his movement and lost additional time by marching down the wrong road. Brisbane also had difficulty in the face of determined American resistance at the bridge. But just as the British troops were registering progress against the outnumbered Americans, at 10:30 a.m. they received positive orders from Prevost to cease operations and withdraw immediately. Prevost took this decision in consequence of what had occurred on the lake. In the fighting on land, the British had suffered perhaps 250 casualties, while American losses were only about 150.

In the Battle of Lake Champlain, the two sides were evenly matched in terms of numbers of ships and firepower, but Macdonough’s tactical dispositions proved decisive, and in a battle lasting 2 hours and 20 minutes, his 4 ships and 10 gunboats utterly defeated Downie’s squadron of 4 ships and 12 galleys. Downie was among those killed.

Deprived of his naval support and fully cognizant of Burgoyne’s fate during the American Revolutionary War, Prevost then ordered a general withdrawal back to Canada. Macomb’s men were astonished at this decision. For his stand at Plattsburgh, Macomb received a gold medal and promotion to major general. Macdonough was promoted to captain. Prevost, however, was recalled to England to face an official inquiry.

Prevost’s withdrawal ended all danger of a British invasion from Canada during the remainder of the war. News of the American victory also influenced the negotiations at Ghent, for it denied British negotiators the ability to demand territorial claims against the United States on the basis of uti possidetis, or retaining territory held at the end of hostilities. Coupled with the American victories on the Niagara front and at Baltimore, the Battles of Plattsburgh and Lake Champlain contributed greatly to the British decision to end the war on the basis of status quo ante bellum.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Plumer, William

Birth Date: June 25, 1759

Death Date: December 22, 1850

Lawyer, New Hampshire politician, and U.S. senator. William Plumer was born in Newburyport, Massachusetts, on June 25, 1759. He undertook preparatory studies to become a lay Baptist preacher and then read for the law. In 1787 Plumer was admitted to the bar and opened a law practice in Epping, New Hampshire. He soon entered politics, first at the local level and then at the state level. As a Federalist, he served in the state House of Representatives during 1785–1786, in 1788, and during 1790–1791 and 1797–1800 and was Speaker in 1791 and 1797. From 1802 to 1807 Plumer served in the U.S. Senate as a Federalist. During 1810–1811 he served in the state Senate and switched his political allegiance to Democratic Republican.

From 1812 to 1813 Plumer was New Hampshire’s governor. His tenure proved rocky because of the political split over support for the War of 1812. Plumer supported the war effort and toward that end dispatched New Hampshire militiamen to serve under Major General Henry Dearborn during his abortive Canadian offensive in 1812. That moved outraged Plumer’s Federalist opponents, who believed it to be unconstitutional. Plumer also took measures to curtail smuggling along the New Hampshire–Canadian border, which further alienated some of his constituents. He lost his reelection bid to Federalist John T. Gilman and left office in 1813.

During 1816–1819 Plumer again served as New Hampshire’s governor. In 1820 he retired from politics, took up writing, and helped found the New Hampshire Historical Society. Plumer died in Epping, New Hampshire, on December 22, 1850.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.

See also

Dearborn, Henry; Democratic Republicans; Federalist Party; Gilman, John Taylor; Militia Controversy, New England; New England; New Hampshire

Further Reading


Turner, Lynn. William Plummer of New Hampshire, 1759–1850. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1962.

Watts, Emma C. “New Hampshire in the War of 1812.” Granite Monthly 30 (1901): 357–366.



Point Peter, British Attack on

Event Date: January 13, 1815

British raid on the southern coast of Georgia during the final weeks of the War of 1812. Point Peter, identified sometimes as Point Petre, is on a cape at the confluence of Peter Creek and the St. Marys River near the Florida border. Point Peter protected the settlement of St. Marys and was the site of a U.S. fortification, Fort Peter. Captain Abraham Massias of the 1st U.S. Rifle Regiment commanded a small garrison of regular troops here.

As part of the British strategy to control the southeastern United States, commander of British naval forces in North American waters Vice Admiral Alexander F. I. Cochrane dispatched Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn to operate along the coasts of Georgia and Florida. On January 11, 1815, Cockburn arrived in Cumberland Sound with 2 ships of the line, 7 frigates, several smaller vessels, and 19 barges carrying about 1,500 men, consisting of Royal Marines and the 2nd West Indies Regiment. Captain Robert Barrie landed men at each end of Cumberland Island, and the British also occupied Dungeness Plantation. Barrie then prepared to seize St. Marys. Before he could do this, he would first have to capture Point Peter.

On January 13, 1815, Captain Massias had only 96 men to defend Point Peter. These included his riflemen, a company from the 43rd U.S. Infantry, and some militia. Expecting the British to attack along the trail from King’s Bay, Massias left Captain Elias Stallings with 36 men to defend Point Peter as long as he could. Massias then took the remaining riflemen and infantry to establish an ambush along the trail where the thick vegetation could conceal his men.

At about 9:00 a.m. the British approached with about 1,200 men, and a brisk firefight ensued that lasted about 20 minutes. Tattnall was wounded and ordered his men to fall back. As Massias’s force withdrew to the Altamaha River, the British moved on Point Peter, taking it. During the fighting on January 13 the Americans lost 1 killed, 4 wounded, and 9 missing; the British suffered 1 killed and 3 wounded. After taking Fort Peter, the British burned it. This was the only land battle of the war to occur in Georgia.

The British then took St. Marys, which they ransacked and occupied for about a week. They then spent February raiding along the Georgia coast until receiving official notification on March 6 that the war was over. As the British departed, they liberated as many slaves as they could take with them.

Steven J. Rauch
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Polly Decision

Event Date: April 29, 1800

Decision made by the British Admiralty Court on April 29, 1800, that determined that American ships transporting goods from France to the United States and then reexporting them to West Indian colonies did not violate British law. Consequently, American reexports increased exponentially during the first decade of the 19th century.

The Rule of 1756 had been designed to prevent ships from the British-held American colonies from freighting goods between France and the French West Indies. American merchants routinely evaded the rule, however, by landing in the United States prior to the West Indies, in effect altering the transaction from direct to triangular trade.

In the winter of 1800 the British captured the American-flagged Polly in the North Atlantic while it was in transit to Spain. Even though its primary cargo consisted of fish from Massachusetts, it also contained sugar from Cuba. A Halifax court upheld the confiscation, leading to an appeal to the High Court of Admiralty.

In the April 29, 1800, case of the Polly, Justice Sir William Scott defined importation as it pertained to a neutral country. He ruled that importation be defined as the landing of goods and the payment of duties. American minister to London Rufus King subsequently secured from Prime Minister William Pitt a pledge binding the British government to Scott’s interpretation. This liberal reading of the Rule of 1756 amounted to a clear trade concession to the United States.

Soon, however, British officials grew impatient with the burgeoning American trade between Europe and the Caribbean Islands. The 1805 Essex Decision overturned the Polly Decision, essentially allowing American ships trading with the French West Indies to be subject to capture and seizure. The Admiralty Court decreed that merely porting in the United States and paying duties was insufficient proof of actual importation. Shortly thereafter the British began seizing American ships. All told, the British seized more than 300 American merchant ships, and the policy caused great consternation and economic turmoil in the United States. This landmark reversal would prove to be one of the tangible causes of the War of 1812.

Greg G. Brooking
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Port Dover, Destruction of

Start Date: May 15, 1814

End Date: May 16, 1814

The deliberate destruction of Port Dover (located on the Canadian coast of Lake Erie in present-day Norfolk County, Ontario) by U.S. forces occurred during May 15–16, 1814. The plan to raid Port Dover was hatched by Colonel John B. Campbell, commander of the 11th U.S. Infantry, and U.S. Navy captain Arthur Sinclair, who commanded the American squadron on Lake Erie. Campbell and Sinclair hoped to disrupt British supply lines by destroying the numerous flour mills and large stocks of grain located at Port Dover. The attack was also retaliation for the British destruction of Buffalo the previous December. The original plan did not call for the wanton destruction of the entire town, however.

On May 13 Campbell assembled approximately 750 men, boarded U.S. naval vessels, and set sail for the Canadian coast of Lake Erie. On the afternoon of the following day Campbell’s force, composed of regulars and militia, including some artillery, landed on Canadian soil several miles distant from Port Dover. Their landing had apparently gone undetected. There was a slight skirmish at dusk between Campbell’s troops and some local Canadian militia, but no other actions occurred that day. Campbell then ordered his men to bivouac for the night near the shore of the lake.

At daybreak on May 15 Campbell’s force marched on Port Dover. Once there, Campbell ordered his men to destroy the town completely, not leaving a single building standing. Although Campbell permitted civilians to evacuate their homes, they were allowed to remove only as many items as they themselves could physically carry. Some of Campbell’s men questioned the order, but most followed it. All livestock was shot dead, and after the population was evacuated, U.S. troops torched the entire town. Among the buildings destroyed were at least 20 homes, 12–15 barns, another 10–20 smaller outbuildings, 3 sawmills, 3 flour mills, and 3 small distilleries. Before leaving the area on May 16, Campbell ordered 2 additional mills burned.

During the destruction the Americans encountered little opposition other than a small group of militia and a few members of the 19th Light Dragoon Regiment. Sinclair and other U.S. commanders were incensed by Campbell’s excesses, and a court of inquiry was convened to investigate the matter. In the end no action was taken against Campbell, although he was faulted for not taking sufficient caution to prevent the destruction of private homes and property. The British were also enraged by Campbell’s action, and their destructive raids in the Chesapeake Bay area, which included the partial burning of Washington, D.C., were carried out at least partly in retaliation for it.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Porter, David

Birth Date: February 1, 1780

Death Date: March 3, 1843

U.S. Navy officer. Born in Boston, Massachusetts, on February 1, 1780, into a maritime family (his father commanded sloops during the American Revolutionary War), David Porter went to sea with his father to the West Indies in 1796. On a later voyage he was impressed by the Royal Navy but managed to escape. Porter entered the U.S. Navy on a midshipman’s warrant on April 16, 1798, aboard the frigate Constellation (38 guns), commanded by Captain Thomas Truxtun, who befriended Porter and was a role model. Porter first earned recognition during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800) in the battle between the Constellation and the French frigate l’Insurgente (40 guns) on February 9, 1799, which ended in the capture of the latter. Porter then took command of the prize ship. He was promoted to lieutenant on October 8.
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A brilliant commander, Captain David Porter of the U.S. Navy frigate Essex gutted the British whaling fleet in the South Pacific before being forced to surrender following a sanguinary battle with the British frigate Phoebe and sloop Cherub near Valparaíso, Chile, on March 28, 1814. (Library of Congress)


Ordered to sail the schooner Enterprise (12 guns) to the Mediterranean, Porter won praise for his handling of the ship. During the Tripolitan War of 1801–1805 he was first assigned to the frigate New York (40 guns) and then served on the frigate Philadelphia (44 guns). He was aboard the latter ship when it ran aground off Tripoli and was taken prisoner on October 31, 1803. Porter remained incarcerated at Tripoli until the end of the war. Following his release, Porter was promoted to master commandant (commander) on April 22, 1806. He was then captain of the frigate Constitution (52 guns) and later the Enterprise before returning to the United States to oversee the New Orleans Naval Station during 1808–1810.

Porter took command of the frigate Essex (46 guns) in July 1811 and was promoted to captain on July 2, 1812. During the War of 1812 he raided British commerce in the South Atlantic, taking nine prizes, including the sloop of war Alert (16 guns) on August 13, 1812, the first British warship taken in the conflict. After a brief return to Philadelphia with his prizes, Porter sailed again in October, making the first voyage by a U.S. Navy ship around Cape Horn and largely destroying the British whaling fleet in the Galapagos Islands. While in the Pacific he also claimed the Marquesas Islands on November 19, 1813, although the U.S. government refused to recognize this action.

On March 28, 1814, the Essex was attempting to escape from Valparaíso, Chile, where it had been blockaded by the British frigate Phoebe (36 guns) and sloop Cherub (20 guns), when it was engaged and defeated by these two British ships in one of the most sanguinary battles in U.S. Navy history. Porter was handicapped by the fact that while his ship had 46 guns, 40 of these were short-range carronades, while the British ships were armed primarily with long guns. The Phoebe alone mounted 30 long guns able to fire beyond the ability of the Essex to respond. In the battle the Essex suffered 60 percent casualties before Porter struck.

After the war Porter served as a member of the new Board of Naval Commissioners until 1822, when he assumed command of the West India Squadron charged with suppressing Caribbean piracy. While he was generally successful, Commodore Porter’s inflated sense of honor led to a court of inquiry in 1824 for his invasion of Fajardo, Puerto Rico, after the Spanish governor there had insulted one of his officers. The court found Porter guilty, but the sentence was light: a six-month suspension from duty. Porter nonetheless believed that he had been betrayed and resigned his commission on August 18, 1826.

Porter accepted command of the Mexican Navy during 1826–1829. President Andrew Jackson appointed him consul to Algiers in 1830 and then chargé d’affaires and minister to the Ottoman Empire in 1831. Porter died in Istanbul (Constantinople) on March 3, 1843. His body was returned to the United States to be buried in Philadelphia. Porter’s son, David Dixon Porter, and his foster son, David G. Farragut, both became admirals during the American Civil War.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Porter, Moses

Birth Date: 1755

Death Date: April 14, 1822

U.S. Army officer. Moses Porter was born in 1755 in Danvers, Massachusetts, and enlisted in the Continental Army as a private on May 19, 1775, only a month after the beginning of the American Revolutionary War. He first served with a Massachusetts artillery regiment under Colonel Richard Gridley. Porter saw action at the Battle of Bunker Hill, and in January 1777 he was commissioned an ensign in the 6th Massachusetts Infantry Regiment. Several months later he was advanced to lieutenant in the 3rd Continental Artillery Regiment. Later, he became a company commander and remained with the artillery until war’s end. In November 1783 Porter mustered out of the army.

On October 20, 1786, Porter again entered military service, this time as a lieutenant in the U.S. Battalion of Artillery. Advanced to captain in 1791, the next year he received command of a new artillery company in the 3rd Sublegion, stationed at Fort Wayne (Indiana Territory). During 1794 he served under Major General Anthony (“Mad Anthony”) Wayne during the successful campaign against Native Americans in the Ohio Territory.

In May 1801 Porter was promoted to major in the Corps of Artillerists and Engineers. The following year he became a major in the newly created Regiment of Artillerists, serving under Colonel Henry Burbeck.

On March 12, 1812, Porter was advanced to full colonel and given command of the Regiment of Light Artillery. During the early stages of the War of 1812 he served on the Canadian frontier. Then, campaigning under Major General Henry Dearborn, Porter saw action during the May 1813 capture of Fort George. In September 1813 Porter was brevetted brigadier general for his outstanding service during the first year of the war. That same month, newly arrived Major General James Wilkinson charged Porter with command of all artillery and support troops in his army.

By the end of 1813, however, Porter’s health began to deteriorate, and he was compelled to relinquish his field command. In December 1813 he assumed command of the Ninth Military District. In the late winter of 1814 he took command of the Fifth Military District. Although he was recommended for command of the Tenth Military District, charged with defending Washington, D.C., in July 1814 the assignment went to the less capable Brigadier General William H. Winder in what amounted to a purely political appointment.

After the war ended in December 1814, Porter retained command of the Light Artillery. Four years later he chaired a board of army officers charged with standardizing artillery ordnance and material, but his service there was short due to continuing health problems. In June 1821 when the army reorganized its artillery, Porter began serving as colonel of the 1st Artillery Regiment, a post he held until his death on April 14, 1822, in Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Porter, Peter Buell

Birth Date: August 14, 1773

Death Date: March 20, 1844

U.S. politician, War Hawk, and New York Militia brigadier general best identified with the fierce fighting along the Niagara River during the summer and autumn of 1814. Born on August 14, 1773, in Salisbury, Connecticut, Peter Buell Porter graduated from Yale College (Yale University) in 1791.

Moving to New York to practice law, Porter sought a career in state politics. He was elected to the New York State Assembly in 1802 and to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1808, where he served until 1812. An ardent Democratic Republican, Porter was a strong advocate of war with Britain in 1812 and promoted the expansion of the army. When the war began, Porter left Congress to play an active military role in the conflict he helped create.

At the outset of the war, New York governor Daniel D. Tompkins appointed Porter both brigadier general and quartermaster general of the state militia. As such, Porter was in charge of the logistics of Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer’s Niagara River campaign in the summer and autumn of 1812. Rensselaer was a Federalist, and political friction with him dampened Porter’s enthusiasm for the job.

[image: image]

Militia brigadier general Peter Porter distinguished himself in fighting along the Niagara frontier during the War of 1812. (Rice, Don. Famous Nineteenth Century Faces, 1991.)


After Van Rensselaer’s defeat at the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812, Porter prodded Alexander Smyth, a brigadier general in the regular army, to launch another invasion of Canada. Smyth’s feeble and unsuccessful efforts earned Porter’s scorn, leading the two men to settle their outstanding differences in a bloodless duel on December 12, 1812.

On July 11, 1813, British lieutenant colonel Cecil Bisshopp led a raid on Black Rock, New York, the site of Porter’s home. Porter himself was nearly captured. While the British were preparing to return to Canada, Porter mounted a furious counterattack with the aid of some Tuscarora Indians. The British managed to withdraw, but not before losing 13 dead and 25 wounded, including Bisshopp mortally.

In 1814 Porter raised a brigade of volunteers and Iroquois warriors to accompany Major General Jacob Brown’s invasion of Canada. At the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, Porter led his soldiers and allied Indian fighters into the forest on the western flank of the battlefield. Porter’s men pushed back a number of Canadian militia and Native Americans allied with the British but were thrown back in disarray themselves by British light infantry.

At the particularly bloody nighttime Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814, Porter led his brigade with distinction. His troops secured the left flank of Brown’s division, repelling repeated attacks. Following Lundy’s Lane, the Americans withdrew to Fort Erie. Porter next led his brigade in battle during the British night attack on August 15. Porter collaborated with Brown in planning the sortie of September 17, 1814, and led the primary attack column. While Porter urged his men forward, a detachment of British soldiers fell upon him and his aide. Wounded but continuing to fight, Porter avoided capture until some of his men came to his rescue.

Congress awarded Porter a gold medal on November 13, 1814, for “gallantry and good conduct.” He was the only militia general so honored. From March 1815 to January 1816, Porter again served in the U.S. House of Representatives. In 1817 he ran for governor of New York but was defeated by DeWitt Clinton. From 1824 to 1830 Porter served as regent for the University of the State of New York. In May 1828 President John Quincy Adams selected Porter to serve as his secretary of war. After serving for one year, Porter retired to Niagara Falls, New York, where he died on March 20, 1844.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Potomac River

Important river that today forms part of the border between Maryland and Washington, D.C., on its left descending bank and West Virginia and Virginia on its right descending bank. On the Potomac River is located the U.S. capital, Washington, D.C. Located in the Mid-Atlantic region, the Potomac River is 383 miles long. It begins in West Virginia and then flows north and then gradually south and east until it empties into the upper Chesapeake Bay. The District of Columbia was established under acts of Congress in 1790 and 1791 and was carved out of part of the territory of the two states, some 70 miles upriver from the Chesapeake Bay. The Potomac River thus offered a prime route for any enemy of the United States to attack the capital.

As part of the response to the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair of June 22, 1807, the United States embarked on a new coastal defense program. In 1808 construction was begun on Fort Warburton (Fort Washington) on the Maryland shore, downriver from the capital and across from President George Washington’s former estate of Mount Vernon. Construction was completed in December 1809. The fort offered the only major established defensive work guarding the capital. In mid-August 1814 a British invasion fleet arrived in the Chesapeake Bay. To divert American attention from British intentions in the Patuxent River, a squadron under Captain James Alexander Gordon probed up the Potomac River toward Alexandria, Virginia, and the capital. Following the British capture of Washington, D.C., during August 24–25, the squadron approached Fort Warburton on August 26. Although his position was a strong one, the post’s commander, Captain Samuel T. Dyson, chose to evacuate his men on August 27, blew up the fort, and withdrew without a fight.

This left Alexandria defenseless, and the city leaders chose to capitulate to the British on August 29. James Monroe now succeeded a discredited John Armstrong as acting secretary of war and immediately authorized Commodore John Rodgers to destroy the British squadron with fireships. Gordon’s squadron escaped this attempt at their destruction, but the British had to fight their way past American batteries at White House, Virginia, and Indian Head, Maryland.

In November 1814 Dyson was court-martialed and dismissed from the U.S. Army for having precipitously abandoned Fort Warburton. Work was then begun on a new fort near the old fort but on higher ground. The new defensive works was named Fort Washington.

Christopher T. George
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Pottawatomis

Native people of the northern Great Lakes (present-day Michigan and Wisconsin). The Pottawatomis (Potewatmis, Pedadumies, Pontowattimies, Potawatomis) belong to the Algonquian linguistic and cultural group, being closely related to the Ojibwes, Ottawas, and Algonquins.

The Pottawatomis entered the written record around 1634 when the French explorer Jean Nicollet visited Green Bay (northern Wisconsin). Other French explorers and Catholic missionary priests indicate that the Pottawatomis had a very strong sense of identity. Oral tradition indicates that the Pottawatomis, along with the Ojibwes and Ottawas, migrated from the East to Sault Ste. Marie as a single large group, where they split into three separate nations, with the Pottawatomis becoming the “keepers of the fire.” Eventually they occupied the lands east of the Mississippi River, west of the Detroit River, north of the Illinois River, and south of the Grand River.

Following the defeat of France in the French and Indian War (1754–1763), the Pottawatomis sided with Great Britain in the American Revolutionary War (1775–1783) and the War of 1812. The Pottawatomis’ most infamous involvement in the latter conflict occurred outside Fort Dearborn (present-day Chicago) on August 15, 1812. On that day, the Americans abandoned the post in anticipation of a Pottawatomi assault. Less than two miles from the fort on the shore of Lake Michigan, and despite an earlier pledge purchased by gifts that they would not attack, some 400 Pottawatomis under Chief Black Partridge attacked the column of some 100 Americans, including numerous civilians. Forty men, women, and children died that day in what became known as the Fort Dearborn Massacre, and the warriors also torched Fort Dearborn. These actions by the Pottawatomis helped the British assert de facto control over the Old Northwest frontier until late 1813.

At the conclusion the war, many Pottawatomis, while acknowledging U.S. control in the region, nevertheless clung to their British ties. Groups of Pottawatomis regularly visited British military and Indian Department officials to receive presents in recognition of past military service and their alliance with Britain.

Karl S. Hele
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Prairie du Chien

A fur-trading center and village on the east back of the Mississippi River, north of the confluence with the Wisconsin River, with an 1812 population of about 100 people. Prairie du Chien was the site where French explorers Jacques Marquette and Louis Joliet discovered the Mississippi River in 1673. Later, a French fur-trading post was established there, which was transferred to the British after 1763. Although the United States gained the area from the British as part of the 1783 Treaty of Paris ending the American Revolution, the Americans did not secure complete control over area until after the War of 1812.

During the War of 1812, the British and Americans struggled for control of the upper Mississippi region. Due to its commanding position relative to fur trade activity, Prairie du Chien held strategic importance for both sides. The Americans built Fort Shelby in June 1814, but the British took the fort on June 28, renamed it Fort McKay, and held it until after the war. Two U.S. relief forces dispatched from St. Louis—one in July 1814 that was defeated at Campbell’s Island and another in September that failed at Credit Island—could not dislodge the British. At the end of the war the Americans regained possession of the area, as per the Treaty of Ghent, and subsequently renamed the post there Fort Crawford.

George Eaton
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President, USS, vs. HMS Belvidera

Event Date: June 23, 1812

On June 21, 1812, upon learning that the United States and Britain were at war, U.S. Navy commodore John Rodgers sailed with the frigate President (rated at 44 guns), joined by the frigates United States (rated at 44 guns) and Congress (rated at 36 guns) and the brigs Hornet (rated at 18 guns) and Argus (rated at 16 guns). His goal was to locate a large West Indian merchant convoy of some 110 ships, reportedly lightly escorted, that had departed Jamaica for England on May 20.

At dawn on June 23 about 100 miles southeast of Nantucket Shoals (just south of Rhode Island), Rodgers and his squadron discovered the British frigate Belvidera to the northeast moving to examine them at a distance and, on discovering their identity, turning abruptly away. Captain Richard Byron commanded the fifth-rate British frigate. Rated at 36 guns, the Belvidera actually carried 26 18-pounder long guns, 2 9-pounder long guns, and 14 32-pounder carronades.

Rodgers immediately pursued. Rated at 44 guns, the President actually carried 32 24-pounder long guns, 1 18-pounder long gun, and 22 42-pounder carronades. The day turned into a chase and an exchange. Byron set everything available for sailing in the low-speed conditions, heading northeast by east, while the Americans followed as fast as they could, with the faster President moving ahead of the rest of the American squadron. Rodgers opened fire with his bow chase guns at 4:20 p.m., hoping to cripple the British frigate’s spars and rigging and reduce its speed. He himself fired the first shot. The first American shots killed or wounded 9 members of the British crew. Byron responded with his stern guns. The two ships exchanged fire until 4:30 when one of the President’s guns blew up, killing 1 man and wounding 14 others and doing extensive damage to the ship’s forecastle and main deck. Rodgers himself was blown into the air by the blast and broke his leg upon falling on the deck. He had himself propped up and continued the fight. Fire from the Belvidera meanwhile killed or wounded 6 more Americans.

In an effort to employ his heavier long guns, Rodgers repeatedly yawed the President to both port and starboard so he might employ these batteries, but their fire failed to cripple the British ship. When the President had closed to about 300 yards, Byron, who also had been hurt when one of his guns blew off its carriage, ordered waist anchors, boats, and 14 tons of water jettisoned, increasing the speed of his ship sufficiently to pull away again. The Congress also tried to hit the Belvidera but failed to do so, and in the dark night Byron managed to make his escape. Near midnight Rodgers gave up the hunt and called all his warships together again.

Rodgers gave the total cost to his complement as 3 dead and 19 wounded. Some naval historians have suggested that Rodgers lost his best chance at victory by both opening fire too soon and yawing his ship from side to side. The chase also cost valuable time, and had this not occurred, his squadron might indeed have located the valuable British merchant convoy.

Robert Malcomson
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President, USS, vs. HMS Highflyer

Event Date: September 23, 1813

The schooner Highflyer was an American privateer that had sailed from Baltimore, Maryland, only to be captured by the British in November 1812. It was then taken into the Royal Navy and joined Rear Admiral George Cockburn’s squadron in the Chesapeake Bay. Lieutenant George Hutchinson commanded it with a crew of 5 officers and 34 men. The schooner is identified as both the Highflyer and the High Flyer.

Captain John Rodgers commanded the U.S. Navy frigate President. One of the most powerful American warships, it was rated at 44 guns but actually carried 32 24-pounder long guns, 1 18-pounder long gun, and 22 42-pounder carronades. In the spring of 1813 Rodgers set out on a cruise, traveling north along the Canadian shore and Newfoundland, across the Atlantic to British shores, and then back toward Canada and the United States. In nearly five months at sea Rodgers managed to accomplish little except to capture 12 smaller ships, the largest and most noteworthy of which was the Highflyer. The schooner was taken on September 23, 1813, off Nantucket, Massachusetts. It was then serving as a tender to Admiral Sir John B. Warren, commander of the North American and West Indian Stations, and was sailing north for Canada.

Rodgers decoyed the British schooner by displaying English colors. Hutchinson then came aboard what he thought was a British frigate and entered Rodgers’s cabin, where he reportedly announced that capturing the President was the chief object of the Royal Navy on American station and describing Rodgers as “an odd fish, and hard to catch.” After being informed of the President’s true identity, Hutchinson was forced to listen to a rendition of “Yankee Doodle” by the ship’s musicians. Hutchinson and the Highflyer, it turned out, had participated in the earlier British raid on Havre de Grace, Maryland, in which Rodgers’s family home had been burned, and the British lieutenant was in possession of one of Rodgers’s swords.

Rodgers kept the schooner near and brought it with him to Newport, Rhode Island, on September 27. The Highflyer sold for $11,000, although it was purchased for private use and was not taken into the U.S. Navy as Rodgers had recommended.

Robert Malcomson
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The U.S. Navy frigate President (rated at 44 guns but actually mounting 55), shown here with its prize, the British schooner Highflyer. (The Mariners’ Museum)
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President, USS, vs. HMS Majestic and Squadron

See Majestic, HMS, and Squadron vs. USS President

President-Little Belt Affair

Event Date: May 16, 1811

In June 1807 the fourth-rate HMS Leopard (50 guns) had fired into the unprepared U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake (42 guns), killing 3 Americans and wounding 18 others, 1 mortally, and then taking off 4 members of the American ship’s crew identified as British deserters. This incident almost brought war, and even three years later the affair rankled, as did continuing incidents of impressment of American seamen and seizures of merchantmen by the Royal Navy.

It was Captain John Rodgers who avenged the Chesapeake. On May 1 the British frigate Guerriere (49 guns) had halted the American merchant brig Spitfire off New York and impressed a seaman. Six days later Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton ordered Rodgers to take the frigate President (52 guns) to sea and patrol off New York. Contrary winds delayed its sailing until May 14, but on the afternoon of May 16 the President was about 45 miles northeast of Cape Henry when a lookout sighted a ship approaching from the east, identified to be a man-of-war.

The unknown ship approached aggressively until it was clear that the President was an American frigate rather than a merchantman, at which point it made sail to southward. No doubt hoping that this ship might be the Guerriere, Rodgers ordered a pursuit. Not until after nightfall did the President’s superior sailing qualities enable it to overtake the unknown ship. Rodgers later reported that while he could identify the ship as a frigate, he was unable to determine its actual force. The ship in question was actually the Royal Navy ship sloop Little Belt (originally the Danish Lille Belt, captured at Copenhagen in 1807), under Commander Arthur B. Bingham.

At about 8:20 p.m. the two ships were within hailing distance at a range of some 70–100 yards. Each captain claimed that he had hailed first and that the other side had not responded and indeed had fired the first shot. In any case, four to six minutes of general firing followed. During a lull Rodgers decided that the opposing ship was “of very inferior force to what I had supposed” and ordered his guns to cease fire. His opponent then resumed fire, and Rodgers ordered fire reopened for three to five additional minutes before ceasing fire again.

This time Bingham answered Rodgers’s hail with the information that he commanded a Royal Navy warship, although with the wind up Rodgers could not hear its name. Rodgers then identified his own ship.

At daybreak the next day Rodgers sent a boat to the Little Belt to offer assistance. Rated at 22 guns but actually mounting only 18, the Little Belt had suffered considerable damage and had 13 men killed and 19 wounded. The President had only a boy wounded in the arm, which required amputation. The President sustained minor damage, mainly from 42-pounder carronade shot. Bingham declined assistance, replying that he could make all repairs required for the ship to be able to return to Halifax.

Both President James Madison and Secretary Hamilton immediately approved Rodgers’s conduct, and the commodore found himself hailed as the man who avenged the Chesapeake. A court of inquiry during August 30–September 13, 1811, absolved Rodgers of any wrongdoing and concluded that the British had indeed fired the first shot. The British continued without success to seek redress for the incident, especially as the two captains’ accounts were diametrically opposed.

While the President–Little Belt engagement did not bring war between the two nations, it certainly exacerbated tensions and served as a glaring example of the frictions and misunderstandings that brought war a year later.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Presque Isle, Pennsylvania

Peninsula located on the south shore of Lake Erie near Erie, Pennsylvania. In 1720 the French discovered the natural harbor and named it Presque Isle, meaning “nearly an island.” Later the British maintained a fort there during 1753–1763.

During the War of 1812, Presque Isle became an important harbor for the U.S. Navy, protecting the Lake Erie Squadron from inclement weather and British warships. Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry and Sailing Master Daniel Dobbins used Presque Isle as an area for warship construction. In April 1813 Perry had six ships in his squadron, and Presque Isle was its homeport. On September 10, 1813, Perry and his squadron defeated the British squadron in the Battle of Lake Erie. After the victory the American squadron retired to Presque Isle, and during the winter of 1813–1814 the sailors lived aboard the ice-stranded ships there. That winter smallpox ravaged the crews and brought the deaths of many men.

At the end of the war the American inland navy was disbanded, and the two principal ships, the brigs Lawrence and Niagara of 20 guns each, were eventually scuttled in a section of Presque Isle known as Misery Bay. Presque Isle remains an important freshwater port and a base of operation for the U.S. Coast Guard.

Timothy C. Hemmis
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Prevost, Sir George

Birth Date: May 19, 1767

Death Date: January 5, 1816

British Army officer, field commander, colonial commander in chief, and colonial governor. George Prevost was born at Hackensack, New Jersey, under the British flag on May 19, 1767. He was raised in Britain and attended the Lochée Academy in London and then another military academy in Colmar, France. In September 1779, at age 12, Prevost was commissioned into the 4th Battalion, 60th Regiment of Foot (Royal Americans), and spent the next few years moving between various battalions before going to Gibraltar in 1784. His early military career was spent in the West Indies, where possession of the islands was hotly contested between France and Britain. Prevost saw his first combat service in 1794 at St. Vincent, where Caribs, prompted by the French, had fomented a revolt. Prevost was twice wounded during the campaign and in 1795 was sent to England to recuperate.

Prevost was appointed an inspecting field officer and on January 1, 1798, was promoted to brevet colonel. On March 8, 1798, he was promoted to brigadier general and was slated to take command of the garrison at Barbados but went to St. Lucia instead, where he also became lieutenant governor of the island in April 1801. Poor health forced him to return to England in July 1802, only to be offered the governorship of Dominica. Prevost arrived in Barbados in May 1803 and volunteered his services for the attack on St. Lucia, serving as the second-in-command of the expedition. He was promoted to major general on January 1, 1805, and the following month successfully defended Dominica from a French attack, for which he received a baronetcy, a hereditary title allowing the title “sir.” Prevost then returned to England and was assigned as lieutenant governor of Portsmouth.

With Anglo-American tensions rising after the 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, British officials began preparing their North American colonies for war, and Prevost assumed the combined offices of lieutenant governor and commander of forces in Nova Scotia on April 13, 1808. In the summer of 1809 he left Nova Scotia to lead one of two divisions that captured Martinique from the French in the summer of 1809, after which he returned to Nova Scotia.

Prevost was promoted to lieutenant general on June 4, 1811, and shortly thereafter he proceeded to Quebec, where on September 13, 1811, he assumed the offices of captain general and governor in chief of British North America. Prevost used the final nine months of peace to prepare for the coming war. He effected improvements in militia organization, raised several provincial units, secured funding from the provincial legislature of Lower Canada, and improved alliances with the natives. Prevost, who was fluent in French, also proved extremely adept in managing the touchy political sensibilities of Quebec.

Prevost adopted a defensive strategy for several reasons. Until Napoleon was defeated in Europe, North America was of secondary concern to the British government, and no additional resources could be provided to him, at least for the time being. Instructions received in 1811 called on Prevost to exploit American political divisions and seek to limit American decisive action. Prevost was not to undertake any provocative actions, and once war was declared, he was not to take offensive action into the United States unless ordered to do so. This was a gamble, for Prevost determined that if Canada was not significantly reinforced and the Americans attacked in strength, the colony would surely fall. If American attacks were piecemeal, however, British North America might be held.

This strategy worked. The uncoordinated American attacks of 1812 were repulsed. Sea power dominated the 1813 campaign, with Prevost requesting replacement of the Provincial Marine, a quasi-naval force on the inland lakes, by the Royal Navy. In May 1813 Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo arrived to take command of the British naval forces on the inland lakes, bringing with him a detachment of officers and seamen. Prevost supported the aggressive employment of naval forces, but Yeo’s proprietary handling of the Lake Ontario Squadron came at the cost of losing control of Lake Erie. The Americans also launched several major offensives into Canada, most of which were defeated.

By 1814 with the war in Europe over, Britain dispatched large reinforcements to North America, along with instructions to launch several offensives against the United States aimed at securing the frontiers of Canada. Prevost led a land force of some 8,000 men to Plattsburgh, New York. A combined land-naval attack was planned against Plattsburgh on September 11, 1814, but following defeat of the British Lake Champlain Squadron, Prevost ordered his army to return to Canada despite enjoying a numerical advantage over U.S. forces at Plattsburgh of nearly four to one.

The naval defeat and retreat brought much public criticism, and Yeo submitted charges against Prevost to the Admiralty, claiming that Prevost had rushed an unready naval force into battle. The government considered the charges serious enough to recall Prevost on March 1, 1815.

Four charges were submitted to the judge advocate general, and a court-martial was scheduled to take place on January 15, 1816, in London, but Prevost’s health having deteriorated, he died in London on January 5, 1816. His brother William Prevost was unsuccessful in efforts to have the court-martial proceed as planned so that his name might be cleared.

John R. Grodzinski
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“Pride of Baltimore”

See Chausser

Prince Edward Island

One of Canada’s maritime provinces, Prince Edward Island is located in the Gulf of St. Lawrence. To the south lie Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, which are separated from Prince Edward Island by the Northumberland Strait. To the east lies Cape Breton Island. Prince Edward Island is about 140 miles in length and varies from 5 to 15 miles in width. The topography is relatively flat, and the island has very fertile soil, which in the early 19th century made it an important agricultural resource. It also boasts dense forests, ample sandy beaches, and numerous coves and small harbors. The 1810 population was estimated to be 20,000–25,000 inhabitants.

The island was inhabited largely by Micmac Indians prior to European contact. First colonized by the French, it was ceded to Great Britain at the conclusion of the French and Indian War in 1763. It was known as St. John’s Island until 1799, at which time its current name came into use.

Owing to its maritime isolation and relatively great distance from the American mainland, Prince Edward Island did not see any military action during the War of 1812. However, a number of British privateers operated from the island, and numerous inhabitants served in the Canadian and British armed forces. The island’s impressive forests were used in British shipbuilding, and its fecund soil provided abundant produce and foodstuffs for British soldiers and Canadian civilians.

Prince Edward Island did not become an official part of the Canadian Confederation until 1873. Today the island has a population of about 141,000 people, which gives it the highest population density of any Canadian province. Its economy continues to be dominated by agriculture and fishing, but it has also become a summer tourist mecca.
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Pring, Daniel

Birth Date: ca. 1788

Death Date: November 29, 1847

Royal Navy officer. Daniel Pring was born circa 1788 in the village of Awliscombe northeast of Exeter, England. He entered the navy as a midshipman on February 13, 1800, and first served in the 74-gun ship of the line Russell, which was present at the Battle of Copenhagen in April 1801. He later served off Spain and in the West Indies. During a voyage to the Cape of Good Hope in 1805, he participated in the seizure of two French privateers and a captured British merchantman. He saw action at the Cape on land and during a battle with a French frigate in 1806 before going to Argentina and taking part in the British victory at Buenos Aires. After a trip home he returned to South America, where he was part of the force that captured Montevideo.

At the Cape again in 1808, Pring was promoted to lieutenant and given command of the schooner Paz, which had been taken at Montevideo. The Paz was sent to English waters and had numerous engagements with the French, capturing several privateers. In September 1812 the Paz arrived at Halifax with a convoy, and Pring moved into the flagship of Vice Admiral Herbert Sawyer. Pring was in Admiral Sir John Warren’s flagship at Bermuda in February 1813 when Warren promoted him to commander (confirmed the following November) and sent him to the Great Lakes under Commander Robert H. Barclay.

When Commodore Sir James L. Yeo reached Kingston in May 1813, Pring acted as his flag captain in the sloop Wolfe during the attack on Sackets Harbor at the end of that month. A few weeks later Yeo sent Pring to take command of the handful of ships in the Lake Champlain squadron based at Île aux Noix on the Richelieu River. Pring organized the ships and dockyard, and he participated in the joint army-navy expedition raiding American posts on the lake in the middle of the summer. Pring recommended the building of new vessels and oversaw that work. In May 1814 he led another raid on the lake that included a failed attempt to disrupt Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough’s shipbuilding at Otter Creek at Vergennes, Vermont.

Captain Peter Fisher arrived late in June 1814 to take command of the squadron but was superseded by Captain George Downie in the first week of September. Downie led the squadron to battle Macdonough at Plattsburgh on September 11, with Pring in command of the brig sloop Linnet. Pring was among those captured by the victorious Americans, and it was his report and subsequent letters to Yeo about the action that prompted Yeo to charge Sir George Prevost with misconduct toward Downie. Both Prevost and Yeo were subsequently recalled to England for an inquiry into the matter.

As senior surviving officer, Pring was absolved of blame for the loss of the squadron in a court-martial held in England in August 1815. He was promoted to post captain the next month and sent to command on Lake Erie through 1816 and 1817. After that he was on half pay until 1836, when he received command of the frigate Inconstant. He commanded the 84-gun Thunderer in the Mediterranean between 1841 and 1843 and the 72-gun Imaum from September 1845. In this ship he raised his pendant as commodore on the Jamaica Station. Pring died at Jamaica on November 29, 1847.
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Prisoners of War, British

During the War of 1812, the United States captured more than 15,500 British prisoners of war (POWs), with more than 60 percent of these taken from ships. The vast majority of these POWs were turned over to U.S. marshals acting as agents of the federal government. They housed, fed, and otherwise maintained the captives in fairly good order, often at great personal expense. Captives were utilized primarily for exchanges to secure the release of American captives.

The British government, engaged in a much larger conflict on the European continent against the armies of Napoleonic France and thus short of manpower, desperately sought veteran troops and therefore was motivated to exchange POWs on very favorable terms. On May 12, 1813, American and British negotiators concluded the Cartel of May 12, an agreement to allow the rapid exchange of POWs on a rank-for-rank or rank equivalency basis. This agreement succeeded in virtually emptying the POW camps of each side and ensured that captives would not face years in harsh conditions.

One of the primary POW controversies of the war revolved around the question of naturalized citizenship. British law held that any individual born on British soil remained a British subject for life. Thousands of British immigrants fought on behalf of American forces, and when captured they faced the possibility of trial for treason against the Crown. In particular British officers singled out Irish Americans, basing their accusations largely on the accents of the men involved. American threats of retaliation against British POWs helped dissuade British authorities from carrying out such trials.

A special problem arose when American forces captured Native American troops serving alongside their British allies. While American officers typically extended protection to surrendering British soldiers, no such provisions were guaranteed for Native American combatants. The perception that Indian allies did not follow the laws and customs of war and could not be trusted to maintain an oath of parole led to a series of atrocities in the western and southern theaters of the conflict. Native Americans also routinely tortured and slaughtered their captives, which only served to harden attitudes toward them. Likewise, the capture of British sailors of African descent caused tremendous difficulties, particularly when American privateers sold the free sailors into slavery rather than turning them in to state authorities for the captives’ bounty.

British POWs were held in a variety of camps throughout the United States. By dispersing their captives, American authorities hoped to prevent any British raids to free large numbers of POWs. At the same time, dispersal minimized the effects on local economies in paying the upkeep of enemy troops. At the end of the war, the United States submitted a bill to the British government for the upkeep of British POWs. The British refusal to pay nearly led to renewed warfare between the nations. While the last British POWs were released from captivity in 1815, the feud over the costs of their upkeep was not completely settled until 1827.
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Prisoners of War, U.S.

During the War of 1812, approximately 20,000 Americans were captured by British forces, particularly during the disastrous early battles along the Canadian border. Among such early American prisoners of war (POWs) was young Lieutenant Colonel Winfield Scott, who surrendered at the Battle of Queenston Heights (October 13, 1812). His captivity ended with his parole and exchange in early 1813. Once released, Scott informed the American government that British authorities intended to execute several Irish deserters captured along with him. President James Madison consequently ordered a like number of British officers held in close confinement and under a death penalty, to be invoked should the deserters be executed. Fortunately, neither side carried through on its threats.

Most American POWs were concentrated at Halifax, Nova Scotia, where they were confined to the infamous Melville Prison until exchanged. Militia forces captured by the British were typically paroled and allowed to return home, although some militia units were duly exchanged with individual state governments when the U.S. federal government proved unwilling to offer British regulars for exchange. Because the British fought the War of 1812 while engaged in a much larger conflict against the armies of French emperor Napoleon I, London proved disposed toward exchanges under unfavorable terms in order to secure seasoned veterans for service back on the European continent.

The general British treatment of American POWs during the War of 1812, although still harsh, was much better than the treatment of American prisoners during the Revolutionary War. While the British continued to use prison hulks in some instances, they tended to be much less crowded, resulting in a far lower mortality rate for the American captives held in them. Also, American POWs were often allowed to construct their own barracks facilities, greatly improving their chances of surviving captivity. American sailors, including privateersmen, were often delivered to England, where they could be placed in the large prison compounds already established for the more than 70,000 French POWs taken during the Napoleonic Wars.

Because British law banned slavery, when British forces captured slaves during the War of 1812 they were unwilling to return them to their masters but could not expect the United States to exchange a British soldier in place of a slave. As a result, British commanders treated American slaves as property, hence spoils of war, until the moment of capture, at which time they became private individuals. Hundreds of former slaves chose to join the Colonial Marines rather than return to captivity in the United States. American indignation at the practice did little to alter the situation, although the British government did eventually agree to pay more than $1.2 million in reparations rather than returning the former slaves.

[image: image]

Dartmoor Prison in southwestern England. During the War of 1812, thousands of U.S. prisoners of war were held here in abysmal circumstances. These conditions, and the delay in the release of the prisoners after the Treaty of Ghent had been signed, led to the so-called Dartmoor Massacre of April 6, 1815. (Library of Congress)


Although the Treaty of Ghent officially ended the war in December 1814, thousands of Americans remained in captivity at Dartmoor Prison in the spring of 1815, waiting for adequate transports to return them to the United States. Simultaneously, a reduction in the quality and quantity of the food rations issued to POWs inflamed the frustrations of American captives in England. On April 6, 1815, American POWs at Dartmoor Prison commenced a riot, demanding immediate repatriation. Panicked British guards fired on the POWs, killing 7 and wounding 60. This unfortunate incident, known as the Dartmoor Massacre, marked the final significant American captivity experience of the war.
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Privateering

Privateering, also known as guerre de course or commerce raiding, is the practice of using privately owned and armed vessels furnished with a letter of marque to attack enemy shipping during wartime. The term “privateer” refers to the licensed vessel and the person who sails on it. For centuries, most merchant ships sailing in foreign waters had carried one or more guns for their own protection, as pirates and enemy ships were a constant threat. There being little difference between naval and private ships in wartime, it was relatively easy to obtain a letter of marque, take on additional guns and crew, and become privateers. By the War of 1812, privateering had evolved from a medieval method of individual reprisal into an effective auxiliary naval weapon, especially among nations lacking a strong navy. In the United States at least, there was strong financial incentive to either participate in privateering or take out shares in specific vessels.

When the U.S. Congress declared war on Great Britain in June 1812, it triggered the proclamation of a prize act, which entitled the president to issue letters of marque and delegated authority for distributing those commissions to the State Department and local customs collectors. During the next two and a half years, more than 600 American vessels obtained letters of marque, capturing or destroying more than 1,300 British prizes, which represented thousands of tons of shipping and millions of dollars in losses. While the majority of captures occurred off the eastern coast of North America, a few privateers also prowled Lake Champlain and the Great Lakes. More aggressive American privateers also snatched prizes from the Irish Sea, the North Sea, and the English Channel, sending them into French or allied ports in Norway for adjudication.

British leaders initially hoped for reconciliation and did not actually generate a prize act by declaring war until October 13, 1812, and this was not proclaimed in Nova Scotia until January 1813. With the maritime interests in both Nova Scotia and New Brunswick clamoring for letters of marque to meet the challenge of American privateers, the provinces’ Lieutenant Governors John C. Sherbrooke and Alexander Smyth anticipated their eventual authority to issue letters of marque on behalf of the king by commissioning privateers against France (with whom the British were already at war) and “other enemies of the Crown” (which covered the United States). Despite their late start and much smaller population, the two maritime provinces fielded more than 40 privateers, accounting for more than 200 prizes and 16,000 tons of American shipping.

Privateering’s primary focus was economic rather than tactical. The participants were ship owners and merchant seafarers, and their targets were the ships and cargoes of enemy merchants. Not all vessels with letters of marque were true privateers. Some ship owners took out a commission for what was essentially a trading voyage, loaded their ship with cargo, and took on a somewhat larger crew and perhaps a few extra guns but used the letter of marque only if a viable prize sailed within reach. Privateers, on the other hand, made no attempt to trade.

With as many as 30 owners and investors sharing the cost, a privateer was outfitted for a cruise of several months with a very large crew and as many guns as practicable. Officers and crews signed articles of agreement for each cruise specifying their share of prize money according to their position on the ship. Captains always reserved a few extra shares for the first man to see a prize, the first one to board, or an individual who accomplished a particularly brave or clever action. Any prize proceeds were shared equally between the owners and investors and the officers and crew, so there was considerable incentive to make every capture count.

Participants on both sides of the war tended to belong to the same community or family. Many shared business, political, or religious affiliations and were generally respectable law-abiding citizens whose regular income as merchants or seafarers had been dislocated by the war. Privateering offered an outlet for employment, trade, and excitement. Prize cargoes supplied much-needed food and other goods, while building and outfitting privateers stimulated the local economy. Investors often owned shares in several privateers to spread their risk, and captains moved from one ship to another according to their prize record.

Average Distribution of Prize Money on Warships and Privateers during the Early 19th Century




	Vessel Type
	Distribution




	Warships
	



	Naval command (Continental Navy, Royal Navy)
	1/2


	Squadron flag officer
	1/16


	Ship’s captain
	1/8


	Ship’s senior and junior officers
	1/8


	Midshipmen and marine sergeants
	1/16


	Enlisted crew
	1/8


	Privateers
	



	Shareholders/owners
	1/3


	Ship’s captain and officers
	1/3


	Enlisted crew
	1/3
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Action between the British packet HMS Hinchinbrook and the American privateer Grand Turk, May 1, 1814. (Corbis)


A successful crewman might move up from first lieutenant to captain and then become an owner or investor. Risks at sea were many. The odds against taking a prize, getting it safely to port without losing it to weather or the enemy, and successfully negotiating the prize process have been estimated at just one in three. Nevertheless, newspaper reports of valuable prizes fueled the dreams of privateers on either side.

Motivated by profit rather than patriotism, privateers tended to enter into combat cautiously. A heavily laden prize, while lucrative, might be too well defended, but a smaller poorly armed prey was fair game. Maritime Canadian privateers (mostly schooners under 100 tons) were generally smaller than their American counterparts and were more likely to cruise close to shore, picking up small coastal trading vessels and the occasional fisherman. Other than a few small boats described as “shaving mills,” American privateers tended to be of at least 100–200 tons and faster, capable of cruising farther afield and capturing merchant vessels of any size.

Privateers took few risks with their ships because repairs cut down on cruising time, while damaging a prize might reduce the sale value of the cargo or vessel. Unlike state-owned naval vessels, which were obliged to attack all enemy vessels, privateers could choose where, when, and which vessels to attack. Sometimes a prize was not worth the effort, especially if the privateer had already sent several prizes into port and was short of men. If a ship was old or unseaworthy, captains might seize the ship’s papers and any valuables, remove the crew, and burn the ship. They might also accept a ransom for the prize or simply allow the vessel to proceed unscathed.

The act of capture was carefully choreographed. Using false flags, pretending to be fellow countrymen, or hiding their men below decks, privateers approached a likely prize as closely as possible to determine its strength and potential value and the easiest means of capture. Privateers wore no distinctive uniforms, and their ships were often captured and quickly redeployed, masking which side a vessel was really on. More than a dozen Canadian privateer vessels were formerly American privateers, confusing many unlucky local captains. Aware of the privateers’ stratagems, suspicious naval captains occasionally fired on their own compatriots, causing considerable damage, before realizing their mistake. Reports of privateers from the same side accidentally firing on each other indicate how hard it was to distinguish friend from enemy.

Once the decision was made to attack, the privateer was obliged to raise its own flag, and if that did not halt the target, a single shot across the bow usually did. By the time an American saw the distinctive red jack flown at the bowsprit of Canadian provincial privateers, it was too late. The relatively few bloody privateer ship actions usually involved a heavily armed mail packet or small naval vessel that was accosted by mistake. Compared to naval losses, few privateers were actually killed or wounded in action, indicating their general reluctance to engage in combat for the sake of a prize.

Like privateers, American and British naval crews were entitled to prize money from the capture of enemy shipping, which meant that public and private vessels were often competing for the same prizes and occasionally with each other. The obvious appeal of private profit over public service made privateering more attractive than serving in the navy, especially in the case of maritime Canada. While the Royal Navy often resorted to impressment to obtain crews, privateer captains had no trouble recruiting men, especially because British privateers were supposed to be exempt from impressment. Privateers shared their prize money among a crew of 100 or fewer men, as opposed to the much smaller awards shared among a frigate’s larger crew or an entire fleet, even if the value of the prize was much higher.

Early in the war the Royal Navy was largely preoccupied with fighting Napoleon’s forces in European waters, leaving a small defensive force to patrol the American coast from Canada to the Caribbean. American privateers were such a threat to British shipping that the Royal Navy was forced to institute strict convoy rules for merchant vessels traveling to and from the Caribbean, England, and North America. Although the U.S. frigate Essex was the only American warship to capture a privateer from maritime Canada, American privateers captured 8, and U.S. revenue cutters seized 2. One Nova Scotia privateer was taken by a sloop full of patriotic volunteers. On the other hand, the Royal Navy managed to seize 77 American privateers and letters of marque by the end of the war. The defeat of Napoleon in 1814, followed by the British blockade of the entire American coast, eventually immobilized most of the U.S. Navy and all but the fastest and most daring privateers, thus reducing their value in the war against trade.

Possession of a valid letter of marque differentiated privateers from pirates and legalized their capture of enemy vessels during wartime. Unlike pirates, who attacked vessels from any nation including their own and were considered enemies of the world, privateers were governed by a series of regulations that determined their targets, their behavior toward their captives, and their legal responsibilities in bringing a prize to court. If captured, privateers were considered prisoners of war and were usually paroled, ransomed, or treated reasonably well; pirates, if taken, were hanged. By 1812, privateering was governed by international maritime law recognized by both England and the United States, and both nations used virtually the same admiralty court procedures to adjudicate the legality of captures.

After a prize-worthy vessel was seized, the captor removed most of the crew, replaced it with his own prize master and crew, and ordered them to the nearest American (or allied) port. Once in port, the prize master presented the ship’s papers to the local customs official, and the process of adjudication before the local admiralty court judge began. Prize law was a specialized legal practice that relied on the ship’s documents and the testimony of the captain or one or more officers or crew. Each man was asked a series of questions, or standard interrogatories, to determine if the ship and/or cargo were indeed enemy property and if so whether there were any licenses or other extenuating circumstances that prevented it from being condemned (handed over) to the captor. Destroying, concealing, or misrepresenting a ship’s papers was cause for instant condemnation. Similarly, a privateer stealing or tampering with the cargo of a captured ship before it was condemned (a process known as breaking bulk) was enough to deprive him of the prize. Despite a brief flirtation with using juries in prize cases during the Revolutionary War period, American practice eventually followed Britain’s lead and left the decision up to the admiralty court judge. A lengthy trial exposed the captured ship and its cargo to deterioration, damage, or loss of market opportunities, so cases were generally processed swiftly: within four to six weeks a prize was either appraised and auctioned or released.

Lacking a strong navy in 1812, America relied on privateers who played a vital strategic as well as an economic role throughout the war. Although the majority of privateer commissions were registered in Massachusetts, including its Maine District and the northern New England states, more than 1,100 letters of marque were issued to ships from Connecticut, Georgia, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and Virginia. Salem, Massachusetts, and Baltimore, Maryland, were especially active and successful privateering centers where many personal fortunes were made during the War of 1812. Because a commission was only valid as long as its terms of reference remained intact, the loss of a captain, capture, sale, a change in ship’s name or rig, or the conclusion of a cruise required a new letter of marque. Some successful ships held three or four commissions under various captains; others cruised only once, whether or not they took any prizes.

With the Royal Navy on hand to defend their coasts and protect local shipping with cruisers and convoy ships, maritime communities such as Halifax, Liverpool, and Lunenburg in Nova Scotia and Saint John in New Brunswick were able to devote their ships to private armed warfare. However, of the more than 40 commissioned vessels in Atlantic Canada, only the Liverpool Packet (Liverpool, Nova Scotia) and Dart (Saint John, New Brunswick) were really successful; the rest captured few if any prizes or were captured themselves. By mid-1813, accusations of smuggling, fraudulent captures, and other dubious practices forced Lieutenant Governor Smyth to cease commissioning New Brunswick privateers.

How valuable were the prizes captured by the privateers? The Liverpool Packet, dubbed the “scourge” of the coasting trade, is said to have captured 50 prizes worth more than $1 million. The Baltimore privateer Rossie is credited with $1.5 million in prizes in 1812 alone. The most successful American privateer was the Yankee of Bristol, Rhode Island, whose 40 (or 41) prizes were valued at $3 million. Despite a few exceptions, overall investment in privateering, whether American or British, earned only modest returns, as more than half of all letter of marque vessels took no prizes at all. Their real value was as a nuisance force, harrying shipping along the Eastern Seaboard and depriving citizens on both sides of the border of necessary supplies while raising prices and discouraging trade. As the war dragged on, the economic and social impact of privateering increased.

Ship losses accompanied by prohibitive insurance rates left many merchants facing financial ruin. The loss or delay of mail packets deprived people of news and communication, especially with family members or business overseas. Fear of capture kept fisherman at home, and everywhere the cost of staples such as flour, sugar, and corn skyrocketed. Although the regular arrival of privateers and their prizes helped raise morale, by 1814 both sides were heartily sick of war. While the efforts of British and American privateers did little to shorten the war, they did ultimately help persuade their governments to make peace.

By the mid-19th century, privateering had lost its effectiveness. The development of large steam-powered warships with iron hulls and armor-piercing guns meant that privately owned vessels were no longer able to match the firepower of even a small naval vessel. The 1856 Treaty of Paris officially ended privateering for all but a few nations, one of which was the United States. Although privateering and commerce raiding played a role in the American Civil War, by 1865 both the war and six centuries of privateering had officially ended.
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Prize Courts

Courts established and maintained by maritime nations from the 15th through the early 20th centuries to determine whether a vessel captured on the high seas during wartime was an enemy warship, a commercial ship, or a privateer and thus a legal prize of war. If ruled by the court to be a valid prize, a captured vessel and its goods were sold, with the proceeds either deposited in government coffers or distributed to the privateers or captors. In the United States, the framers of the Constitution granted Congress the power to regulate prizes and gave federal courts exclusive jurisdiction to conduct prize trials. An 1800 congressional act still in effect at the time of the War of 1812 gave American captors of a valid prize full value for goods sold if the enemy vessel was of equal or superior value to that of the captor’s vessel. Proceeds from the sale of an inferior prize vessel were divided evenly between the United States and the victorious crew.

The busiest prize courts during the War of 1812 operated in ports in New England and the South. The normal steps taken by a federal judge during the war when either a privateer or U.S. Navy prize crew sailed a captured British vessel into port were simple. First, the judge swiftly determined whether a vessel was a prize by examining the captured ship’s documents and written interrogatories of its crew before the evidence disappeared. If satisfied of its legality, the judge arranged for the sale of the ship and its goods and distributed the proceeds in accordance with the 1800 act. A ruling that the captured vessel was not a legitimate prize required the release of the vessel, with the captor, usually considered to be the captain of the ship, subject to money damages. The captain or privateer escaped damage payments if the judge determined that he had probable cause or suspicion that the vessel was a legitimate prize. This standard formula changed slightly in late 1812 and granted American crews compensation for British warships (not commercial vessels or privateers) destroyed in battle or burned to prevent their recapture without the need for a prize trial.

War was good for American prize court business. The few extant British Admiralty court records fail to paint a clear comparative picture of British prize court activity, although the Halifax, Nova Scotia, prize court did adjudicate 629 valid prizes captured in American waters. However, these prizes consisted mainly of low-tonnage American coastal and fishing vessels. But for the Americans, it is estimated that 2,500 British vessels were captured by American privateers or U.S. Navy ships, with 1,500 escaping destruction, release, or ransom. En route to American ports for prize adjudication, approximately half of these prizes were recaptured by the British, with the other half reaching port safely. Additional prizes captured in the open Atlantic were necessarily adjudicated by courts in Norway and Denmark because of the sailing distances to American ports.

The economic impact of American high-tonnage prize captures and other naval actions amounted to more than $45 million in vessel and cargo losses for the British during the war as well as skyrocketing insurance rates for British shipping.

Mark F. Leep
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Procter, Henry

Birth Date: ca. 1763

Death Date: October 13, 1822

British Army general during the War of 1812. Henry Procter was born in Ireland, probably in 1763, the son of an army surgeon. He purchased an ensign’s commission and served in the British Army during the closing period of the American Revolutionary War. His subsequent promotions, based on his proficiency, secured him the rank of lieutenant colonel of the 41st Regiment in 1800. Procter joined his regiment in Canada in 1802 and diligently transformed the 41st Regiment from a garrison unit into a combat-ready force.

In 1810 Procter was advanced to colonel, and at the beginning of the War of 1812 he was ordered to the Detroit frontier by British major general Isaac Brock to challenge the American invasion there led by Brigadier General William Hull. Procter immediately organized the Canadian militia and established cooperation with Shawnee leader Tecumseh to encourage the local Native Americans to attack Hull’s tenuous supply lines to Ohio. When Brock arrived to take command, Procter led the regular forces during the operations that resulted in the surrender of Detroit by the Americans to the British on August 16, 1812.

Following Brock’s death in the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812, Procter assumed command of the British right division and began to deal with the dilemma of how to defend Upper Canada from a new American army commanded by Brigadier General William Henry Harrison. Procter’s operations depended on the alliance with the Native Americans, but he had a growing logistics problem of supplying provisions to their families who had settled near Fort Malden and Detroit. The relief of this burden was often the motivation behind his attacks against the Americans before they could mass their forces against him.

[image: image]

A contempoary political cartoon depicting British brigadier general Henry Procter. Procter failed to safeguard American prisoners taken by the British in the Battle of Frenchtown in January 1813 and they were subsequently massacred by Indians allied with the British. (Library of Congress)


In January 1813 Procter attacked the forward element of the American army led by Brigadier General James Winchester at Frenchtown on the Raisin River. There his force of regulars, militia, and warriors defeated, killed, and/or captured almost the entire American force. Procter, however, earned the perpetual wrath of Americans for failing to safeguard the prisoners and leaving many of the wounded to vengeful Native Americans. The subsequent Raisin River Massacre prompted calls for revenge with an American battle cry of “Remember the Raisin.”

Promoted to brigadier general for his victory, Procter continued his offensive in May 1813 when he unsuccessfully besieged Harrison and his main army at Fort Meigs, Ohio. Although his forces failed to capture the fortification, Procter’s operation led to more than 800 casualties among the Kentucky troops.

Procter’s continued success defending Upper Canada resulted in his advancement to major general on June 4, 1813. Procter mounted a final offensive into Ohio in late summer but was again unsuccessful at Fort Meigs. His attack at Fort Stephenson on August 2, 1813, was repulsed with the loss of a quarter of his regular troops at the hands of the Americans under Major George Croghan.

With the failure of his offensive operations, Procter provided support to British Navy lieutenant Robert H. Barclay’s attempt to defeat the U.S. naval forces on Lake Erie under Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry. When Perry defeated Barclay’s squadron in the Battle of Lake Erie (September 10, 1813), the strategic situation in the Old Northwest was completely reversed, and Harrison now conducted an amphibious invasion into Canada. Procter judged his position untenable and had to convince Tecumseh and his followers to retreat from Detroit to salvage what they could from the misfortune. Procter was later criticized for failing to destroy several bridges en route that might have slowed his pursuers. On October 6, 1813, Harrison’s army caught the demoralized British and their Native American allies near Moraviantown on the Thames River, where Procter’s army was quickly defeated during the Battle of the Thames. Tecumseh was killed during the battle, but Procter escaped to British lines along Lake Ontario.

Procter was censured for the defeat and ordered before a court-martial in 1815. He was found guilty of poor judgment and sentenced to suspension of rank and pay for six months. The verdict was reduced by the prince regent to a public reprimand, which nonetheless effectively ended Procter’s career. Procter returned to Great Britain, and his name was removed from the Army List after 1816. He attempted to salvage his reputation by criticizing senior leaders for strategic and operational failures. Procter died on October 13, 1822, in Bath, England. Demonized by American popular opinion and humiliated by his own country, Procter’s military performance could not overcome the overwhelming determination, logistics, and mass of the American forces. Nonetheless, considering the extremely slender resources at his disposal, Procter had conducted his military affairs admirably against great odds.

Steven J. Rauch
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Propaganda

Propaganda is the spreading of information (or disinformation), usually by governments or other groups, to influence public opinion to support a particular cause, such as promoting or opposing a war. Oftentimes bias, misinformation, and clever appeals to emotion are associated with propaganda. During the War of 1812, governments did not engage in organized or preplanned propaganda campaigns, as would be the case in later conflicts. Newspapers and pamphlets were the primary media of propaganda; however, cartoons, plays, songs, and poems were also used. Propaganda during this conflict was particularly heated because the war itself deeply divided the United States.

An example of a song used for propaganda was “The Star-Spangled Banner” and the poem from which it was derived. The words were penned by Francis Scott Key, who had been moved by the sight of the defense of Fort McHenry in Baltimore. Titled “The Defence of Fort McHenry,” the poem had been printed in two dozen newspapers. The words were then set to the English melody “To Anacreon in Heaven” and quickly became a popular song. “The Star-Spangled Banner” accomplished several important objectives for the prowar propagandists: it boosted American morale at a low point in the war, contributed to a sense of national pride in a divided country, and helped convince people that the war could be won. In 1931 it became the official national anthem.

Groups during the War of 1812 used propaganda for different reasons. The midwestern states tried to convince the nation that an invasion of Canada would be easy; they also sought through a variety of means to highlight alleged Indian atrocities and British support of the Indians. An 1812 cartoon depicted a British officer paying an Indian for a bloody American scalp. Americans in the southern states tended to support the war but downplayed the motive of territorial expansion; clearly, however, they had their eye on Spanish Florida. Those supporting the war sought to glorify American victories to demonstrate to the people that the war was being conducted effectively. They also depicted alleged abuses of the British Army. For example, many newspapers published drawings of the burning of Washington, D.C., in August 1814 to stir up American resentment. The British, for their part, sought to blame the Americans for starting an unjustified war and routinely defended themselves against false accusations, including reports that they routinely mistreated prisoners of war.

Most of the propaganda, however, was conducted by two groups: the Democratic Republicans, who controlled the White House and both houses of Congress, and the New England Federalists, most of whom vehemently opposed the conflict. The first fight for public opinion was whether to declare war at all. The speeches of Henry Clay and John C. Calhoun, part of a group of young congressional Democratic Republicans known as the War Hawks, were published widely. They argued that this was a war for “free trade and sailors’ rights.” At the time Britain was engaged in a war with France, and the British routinely interfered with U.S. trade with Europe and also impressed thousands of American sailors, forcing them to serve in the Royal Navy. The War Hawks claimed that it was a matter of “national honor” that the country no longer submit to these humiliations. On the other hand, the Federalists argued that the United States had only a small and disorganized army and navy to fight the British and had no money to finance a war. They claimed that war with Britain would only benefit the French dictator Napoleon, whom they deplored.

The second intense propaganda period occurred right before the Hartford Convention. On December 15, 1814, discontented New England Federalists met in Hartford, Connecticut, to protest the war and suggest constitutional amendments to remedy the situation. In the months leading up to the convention, Federalists argued that the War of 1812 was a poorly executed and immorally “offensive war” to acquire Canada, that it was destroying the New England economy and placing its citizens in needless danger, and that the federal government had usurped unconstitutional powers to strengthen the southern and midwestern states and territories at New England’s expense. Some more radical Federalists went even further, calling for New England to secede from the Union and make a separate peace with Britain. The Democratic Republican press roundly criticized the convention and suggested that many of the delegates were traitors.

In the end the Hartford Convention issued a moderate report, but the overheated rhetoric of the Federalist Party led to its destruction after the war ended. Unbeknownst to the convention’s delegates, during the convention the war had ended on December 25, 1814, with the signing of the Treaty of Ghent. Nevertheless, the propaganda of the War of 1812 revealed deep sectional resentments that lasted well beyond the war.
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Prophetstown

Native American town at the juncture of the Tippecanoe and Wabash Rivers near present-day Lafayette, Indiana, and the site of the November 7, 1811, Battle of Tippecanoe. Popular American perceptions of British complicity in this conflict helped encourage a U.S. declaration of war against Great Britain in 1812.

Following their humiliating capitulation at the 1795 Treaty of Greenville, demoralized Ohio Country Indians faced difficult choices, all of which led to further disruptions of tribal authority and traditional lifeways. During the next two decades some would opt to assimilate into the advancing white society. Among this group, a number of accommodating Indian chiefs made a modest living authorizing questionable land sales to Americans.

Most Ohio tribes, however, continued to embrace their traditional cultural patterns, choosing to migrate west into increasingly dense multitribal communities. Once resettled in the northwestern Ohio Territory, they encountered fierce competition for the use of communally held agricultural and hunting lands. Among these groups, a small and bitter minority repudiated past land transfers and treaties made by self-professed chiefs and for decades would resist white settlement and authority.

While an evangelical Christian Second Great Awakening ignited in the American backcountry, a quasi-religious separatist movement blazed in the Indian territories as well. Thus, religiously derived doctrines of Manifest Destiny and native cultural superiority collided in western Ohio. Many proponents of a forceful defense of traditional Native American homelands embraced a radical doctrine espoused by a Shawnee prophet. Tenskwatawa prophesied that whites could be forcefully ejected from the Ohio Country by a Pan-Indian alliance. But first, he cautioned, the Indians must learn to coordinate their efforts, abstain from alcohol, purge witchcraft, and return to traditional Native American technologies. Then, a surprise attack against all midwestern American settlements would be planned and led by Tenskwatawa’s older brother, Tecumseh. Until that time conspirators would feign peaceful intentions while the brothers recruited, trained, and indoctrinated regional warriors. In 1808 Tenskwatawa moved his followers to a new village, called Prophetstown, on the most recent border between Indian and white cultures.

Before 20th-century dams were built, the Wabash River drained the hills of western Ohio and then meandered through the fertile prairies of northern and western Indiana, flowing south into the Ohio River. To the conspirators, Shawnee culture seemed to be following the same westward course. Tenskwatawa laid out Prophetstown in symmetrical rows of cabins and bark huts in a site just downstream from the conjunction of the Tippecanoe and Wabash Rivers. A large council house could accommodate up to 200 participants. With its proximity to river transportation, nearby fertile bottomland for farming, and its symbolic position on the contested boundary with white America, the site proved to be an attractive vortex for a radical new religion.
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Tenskwatawa, known as the Prophet, and Tecumseh at Prophetstown. Located near present-day Lafayette, Indiana, Prophetstown was founded in 1808 by the two Shawnee brothers and became the center for Tecumseh’s pan-Indian movement. The town was burned following the Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811. (Library of Congress)


As Tenskwatawa directed the construction of Prophetstown, his older brother attended to intertribal politics. Tecumseh toured southern Canada, met with midwestern tribes, and visited Indians living near the Gulf of Mexico. Wherever he spoke, he decried “white land hunger” and the dangers of accommodation.

Neither the rapid growth of Prophetstown nor the expanding influence of the Shawnee brothers escaped the notice of the Indiana territorial governor, William Henry Harrison. He had grown alarmed by intelligence reports of British involvement in the conspiracy and by secondhand accounts of the brothers’ threats of imminent attack. Thus, Harrison led an expedition of nearly 1,000 U.S. Army, Indiana Militia, and Kentucky volunteers toward Prophetstown in September 1811, when he knew that Tecumseh was away recruiting. At the time, however, Harrison was acting on his own authority and as such held no commission or military rank.

As Harrison and his force approached Prophetstown on the evening of November 6, 1811, a delegation of villagers met him to request parley on behalf of Tenskwatawa. The Indians denied hostile intent and insisted that Tenskwatawa hoped to prevent bloodshed. Agreeing to this request for discussions the next day, Harrison huddled his forces into a makeshift encampment a mile west of Prophetstown. That night, outnumbered more than two to one, short of ammunition, with the war leader absent, and with families still in the village, Tenskwatawa prepared for his predawn preemptive attack.

Surprised shortly before 5:00 a.m. on November 7, Harrison’s forces fought from a surrounded position, regaining the initiative after dawn in what became known as the Battle of Tippecanoe. American losses (68 killed, 120 wounded) outnumbered the best available estimates of Indian casualties. But in their retreat the Indians vacated Prophetstown, which Harrison’s men sacked and burned the next day.

Although Prophetstown was rebuilt following Harrison’s departure, Tenskwatawa’s personal credibility and religious mystique never recovered. Tecumseh’s Pan-Indian alliance never materialized as planned, although he returned to battle against the United States during the War of 1812. If anything, the encounter underscored the relative weakness of the tribes and further cemented them to the notion of an open alliance with Great Britain. Moreover, Harrison’s victory, however tenuous, fueled his successful run for president of the United States in 1840. The events at Prophetstown also helped feed Americans’ perceptions that the British were egging the Indians on. This would become an important part of the decision to declare war in 1812.
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Prospect Bluff, West Florida

Site of a British redoubt, known as British Post, built by the British in 1814 to serve as a base of operations along the Gulf Coast. Prospect Bluff is located some 15 miles north of the Gulf of Mexico along the Apalachicola River in present-day Franklin County, Florida. At the time of the War of 1812, the area was still technically controlled by the Spanish.

In the spring of 1814 Lieutenant Colonel Edward Nicolls of the Royal Marines, along with Indian agent Captain George Woodbine, reconnoitered the area around Prospect Bluff. They quickly decided that it would be an ideal spot for a British outpost and a place from which they could recruit local Indians and runaway slaves to fight the Americans.

Completed in December 1814, British Post featured a large earthen parapet measuring 15 feet high, 120 feet in circumference, and 18 feet thick. A 14-foot-wide moat surrounded the post, and a double row of pine timbers served as a palisade. Built on a promontory high above the river, the fort included a massive octagonal-shaped powder magazine, barracks, storehouses, and other outbuildings. The British armed it with nine large guns: one 32-pounder, three 24-pounders, two 9-pounders, two 6-pounders, and a howitzer. The post’s stout defenses made it nearly impregnable.

Nicolls ultimately recruited about 1,100 Red Stick and Seminole warriors and some 500 fugitive slaves to join the British cause. A number of families of the warriors and ex-slaves were permitted to settle on the lands surrounding the post. British Post was eventually stocked with large amounts of food, ammunition, and cannon and perhaps as many as 6,000 rifles, muskets, and carbines. A September 1814 British attack on nearby Fort Bowyer, an American post, failed despite the large stores of arms and supplies at Prospect Bluff. A second attack on that post in February 1815 did succeed, but by then the war had already ended, and the British soon vacated Fort Bowyer.

After the war ended the British abandoned British Post, which was taken over chiefly by runaway slaves. It soon became known as Negro Fort. The U.S. government saw the fort as a threat, and on July 27, 1816, U.S. Navy sailing master Darius Loomis with two gunboats, cooperating with Lieutenant Colonel Duncan L. Clinch and his 4th U.S. Infantry, attacked the fort. The first heated shot from gunboat No. 154 struck the powder magazine, causing an enormous explosion and killing as many as 300 people in the fort. Troops and allied Native Americans then took what remained of the fort, seizing a reported 3,200 firearms. In 1818 the United States erected its own military post at the site, which was named Fort Gadsden. It remained in operation until 1863.
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Provincial Corps

See Fencible and Provincial Corps

Provincial Marine

Also known as the Marine Department, the Provincial Marine (PM) consisted of armed vessels, dockyards, and depots operated by the British Army on the Great Lakes, Lake Champlain, and the St. Lawrence River. The PM was a weak naval force at best, but its presence on the lakes was a significant reason for the successful defense of Upper and Lower Canada in the critical early period of the War of 1812.

The origin of the PM dates to the French and Indian War (1754–1763), when Britain developed a naval presence on the Great Lakes as part of its strategy to defeat the French. In 1755 the Admiralty sent a handful of officers to build armed vessels on Lake Ontario and in the Lake Champlain area, but the remainder of the officers and all the seamen were drawn from British regiments and colonial forces, and the colonies shouldered the largest portion of the expenses. With the end of the war in 1763 and British acquisition of Canada, British authorities intended to keep a naval force on the lakes and rivers of Canada. This proved to be too costly, and the operation of the few remaining vessels (reduced to small transports) was turned over to London merchant John Blackburn.

The American Revolutionary War (1775–1783) saw a sudden escalation of the freshwater force. The British Army and the Admiralty made a much stronger commitment in men and matériel, and squadrons developed on Lakes Erie, Ontario, and Champlain. Early in 1778 Major General Sir Guy Carleton proposed the creation of a permanent naval force on the lakes and rivers that the British Army would control from Quebec and would be independent of the Admiralty. Following some resistance from the naval heads, the government approved the new Marine Department. Carleton’s successor, Sir Frederick Haldimand, energetically built it up, administering it through the quartermaster general’s office, but when the Treaty of Paris was signed in 1783, funds for his ambitious plans shrank, and the formidable warships built on each of the three main lakes slowly deteriorated.

Between 1783 and 1812 the PM devolved into a transport service. It had small dockyards at Quebec and on the Richelieu River and larger establishments at Kingston on Lake Ontario and first at Detroit and then Amherstburg to serve the upper Great Lakes, with depots at most outposts in between. The PM mainly transported men and munitions among the various ports, although the commanders were allowed to carry private goods when space allowed as a means of enhancing their meager incomes. Because funding was limited, local sailors preferred the better wages in the flourishing merchant trade, and it was always a struggle to maintain the vessels and keep them afloat. There were a few Royal Navy veterans among the officers and crews, but all semblance of an efficient naval force vanished.

As the navigation season for 1811 ended, the PM squadron on Lake Ontario consisted of one small ship and two schooners commanded by 75-year-old Master and Commander John Steel. At Amherstburg 77-year-old Master and Commander Alexander Grant had one small ship and one schooner. Major General Isaac Brock convinced Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost to approve the addition of one schooner to each squadron and the replacement of the commanders by younger men (Master and Commander Hugh Earle on Lake Ontario and Master and Commander George Hall on the upper Great Lakes). This was done along with an enlistment drive for seamen, and private vessels were lined up to be brought into the service as the need arose.

While the improvements to the squadrons were modest, the very presence of an armed force afloat was significant, especially because the Americans had only an army transport on the upper Great Lakes and a naval brig on Lake Ontario. Rapid transportation of men and munitions by water was essential to the execution of either an offensive or defensive campaign, as was a navy’s ability to cover the shoreline on the flank of an army. When war came, the point was proven when U.S. Army brigadier general William Hull’s army at Detroit was not adequately supplied overland, while Major General Brock kept his posts provisioned and then took a detachment of reinforcements to Amherstburg by water without fear of attack. Detroit fell, and American authorities acknowledged the impact of British naval supremacy.

Command on Lake Ontario allowed Brock and his successor, Major General Roger H. Sheaffe, equal freedom of transport and support. Master and Commander Hugh Earle’s squadron was involved in two disappointing skirmishes. The first was an aborted attack on the U.S. Navy base at Sackets Harbor on July 19, 1812, the motivation for which was never explained by British officials, as it contravened Prevost’s nonaggressive policy. The second occurred on the St. Lawrence River near Prescott, Upper Canada, on July 31 when two PM vessels failed to stop the U.S. Navy’s converted merchantman Julia from reaching Ogdensburg. Earle also raided the village of Charlotte, New York, and brought off a merchantman on October 1.

Prevost became extremely dissatisfied with the conduct of the PM during the autumn of 1812 and asked his superiors to send a strong detachment of Royal Navy personnel to replace it. The PM struggled on at its dockyards through the winter, but when Commander Robert Barclay reached Kingston during the last week of April 1813, he carried a proclamation from Prevost that reestablished the Royal Navy’s authority on the lakes. Their feather’s ruffled, most of the PM officers quit, and the Royal Navy accepted only some of the seamen as fit for its purposes. Although occasional references to the PM continued, its days formally came to an abrupt end in the spring of 1813.

Robert Malcomson
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Psyche, HMS

HMS Psyche was among the most unique shipbuilding developments of the War of 1812. The first suggestion for this methodology to be used on the Great Lakes was submitted to the Admiralty in November 1813 following the September 10 loss of the British squadron in the Battle of Lake Erie. A legislator in Lower Canada submitted to the Admiralty an idea about sending to Canada British-made components for 12 “xebec frigates.” The plan was for a ship with a flush deck and two masts with large Mediterranean-style lateen sails to draw only 3.5 feet of water and carry 23 guns. The writer suggested that six sets of parts could be sent up to Lake Erie for construction, with the remainder to be built at Kingston. At the same time a Loyalist recommended that components for traditional classes of warships be packaged and transported to the Great Lakes. Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren also suggested that three ships and three brigs be brought from England “in frame” so they could be sent to Georgian Bay and built there to reestablish naval presence on the upper Great Lakes.

The Admiralty was intending to reinforce the naval detachment on the lakes at the end of 1813 when the above ideas reached its office. After some deliberation, the Admiralty decided in January to instruct its dockyards to prepare all the wooden pieces necessary (using fir as the product, as it was easier to fashion) for the complete hulls of two 38-gun frigates and two 18-gun brig sloops. All the iron fittings, masts, rigging, and sails and every other part of their construction were also ordered, and more than 900 officers and men were selected to man them.

When Sir George Prevost and Commodore Sir James Yeo received news about the project, they advised their superiors that their labor force and transportation system were already overburdened by the shipbuilding that spring at Kingston. Nevertheless, transports delivered the parts of all four vessels to Montreal in June and July, and the decision was made to send the components for one of the frigates to Lake Ontario. A private contractor was hired to transport all the pieces and matériel.

Work began on the ship at the end of October. It was launched on December 25, 1814, and named the Psyche. The ship measured about 131 feet on its upper gun deck and had a beam of nearly 37 feet. Its upper deck was completely closed in order to increase its firepower to 28 24-pounder long guns on the lower deck and 28 32-pounder carronades on the upper deck.

The war ended before the Psyche could see action, although it was armed and did sail very briefly. It ended its days in ordinary at Kingston. The parts for the other frigate and brig sloops were sent back to Halifax and never constructed.

Robert Malcomson
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Pushmataha

Birth Date: ca. 1764

Death Date: December 24, 1824

Choctaw chief and diplomat. Known as the “Indian General,” Pushmataha was the greatest Choctaw leader of his day. He was born probably in 1764, but little else is known about his early life beyond the fact that he was born near present-day Macon, Mississippi. As an adult, Pushmataha often stated that he had no mother, father, brother, or sister but had instead emerged fully grown with a rifle in his hand out of a pine tree that had shattered in a thunderstorm.

As a young man, Pushmataha won fame as a skillful warrior in raids against the Osage and Caddo tribes in Arkansas and Oklahoma. The Choctaws fought doggedly to maintain their way of life and to protect the holiest site of their nation, a 50-foot-high mound called Nanih Waya located in Winston County, Mississippi. The Choctaws believed that either their ancestors had emerged from this mound or had settled around it after they had migrated west.

After Pushmataha was elected a district chief in 1800, he became involved in treaty negotiations with the American government. He was certain that he could maintain peaceful relations with the United States and protect Choctaw territory in Mississippi and Alabama. Pushmataha negotiated the Treaty of Fort Confederation in 1802, which redefined the eastern border of the Choctaw Nation, and the Treaty of Mount Dexter in 1805, which surrendered 4 million acres of land to the Americans in exchange for the government paying off tribal debts to traders. Pushmataha and the other district chiefs also received many gifts from the U.S. government.

Such close relations with the U.S. government soon brought Pushmataha into open conflict with Shawnee chief Tecumseh, who was seeking to organize a Pan-Indian confederation in an attempt to stop the sale of land to the Americans. Tecumseh considered chiefs such as Pushmataha to be enemies of Native Americans. In the autumn of 1811 Tecumseh made a tour through the South to win supporters for his confederation. He visited the Chickasaws and Cherokees, who were not interested in joining him, and the Creeks, who became some of his most loyal followers.

Pushmataha allowed the gifted orator to speak to the Choctaws but countered his arguments at every turn. Tecumseh urged the Choctaws to join his confederation and admitted that he was planning to launch a war against the Americans to stop their relentless conquest of Indian lands. Equally as eloquent as the Shawnee chief, Pushmataha argued that the Choctaws had never fought the Americans and that to do so now would be dishonorable. He condemned Tecumseh as a “tyrant” who expected the Choctaws to follow his commands without question. Pushmataha warned his tribe that joining a war against the more powerful United States would be disastrous. He then had Tecumseh escorted from Choctaw territory and threatened to kill any warrior who followed him.

During the War of 1812, Pushmataha joined the Americans against the British and their Indian allies. He raised a company of 500 Choctaw warriors and was commissioned a brigadier general in the U.S. Army. His men fought alongside Major General Andrew Jackson in his campaign against the Creeks, which culminated in the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814. Pushmataha also may have been among the handful of Choctaws who fought with Jackson at the Battle of New Orleans in January 1815.

After the war ended, Pushmataha was elected the primary chief of the Choctaws. He advocated adopting educational and farming techniques from the Americans but resisted every attempt to convert his people to Christianity. He also came to regret his unquestioning devotion to the United States. Instead of rewarding the Choctaws for their loyalty, the U.S. government demanded treaties that would open more tribal land to settlement. In the Treaty of Fort Stephens in 1816, the Choctaws surrendered more than 3 million acres, which was not a great loss because the land had been overhunted. But the Treaty of Doak’s Stand, negotiated in 1820, had a more devastating impact because it exchanged the traditional Choctaw homeland in Alabama for territory in Arkansas and Oklahoma. Concerns over the treaty brought Pushmataha to Washington, D.C., where he died of pneumonia on December 24, 1824, and was buried with great ceremony in the Congressional Cemetery.

Mary Stockwell
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Quasi-War

Start Date: 1798

End Date: 1800

Undeclared naval war between France and the United States that grew out of French violations of American neutral rights and impacted events leading to the War of 1812. Although the Treaty of Alliance and the Treaty of Amity and Commerce, both of 1778, remained in effect, Franco-American relations deteriorated sharply following the outbreak of the naval warfare between Britain and France in 1793. While the agreements between France and the United States committed both sides to a liberal interpretation of neutral rights, France expected that the United States would tilt in its favor out of republican solidarity, gratitude for aid during the 1775–1783 American Revolutionary War, and hatred of Britain.

When President George Washington issued his Neutrality Proclamation in April 1793, the French government expressed grave concern. Tensions increased with the affair of the French minister Citizen Edmond Genet, who refused to cease issuing French letters of marque. In 1794 the U.S. government concluded the Jay’s Treaty with Britain, which broadened the definition of contraband and permitted British seizure of enemy goods on neutral ships in some cases while allowing greater U.S. trading rights and providing for the withdrawal of British troops from the Old Northwest.

The agreement averted a growing conflict over Britain’s seizure of American ships trading with France yet also provoked outrage in Paris. The treaty was ratified in June 1795, but enabling appropriations were not approved until April 1796, despite strenuous lobbying by the French minister to prevent this. France then suspended diplomatic relations with the United States, although Minister Pierre Adet remained to work for the defeat of the Federalist candidate John Adams in the 1796 election. France also began seizing American ships trading with Britain. This campaign intensified when Adams narrowly defeated Democratic Republican candidate Thomas Jefferson, who was viewed by France as a friend.

By the summer of 1797 French privateers and naval vessels, operating in the Caribbean and along the American coast, had seized more than 300 American ships. Throughout this time, American merchantmen continued to trade with both belligerents because of the enormous profits to be had, risks notwithstanding.

Adams sought diplomatic resolution of the crisis by dispatching a commission to France, composed of Republican Elbridge Gerry and Federalists John Marshall and Charles C. Pinckney. Pinckney was then in Amsterdam, having recently been refused as American minister to France. On arrival in October 1797, they found that French foreign minister Charles Maurice de Tallyrand was not interested in negotiations and sought only to delay in hopes that Britain would soon be defeated, after which the Americans could be brought to heel. When Tallyrand’s agents Swiss banker Jean Conrad Hottenguer, Lucien Hauteval, and an American merchant named Bellamy informed the Americans that a $6 million loan to France and a $250,000 bribe for Tallyrand were prerequisites for serious discussions, Marshall and Pinckney returned home in April 1798. Gerry remained behind until his recall by Adams in July. When the diplomats’ report, which preceded their return, was released under congressional pressure on March 30—with the names of the French agents masked as “X” (Hottenguer), “Y” (Bellamy), and “Z” (Hauteval), hence the XYZ Affair—American outrage was nearly universal.

Although many called for war, American unpreparedness kept Adams from that course. Instead, he sought measures to protect American commerce and compel a French retreat. Accordingly Congress, at the president’s request, authorized the capture of armed French ships but not unarmed vessels. Congress also suspended trade with France and voided the 1778 treaties, created a separate Department of the Navy, and appropriated funds necessary to complete construction of three frigates authorized in 1794: the President (rated at 44 guns) and the Chesapeake and Congress (both rated at 38 guns).
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The U.S. Navy frigate Constellation defeats the French Navy frigate L’Insurgente in the West Indies on February 9, 1799, during the so-called Quasi War between France and the United States. (Naval Historical Foundation)

These measures were supplemented with the construction and purchase of more than 20 additional warships, the arming of American merchantmen, the granting of 1,000 letters of marque, and the raising of a 100,000-man army and a 50,000-man provisional force. Other warships were built by public subscription. The United States then commenced covert support for Toussaint L’Overture’s rebellion in French-controlled Haiti. Congress also passed the Alien Act and the Sedition Act, both in 1798, to deal with perceived threats to internal security.

By the summer of 1798 American naval vessels and privateers were involved in an undeclared war with armed French ships, known as the Quasi-War, largely off the American coast and in the Caribbean. The conflict saw 10 significant naval engagements along with numerous privateer actions. Among these were the capture of the French privateer La Croyable (14 guns) by the U.S. Navy sloop Delaware (20 guns) off New Jersey in July and the capture of the French frigate L’Insurgente (40 guns) by the U.S. frigate Constellation (38) in February 1799. The only notable American loss in these actions was the retaking of the La Croyable (now the Retaliation) in November 1798. By early 1799, French ships were driven from the American coast and largely eliminated from the Caribbean. In part this was related to French recognition of its naval limitations following the August 1, 1798, Battle of the Nile, but the performance of the nascent U.S. Navy at sea was highly commendable.

By late 1798 Tallyrand began to have doubts about the wisdom of French policy toward the United States, as he feared driving America into an alliance with the British. However, no real change in French policy came until after Napoleon Bonaparte seized power on November 9, 1799. Bonaparte saw the Quasi-War as a pointless distraction and feared that it might jeopardize relations with Denmark and Sweden, which shared the American view of neutral rights. Accordingly, the French sent word through American minister in Amsterdam William Vans Murray that they would welcome negotiations. Adams, over the intense opposition of conservative Federalists, responded by dispatching a commission, composed of Murray, Governor William R. Davie of North Carolina, and Chief Justice Oliver Ellsworth, to enter into talks in Paris. These negotiations, which lasted from March to September 1800, resulted in an agreement ending the Quasi-War.

The Convention of Mortefontaine (also known as the Convention of 1800) ended hostilities, restored normal diplomatic and commercial relations, and deferred discussion of the alliance and American claims for the seizure of more than 830 ships. After congressional action on the treaty, it was agreed in 1801 that the alliance would be formally abrogated and that the U.S. government would assume claims against France up to $20 million. Meanwhile, the agreement led to a bitter division among Federalists, resulting in Jefferson’s victory over Adams in 1800.

Steven W. Guerrier
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Quebec

Capital of Lower Canada and strategic point from which to control the St. Lawrence River. Founded in 1608 by French explorer Samuel de Champlain and located in the lower St. Lawrence River Valley, Quebec dominated access to the Canadian hinterland. It was a thriving commercial and administrative city in 1812. Practically all trade goods moving between western Canada and the outside world passed through the warehouses of Quebec’s merchants.

The city’s physical beauty impressed both citizens and visitors. The Château St. Louis, the governor’s mansion, dominated the upper town, and the houses and churches of the lower town, sheathed in tin to deter conflagration, sparkled in the sunlight as though encased in silver. Throughout the war with America, Quebec prospered handsomely from British military activities.

At the beginning of the War of 1812, Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of Canada, declared that maintaining control of Quebec must be the first object of British strategy. The city had the only permanent fortress in Canada and a garrison of 2,300 British regulars. Its loss would sever British communication with Upper Canada and leave that province to be overrun piecemeal by forces of the United States. Nevertheless, Prevost believed that the Americans would not attempt to capture Quebec or the Maritime Provinces. Instead, he assumed correctly that they would focus their efforts on seizing Upper Canada. It was therefore vital that Britain keep the lower St. Lawrence open in order to recover lost territory. Montreal, Prevost opined, was second in strategic importance to Quebec.

American strategists could read a map as well as their British counterparts, and it was obvious that severing Britain’s St. Lawrence River supply route was crucial to winning the war and annexing at least part of Canada. They recognized that Quebec’s location was strategically important, but they had no enthusiasm for attacking that town because it was too heavily fortified and garrisoned. Moreover, any assault on Quebec would have to be launched from New England, where antiwar sentiment was high and effective cooperation with U.S. troops unlikely. The capture of Montreal, it was argued, would serve the same strategic purpose and could be mounted from the west, a hotbed of prowar sentiment.

Quebec thus never became a target for U.S. forces during the War of 1812. Nevertheless, the British took extra measures to ensure that Quebec would remain inviolate. In the summer of 1814 Lieutenant General Sir John Coape Sherbrooke, lieutenant governor of Nova Scotia, occupied 100 miles of the Maine coast to enhance Quebec’s security. Secretary of War James Monroe, in his military plans for 1815, intended for American armies to besiege and capture Quebec, but the war ended before this overly ambitious scheme could be attempted.
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Queenston Heights, Battle of

Event Date: October 13, 1812

Key battle resulting from the second American attempt to invade Upper Canada in 1812. When the war began, the U.S. government stationed an army along the Niagara River to act as a distraction to the British. The chief goal of the American strategy was to invade Lower Canada with a thrust across the St. Lawrence River, while a second army attacking southwestern Upper Canada via the Detroit River would keep the British and their Indian allies from threatening settlements in the Old Northwest. In August 1812, however, U.S. Army brigadier general William Hull’s campaign on the Detroit frontier ended in surrender at the hands of British forces under Major General Isaac Brock. This setback caused the Americans to focus attention of the Niagara frontier, where they hoped to gain a beachhead in Canada.
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Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer of the New York Militia commanded the American army on the Niagara frontier. A Federalist politician, Van Rensselaer intended to challenge Daniel D. Tompkins for the governorship of the state in 1813. Van Rensselaer had no practical military experience, but as senior militia officer in the state he accepted his rightful appointment as a demonstration of his patriotism. Another militia officer, Lieutenant Colonel Solomon Van Rensselaer (the general’s cousin), who had experience in the U.S. Army, became the general’s aide-de-camp and principal military adviser.

U.S. Army major general Henry Dearborn and Tompkins reinforced Major General Van Rensselaer’s force through August and September until it numbered about 6,500 officers and men; a further 160 militia arrived from Pennsylvania before the battle. Dearborn strongly advised Van Rensselaer to launch his invasion, and some of his officers and men, worn out by months of fatiguing camp life, urged him to attack or let them go home. Van Rensselaer’s operational plans were hindered by conflicts over rank and command authority among regular and militia officers. For example, U.S. Army brigadier general Alexander Smyth, who arrived at Buffalo late in September with a brigade of regular troops, refused to visit Van Rensselaer to discuss operations, despite the latter’s official authority.

An attempt to cross from a point south of Lewiston to Queenston late on October 10 was canceled due to rain. Smyth had marched his brigade partway to Lewiston but returned to Buffalo on Van Rensselaer’s instructions. Without allowing his exhausted troops to recover themselves, Van Rensselaer called for his force to reassemble late on October 12. At that point he commanded some 4,600 men: approximately 3,300 New York militiamen and federal volunteers within easy march of the embarkation point as well as 1,300 regulars (elements of the 4th, 6th, 13th and 23rd U.S. Infantries and the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and Light Artillery).

Brock knew that an attack was imminent but did not know where, so he distributed his force of about 2,340 men at key posts on the Niagara River, mixing regulars and militia. At Queenston he had two companies of the 49th Foot, detachments from the 41st Foot and the Royal Artillery, and five small companies of militia.

Logistical problems hampered the American attack, which was launched at 4:00 a.m. on Tuesday, October 13. Van Rensselaer supplied only 13 bateaux to carry the army into Canada but did not appoint officers to marshal their use on both shores. Ammunition was scarce, and entrenching tools were entirely forgotten. Regulars and militia were supposed to share the honor of the first wave, with Lieutenant Colonel Van Rensselaer and Lieutenant Colonel John Chrystie of the 13th U.S. Infantry splitting command, but Chrystie’s men hurried forward and left little room for the militia. During the crossing, Chrystie’s boat got lost and returned to shore downriver.

The assault was covered by a battery of 18-pounder long guns on Lewiston Heights and a pair of field guns commanded by Lieutenant Colonel Winfield Scott of the 2nd U.S. Artillery. The British had one 18-pounder long gun and a mortar in a redan battery overlooking the river partway up the slope of Queenston Heights, one gun on the portage landing in front of the village, and another battery nearly a mile downstream.

The exchange of fire began during the American crossing. After landing south of the village, Van Rensselaer led his men up a steep embankment and prepared to march up the portage road and capture the redan battery. Captain James Dennis of the 49th Grenadiers commanded in the village, and he counterattacked the Americans in a fierce firefight that resulted in numerous casualties before both sides withdrew. Van Rensselaer suffered five wounds, and just before he was evacuated he gave command to Captain John E. Wool of the 13th U.S. Infantry and ordered him to find a way up Queenston Heights. Following another officer who knew the area, Wool led more than 100 men on a narrow path up the 300-foot cliff of the Niagara gorge, where they found the British camp on Queenston Heights abandoned.

A second wave of Americans had landed north of Queenston, and the light company of the 49th Grenadiers left its camp on Queenston Heights to defend the village on the order of either Dennis or Brock, the latter having arrived from his headquarters in Niagara to inspect the situation. Brock soon saw that Wool had gained Queenston Heights and easily captured the redan battery. At the head of 30–40 regulars and militia, shortly after 7:00 a.m. Brock led a somewhat foolhardy charge up the hill to retrieve the battery. He was shot and killed, and his men retreated. A second counterattack about an hour later also failed. Having suffered the loss of the general and others, and with dozens of American prisoners to control, Dennis withdrew to a point about one mile north of the village.

The Americans now crossed in numbers, although the gradual loss of bateaux hampered their progress; as many as 1,350 made the crossing that day. By noon they occupied the hillside and the camp on Queenston Heights. In the meantime, Major General Roger H. Sheaffe, Brock’s second-in-command, gathered Dennis’s force north of Queenston and deployed a half company of Royal Artillery under Captain William Holcroft and the light company of the 41st Foot from Fort George to fire on the Americans from the north and gradually retake the village. He also sent a party of Chief John Norton’s Grand River Six Nations (Mohawk) warriors to harass the Americans on Queenston Heights. Sheaffe brought up reinforcements from Fort George, and he sent orders for regulars and militia at Chippawa to rendezvous with him. He then marched his column up the escarpment well out of range of the Americans to the portage road south of the Heights.

The Americans wilted under the fire of the British artillery and light infantry and the terrifying and unpredictable onslaughts of Norton’s men. Many of the soldiers abandoned their positions to hide by the river’s edge until a boat crossed to get them. Lieutenant Colonel Scott acted as commanding officer, since Major General Van Rensselaer had only crossed the river for a meeting around noon and then returned to the other shore to try to rally more reinforcements but failed. In fact, hundreds of men refused to join what was rapidly becoming a desperate situation. Meanwhile, Smyth’s brigade of regulars sat idly by and made no attempt to cross.

Joined by the Chippawa detachment, Sheaffe launched his attack around 3:00 p.m. The Americans fired a volley or two and then began a retreat, which devolved into chaos. Pursued by British regulars, militia, and Indian warriors, they ran to the river, where there were no bateaux left to rescue them. By the next day the British had rounded up 925 prisoners. No accurate count was made of casualties, but between 60 and 200 Americans were killed and more than were 170 wounded. It was another shocking defeat, and when Van Rensselaer offered his resignation, it was quickly accepted.

The British lost 20 killed and 85 wounded, and the action brought Sheaffe to the pinnacle of his career, earning him a baronetcy, but Brock’s death cast a pall over the proceedings. His many admirers regretted the loss of his effective, charismatic leadership throughout the rest of the war.

Robert Malcomson
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Quincy, Josiah

Birth Date: February 4, 1772

Death Date: July 1, 1864

Lawyer, Federalist politician, and outspoken opponent of the War of 1812. Josiah Quincy was born in Boston, Massachusetts, on February 4, 1772. He was educated at Phillips Academy and Harvard College, from which he graduated in 1790, and was admitted to the bar in 1793. He then began a law practice in Boston.

During 1804–1805 Quincy served in the state senate. In 1805 he began serving in the U.S. House of Representatives as a Federalist, a seat he would retain until 1813. As a congressman, Quincy provided a strong voice for the New England states, and early on he voiced his opposition to retaliatory trade policies against Great Britain, which he believed would seriously harm New England’s economy. Indeed, he suggested that the United States should aid the British in their fight against Napoleonic France. He also asserted that if new states were added to the Union against the will of existing states, the existing states had the prerogative to secede from the Union. This radical stance earned him the enmity of many of his congressional colleagues, particularly among the Democratic Republicans.
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Massachusetts Federalist and U.S. Congressman Josiah Quincy was outspoken in his opposition to the War of 1812. He went on to serve five terms as mayor of Boston and was then president of Harvard College. (Library of Congress)

In early 1812 Quincy found himself in agreement, oddly enough, with War Hawks when he advocated increased military preparedness. He especially championed an increase in U.S. naval power. On the other hand, he did not believe that a war with Great Britain was in the offing. Nevertheless, in January 1812 Quincy lambasted the War Hawks for advocating an invasion of Canada, which he argued would have no bearing on the protection of America’s neutral shipping rights. In June 1812 as Congress met in closed session to contemplate a war declaration, Quincy tried to open the debates to the public, but his move was voted down. When the declaration did come, Quincy bashed the James Madison administration for commencing a war that the United States was ill-prepared to fight. A series of U.S. military defeats in the second half of 1812 prompted Quincy to give a speech on the floor of the House in January 1813 in which he claimed that the conflict was part of a Virginia scheme to ensure the election of James Monroe to the presidency. Quincy left the House in March 1813 and returned to Massachusetts.

Quincy was almost immediately elected to the state senate, where he served from 1813 until 1820. There he continued to voice his objections to the war. In the summer of 1813 he successfully drafted a resolution that stated that the War of 1812 was immoral and that Massachusetts would refrain from making any positive comments about it. While Quincy’s rhetoric played well among many New Englanders, a number of his Federalist colleagues thought him too impetuous and radical, and he was denied the opportunity to attend the 1814 Hartford Convention.

During 1821–1822 Quincy served in the Massachusetts House of Representatives. From 1823 to 1829 he served as mayor of Boston; his tenure was nearly universally praised for its efficiency and transparency. During 1823–1845 Quincy was the president of Harvard College; he was the first layman to hold the position. Quincy died in Quincy, Massachusetts, on July 1, 1864.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Randolph, John

Birth Date: June 2, 1773

Death Date: May 24, 1833

U.S. congressman (1799–1813, 1815–1817, 1819–1825, 1827–1829, 1833), U.S. senator (1825–1827), minister to Russia (1830), and sharp critic of the Thomas Jefferson and James Madison administrations. Born at Cawsons in Prince George County, Virginia, on June 2, 1773, John Randolph attended the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University), Columbia College, and the College of William and Mary but never graduated. He was known as “Randolph of Roanoke” to distinguish him from others of the same name. Elected to Congress in 1798 and seated in 1799, he quickly established himself as a leader among Democratic Republicans and rose to the position of floor leader with the securing of a Democratic Republican majority in 1801; he then assumed the chairmanship of the powerful Ways and Means Committee. Randolph quickly gained notoriety for his witty and acerbic debating style.

Although an initial ally of Thomas Jefferson and James Madison, Randolph soon found himself at odds with their administrations as they pursued policies that Randolph considered corrupt and antirepublican in spirit. In 1805 Randolph challenged and ultimately defeated a plan backed by the Jefferson administration to compensate purchasers in the Yazoo Claims case even though it was evident that the claims were fraudulent. His formal break with the administration came a few months later in 1806, when he refused to support a secret deal with France for the acquisition of Florida.

Randolph now became the center of a group of antiadministration dissidents who were known as Tertium Quids (meaning “a third something”). Their opposition was primarily to the expansion of executive power, which they saw as antithetical to the republican values of limited government. The Tertium Quids therefore also rejected alignment with the opposition Federalists but were never so numerous as to establish themselves as a force in politics. Randolph was against the prosecution of foreign wars and sought to shrink the size of both the army and navy.

In 1811 Randolph led the Tertium Quids against the growing movement for war with Great Britain. He argued that war making was a repudiation of the republican character of the nation, increasing the power of the standing army and of the executive branch. Most Democratic Republicans had once stood on principle against a standing army, even one headed by George Washington himself, but now they rallied for an “unnecessary” war, one that Randolph predicted would have ruinous consequences. Randolph labeled congressional advocates of war against Britain the War Hawks. The name stuck, but Randolph failed to convince his contemporaries of the dangers he foresaw. In 1813 his constituents voiced their dissatisfaction with Randolph’s stand against the war and voted him from office.

In 1815 after the end of the War of 1812, Randolph returned to Congress but intermittently, as ill health overtook him. In 1825 he was appointed to the U.S. Senate, where he was an outspoken critic of the John Quincy Adams administration. Randolph supported Andrew Jackson’s 1828 presidential bid but in 1829 retired from Congress and returned to his plantation on the Roanoke River. He came out of retirement to serve as a delegate to the 1829 Virginia Constitutional Convention, where he argued against reform, amendments, and change in general. He left retirement once again when President Jackson named him minster to Russia in 1830, but pleading ill health Randolph returned home in 1831. In 1833 he again held a congressional seat but publicly broke with Jackson over the Force Bill in the South Carolina Nullification Crisis. Randolph died in Philadelphia on May 24, 1833.
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Rangers

Elite army units, normally mounted, that typically performed reconnaissance duties as well as provided scouting and guide services. Rangers also specialized in small-group raids and ambushes. Building on a tradition established during the colonial wars, the U.S. Rangers were established on January 2, 1812, by an act of Congress to serve for one year; they were to provide protection along the frontier of a state or territory from hostile Indian tribes. The enabling act was renewed in 1813 and expanded several times during the War of 1812; anywhere from 6 to 10 companies of rangers existed by mid-1813. The president decided which states or territories would receive one or more ranger companies. A ranger company consisted of 1 captain, 1 first and 1 second lieutenant, 1 ensign, 4 sergeants, 4 corporals, and 60 privates. They received the same compensation as regular army soldiers and officers and were also subject to the same rules and articles of war as regular army personnel.

Rangers generally wore woodsman dress and supplied their own weapons, particularly rifles and tomahawks, while the federal government occasionally supplied them with pistols and swords. In addition, rangers supplied their own provisions, horses, and forage. For this each man received 1 dollar a day if he supplied his own horse or 75 cents if he was on foot.

Rangers should not be confused with militias. Although the terms “rangers” and “militia” were sometimes used interchangeably, there was a distinct difference. Militias were mobilized, directed, and supplied by their state or territorial governments. Rangers came under the aegis of the federal government and were considered an arm of the U.S. Army.

During the War of 1812, U.S. Rangers scouted in places such as Ohio and the territories of Illinois, Indiana, and Missouri. Colonel William Russell, commander of 7th U.S. Infantry, had tactical control of the ranger companies in the Illinois and Indiana Territories. He nominally commanded the Ohio company, which was led in the field by Captains James Manary and William Perry. Governor Benjamin Howard, working through Major Nathan Boone, directed the Missouri Rangers. The duties of rangers were to disperse Indian war parties as well as reconnoiter for any potentially hostile Indian activity. In the field they were constantly on the move from one blockhouse to another or from one river to another, patrolling specific areas. Occasionally companies combined to go on expeditions to carry out coordinated operations, such as the case of the Peoria Indian campaign in September 1813. The typical military drill of the rangers harkened back to the one developed by Major General Anthony Wayne in the 1790s and was calculated for men armed with rifles and tomahawks. The U.S. Rangers were disbanded at the end of the war.
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Rate, Ship

Today the world’s navies classify warships as to mission, such as aircraft carrier or ballistic missile submarine, but this system did not exist in the Age of Fighting Sail. Beginning early in the 17th century, sailing warships of the Royal Navy were placed in four different numerical classifications, or ranks, according to the number of men in their crews. By midcentury the term “rank” had been replaced by “rate.” and the fourth rank of small ships had been further divided into three different classifications of fourth through sixth rates. In 1677 this system was further refined in that the determining factor for the rate was the number of guns the ship carried, which in turn determined crew size. This system also determined whether the warship was powerful enough to stand in line of battle against the most powerful enemy warships and hence was able to be classified as a line of battle ship. Such ships were the first through third rates.

The system of six different rates was repeatedly modified throughout the 18th century, the last before the War of 1812 being that of 1801. The 1801 system provided that first rates were to be 100 guns or more (the largest mounted 120 guns). Second rates were 90–98 guns. Both first and second rates had three gun decks. Third rates were ships of 64 to 80 guns, while fourth rates carried 48–60 guns each. Both third- and fourth-rate warships had only two gun decks. While the smallest ship authorized to stand in line of battle was the third rate of 64 guns, there were those who believed that the smallest warship that could effectively occupy such place was the third rate of 74 guns. Of British warships of the top three rates in commission in 1814, the Royal Navy had only 7 first rates, 5 second rates, and 87 third rates. Clearly the workhorse ship of the line during the War of 1812 was the third rate of 74 guns. Thus, it is somewhat ironic that while the term “first rate” has come down in the English language as an adjective to apply to something of the highest quality, the terms “second rate” and “third rate” are taken as meaning inferior quality.

Fourth rates (the Royal Navy had eight of them in commission in 1814) had 48 to 60 guns each. Frigates were warships of one gun deck only but, as with the larger warships, also mounted their ordnance on the open weather deck and poop and forecastle. Frigates of 32 to 44 guns were known as fifth rates, while those of 20–38 guns were sixth rates. In 1814 the Royal Navy possessed 123 fifth rates and 25 sixth rates.

The rating system did not extend to warships less powerful than sixth rates. Below these were the numerous sloops of war of 16–18 guns each and brigs or cutters of 6–14 guns. Also, the ratings counted only long guns that moved on wheels (“trucks” in naval parlance). This thus did not include the carronades on slides, howitzers in the fighting tops, or the small man-killers known as swivels that lined the rails of smaller warships. Carronades were included only in the rating system of 1817 but not the howitzers or swivels.

The Americans had little need of the rating system, for they possessed no ships of the line. Although the United States began construction of its first 74-gun warships during the conflict, the largest U.S. Navy warships actually in commission during the War of 1812 were only frigates. U.S. Navy warships were usually identified by ship type and number of guns. This system did not necessarily reflect their true firepower. Thus, the largest U.S. frigates were 44-gun frigates; three of these were authorized by Congress in 1794 in the legislation beginning the U.S. Navy. The 44-gun frigates, the United States, Constitution, and President, actually mounted more guns. Thus, in 1814 the Constitution possessed an armament of 51 guns: 31 24-pounders and 20 32-pounder carronades.

Despite rating systems, armament varied from ship to ship, even those of the same class. Individual captains had their own preferences, and there were frequent changes in regulations; the guns required for a particular class of warships were not always available, and substitutions had to be made. Ships often carried more guns than their rate because captains generally wanted as much ordnance in their ships as possible without adversely affecting sailing quality. This was partly a matter of prestige and partly the desire to be ready to meet an opponent with the maximum possible firepower. This was dangerous, for overloading a ship affected its sailing qualities and could actually damage the ship by hogging, whereby the ship would arch up, or hog, amidships and thus impede sailing qualities and the chance of it escaping more powerful pursuing ships.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Rattlesnake, USS

See Leander, HMS, Capture of USS Rattlesnake

Razee

Ship type. Razee, from the French word raser (“to cut”), was the ship-type name given to a line-of-battle ship that had its upper works removed, which sharply altered its appearance and function. The French cut down some of their ships at the beginning of the French Revolutionary War in 1793, which prompted the British Admiralty to do the same. A well-known ship of the period that became a British razee was the 64-gun third-rate Indefatigable, which had its upper gun deck exposed as a spar deck with a raised quarterdeck and forecastle and had the size of its masts and spars reduced. It was eventually armed with 46 guns, the entire purpose of the procedure being to make it a powerful frigate, since the ship retained its heavy lower guns.

The Admiralty at first only developed three razees in the 1790s, choosing instead to launch several larger frigates. The significant accomplishments of the American superfrigates Constitution and United States, however, during the early months of the war prompted Rear Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren to ask his superiors in London to cut down some good ships of the line so that they could be used to chase and do combat with the powerful American frigates. In response, the Admiralty instituted the building of several new large frigates in the dockyards and also selected three decades-old 74-gun ships for the work, since there were no 64-gun ships left in suitable condition.

Among the three ships razeed between January and July 1813 was HMS Majestic, which sailed for service on the American coast. The sides of the ship rose to the height of the original upper gun deck, where 28 42-pounder carronades were mounted; the lower gun deck had 28 32-pounder long guns. Unlike the American frigates, the Majestic and the other razees also had a long poop deck with rails instead of bulwarks and had flying forecastles, known as topgallant forecastles, that carried a pair of 12-pounder long guns. The Majestic was considered a 58-gun fourth-rate ship with a full crew of 495 men. Its commander, Captain John Hayes, was in charge of the blockading squadron that chased and captured the U.S. frigate President under Captain Stephen Decatur in January 1815 off Staten Island.

Lacking ships of the line in reserve as the British did, the U.S. Navy did not develop razees, choosing instead to build new stronger ships.

Robert Malcomson
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Red Eagle

See Weatherford, William

Red House, Battle of

See Frenchman’s Creek, Battle of

Red Jacket

Birth Date: 1758

Death Date: January 20, 1830

The foremost orator and diplomat of the Seneca tribe, part of the Iroquois Confederacy, from 1790 until his death in 1830. Red Jacket was born sometime in 1758 in Canoga, New York (present-day upstate New York). As a youth, his budding oratorical skills earned him the name Sagoyewatha (“He Who Keeps Them Awake”). The Senecas fought on the British side during the American Revolutionary War (1775–1783), but Red Jacket earned no distinction as a warrior in that conflict. In recognition for his service as a messenger, however, British officers presented him with a red coat that he wore proudly, earning him the name by which he was known among whites: Red Jacket.

During the War of 1812, Red Jacket initially negotiated a defensive alliance with the Americans. The Senecas would defend their lands in New York but would not cross into Canada. However, this stance changed in the face of repeated British raids onto Seneca lands along the Niagara River. Thus, in 1814 Red Jacket and approximately 500 Seneca warriors joined the American invasion of Upper Canada. Attached to the New York Militia brigade  under Brigadier General Peter B. Porter, Red Jacket and his braves fought with distinction in the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814. However, the heavy loss of life involved prompted Indians on both sides to declare their neutrality for the remainder of the campaign. Nonetheless, the Senecas thus earned the Americans’ respect and goodwill, which Red Jacket would later use in his campaign to defend Indian lands and traditions.
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Portrait of Seneca chief Red Jacket by 19th-century American painter Charles Bird King. Red Jacket allied with the Americans during the War of 1812, and he and his braves distinguished themselves in the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814. (McKenney, Thomas L. and James Hall. The Indian Tribes of North America, 1836–1844.)


Red Jacket met with U.S. presidents George Washington, John Quincy Adams, and Andrew Jackson to plead the case of those members of the Iroquois Confederacy still on U.S. soil, and he negotiated to preserve Seneca lands and sovereignty over internal tribal affairs. Translations of his speeches routinely appeared in newspapers and other publications of the time, and Red Jacket became a celebrity. In large part the result of his efforts, the Seneca tribe retains reservations on its traditional lands in New York to this day. Red Jacket died at the Seneca Village at Buffalo Creek, New York, on January 20, 1830.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Red Sticks

A faction of the Upper Creek Nation who resided chiefly in present-day Alabama and who chose armed resistance to the United States during the War of 1812 rather than assimilation or accommodation like many of their fellow Lower Creek tribesmen. The Creeks spoke Muskogean and were a loosely organized confederation of some 60 townships. The name “Red Stick” probably arose from their red-painted war clubs. Red Stick Creeks advocated resistance to the whites and maintenance of the traditions of hunting and the use of communal lands.

During the American Revolutionary War (1775–1783), the Creeks allied with the British and afterward remained on good terms with them largely through the efforts of British traders. In addition, the Creeks were in contact with the Spanish in Florida. The British and the Spanish saw the Creeks as a useful proxy to limit American expansion, and the Creeks in turn found the Europeans helpful in securing trade goods and arms. In the aftermath of the Revolution, half-Scottish Creek chief Alexander McGillivray unsuccessfully attempted to forge an intertribal alliance in the South to curb American expansion.

A number of younger Creeks, unhappy with the official Creek policy toward the United States that allowed large land sales and also upset about the general cultural trend toward greater assimilation, began to support a more militant stance toward white Americans. These Red Sticks numbered perhaps 4,000 warriors. In the midst of this growing unrest, Shawnee leader Tecumseh arrived among the Creeks and spoke at a council meeting on September 30, 1811.

Tecumseh argued for Pan-Indian resistance to encroachments on native land. However, at a Creek council, Chief Big Warrior opposed his proposal. Tecumseh, angered by this resistance, predicted a climactic event. The occurrence of an earthquake a few months later enhanced his reputation. Nevertheless, the Creek leadership still refused to aid him. Tecumseh’s efforts were not entirely without result, however, for a group of young Creeks under Little Warrior journeyed with him to the North and fought with the British against the Americans, participating in the Raisin River Massacre of January 1813. When these Creeks, now known as Red Sticks, returned in 1813 from Detroit, they began to attack white settlements.

After these attacks the U.S. government agent to the Creeks, Benjamin Hawkins, demanded that the Creeks bring the offenders to justice before U.S. authorities. Creek chiefs chose to oblige the United States but to comply without seeming to appear as puppets, they executed Little Warrior and six of his compatriots. This event initiated a Creek civil war, in which U.S. forces ultimately became involved. This conflict from 1813 to 1814 is usually called the Creek War and formed part of the War of 1812.

The Red Sticks, who were centered in Upper Creek villages, soon began to attack the Lower Creek villages, taking care to destroy implements of white civilization except those useful for warfare. The Creeks had large numbers of mixed-blood tribe members, and among the Red Stick leaders who opposed assimilation there were many of mixed ancestry, such as Red Stick prophet Josiah Francis and war leaders Peter McQueen and William Weatherford, also known as Red Eagle.

Not surprisingly, the Spanish and the British were surreptitiously supportive of the Red Stick efforts. Fighting began on July 21, 1813, at the Battle of Burnt Corn Creek and was largely concluded in the decisive Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814. This last engagement was a crushing defeat in which the Creeks lost 800 killed out of 1,000 who had fought that day.

The Creek War devastated the Upper Creeks and the Lower Creeks. On August 9, 1814, Major General Andrew Jackson imposed on the Creeks the harsh Treaty of Fort Jackson in which the entire Creek Nation, including Creeks who had fought alongside Jackson, was treated harshly. Under the treaty terms, the Creeks agreed to cede to the United States some 23 million acres of tribal land. Most Creeks ended their warfare on the signing of the treaty, although some continued to fight when British forces arrived on the Gulf Coast bound for New Orleans. Another Red Stick, Osceola, who later joined the Seminoles, was active in the Second Seminole War against the United States (1835–1842).

Michael K. Beauchamp and Spencer C. Tucker
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Regiment of Riflemen

Elite and uniformly successful U.S. combat formation. In the wake of the June 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, President Thomas Jefferson authorized a fourfold increase in the size of the U.S. Army. The new units included six new infantry regiments, a regiment of light dragoons, and the Regiment of Riflemen. This was the first unit of its kind in government employ since the Revolutionary War.

The Regiment of Riflemen was envisioned from the outset as an elite formation, being clad in green jackets with black facings and armed with the deadly Harpers Ferry Model 1803 Rifle, a weapon of Jaeger derivation. This unique weapon was not unlike its famous British counterpart, the Baker Rifle. The Model 1803 had a.54-caliber bore and could shoot accurately up to 300 yards.

The unit itself consisted of 10 companies of 68 privates each. It was initially led by two leading Republican sycophants, Alexander Smyth and William Duane, as colonel and lieutenant colonel, respectively. The regiment endured their ineffective leadership until the cusp of hostilities with England in 1812, when they were replaced by Thomas Adams Smith and George Washington Sevier, both regular army officers. The regiment first saw combat under Smith in Florida during the so-called Patriot War of 1812–1813, especially outside St. Augustine, before redeploying to northern New York.

During the War of 1812, the Regiment of Riflemen quickly proved its mettle in combat as one of few American formations capable of besting British units in the field. The Regiment of Riflemen first gained recognition when, under Captain Benjamin Forsyth, it successfully stormed the Canadian villages of Gananoque and Elizabethville in 1812 before being chased out of Ogdensburg by superior numbers the following spring. Forsyth subsequently led the riflemen with distinction during the capture of York and Fort George in 1813 but died in a minor skirmish near Plattsburgh, New York, in June 1814. That same year the unit rendered its most distinguished service in the field, and Congress, cognizant of its excellent performance, authorized creation of an additional three units, numbered 2, 3, and 4. Accordingly, Major Daniel Appling scored one of the riflemen’s biggest successes on May 5, 1814, when he ambushed a detachment of British sailors and Royal Marines at Sandy Creek, New York, capturing more than 200 men and several gunboats.

During the siege of Fort Erie, Upper Canada, a battalion of the 1st and 4th Regiments under Major Ludowick Morgan successfully repelled a determined British attack at Conjocta Creek, New York, which saved American supplies gathered at Buffalo. Victory here forced Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond to undertake a regular siege of Fort Erie, for which his right division was not adequately prepared. A detachment of the 4th Regiment also performed well at Cook’s Mills the following October, rounding out a spectacular combat record. The unit’s final action, in January 1815, was a single company involved in minor skirmish at Point Peter, Georgia.

After the war the four units were consolidated into a single Regiment of Riflemen under Colonel Thomas Adams Smith and headquartered at St. Louis, Missouri. From there they conducted several expeditions up the Missouri River in 1819 and established several frontier forts. Congress saw fit to abolish the Regent of Riflemen in 1821 for reasons of economy, and the U.S. Army did not possess a regiment of sharpshooters again until 1847, when the Regiment of Voltigeurs was established during the Mexican-American War. In terms of tactical success, the Regiment of Riflemen was unquestionably the most effective unit in the U.S. Army during 1812–1815.

John C. Fredriksen
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Reid, Samuel Chester

Birth Date: August 25, 1783

Death Date: January 28, 1861

Sailor, U.S. Navy officer, and privateer captain. Born on August 25, 1783, in Norwich, Connecticut, Samuel Chester Reid went to sea at age 11. Taken captive by a French privateer, he spent six months imprisoned on the island of Guadeloupe. When he returned to the United States, he joined the U.S. Navy as an acting midshipman, serving on the frigate Baltimore during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800). He later commanded the brig Merchant, based at New York, before turning to privateering.

On September 9, 1814, as captain of the privateer brig General Armstrong, Reid sailed from New York City at night to circumvent the British blockading squadron. The ship mounted eight long 9-pounders and one 42-pounder Long Tom and carried a crew of 90 men. On September 26 the General Armstrong reached the Azores, putting into Faial.

At sunset that same day, the British brig Carnation (18 guns) arrived at Faial and anchored within gunshot before the Americans discovered the enemy ship. The Carnation was part of the British fleet to be employed to attack New Orleans. John B. Dabney, the American consul in the Azores, assured Reid that the British would not violate Portuguese neutrality.

However, two other British warships soon appeared: the third-rate ship of the line Plantagenet (74 guns) and the frigate Rota (38 guns), under the command of Commodore Edward Lloyd. The behavior of the British roused Reid’s suspicions, and he ordered his crew to make ready for action.

At 8:00 p.m. on September 26, 4 fully manned and armed British boats approached Reid’s ship; when they ignored his warnings to withdraw, Reid ordered his men to open fire. After suffering 20 men killed or injured, the British withdrew. Later that evening the British sent 12 boats with some 400 men to board the American privateer. Reid ordered his men to open fire; meanwhile, the firing of the Long Tom initially surprised the British. When the British  got too close for the use of heavy weapons, the Americans fought with swords, pikes, pistols, and muskets. After a 40-minute action and heavy casualties, the British broke off the engagement. The privateer suffered just 2 men killed and 7 wounded, while the British suffered 63 killed and 110 wounded. Some historians put the British figures at 120 killed and 130 wounded.
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Samuel Chester Reid was the captain of the American privateer brig General Armstrong, which engaged in a celebrated action with the Royal Navy at Faial in the Azores during September 26–27, 1814. (Hulton Archive/Getty Images)


The next morning Reid concluded that he could not save his vessel, so he decided to scuttle it. Before he could do so, however, the Carnation approached and an engagement ensued in which the General Armstrong’s gunfire put a hole in the Carnation’s hull and tore up the rigging and fore topmast, forcing the British to withdraw. Reid then scuttled his ship. Major General Andrew Jackson and many contemporaries later credited Reid for delaying the British squadron just long enough for Jackson to prepare the defenses of New Orleans. Reid arrived home to celebrations from Savannah to New York City.

After the war Reid was largely responsible for the redesign of the American flag. He recommended that the flag be limited to just 13 stripes (representing the 13 original colonies) and that each new state get a star, which became the final design of the flag under President James Monroe in 1818. After working as a merchant and merchant shipper, in 1823 Reid became New York City’s harbor master; from 1843 to 1855, he was sailing master for the U.S. Navy. Reid died on January 28, 1861, in New York City.

Harvey Strum
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Reindeer, HMS

See Wasp, USS, vs. HMS Reindeer

Religion

The War of 1812 was one of America’s most unpopular wars while it was being fought, and one of the most popular after it ended. The predominately Protestant Christian population in the United States split over support for the war, both politically and religiously. Federalists largely opposed the war and Democrats Republicans largely supported it. Newer and activist denominations, such as Baptists and Methodists, generally supported the war, while more established groups and those in maritime areas such as Congregationalists, Presbyterians, and Quakers opposed the war for both economic and religious reasons. Many Episcopalians also opposed the war and were viewed by many with suspicion because of their ecclesiastical ties to the Church of England.

Whereas before the American Revolution (1775–1783) political and economic crises, including war, were often viewed with a Puritan sense of divine judgment, such views had changed for many people after independence was gained. Yet, northeastern Puritan culture continued to oppose the course of American foreign policy, and clergy voices such as those of Timothy Dwight, Lyman Beecher, and William Channing were prominent. Many Protestants believed that the United States should be fighting Napoleonic France rather than Great Britain. Rhetoric of antiwar clergy asserted that the war was God’s punishment on the nation for assisting France, for supporting slavery, and for electing impious officials. Rhetoric grew louder with each military defeat, and yet clergy did not urge rebellion as they had done during the American Revolution. Instead, they urged active participation in the elections of 1812. After the war their energies were turned toward the many social reform movements burgeoning in America at the time, including the Second Great Awakening.

Christian war proponents, on the other hand, laced their rhetoric with vocabulary linking God and country and argued that Americans should support France against Great Britain because France had recently overthrown the power of the Catholic papacy. Prowar Christian nationalism continued after the war, spilling over into the age of revivalism in antebellum America. After war was declared on June 18, 1812, Americans anticipated a quick victory. President James Madison appealed to divine favor for victory, saying that the cause was just. Patriotism, national honor, and the defensiveness of a young nation facing older European powers coupled with economic interests and desires for geographic expansion also fueled religious rhetoric of war supporters. However, American military defeats in Canada early in the war further eroded public support.

Once the war ended, it became a popular conflict in the American psyche and history. Postwar rhetoric and tradition portrayed the war as being in the just-war tradition, as a magnificent victory receiving divine blessing and assistance. It was this sentiment that Francis Scott Key, a supporter of the war, expressed in the fourth stanza of “The Defence of Fort McHenry” from which “The Star-Spangled Banner” was derived: “Then conquer we must, when our cause it is just, and this be our motto: ‘In God is our trust.’”

Timothy J. Demy
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Rhea, John

Birth Date: 1753

Death Date: May 27, 1832

U.S. congressman and War Hawk. John Rhea was born in County Londonderry, Ireland, in 1753 and immigrated with his family to the United States in 1769, first to Pennsylvania, then to Maryland in 1771, and finally to Sullivan County, Tennessee, in 1778. During the Revolutionary War, Rhea participated in the Battle of King’s Mountain in South Carolina on October 7, 1780. He graduated from the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University) in 1780 and was admitted to the bar in 1789.

Rhea served as county clerk of Sullivan County during 1785–1790 and attorney general of Greene County in 1796 and was a member of the 1796 Tennessee Constitutional Convention. In 1803 he began a long stint in the U.S. House of Representatives. He served from March 1803 to March 1815 and then from March 1817 to March 1823. A Democratic Republican, Rhea supported agrarian commercial interests but was antagonistic toward the renewal of the charter of the Bank of the United States and expressed overt hostility toward Great Britain.

An avowed War Hawk and a promoter of western settlement, Rhea supported President James Madison’s declaration of war against England in June 1812. Yet, Rhea did not always toe the administration line. For instance, he expressed expansionist views but did not favor the annexation of Canada as the price of war. He actually opposed measures for military and naval preparedness, citing that the burden of raising revenue for such undertakings always fell on the people at large. Indeed, Rhea even suggested in 1812 that merchants themselves pay for military expenditures in order to protect their own commerce.

As a midwestern representative, Rhea favored the extinguishment of Indian land titles and encouraged white settlement on unoccupied Indian territory. These moves would, Rhea believed, create a barrier against Indian attacks. In 1816 Rhea was appointed a U.S. commissioner to treat with the Choctaws. The resulting Treaty of Fort St. Stephens, signed on October 24, 1816, brought the cession of 10,000 acres of Choctaw land to the United States.

Rhea also took an interest in higher education in Tennessee, becoming a trustee of Blount College and the University of Tennessee. He believed slavery to be a moral evil, yet he upheld the legal rights of the slaveholding states. He died at his home in Blountville (Sullivan County), Tennessee, on May 27, 1832. Rhea County, Tennessee, is named for him.

Tom Kanon
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Rhode Island

Southern New England state bordered by Connecticut to the west, Massachusetts to north and east, and the Atlantic Ocean to the south. Rhode Island’s 1810 population was 76,931. The majority of Rhode Island leaders and citizens opposed the War of 1812, the American trade embargo, and the economic restrictions created by the declaration of war in June 1812. Federalists controlled state and national offices throughout the war. As the war progressed, however, citizens became apprehensive regarding British attacks owing to the state’s seaside location, and state and local leaders were forced to make preparations to defend the state.

In hopes of forestalling an attack on Rhode Island and occupation of it as had occurred during the Revolutionary War, Governor William Jones, a Federalist, called out four companies of militia in the summer of 1814, placing them in federal service. Five additional companies were later called out to assist in protecting neighboring Connecticut. Jones, with the approval of the legislature, had earlier refused President James Madison’s request to call out the militia. The governor also engaged in some heated exchanges with Brigadier General Henry Burbeck, the local U.S. Army commander. The expense of using militias was a concern to all New England states, and in 1814 the state legislature voted against assuming the state’s share of a federal tax intended to help finance the war effort. Rhode Island sent four delegates to participate in the Hartford Convention (December 1814–January 1815), a conference that dealt with regional and national concerns pertaining to the war and Virginia’s Democratic Republican domination of national politics.

During the conflict Rhode Island’s coast, including Block Island, was blockaded. Unable to defend Block Island and fearful of attack, its residents declared neutrality throughout the war, and citizens traded with both American and British merchants, as did other Rhode Island merchants. Smuggling activity in and around the state persisted throughout the war.

Although the state was never attacked and the British never landed (except on Block Island), the British burned several merchant ships in Narragansett Bay. In addition to smuggling, American privateers also sailed out of Rhode Island ports. The most successful privateer of the war, the 168-ton and 14-gun brig Yankee, owned by James De Wolfe, sailed from Bristol, Rhode Island, with a crew of 120. The Yankee completed six cruises and took a total of 40 prizes.

The most prominent Rhode Island native of the war was naval officer Oliver Hazard Perry, who was stationed in Newport. Commanding a squadron of gunboats, he left in March 1813 with more than 100 Rhode Island sailors to take control of naval operations on Lake Erie and serve under the command of Captain Isaac Chauncey, the naval commander on the Great Lakes. It was during this endeavor that Perry successfully defended against the British during the September 10, 1813, Battle of Lake Erie. A lesser-known resident was U.S. Navy master commandant (commander) William Henry Allen, who died commanding the brig Argus in August 1813. A leading Republican politician and diplomat, Jonathan Russell, also hailed from Rhode Island.

Timothy J. Demy
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Riall, Phineas

Birth Date: December 15, 1775

Death Date: November 10, 1850

British Army officer, field commander, and colonial governor. Phineas Riall was born on December 15, 1775, probably in Clonmel, Ireland. He entered the army in January 1794 and was a major by the end of the year. Riall first saw action during the Irish Rebellion of 1798–1799 and gained extensive field experience in the West Indies, where he commanded a brigade during 1809–1810. He then returned to England and was promoted to colonel. By 1813 he was a major general.

Riall arrived in Upper Canada in August 1813 and was placed in command of the right division, a geographic entity on the Niagara Peninsula. During December he led the campaign of retribution that laid waste to the frontier between Buffalo and Lewiston, New York, in retaliation for destruction of the village of Newark by American forces earlier that same month.

Riall then prepared the defensives along the Niagara River for the coming campaign season. He distributed his 3,400 British regulars and Canadian militia at four main points along the 30-mile-long line. Fort George and Fort Niagara guarded the mouth of the Niagara River, and Queenston Heights was 8 miles to the south, followed by Chippawa at the junction of the Chippawa and Niagara Rivers. Fort Erie was at the southern end of the peninsula.

When Riall learned that American forces under Major General Jacob Brown had landed at Fort Erie on July 3, 1814, he moved forward to Chippawa and sent a detachment ahead to delay the Americans, allowing him time to concentrate his regulars at Chippawa. By July 4 the Americans were located south of Chippawa. Riall ordered light infantry across the river to harass them. Convinced that his opponents were militiamen, Riall committed a 2,000-man brigade to battle the next afternoon, where they faced a similarly sized force under Brigadier General Winfield Scott. Finally realizing that his opponents were well-trained U.S. Army regulars, Riall formed his men, and a prolonged firefight ensued. The Americans won by outmaneuvering their opponents and flanking them. The American regulars had finally defeated British regulars in an open battle for the first time in the war.

Riall eventually withdrew to the northern end of the peninsula and awaited reinforcements at Fort George. Meanwhile, Brown’s plan to meet the U.S. Navy on Lake Ontario had fallen apart. Failing to draw the British from Fort George, he withdrew back to Chippawa. By this time Lieutenant General William Drummond had taken command of the British forces, with Riall as his deputy. On July 25, 1814, Drummond learned that the Americans were advancing north, and he ordered his troops to concentrate at Lundy’s Lane, near Niagara Falls. The resulting battle was the largest in the northern theater, during which Riall was wounded in the arm and taken prisoner.

Riall remained in Massachusetts until he was released in December 1814. He never held another important military command. Through seniority, he gained promotion to lieutenant general in 1835 and full general in 1841. During 1816–1823 he served as governor of Grenada. Riall was knighted in 1833 and died in Paris on November 10, 1850.

John R. Grodzinski
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Richardson, John

Birth Date: October 4, 1796

Death Date: May 12, 1852

British soldier and acclaimed Canadian author. John Richardson was born on October 4, 1796, in the vicinity of Fort George, Upper Canada. When he was just 15 years old he enlisted in the 41st Regiment of Foot at the start of the War of 1812 as a gentleman volunteer. He soon met Shawnee chief Tecumseh, whom he idolized. Richardson saw considerable action along Lake Erie, and intently watched the British-allied warriors in combat, experiences that he later incorporated into his writings. While fighting at the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813, Richardson was taken captive, marched to Kentucky, and imprisoned for nine months. Tecumseh had also died during the battle, a loss that deeply affected Richardson.

Upon his release in July 1814, Richardson joined the 8th Regiment of Foot and was commissioned an ensign on August 4, 1814. Assigned to Britain in June 1815, he was promoted to lieutenant in July 1815 but placed on half pay and stationed in London before joining the 2nd Regiment of Foot in May 1816. During 1816–1818 he served chiefly in Grenada and Barbados; sometime in 1818 he fell ill with malaria and went on half pay. He left the army sometime before 1820 and went to live in Paris, where he married a French woman and began to write. He then returned to London, where in 1828 he published a notable poem, “Tecumseh, or the Warrior of the West,” that was based largely on Richardson’s experiences during the War of 1812.

During 1826–1827 Richardson published a serialized personal narrative of the War of 1812. He also dabbled in journalism and began writing novels. His third novel published in 1832 and titled Wacousta, or the Prophecy, was popularly acclaimed, making him Canada’s first native-born major novelist. The novel was set in Canada and the Great Lakes region during Pontiac’s Rebellion of 1763 and was based on actual events.

In 1835 Richardson, who had long wanted to rejoin the army, was granted a captain’s commission in the British Auxiliary Legion, which was sent to Spain during the First Carlist War. He used his experience there to write a stinging satire and critique of the legion, particularly his stern commander, George De Lacy Evans, which did not win Richardson many friends in the British government. Nevertheless, he was promoted to major in 1836.

In the spring of 1838 Richardson returned to Canada as a reporter for the Times of London. He maintained his army commission, however, and soon became embroiled in Canadian politics while at the same time remaining active in journalism and writing. In 1842 he published The War of 1812, based on his earlier serial narrative published during 1826–1827. It has since become regarded as an essential primary source for the war in the Old Northwest.

In May 1845 Richardson was assigned the unenviable assignment of superintendent of police of the Welland Canal, where frequent riots broke out especially among Irish immigrant canal workers. He eventually brought some semblance of order, but not without violent clashes and political donnybrooks with his superiors. Richardson was replaced as superintendent in January 1846. He continued his writing and began testing the waters of muckraking journalism, which was becoming popular at the time. A new novel, published in 1850, was set at Fort Dearborn (Chicago) during the siege there of August 1812. In the meantime he had moved to New York City, where he remained until his death there on May 12, 1852.

Richardson never received the recognition he was due during his lifetime, and only decades after his death did some of his work—including his novels—attract the critical and popular attention they deserved. He was certainly Canada’s first significant author, and his reliance on historical fiction set the stage for other writers who emulated his style.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Riflemen, Regiment of

See Regiment of Riflemen

Rifles

Long-barreled firearms characterized by grooves, or rifling, down the barrel. The round of ammunition in a rifle must make contact with the grooves in order to take advantage of the rifling. By making contact with the rifling, the projectile prevents gas from escaping around the bullet while also imparting a spin to the round. The increased pressure behind the bullet provides the additional range as well as increased velocity. The spin imparts greater accuracy because of the rotation and because the bullet is not bouncing down the length of the barrel as in a musket, or smoothbore, weapon.

While the rifle had better range and accuracy than the musket, the musket remained the primary weapon of the War of 1812 for a variety of reasons. The most important technical reason is that the rifle took much longer to load than a musket. Essentially, the bullet for the rifle had to be forced down the barrel as part of the loading process. A piece of oiled linen was wrapped around the bullet to ensure full contact with the rifling. As a result, while a highly trained infantryman using prefabricated paper cartridges could fire a musket three or more times per minute, a rifleman could fire only about one round per minute. In the linear tactics of the day, this limited the rifle’s use to sharpshooters outside the massed formations, or to militiamen who brought their own hunting weapons with them to battle.

The three most common rifles used in the War of 1812 were the British Baker Rifle, the American Harpers Ferry Model 1803, and the civilian Pennsylvania or Kentucky Long Rifle. Other more obscure rifles were used by militia on both sides. The British Baker rifle was first produced in 1800 by Ezekiel Baker. It was a flintlock rifle with a 30-inch barrel. The.653-caliber barrel had seven grooves. The total length of the rifle was 45 inches, and it weighed 9 pounds. The Baker Rifle appears to have been used almost exclusively along the Atlantic coast, as the British did not believe that the longer range rifle was useful in the heavily wooded western areas of the United States. The Baker Rifle was manufactured until 1839, issued with a 24-inch bayonet, and was accurate to about 300 yards.

The Harpers Ferry Model 1803 rifle was the first U.S. government–manufactured rifle and was also famous for being issued to the Lewis and Clark expedition. The Model 1803 had a 33-inch.54-caliber barrel with an overall length of 54 inches. The rifle, accurate to about 300 yards, was issued to rifle and light infantry companies and was used primarily in skirmishing and sniper roles. The Kentucky or Pennsylvania Long Rifle was of civilian craftsman manufacture and came in a wide variety of designs. Very few were actually made in Kentucky, and many prefer to call them Pennsylvania rifles, where they seem to have originated; others refer to them as Pennsylvania-Kentucky rifles, but Kentucky rifle seems to be the generally accepted term. The general characteristic of this long rifle was a barrel that was often 48 inches or more long, giving an overall length of more than 65 inches. Calibers ranged between.45 and.60, with the great variety in caliber making it difficult for the army to provide standard ammunition. American militia men often brought the Kentucky Long Rifle with them when they mustered. The Kentucky Long Rifle was accurate to well over 400 yards but took even longer to reload than the official British and American rifle models. At the time there was much popular celebration of the Kentucky rifle, which the public credited for Major General Andrew Jackson’s victory in the Battle of New Orleans in January 1815. In light of their manifold tactical deficiencies when compared to muskets, rifles were marginalized to only a handful of units on either side.

George Eaton

See also

Bayonet; Muskets, Great Britain; Muskets, United States; Pistols; Regiment of Riflemen

Further Reading


Haythornthwaite, Philip J. British Riflemen, 1797–1815. Oxford: Osprey, 2002.

Holt, Richard A. “Pre-1814 U.S. Contract Rifles.” American Society of Arms Collectors Bulletin 47 (Fall 1982): 7–19.

Russell, Carl P. Guns on the Early Frontier. New York: Dover, 2005.



Ripley, Eleazar Wheelock

Birth Date: April 15, 1782

Death Date: March 2, 1839

Lawyer, politician, and U.S. Army officer. Born in Hanover, New Hampshire, on April 15, 1782, Eleazar Wheelock Ripley graduated from Dartmouth College in 1800 and subsequently studied law. As a Democratic Republican he served a term in the Massachusetts legislature, rising to Speaker of the House. As war with Britain approached, Ripley sought and received a commission as a lieutenant colonel of the 21st U.S. Infantry on March 12, 1812.

A capable officer, Ripley worked hard to prepare his regiment for active campaigning. Promoted to colonel in March 1813, he led his men ashore at the Battle of York in April 27, 1813, and at Crysler’s Farm on November 11.

In the spring of 1814 Ripley, now a brigadier general, took command of a brigade in Major General Jacob Brown’s left division. This appointment proved unfortunate. Cautious and disinclined to take risks, Ripley was clearly out of step with the aggressive Brown and his fellow brigade commander, Winfield Scott. Ripley offered his resignation to Brown even while his men were loading onto boats to invade Upper Canada in the early hours of July 3, complaining that he had insufficient vessels to land a suitably large contingent to ensure success. This last-minute complaint unsettled Brown, who nevertheless refused the resignation and ordered Ripley to continue. However, the damage to their relationship was done, and Brown never entirely trusted Ripley’s mettle.

At the July 25, 1814, Battle of Lundy’s Lane, it was Ripley’s brigade that pushed the British off the ridge and captured their guns. Ripley was everywhere, encouraging his outnumbered men and rallying those who temporarily faltered. Before the fighting was over, a horse had been shot out from under him, and two musket balls pierced his hat. Late in the battle Brown was wounded and taken from the field, but not before he ordered Ripley to ensure  that the British guns were taken to the American camp. After the British withdrew, Brown also directed Ripley to take the men back to camp to obtain water and ammunition and to return to the battlefield at dawn.
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Eleazar Wheelock Ripley was a Massachusetts political leader who distinguished himself in the War of 1812, rising to brevet major general and seeing action at York, Canada, and in battles along the Niagara frontier. (Getty Images)


Due to the exhaustion of his men, Ripley was unable to remove the guns, and he did not march the division’s survivors back to the battlefield until midday. By then the British had returned and occupied the high ground, apparently awaiting the Americans. Ripley refused to initiate combat and instead directed the division to return to camp. Brown, furious, ordered Ripley to defend Fort Erie instead. As a precaution, Brown also sent for Brigadier General Edmund P. Gaines to command the division.

Ripley led his brigade effectively in the defense of Fort Erie during August–September 1814 but suffered a serious neck wound in the sortie of September 17. Despite having earned a brevet promotion to major general for his actions at Lundy’s Lane, he found himself publicly impugned by Brown and others.

Ripley resigned from the service on February 1, 1820, and began practicing law in New Orleans. He served two terms as a congressman from Louisiana (1835–1839) as a Jacksonian Democrat. Ripley died on March 2, 1839, in West Feliciana Parish, Louisiana.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Ritchie, Thomas

Birth Date: November 5, 1778

Death Date: July 3, 1854

Prominent and politically influential Virginia newspaper editor and Democratic Republican Party activist. Thomas Ritchie was born on November 5, 1778, in Tappahannock, Virginia, to a prominent Virginia family. Following tepid attempts at legal and medical careers, Ritchie became a schoolteacher and head of an academy in Fredericksburg.

Poor health forced Ritchie’s move to Richmond in 1803, where he became a bookseller. He was now encouraged by his mother’s family to carry the banner of Democratic Republicanism by founding the Richmond Enquirer with his cousin and prominent lawyer, Spencer Roane, in 1804. The newspaper soon became the most influential mouthpiece in Virginia for Democratic Republicans and, later, Jacksonian Democrats.

The years prior to 1812 saw Ritchie’s endorsement of President Thomas Jefferson’s neutrality stance in the fight between Great Britain and France and commercial nonintercourse policy with the British in response to degradations on American shipping, including the impressment of American seaman. Inflamed by the June 1807 Chesapeake-Leopard Affair and the false report of a British blockade of Norfolk, Ritchie briefly left his editorship to join a volunteer military force, the Republican Blues. He also favored the Embargo Act of 1807 and advocated the expansion of the army and the invasion of Canada. The years 1810–1811 gave Ritchie the opportunity to use the Richmond Enquirer as a voice for electing and supporting the War Hawks in Congress and to hold President James Madison’s feet to the fire in standing firm against Great Britain. Not altogether successful in forestalling the reelection of those Virginia congressmen favoring peace, Ritchie’s efforts nevertheless presaged the development of his newspaper as an influential political organ.

War with Great Britain in 1812 found Ritchie supporting the Madison administration’s prosecution of the war, unlike other Virginia Democratic Republicans such as William Branch Giles, who caustically reproached the president for American military failures. Ritchie used his paper to attack the newspaper editors who criticized the president and his war policies and to celebrate the success of American arms. Ritchie’s bellicosity and fear of further British designs on American territories continued beyond the end of the war and compelled him to argue for a stronger peacetime navy and army.

Ritchie’s editorial career and political influence further blossomed in the decades after the war. He supported U.S. presidents Andrew Jackson and Martin Van Buren and strove to adhere to the Jeffersonian principles of balancing states’ rights with national unity. Ritchie continued to seek a constructive middle ground in the midst of the growing national debate over slavery while serving for six years as editor of President James K. Polk’s Democratic mouthpiece, The Union, and supported the Compromise of 1850. Ritchie died on July 3, 1854, in Richmond, Virginia.

Mark F. Leep
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Roberts, Jonathan

Birth Date: August 16, 1771

Death Date: July 24, 1854

Democratic Republican politician and War Hawk. Jonathan Roberts was born near Norristown, Pennsylvania, on August 16, 1771. He was privately tutored and apprenticed as a wheelwright before entering politics as a Democratic Republican. During 1799–1800 he served in the Pennsylvania House of Representatives, and during 1807–1811 he served in the Pennsylvania Senate.

Elected to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1810, Roberts served in that body from 1811 to 1814. An ardent supporter of President James Madison’s policies vis-à-vis Great Britain, he quickly earned a reputation as a War Hawk. When the House tried to delay a vote on the war declaration against Britain in June 1812, Roberts helped force the issue, resulting in the war declaration that was signed by Madison on June 18, 1812.

During the course of the conflict Roberts became one of the Madison administration’s most reliable supporters in Congress. Indeed, when the administration was attacked over its conduct of the war, Roberts penned a number of editorials in his hometown newspaper that defended administration policies. He also steadfastly supported Albert Gallatin, secretary of the treasury, as the latter struggled to finance the war and place the nation’s financial situation on a sounder footing. In 1814 Roberts was named to the U.S. Senate, to complete the term of Michael Leib, who had resigned. Roberts won reelection the following year and remained in the Senate until 1821.

From 1823–1826 Roberts again served in the Pennsylvania House of Representatives. Roberts did not care for President Andrew Jackson’s policies and by the early 1830s had become a member of the Whig Party. During 1841–1843 Roberts served as the customs collector for the Port of Philadelphia and then retired to his farm near King of Prussia, where he died on July 24, 1854.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Robinson, Sir Frederick Philipse

Birth Date: 1763

Death Date: January 1, 1852

British Army officer. Frederick Philipse Robinson was born in New York in September 1763. His father, Colonel Beverley Robinson, formed the Loyal American regiment on the outbreak of the American Revolutionary War. In 1777 at age 13, Robinson was appointed an ensign in his father’s regiment. The next year he transferred to the 17th Regiment of Foot. Robinson was wounded and taken prisoner when the Americans recaptured Stony Point in July 1780. On his release a few months later, Robinson joined the 38th Foot and took part in the capture of New London in 1781. On the conclusion of the war, he remained with the 38th Foot on its return to England.

In 1793 Robinson served with his regiment in an expedition to the West Indies, serving at the capture of Martinique, St. Lucia, and Guadeloupe before being invalided back to England. For several years he served as an inspecting field officer for recruiting, first in Bedford and then in London. Although appointed colonel in 1810, Robinson had languished on half pay for five years before being sent to command a brigade in the 5th Division in Spain in September 1812. Twice wounded there, he was promoted to major general in June 1814.

Robinson was then sent to North America, arriving in Canada in August 1814, where he led a brigade consisting of four infantry regiments with a strength of 3,782 men. Under the command of Captain General and Governor Sir George Prevost, Robinson participated in the failed attack on Plattsburgh on September 11, 1814. Prevost, who believed that naval supremacy on Lake Champlain was essential for the attack to succeed, ordered Robinson to take command of two brigades and make a flanking action against the American positions. After losing crucial time on the morning of September 11, 1814, trying to locate the ford of the Saranac River, Robinson forced a passage of the river. The British flotilla on Lake Champlain, however, had already been defeated.

Unwilling to continue the attack without control of the lake, Prevost ordered Robinson to abandon the enterprise even though Robinson had already crossed the river and was preparing for an attack. Disgusted with Prevost’s decision, Robinson is said to have broken his sword in frustration, and he was later very critical of Prevost’s handling of the campaign.

At the end of the war Robinson remained in Canada, serving as the provisional commander in chief and lieutenant governor of Upper Canada until September 1815. In 1816 he went to the West Indies to command troops on the Windward and Leeward Islands until 1821. He was promoted to lieutenant general in 1825 and to general in 1841. On his death at Brighton, England, on January 1, 1852, Robinson was the longest-serving soldier in the British Army.

Bradley P. Tolppanen
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Rocket, Congreve
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Rocket Ship

The British Admiralty developed two uniquely adapted rocket ships during the latter stage of the Napoleonic Wars. One of these was the Erebus, launched in 1805 as one in a class of fireships and then reclassed as a ship sloop in 1808. It measured about 110 feet long on its gun deck, with a beam of nearly 30 feet and a hold of 9 feet. It mounted 24 carronades and a pair of long guns. In the spring of 1814, however, the Erebus went through an alteration so that, as the Naval Chronicle reported, it was “fitted to throw Congreve’s rockets into the American towns for which purpose she will shortly sail.” Reclassed again as a sixth-rate ship, the Erebus was commanded by Captain David Bartholomew and sailed with the fleet heading for Halifax and the American East Coast.

The Royal Navy had been using Congreve rockets for years, but installation of them into the Erebus was an innovation. The rockets were attached to long poles usually fitted onto a launching platform, or firing tube, on land or in an open boat. Instead of setting the rockets up on the ship’s upper decks, scuttles were cut into its hull where the rocket poles were inserted. The head of each rocket extended beyond the scuttle, but the pole passed through another scuttle in the gun deck and came to rest in a V-shaped trough specially built below that deck. There were about 20 such scuttle systems on Erebus, which also carried most, if not all, of its original guns. The Congreve rockets varied in size, the heaviest being those weighing 24 and 32 pounds.

The Erebus was involved in two actions during its tenure with the fleet in the Chesapeake Bay. The ship was part of Captain James A. Gordon’s highly successful assault up the Potomac River in August 1814, during which it was able to engage land batteries with its rockets. The Erebus was also part of the larger force of bomb vessels that attacked the Fort McKinley area during the unsuccessful attack on Baltimore in September.

Colonel Sir William Congreve had anticipated further developing the rocket ship design, but the overall inability of the ship as a firing platform to effectively destroy targets defeated the concept, and no further vessels were altered in the fashion of the Erebus.

Robert Malcomson
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Rodgers, John

Birth Date: July 11, 1772

Death Date: August 1, 1838

U.S. naval officer. Born at Havre de Grace, Maryland, on July 11, 1772, John Rodgers went to sea at age 14. He spent 11 years in the merchant marine and was a master by age 21. Rodgers joined the U.S. Navy as a lieutenant, his commission dated from March 9, 1798.

During the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800), Rodgers served in the frigate Constellation under Captain Thomas Truxtun. Rodgers distinguished himself during the capture of the French frigate L’Insurgente on February 9, 1799, and Truxtun assigned him command of the prize. Advanced to captain on March 5, 1799, Rodgers took command of the sloop Maryland. In March 1801 he sailed the Maryland to France with the ratified peace agreement (Convention of 1800).

With the beginning of the Barbary Wars (1801–1805), Rodgers took command of the small frigate John Adams and sailed it to the Mediterranean in January 1802. He established a naval blockade of Tripoli and again distinguished himself by capturing the Moroccan frigate Meshoda and several gunboats. In September 1803, Rodgers took command of the frigate New York. He sailed for home in October and then supervised the construction of gunboat No. 1 at the Washington Navy Yard. In April 1804 he assumed command of the frigate Congress and again sailed for the Mediterranean, arriving at Gibraltar that August. He commanded the frigate Constitution during the winter of 1804–1805 and in that ship captured a Tunisian zebec and its two prizes. In May 1805 ill health forced Captain Samuel Barron to relinquish command of the Mediterranean Squadron to Rodgers, who oversaw the end of the war.

Returning to the United States in July 1806, Rodgers supervised construction of gunboat No. 7. In the war scare following the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair of June 22, 1807, he took command of the New York Station of 3 bomb ketches and 31 gunboats. As the navy’s senior captain, Rodgers presided over the court-martial of Captain James Barron, a man he personally disliked and the captain of the Chesapeake during its confrontation with the British ship Leopard.

In 1808 Rodgers commanded a squadron centered on the frigate Constitution charged with enforcing the embargo. On May 16, 1811, Rodgers, then in command of the frigate President, pursued a ship presumed to be the British frigate Guerriere, which had earlier impressed an American sailor from a merchant brig off New York. At dusk the President closed on the unidentified ship. Following an exchange of hails, according to the Americans the British ship opened fire first. In the subsequent 15-minute fight the President disabled the British ship, which turned out be the heavily outclassed sloop of war Little Belt. The British ship suffered 13 dead and 19 wounded. The President had only 1 man wounded, and the ship sustained little damage. Although the British government protested the action, the American public lauded Rodgers for having avenged the Chesapeake, and a court of inquiry cleared him of any blame.

With war with Britain looming in the spring of 1812, Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton asked the navy’s senior captains their views regarding the appropriate strategy. Rodgers favored concentrating the small American navy into a few squadrons rather than cruising as individual commerce raiders. Learning on June 21, 1812, of the declaration of war, Rodgers immediately set sail without orders with a small squadron centered on the President in an attempt to intercept a convoy of 110 British merchant ships bound for Britain from Jamaica. Rodgers failed in his design, but he fired the first shots of the war on June 23 while pursuing the British frigate Belvidera. During the chase Rodgers was wounded by the bursting of one of the President’s guns. Although Rodgers had little success on his cruise, with only two prizes taken, when British vice admiral Herbert Sawyer gathered his ships and sailed in a vain effort to locate Rodgers, many U.S. merchant ships were able to gain their home ports. Rodgers put to sea again in April 1813 and sailed as far east as the North Sea, capturing 12 prizes before his return in February 1814.

Rodgers then assumed command of the new frigate Guerriere under construction at Philadelphia and the Delaware river gunboat flotilla. In August, Rodgers marched 300 of his men to Baltimore, rendering valuable service in the defense of that city when it was attacked by the British in September.

After the war Rodgers declined President James Madison’s invitation to serve as secretary of the navy but did accept the presidency of the new Board of Navy Commissioners, which met for the first time in April 1815. In that capacity during 1815–1824 and 1827–1837 Rodgers helped oversee an increase in the strength of the navy and substantial administrative improvements. During 1824–1827 he commanded the Mediterranean Squadron, and in 1826 he helped secure an important commercial treaty with the Ottoman Empire. Retiring from the navy in May 1837 because of poor health, Rodgers died in Philadelphia on August 1, 1838.

Jeffrey W. Dennis and Spencer C. Tucker
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Rodney, Caesar Augustus

Birth Date: January 4, 1772

Death Date: June 10, 1824

American lawyer, diplomat, and politician from Delaware who served the United States as a congressman, a senator, an attorney general, a minister plenipotentiary to Argentina, and a militia captain in the War of 1812. Born on January 4, 1772, in Dover, Delaware, Caesar Augustus Rodney was the nephew of Caesar Rodney, a well-known member of the Continental Congress and signer of the Declaration of Independence. The younger Rodney graduated from the University of Pennsylvania in 1789 and, after passing the bar exam in 1793, established a law practice in Wilmington, Delaware.

A Democratic Republican, Rodney served in Delaware’s House of Representatives from 1796 to 1802, at which point he was urged  by President Thomas Jefferson to run for a seat in the U.S. Congress. Rodney defeated Federalist James A. Bayard in the congressional elections of 1802 and, upon becoming a U.S. representative, started to establish a national reputation. In addition to supporting the 1803 Louisiana Purchase and the Twelfth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, Rodney helped oversee the impeachment proceedings of both John Pickering, the U.S. District Court judge for New Hampshire, and Samuel Chase, the associate justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. Seeking reelection in 1804, Rodney was defeated by his previous Federalist opponent. However, on January 20, 1807, President Jefferson appointed Rodney to the position of U.S. attorney general, a position he held until 1811.
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Caesar Augustus Rodney (1772–1824) served as attorney general of the United States during 1807–1811 and commanded a rifle corps during the War of 1812. (Getty Images)


On April 7, 1813, Rodney was commissioned a captain of the 2nd Artillery Company of the Delaware Militia; on March 15, 1815, he was promoted to major of an artillery battalion. Throughout the war Rodney served in and around Delaware and was called upon to assist in defending Baltimore, Maryland, during the British invasion of August–September 1814. After the war Rodney refocused on his political career.

Rodney again served several years in the Delaware legislature before eventually recapturing his prior U.S. congressional seat in 1820, an office he soon relinquished after being elected to the U.S. Senate in 1822. Rodney was instrumental in developing the Monroe Doctrine of 1823, namely by helping to determine the legitimacy of emerging new republics in South America. Rodney’s familiarity with such issues earned him an appointment as U.S. minister plenipotentiary to the Argentine Republic in 1823. He resigned his Senate seat and served in Buenos Aires until his death there on June 10, 1824. In addition to his political and military service to the United States, Rodney is primarily remembered for being an exceptionally influential purveyor of Jeffersonian Republicanism in a state that was, during most of his lifetime, predominantly influenced by Federalists.

Wesley T. Joyner
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Rodney, Daniel

Birth Date: September 10, 1764

Death Date: September 2, 1846

Governor of Delaware. Daniel Rodney was born in Lewes, Delaware, on September 10, 1764, the son of a judge. He went to sea at an early age, operated his own vessel at age 21, and was reportedly captured twice by the British during the Revolutionary War. Afterward he studied law and from 1793 to 1806 served as a judge in the Court of Common Pleas, a trustee of the poor, and a trustee of Wilmington College.

A committed Federalist, Rodney launched his political career in 1810 by running against Democratic Republican Joseph Haslet and losing by 71 votes. Rodney ran again in 1813 against James Riddle of New Castle and, given the rising unpopularity of the War of 1812, won a substantial victory. Rodney took his oath of office on January 18, 1814, inheriting a poorly defended state whose coast was frequented by marauding Royal Navy warships. The governor insisted that the federal government pay for all expenses incurred for the defense of the coast and Pea Patch Island, off Delaware City, all of which were finally fortified. Tensions continued running high following the destruction of Washington, D.C., in August 1814, and 80-year-old Revolutionary War hero Thomas McKean was brought out of retirement to help organize state defenses. Anxieties abated somewhat following the British repulse at Baltimore in September, and the coast was no longer harassed by roving British warships. During his tenure in office, Rodney also managed to pass a state tax and license a gate on the Delaware-Pennsylvania Turnpike.

After the war Rodney served capably in office until January 21, 1817, when the state constitution forbade him from serving a second consecutive term. He nonetheless remained active in Federalist Party politics, and in 1820 he lost an election to the U.S. vice presidency to New York governor Daniel D. Tompkins. At this time President James Monroe ran an uncontested election and faced no opponent, a good indication of the Federalists’ decline everywhere but in Delaware. On October 1, 1822, Rodney was appointed to fill a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives vacated by his cousin, Caesar A. Rodney. Daniel Rodney served until March 3, 1823, and then filled another vacancy in the U.S. Senate from November 8, 1826, to January 12, 1827. This last act concluded his political career and he retired to private life in Lewes. Rodney, one of few Federalist politicians to enjoy a national profile following the War of 1812, died in Lewes on September 2, 1846

John C. Fredriksen
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Ropewalk

A long, straight, narrow area used to produce rope or the process of twisting fiber to make rope. By the 1700s, the rope-making process was enclosed in a long building called a ropewalk. Rope was necessary for the operation of sailing vessels, especially for controlling the sails. The larger ships of the line required 20 to 30 miles of rope each.

There are five steps in the ropewalk process for producing rope. First, the fiber, preferably hemp, is hackled, or combed out, to straighten out the fibers and clean out dirt. The fibers are attached to a hackle board, which is a long wooden board studded with sharp metal prongs. The rope maker pulls the fibers to clean and straighten them. Second, the fiber is then spun into yarn by attaching several fibers to a wooden spinning block on one end and the other end around the rope maker’s waist. The rope maker then twists the fiber to the right while walking the fibers out away from the spinning block as the fibers move through holes in the block. As the rope maker walks away from the spinning block, he lays the material down on crossbars spread the length of the building to make sure he does not carry the weight of the whole rope or allow it to touch the ground. This second step is the most important in the production of the rope, as this determines the quality of the finished product. The third step requires that the yarn be tarred, if necessary. To tar the yarn, it must be pulled through a vat of heated tar at a steady pace, after which the yarn is pressed through rollers to remove excess tar to ensure that moisture cannot get into the fibers. After the tarred yarn dries, the rope maker proceeds to the fourth step, where several yarns are walked out and twisted to the left to form strands. Finally, several strands are then walked out and twisted to the right to form a cable. The layers twisted in different directions around each other give the rope its strength.

The ropewalk buildings needed to be long and narrow. The standard British length for rope used on a ship was 1,000 feet. At the time of construction, the ropewalk at the Chatham Dockyard in England, completed in 1790, was the longest brick building in Europe, at just over 1,135 feet. The buildings were fire hazards because of the need to heat tar and because hemp dust could become explosive.

Ropewalks were common sights at most serious naval construction facilities. There was a ropewalk at just about every naval yard in Britain. In the United States, there were 173 ropewalks in operation during the War of 1812, 14 in Boston alone. The ropewalk at Washington, D.C., was destroyed during the British raid on that city in August 1814.

Jeffery Seymour
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Ross, Robert

Birth Date: 1766

Death Date: September 13, 1814

British Army officer. Born in Rostrevor, Ireland, in 1766, Robert Ross matriculated at Trinity College, Dublin, in 1784. He was commissioned an ensign in the 25th Regiment of Foot in 1789 and became a major in the 20th Foot in 1799. Ross served in the Netherlands in 1799 and in the 1801 Egyptian campaign. Appointed to command of the 20th Foot, he served in Italy, including at the Battle of Maida in 1806. He took his regiment to Portugal in 1808 and fought in the Battle of Corunna.

After a deployment to Walcheren during which his regiment saw no action but suffered greatly from illness, Ross returned to the Iberian Peninsula in 1812. In the spring of 1813 the Duke of Wellington appointed him to command the Fusilier Brigade. By the end of the Napoleonic Wars, Ross had been severely wounded twice, awarded three gold medals for distinguished conduct, and received the thanks of Parliament.

With the war in Europe at an end with the abdication of Napoleon in April 1814, Ross was appointed that June to command the land forces in an expedition against the East Coast of the United States. His forces consisted of four infantry battalions and a battalion of marines. Ross landed his men at Benedict, Maryland, on the Patuxent River on August 19. Accompanying him was the zealous British rear admiral Sir George Cockburn, who wanted to attack Washington, D.C. The commanders’ first objective, however, was  the destruction of the American gunboats sheltering in the upper waters of the river. This was accomplished on August 23 when the Americans set their ships on fire on the British approach. Ross and Cockburn now agreed to strike inland at Washington, which was just 28 miles away.
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Major General Robert Ross led British land forces that won the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814, and then burned government buildings in Washington, D.C. Ross was shot by a sniper on September 12 during the Battle of Baltimore. (Library of Congress)


On August 24 Ross defeated the American militia in the Battle of Bladensburg, thus opening the way to the U.S. capital. In Washington the British respected private property, but they burned public buildings, including the Washington Navy Yard, the treasury and Capitol buildings, the national archives, and the president’s residence. Ross withdrew his force from the capital on August 25 and rejoined the ships on August 30.

Following the success at Washington, Ross and the overall naval commander Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane decided to next attack Baltimore. On September 12 Ross landed his army at North Point for a planned 13-mile advance against the city. Riding with the leading units of his army, Ross was shot and mortally wounded in the first skirmish with the Americans that same day. He died the following day and was subsequently buried in Halifax, Nova Scotia.

Bradley P. Tolppanen
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Rottenburg, Francis, Baron de

Birth Date: ca. November 4, 1757

Death Date: April 24, 1832

British Army officer. Francis (Franz) Rottenburg was born in Gdansk, Poland, probably on November 4, 1757. His father, a prosperous merchant, provided him with a good education before arranging for him to enter the French Army in 1782 as a second lieutenant. Rottenburg was promoted to first lieutenant three years later but resigned in 1791 during the French Revolution and returned to Poland, where he fought in the unsuccessful attempt to stop an invading Russian army in 1794.

In December 1795 Rottenburg joined the British Army as a major in Hompesch’s Hussars, one of the foreign-raised regiments. The next year he rose to lieutenant colonel as he developed a light infantry battalion in Hompesch’s unit. Rottenburg’s battalion was absorbed into the 60th Regiment of Foot in 1798, with the distinction of being the first rifle-equipped unit in the British Army, clad in green and trained specifically for light infantry tactics. Rottenburg commanded the unit during the Irish Rebellion in 1798 and at the capture of Surinam in the West Indies the next year. During this period he wrote a manual on light infantry tactics, which became the standard text for the British Army. In 1805 he was promoted to colonel and three years later became brigadier general of a light brigade, which he led in action during the ill-fated 1809 Walcheren campaign in the Netherlands.

Rottenburg was promoted to major general in July 1810, by which time he had been posted to Canada, where his fluency in French was an asset. He arrived at Quebec that summer. When the War of 1812 began, Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost placed him in command of the Montreal district. From there Rottenburg organized the regular and militia defenses along the border and supported efforts to maintain naval control of Lake Champlain through the base at Île aux Noix on the Richelieu River.

In June 1813 Prevost ordered Rottenburg to Upper Canada to take command from Major General Sir Roger H. Sheaffe of provincial forces and become head administrator of the government. Rottenburg chose to direct defense of the province from the rear. He marshaled his limited force well enough on the Niagara Peninsula, gradually tightening the noose on Americans at Fort George and the town of Niagara, while he sent raids against their posts at Fort Schlosser (July 5) and Black Rock (July 16). He did not detach a sufficient number of troops early enough in July to help Commander Robert H. Barclay of the Royal Navy conduct a raid on the U.S. Navy dockyard at Erie, Pennsylvania, however, and gave Major General Henry Procter only minimal support for his weak force at Amherstburg. Prevost was present in the province during this period, and his cautious approach to defense no doubt influenced Rottenburg’s decisions. The loss of the British squadron on Lake Erie (September 10) and Procter’s defeat at the Battle of the Thames (October 5) did not prompt Rottenburg to abandon his defensive strategy in favor of energetic counterattacks. When Major General James Wilkinson began his campaign down the St. Lawrence River to Montreal in September, Rottenburg withdrew his Niagara force to Burlington Heights and went to Kingston to direct operations against Wilkinson, ending in the British victory at the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11.

As administrator of the civil government, Rottenburg did not convene the legislative assembly, choosing to consult with the senior councilors instead. He wanted to deal harshly with disloyal citizens, but was advised not to do so. His implementation of martial law for the purpose of forcing farmers near the St. Lawrence River to sell their produce to the army raised considerable protests. By October 1813 it was known that Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond was on his way to take command in Upper Canada. Rottenburg finished out his administration quietly until his replacement arrived in December.

Rottenburg returned to the lower province and ended up as second-in-command of Prevost’s Plattsburgh campaign during August–September 1814. He earned no special notice during the expedition, and when the critics chastised Prevost afterward, Rottenburg remained silent. He returned to England in the summer of 1815, eventually receiving a pair of knighthoods and promotion to lieutenant general in 1819. Rottenburg died at Portsmouth on April 24, 1832. The origins of his title as a baron remain obscure.

Robert Malcomson
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Roundhead

Birth Date: ca. 1760

Death Date: October 5, 1813

Wyandot chief and ardent supporter of Shawnee leader Tecumseh and his Pan-Indian confederation. Roundhead (also known as Stayeghtha, Stiahta, and Bark Carrier) was born circa 1760 near the Sandusky River in present-day north-central Ohio. After rising to become a Wyandot chief, he moved to southeastern Michigan, where he eagerly joined Tecumseh’s crusade in the years prior to the War of 1812. In the meantime, Roundhead had come into conflict with other Wyandot leaders, who urged the nation to either stay neutral or support the Americans. This led to a pronounced split among the Wyandots in the first decade of the 19th century. By 1810 he had fully invested himself and his warriors in Tecumseh’s plot to war against white Americans to reverse settlers’ encroachments on Indian lands in the Old Northwest Territory. So averse was Roundhead to any further accommodations that he allegedly ordered his brother and another Wyandot leader executed for having sold land to white settlers.

While Tecumseh and his warriors assisted Colonel Henry Procter’s campaigns in the summer of 1812, Roundhead acted as second-in-command to Tecumseh. Roundhead saw action at the Battles of Brownstown (August 5) and Monguagon (August 9) and was present when the Americans surrendered Fort Detroit on August 15. The next month Roundhead participated in the occupation of Fort Miami, along the Maumee River.

Undoubtedly, Roundhead’s greatest contribution in the war came during the Battle of Frenchtown and the Raisin River Massacre that immediately followed (January 22–23, 1813), which was a bloody and costly loss for the Americans. On January 22 early in the fight, Roundhead was chiefly responsible for the capture of U.S. brigadier general James Winchester. After that action, Roundhead saw combat during the April–June 1813 siege of Fort Meigs.

Both Roundhead and Tecumseh were killed in the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813. Tecumseh’s death essentially ended the Pan-Indian movement, while that of Roundhead ultimately helped the Wyandots to reunite.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Rule of 1756

The British Rule of 1756 ended the period of benign neglect that had marked the relationship between Great Britain and its American colonies until Britain formally declared war on France and Spain in the Seven Years’ War (1756–1763). In the 18th and early 19th centuries, nations had exclusive trading rights with their colonies. In times of war, however, a nation’s merchant ships were subject to seizure by enemy warships and privateers, and merchants of neutral nations sought to take advantage of this situation by trading with the warring states and using their neutral status to escape capture. The Rule of 1756, which was applied by British prize courts, permitted the seizure of neutral ships that were supporting nations hostile to Britain by conducting trade from which they had been prevented during peacetime. Although designed to weaken its enemies of France and Spain, Britain’s Rule of 1756 had the practical effect of alienating many in the American colonies.

The hallmark of the new contract governing the relationship was the Navigation Acts. The enforcement of this legislation marked the end of economic independence for the colonies. In enforcing the regulations, the Crown also utilized Admiralty courts, which were non–common law or Magna Carta courts that did not offer jury protections for the accused. Under the Rule of 1756, ships declared in violation of the laws could be designated prizes and thus subject to confiscation and sale.

The law barred neutrals from trading with enemy ports normally closed to them in peacetime, and the ports could not be reopened during wartime. American merchants were required to transship to London and then to the intended port. By breaking the passage with a stop in another port, they could evade seizure under the Rule of 1756. By 1800, an Admiralty court in the Polly case seemed to negate the Rule of 1756. The Polly, an American-owned ship, was seized while on a voyage from Marblehead, Massachusetts, to Bilboa, Spain, and transporting Cuban sugar and Venezuela cocoa, which was being shipped to Spain, a lawful prize according to its captor. The Polly’s owners pointed out that duties had been paid in Marblehead and the cargo off-loaded when the ship put in for repairs, with new insurance taken and new clearances obtained afterward; ergo, the voyage was not direct. The court found for the owners. In the Essex case of July 23, 1805, however, under a very similar set of circumstances, the British Admiralty court appeared to reverse itself. The British courts declared such shipping operations illegal in 1805, which heightened tensions with the United States, led to additional seizures of U.S. merchant ships, and was a major cause of the War of 1812.

Arthur Steinberg
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Rush, Richard

Birth Date: August 29, 1780

Death Date: July 30, 1859

Lawyer, Democratic Republican politician, comptroller of the U.S. Treasury (1811–1814), U.S. attorney general (1814–1817), and treasury secretary (1825–1829). Richard Rush was born in Philadelphia on August 29, 1780, the son of the famed physician and founding father Benjamin Rush. The younger Rush graduated from the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University) in 1817, read for the law, and commenced a law practice in Philadelphia in 1800. Rush soon earned the reputation as a gifted orator and successful trial lawyer. He became involved in Pennsylvania politics and began to make his opinions known on various issues of national importance, including the growing tensions between Britain and the United States. In 1811 he was named attorney general of Pennsylvania; just a few months later President James Madison appointed him comptroller of the Treasury, chiefly to curry the support of Pennsylvania voters.

After the War of 1812 began, Rush wrote a series of newspaper editorials in which he justified Madison’s decision to declare war and defended the conduct of the conflict. In January 1814 Madison offered Rush the position of treasury secretary, to replace Albert Gallatin who was heading to Europe for peace talks with the British. Rush demurred, claiming that the lack of a national bank would stymie his efforts in that position. Rush’s stance was ironic in that he had actively campaigned against the rechartering of the Bank of the United States in 1811. Madison then offered Rush the position of attorney general, which had been vacated by William Pinkney in February 1814. Rush jumped at the opportunity.

Rush busied himself with the drafting of Laws of the United States and played a central role in Madison’s cabinet. Rush took part in nearly all of the discussions involving the conduct of the war and the peace talks at Ghent, Belgium, and went on record as the only cabinet officer who was unwilling to drop the demand that the British stop the impressment of U.S. naval personnel.

When Washington was threatened by the British in the late summer of 1814, Rush advised the president and then accompanied him to Virginia when the decision was made to evacuate the city. After the British had quit the capital, Rush drafted a proclamation to be issued by the president to reassure Americans that the government remained in control and to denounce the savagery of British actions. In the autumn of 1814 the U.S. Congress held hearings surrounding the capture and evacuation of Washington, and Rush served as Madison’s chief spokesman and defender.

Rush remained the attorney general until October 1817, at which time he served as acting secretary of state in John Quincy Adam’s absence. In a very short span of time Rush negotiated the Rush-Bagot Agreement, which demilitarized the U.S.-Canadian border. Later that same year, Rush was named minister to Great Britain, a post he held until 1825. He was widely liked and admired  in London and helped facilitate several important treaties with the British, including the 1818 Anglo-American Convention. After being named treasury secretary in early 1825, Rush returned to Washington and assumed office in March. He served until March 1829. During his tenure he shored up support for the Second Bank of the United States and advocated higher tariffs to protect America’s nascent industrial base. He also pushed for the publication of better commercial statistics, which he used to fine-tune U.S. tariff policies.
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Richard Rush was a prominent Democratic Republican politician and diplomat. He was comptroller of the U.S. treasury (1811–1814) and attorney general (1814–1817). Briefly acting secretary of state in 1817, Rush negotiated the Rush-Bagot Agreement demilitarizing the U.S.-Canadian border. (Getty Images)


After leaving office in 1829 Rush remained engaged in national politics, undertook several diplomatic missions, and helped secure permanent funding for the Smithsonian Institution, for which he would later serve as a regent. In 1847 President James K. Polk appointed Rush minister to France, a post he held until 1849. He was the first foreign diplomat in Paris to recognize the new French Second Republic in 1848. Rush died in Philadelphia on July 30, 1859.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Rush-Bagot Agreement

Treaty negotiated between the United States and Great Britain designed chiefly to demilitarize the Great Lakes and Lake Champlain but also to improve relations between the two nations. The Rush-Bagot Agreement, signed in Washington, D.C., on April 18, 1817, was considered a follow-up to the December 1814 Treaty of Ghent, which officially ended the War of 1812. The agreement also set the stage for the Convention of 1818, another political-diplomatic arrangement between the United States and Great Britain. The Rush-Bagot Agreement was formally ratified by the U.S. Senate on April 28, 1818, and was named for Acting Secretary of State Richard Rush and British minister to the United States Sir Charles Bagot. The treaty signified a final rapprochement between the two nations that had been building since 1783 and had been interrupted, albeit temporarily, by the War of 1812.

The genesis of the Rush-Bagot Agreement can be found in the slowly improving relations between the British and Americans in the aftermath of the War of 1812 and John Quincy Adams’s January 1816 proposal that the two nations engage in disarmament talks along the U.S.-Canadian border. At the time Adams was the U.S. minister to Great Britain. By 1817, both nations had considerable military and naval assets in place on the Great Lakes and in upstate New York. The United States, however, enjoyed an advantage in naval strength, and the British realized that another war with the Americans would prove costly. Furthermore, trade between the two countries was burgeoning, so the time seemed right for a disarmament agreement. Preliminary talks had begun between Bagot and Secretary of State James Monroe but were concluded by Monroe’s successor, Rush.

The Rush-Bagot Agreement, which was actually a series of diplomatic notes between the two diplomats, provided for the virtual disarmament of the U.S.-Canadian border, principally on the Great Lakes. On Lake Ontario each side was limited to one 100-ton vessel armed with just one 18-pounder cannon; on the upper Great Lakes, each side was allowed two 100-ton vessels with one 18-pounder cannon; and on Lake Champlain, each side was permitted one 100-ton vessel with the same armament as those on the Great Lakes. This greatly reduced maritime competition along the border and lessened the likelihood of future regional conflict.

The agreement was followed up the next year by the Convention of 1818, which established the western boundary between British-held Canada and the United States at the 49th Parallel up to the Rocky Mountains. The 1818 agreement left the Oregon Territory open to settlement by both nations for a period of 10 years, however. The agreement also set U.S. fishing rights off Newfoundland and Labrador and allowed Russian mediation in the continuing controversy of African American slaves being held by the British in Canada. One gradual consequence of the treaty was the world’s longest undefended border, which continues to the present.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Russell, Jonathan

Birth Date: February 27, 1771

Death Date: February 17, 1832

American businessman, politician, diplomat, and member of the peace commission at Ghent. Jonathan Russell was born in Providence, Rhode Island, on February 27, 1771, and graduated from Brown University, intent on a legal career. Instead, he became engaged in foreign commerce.

A successful businessman, Russell was soon drawn to politics, supporting Thomas Jefferson during the pivotal election of 1800. Russell was rewarded for his efforts by being named customs collector at Bristol, Rhode Island. Ambitious for higher office, he courted powerful Democratic Republicans including Aaron Burr, Levi Lincoln, and Samuel Smith. In 1810 President James Madison named Russell, then in Hamburg on business, to be chargé d’affaires in Paris until a successor for John Armstrong, the retiring minister to France, arrived in 1811.

Russell’s tenure in Paris proved frustrating. Initially he believed that Emperor Napoleon I had rescinded the onerous Berlin and Milan Decrees. Only gradually did Russell realize the truth, that the French wanted an Anglo-American war, which would aid in their struggle in Europe.

In 1811 Russell was formally named chargé d’affaires, a post he held until 1812. To the consternation of the United States, the British government had neither abandoned its policy of impressment nor rescinded its Orders in Council, issues that had plagued the U.S.-British relationship since the 1790s. By late 1811 as Russell assumed his duties, the Madison administration was already embarked on a circuitous road to war. Hostilities commenced in the summer of 1812. Ironically, just before the American declaration of war and with Russell still in London, the English conditionally repealed the Orders in Council, but the news arrived in North America too late.

Madison now named Russell minister to Sweden, but his nomination was blocked by the Senate in July 1813. A year later, with peace negotiations potentially taking place in Sweden, the Senate reversed itself and approved Russell for the Swedish mission, which he held during 1814–1818. Russell was also named to the commission to negotiate peace with Britain, joining John Quincy Adams, James A. Bayard, Henry Clay, and Albert Gallatin. Still harboring political ambitions for the future, Russell allied himself with Clay and supported the Kentuckian in defending the rights of midwestern Americans. Russell ultimately joined with his fellow commissioners in signing the Treaty of Ghent on December 24, 1814.

Russell returned to America in 1818 after four years in Sweden fruitlessly pursuing compensation for American shipping losses in the Baltic during the Napoleonic Wars. Settling in Massachusetts, he won a seat in the U.S. House of Representatives, serving during 1821–1823 and allying himself with Clay. Russell’s congressional career was cut short, however, when he engaged in a vitriolic war of words with John Quincy Adams. In 1822 Russell accused Adams of having clandestinely bolstered British interests during the Treaty of Ghent negotiations. The pamphlet in which Russell made this claim was designed to bolster Clay’s presidential hopes. Instead it engendered the wrath of Adams, who wrote a series of scathing denunciations of Russell’s accusations and motivations, which all but ruined Russell’s reputation. Russell died in Milton, Massachusetts, on February 17, 1832.

Clifford L. Egan

See also

Adams, John Quincy; Diplomacy, U.S.; Ghent, Treaty of

Further Reading


Egan, Clifford L. Neither Peace nor War: Franco-American Relations, 1803–1812. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1983.

Linville, Twila M. “The Public Career of Jonathan Russell.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, Kent State University, 1971.




S

Sackets Harbor, Battle of

Start Date: May 28, 1813

End Date: May 29, 1813

Military engagement between American and British forces during May 28–29, 1813. Sackets Harbor, located in northwestern New York in the bay forming the mouth of the Black River on the southern shore of Lake Ontario, was critical to the control of that body of water and therefore the entire region. In an effort to control smuggling on the lake and enforce the Embargo Act of 1807, the United States had established a base at Sackets Harbor. Once war was declared against Great Britain, the number of personnel there rapidly increased. The speed and size of the buildup were such that the village soon became the American naval headquarters on the Great Lakes. Sackets Harbor also boasted a major shipyard, and the U.S. Army soon undertook the construction of defensive works to protect this base. Fort Tompkins southwest of the harbor mounted one 32-pounder cannon. North of the village and covering the eastern approach was the lesser defensive works of Fort Volunteer.

The campaign season of 1813 opened with the United States holding the upper hand in the Great Lakes. Unwilling to take on the main British base at Kingston, the American Lake Ontario Squadron under Commodore Isaac Chauncey raided York and then moved to capture Fort George on the Niagara River. At the same time, the British were not idle. A new naval commander, Commodore James Lucas Yeo, prepared a small fleet to move into Lake Ontario. Yeo and British ground forces commander Lieutenant General George Prevost realized that the Americans’ preoccupation with Fort George made Sackets Harbor vulnerable to attack. Although British resources were limited, Yeo and Prevost were reluctant to let this opportunity pass.

On the evening of May 27 some 800 soldiers crowded aboard the sloops Wolfe (24 guns), Royal George (24 guns), and Earl of Moira (18 guns) as well as 2 schooners, 2 gunboats, and some 30 bateaux for a descent on Sackets Harbor. A considerable number of Indians accompanied them in canoes. An American warship carried news of the British preparations to raid Sackets Harbor, where New York Militia brigadier general Jacob Brown assumed command on May 28. Brown commanded only 500 regulars and 250 volunteers, but he ordered signal guns fired to rally area militiamen, who joined other volunteers in supplementing the defenders, eventually totaling some 1,400 men. Brown planned to employ his largely untrained men on the beach to fire one or two volleys when the British landed and then withdraw them behind the regulars as a reserve.

Prevost meanwhile hoped to be off Sackets Harbor by dawn on May 28, but adverse winds prevented this, and by 2:00 p.m. he was still some 10 miles distant. Any hope of surprise having been lost, he decided to abandon the enterprise, but the winds shifted again, making return to Kingston difficult.

At this point fate intervened. Some of the Indians allied to the British, having scouted the vicinity in their canoes, discovered 19 bateaux proceeding down the lake shore carrying reinforcements, most of whom were raw recruits, from Oswego to Sackets Harbor. Supported by the British gunboats, the Indians attacked near Stony Point in Henderson Bay. In the ensuing Battle of Henderson Bay, the Americans lost some 35 men killed and many others wounded, while 115 surrendered. The British also secured 12 of the bateaux. Seven others carrying 100 men under Major Thomas Aspinwall, 9th U.S. Infantry, managed to reach Sackets Harbor.

The outcome of the Battle of Henderson Bay caused Yeo to decide in favor of an attack, and his ships were back off Sackets Harbor that evening. At 1:00 a.m. on May 29 the British began disembarking, although delays postponed the actual landing until daylight. The British troops first landed on the 24-acre Horse Island, where Brown had expected them to come ashore. The British came under heavy musket fire as well as fire from a 6-pounder field piece. Their landing was successful, however, and Brown withdrew the defending militia. Once the landing force was fully assembled, Prevost ordered it across a ford to the mainland about a mile southwest of the harbor. Brown had about 500 men in position to receive them. Employing the bayonet, the British forced the ford but came under fire from the 32-pounder firing at long range from Fort Tompkins.

[image: image]

The retreat of British forces following their attack on Sackets Harbor, New York, during May 28–29, 1813. (Mahan, A. T., Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812. vol. 2, 1905.)

The militia now fled, spoiling Brown’s plans for a well-aimed volley or two at close range against the British. In vain Brown tried to rally them. Prevost then swung to his left, aiming for the town and dockyard, but almost immediately encountered American regulars under Aspinwall and Major Arthur P. Hayne, who gave ground only slowly, falling back to prepared defenses where they were able to regroup with some field guns. There they repulsed every British attempt to storm the town.

Although Prevost and Yeo, who had gone ashore with the invasion force, hoped to conduct a joint attack, the British squadron was unable to close within effective firing range on the town. Meanwhile, U.S. Navy acting lieutenant John Drury, informed by fugitives that the battle was lost, as agreed previously set fire to the General Pike, a 28-gun sloop on the stocks ready for launching, as well as the brig Duke of Gloucester, a prize from the earlier raid on York and substantial quantities of naval supplies, an action that greatly angered Brown.

Prevost, however, now found himself wedged against a stubborn American defensive line and an increasingly determined American militia force threatening his flank and rear. All British attempts to drive the Americans from their defensive position and the barracks being repelled, Prevost decided that it was time to withdraw.

Prevost claimed in his official report that his retreat was accomplished in good order, but eyewitness accounts suggest otherwise. British losses were reported as 48 killed, 195 wounded, and 16 missing, more than one-quarter of his force. American losses for both days of fighting, including Henderson Bay, came to 56 killed, 85 wounded, and 154 taken prisoner. The Americans were able to salvage the General Pike. The Duke of Gloucester was totally destroyed, but it was in poor repair and thus was not a major loss. More grievous was the quantity of naval supplies destroyed, amounting to perhaps $500,000. Prevost soon found himself the object of attack in Canada for his failure at Sackets Harbor.

Patrick R. Jennings and Spencer C. Tucker
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Sackets Harbor, New York

Village in western New York on the eastern shore of Lake Ontario that served as an important U.S. Army and Navy base of operations during the War of 1812. Augustus Sackett, a land developer, founded the village in 1801. After the American Revolution, Canadians and Americans quickly developed a vigorous smuggling trade across Lake Ontario, and the U.S. government stationed military forces in the area to reduce the illegal trade. As tensions increased with Great Britain after 1807, the United States increased its military forces at Sackets Harbor. The navy built a major shipyard and established its headquarters for the Great Lakes there. The army constructed fortifications and defense works to defend the village and shipyard. By the spring of 1813 the army had about 5,200 men in the village; the navy had 3,000 men at the shipyard. The shipyard workers built 11 warships to oppose the Royal Navy on the Great Lakes, a significant contribution to U.S. naval success and the continued U.S. control of Lake Erie during the war. Because of the shipyard’s strategic value, the British made two attempts to seize the village and its shipyard on July 24, 1812, and May 29, 1813. Both were unsuccessful.

In 1814 the U.S. Navy established several schools to train midshipmen at Sackets Harbor and operated the shipyard until 1874. In 1848 the navy constructed a new naval station there, which after 1884 was used mostly for training. The U.S. Army continued to use its facilities at Sackets Harbor until after World War II.
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Salaberry, Charles-Michel d’Irumberry de

Birth Date: November 19, 1778

Death Date: February 27, 1829

British Army officer. Charles-Michel d’Irumberry de Salaberry was born at Beaufort, Quebec, on November 19, 1778. His father, a French Canadian by birth, fought for the British during the American Revolutionary War and afterward gained prominence in the colony. Young de Salaberry met Prince Edward Augustus (fourth son of King George III) while the prince was stationed at Quebec with his regiment during the early 1790s and became one of his close acquaintances. With Edward’s help, in 1793 de Salaberry, who already had experience as a volunteer in the 44th Regiment of Foot, entered the British Army at age 14 as an ensign in the 60th Regiment of Foot. He joined the regiment in the West Indies and immediately distinguished himself in battle, whereupon he obtained a lieutenancy in August 1794.

De Salaberry’s affiliation with Edward, who remained in Canada, continued over the next years, but for lack of funds his promotions were slow in coming, and he did not obtain a captaincy until 1803. In 1805 he and two of his brothers went to join Edward, now the Duke of Kent, in England, and the next year de Salaberry joined the 5th Battalion of the 60th Foot, a rifle-equipped light infantry regiment under the command of Colonel Francis Rottenburg. When sent by the duke to open a recruiting station, de Salaberry temporarily came under the command of Sir George Prevost, who took a dislike to him and interfered with his efforts. De Salaberry rejoined the 5th Battalion in Ireland and was with it during the 1809 Walcheren campaign in the Netherlands. Lately promoted to major general, Rottenburg made de Salaberry his aide-de-camp and took him along when he joined the Canadian staff at Quebec. In June 1811 de Salaberry received a brevet commission as major.

With war looming, de Salaberry proposed the raising of specialized militia units and received praise for his efforts from Prevost, who had taken over as commander in chief of British North America. Enlistments went well, but de Salaberry was unhappy when Prevost promoted him to lieutenant colonel of the militia rather than in the army in April 1812, and he had to wait until the following January for a similar rank in the Voltigeurs Canadiens, a regiment of regulars that he had raised.

As a commander, de Salaberry was demanding and temperamental and was such a stern disciplinarian that some of his officers and men left his regiment. De Salaberry’s unit proved itself early in the war by fighting off an American force during the raid on LaColle in November 1812, but its commander was later infuriated when he learned that Prevost’s dispatch regarding the affair omitted his name and gave credit to his own adjutant general Edward Baynes and Rottenburg, neither of whom had been present.

Dissatisfied with his circumstances, de Salaberry considered resigning, but he remained on duty and ended up stopping the invasion attempt by Major General Wade Hampton on October 26, 1813, at Châteauguay, Lower Canada. De Salaberry managed this by hurriedly preparing defensive works and by thoughtfully distributing his limited numbers to oppose Hampton’s two-pronged attack. It was a glorious moment for de Salaberry and one that later achieved mythic proportions, but he was once more disappointed by the wording of Prevost’s report on the battle and the lack of recognition accorded him by the provincial government. Realizing that as a Catholic he would not be promoted to general, he again considered resignation, asking his father to mediate the situation for him. The assembly voted thanks to him in the winter of 1814, and Prevost appointed him inspecting officer of militia in April, after which de Salaberry gave up command of the Voltigeurs. He soon learned that Prevost had criticized him in dispatches to England and abruptly submitted his resignation. The Duke of Kent caught wind of this, however, and intercepted the letter.

De Salaberry held his post as inspector until February 1815 and went on half pay the following July. After the war he enjoyed public recognition for his war service, including a knighthood in 1817, and he entered public office as a senior councillor along with his father. De Salaberry expanded his landholdings and was part of a company that built the De Salaberry, one of the early steamships on the St. Lawrence River. Admired by those who knew him, de Salaberry’s reputation as a French Canadian of great merit grew after his death, which came suddenly at Chambly, Quebec, on February 27, 1829.
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Sandy Creek, Battle of

Event Date: May 30, 1814

Engagement between British and American forces and their Oneida allies at Sandy Creek in northwestern New York state on May 30, 1814. With the exception of timber, virtually everything needed to construct warships at the U.S. shipyard at Sackets Harbor on Lake Ontario came from the Brooklyn Navy Yard. Getting the supplies and equipment to Sackets Harbor was an arduous task, given the poor state of the roads. The last leg of the journey, 40 miles by water from Oswego, New York, was especially dangerous, for Royal Navy commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo’s warships, operating from the Galloo Islands in Lake Ontario, actively patrolled the lake, especially the waters between Oswego and Sackets Harbor.

In late May 1814 Commodore Isaac Chauncey ordered Master Commandant Melancthon T. Woolsey at Oswego to transport 21 long 32-pounders, 10 12-pounders, 3 42-pounder carronades, and 10 heavy rope cables to Sackets Harbor. These supplies had arrived at the Oswego River from the Brooklyn Yard and were to be used in outfitting the brigs Jefferson and Jones and the frigates Superior and Mohawk, then nearing completion.

On the evening of May 28 Woolsey saw his chance to slip past the British, and 19 bateaux loaded with the guns and cables proceeded out into Lake Ontario. Some 150 soldiers of the 1st Regiment of Riflemen under Major Daniel Appling accompanied the bateaux to provide fire support if needed. En route they were joined by 120 allied Oneida warriors in canoes. The men rowed for 12 hours and on the next day put in to Sandy Creek and anchored about 2 miles up the winding, narrow waterway. One of the bateaux with two 24-pounders, however, separated from the rest. The British discovery of it alerted Yeo to the operation, who then dispatched Captain Stephen Popham and 7 small warships and some 200 Royal Marines and seamen in an attempt to capture the valuable cargo. Suspecting that their mission had been compromised, Woolsey and Appling landed and prepared a defense. Woolsey sent a message to Sackets Harbor, some 16 miles distant, seeking reinforcements, while Appling’s men established hidden firing positions. Early the following morning, May 30, a company of American light dragoons with two 6-pounder guns arrived from Sackets Harbor, and Appling integrated these reinforcements into his defensive scheme.

At approximately 10:00 a.m. on May 30 Popham’s gunboats approached in single file as far as they could up Sandy Creek, with the British commander then landing a shore party to close on the American vessels. When the British marines and seamen came within about 50 yards of the hidden American position, Appling’s marksmen opened fire. Their fire was extremely accurate, and within minutes dozens of British lay dead or wounded. The Americans and the Oneidas then charged. Popham, unable to mount a credible defense, surrendered following a 20-minute fight. The Americans also captured three gunboats, two cutters, and a gig. In personnel, the British losses were 14 killed and 143 taken prisoner, including some 55 wounded. American losses were only 1 killed (an Oneida warrior) and 1 wounded.

Woolsey subsequently secured wagons to move the guns and nine of the cables to Sackets Harbor. The largest cable weighed nearly five tons and was 19–22 inches in circumference and 300 feet long. No wagon could be found to transport such a load. However, Colonel Allen Clark’s 55th Regiment of New York Militia volunteered to carry it overland on their shoulders. They entered the American naval base in triumph 30 hours after departing the scene of the battle and were rewarded with a barrel of whiskey and bonus pay.

Richard V. Barbuto and Spencer C. Tucker
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Sault Ste. Marie

See St. Marys River, Canadian-U.S. Border

Savary, Jean Baptiste

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: ca. 1822

One of the first, if not the first, documented African American officers in U.S. military service. Little is known of Jean Baptiste Savary’s early life or the circumstances of his birth except that he was a native of Santo Domingo. As a young man, Savary enlisted in the military force raised on Santo Domingo by the French Republic in June 1793. He was thereafter a strong supporter of revolutionary ideals. Savary fought against the slave uprising that had begun in January 1792 and rose to officer rank; he and his family were among the many thousands of people who fled Santo Domingo after the victory by former slaves. He reached New Orleans by 1809 and became an associate of the pirates Jean and Pierre Lafitte.

When U.S. Army major general Andrew Jackson arrived in New Orleans in December 1814, raising an effective military force to meet the expected British invasion was his highest priority. In 1812 the Louisiana legislature had authorized a black militia battalion with white officers, reviving an old Spanish institution. In December 1814 Savary approached Jackson about raising a second battalion of free blacks, but the general at first declined the offer. As the British Army approached, however, Jackson allowed Savary to organize a unit. By December 19 Savary had enlisted 256 men, nearly all veterans of the fighting on Santo Domingo. Jackson appointed Savary a major. Because many whites were uneasy with a unit of armed blacks led by black officers, Jackson placed both the 1st and 2nd Battalions of Free Men of Color under white Colonel Jean Michel Fortier of the Louisiana Militia. Savary’s men were armed with muskets that had been repaired after being declared unfit for use.

When British troops were discovered within eight miles of New Orleans on December 23, the 2nd Battalion was among the first U.S. troops who carried out a night attack against them at Villeré Plantation. Savary’s men distinguished themselves in the fighting that inflicted heavy casualties on the advancing British.

Although repelled, this U.S. attack nonetheless forced the British to delay their attack until January 8, 1815, which became known as the Battle of New Orleans. On that day Savary’s battalion was placed in reserve. When the first British assault was beaten back, the battalion made an unauthorized advance. It forced the rallying British line back, however, contributing to the U.S. victory. Savary’s battalion suffered 1 dead and 13 wounded. After the battle the free blacks searched the battlefield, bringing in wounded. British snipers fired on them, killing 1 and wounding 3. An angry Savary then took a company out to dislodge the British marksmen. They were successful but suffered another 10 casualties.

In his report Jackson specifically praised the free blacks for their service. However, the white citizens of New Orleans demanded that they be removed from the city as soon as the British threat had ended. Savary complied, but he soon left the army. He spent most of the remaining years of his life working with revolutionaries in Mexico. Savary died sometime in 1822 or afterward in New Orleans.
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Sawyer, Sir Herbert

Birth Date: ca. 1762

Death Date: November 13, 1833

British admiral and commander in chief of the Halifax Station between 1810 and 1812. Born in either 1762 or 1763, little is known of Herbert Sawyer’s early years. His father (also named Herbert Sawyer) was a naval officer of some standing, perhaps best known for capturing a Spanish treasure ship in 1762. During the American Revolutionary War, the elder Sawyer held the rank of post captain and took his son to sea. Showing promise, the younger Sawyer became a lieutenant on December 9, 1780, and a commander on January 14, 1783. At the end of the American Revolution, the younger Sawyer commanded the sloop Porcupine at Jamaica. He was promoted to post captain on February 3, 1789. With the outbreak of war with France in 1793, Sawyer assumed command of the frigate Amphion. In 1794 he received command of a ship of the line, and for the next six years he commanded a series of such warships, primarily in the North Sea and the Channel Fleets.

Later appointed to superintend the payments of ships at Plymouth, Sawyer held this administrative position until promoted to rear admiral on October 2, 1807. In late 1810 he succeeded Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren as commander on the Halifax Station. Advanced to vice admiral on August 1, 1811, Sawyer remained in command of the Halifax Station as relations between Britain and the United States steadily deteriorated. In particular, he had to mitigate hostility following the clash between the U.S. Navy frigate President and the Royal Navy ship sloop Little Belt in May 1811.

In late June 1812 the British frigate Belvidera arrived at Halifax after a running battle with an American squadron under Commodore John Rodgers. This was Sawyer’s first intimation that the United States had declared war. Sawyer had only 23 widely scattered warships. During the course of the next three months, he managed British naval deployments, transitioning his command from a secondary theater bent on policing the region to fighting the United States.

Although the British lost several warships under Sawyer’s watch, most notably the frigate Guerriere, the results could have been far worse for Britain. When British leadership in London learned of war with the United States, they appointed Admiral Warren to command the Halifax, Leeward Islands, and Jamaica Stations. The intention was to keep Sawyer in command at Halifax as Warren’s subordinate. When Sawyer learned of this in late September 1812, he received permission to return to England on account of ill health. In late 1813 Sawyer assumed command of the station at Cork in Ireland. This command proved particularly important for countering American attacks on British commerce around Ireland that became endemic in 1814. Made knight commander of the Bath in 1815, Sawyer was promoted to full admiral on May 27, 1825, but remained without a command until his death at Bath on November 13, 1833.
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Scalping

The practice of removing the skin—or scalp—from an enemy’s skull with the hair still attached. In the early modern imagination, no act of violence typified the brutal nature of North American Indian warfare more than scalping. Although generally performed on the bodies of those who had been killed, the operation in itself was not always fatal. Occasionally a lucky victim left for dead and scalped on the battlefield survived to tell of his or her experience. If the bone tissue regenerated properly, which was not always the case, a scalping victim could live a long and productive life.

Although there have been allegations that scalping originated with European newcomers, archaeological evidence has firmly established that the custom was widely practiced among the indigenous peoples of the Americas during the pre-Columbian period. The earliest reference to scalping in the historical record can be found in the writings of the French explorer Jacques Cartier. Spanish explorers encountered similar practices around the same period in what is today the southeastern United States. The renewed French, English, and Dutch explorations of the early 17th century produced additional reports of scalping among most, if not all, of the native peoples of the eastern North American woodlands.

It is clear that the act of scalping had profound meaning in Native American thought. A substitute for decapitation, it secured not only a physical victory but also a spiritual victory over an opponent. Although the highly ritualized integration of the scalp within local belief systems varied from one native group to the next, the basic elements seem universal. A warrior cried out immediately after removing a scalp and sang a special song when he returned to his village. The flayed skins were then stretched on hoops and dried. They were often carefully painted and decorated, later to be used in dances and ceremonies. These grisly trophies could also be worn about the body and displayed in cabins and on palisades.

To appreciate the significance of scalping to Native Americans, it should be understood that the head, and by extension its skin, was widely believed in indigenous cultures to be a repository of vital energy. Accordingly, the scalp was much more than a mere war trophy; it was the embodiment of the victim. The scalp thus served as an acceptable substitute for a living captive and could be a replacement for a dead relative.

Contemporary observers conditioned by European notions of war as well as later historians persisted in viewing the custom of scalping as a testament to the cruel and barbaric nature of American Indians. Yet beginning in the late 17th century, many colonists took up the practice themselves. And colonial governments resolved to subsidize the practice by offering scalp bounties. Not surprisingly, the complex indigenous cultural meanings were lost on the newcomers. From their perspective, a scalp offered little more than evidence that an enemy had been killed. By the close of the 18th century scalping became a widespread practice among both warriors and white Europeans.

During the War of 1812 U.S. newspapers condemned the British for allegedly supporting the scalping of Americans by their Indian allies, yet both sides were guilty of the practice. In 1812, for example, U.S. Army brigadier general Alexander Smyth offered bounties for Indian scalps.

Scalping remained a part of warfare throughout the Indian Wars, including the Creek War, but was effectively ended when those conflicts came to a conclusion in 1890.
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Schooner

Ship type. The Scottish phrase “to scon” or “to scoon” is said to have meant skipping over the water like a stone, a description suitable for a well-built, well-handled schooner. Ships of this type had two masts and a bowsprit and various arrangement of sails, sometimes only fore and aft, others with a square topsail and topgallant sail on the foremast and, sometimes, with similar square sails set on the taller main mast as well.

The Royal Navy had classes of schooners that varied from as large a vessel as one with a nearly 87-foot long main deck and mounting 16 carronades to as small as a 55-foot long decked schooner with only 4 or 6 guns. Only a handful of Royal Navy schooners saw service on the American coasts during the War of 1812.

The U.S. Navy had a number of schooners on its list, but all except one were rerigged as brigs. The schooner Carolina, acquired in 1812 and commissioned the next year, was stationed in South Carolina and was later sent to New Orleans to participate in actions against the pirates in Barataria Bay, Louisiana, on September 16, 1814. It blew up from British hot shot at New Orleans, on December 27. Of 230 tons, it measured nearly 90 feet long on its gun deck, with a beam of about 24 feet and a hold of 11 feet. Rated to be manned by a crew of 100, it carried 3 9-pounder long guns and 12 12-pounder carronades.

Schooners were continuously involved during the naval activities on the Great Lakes. Since the fore and aft rig only required a small crew, the Provincial Marine had operated schooners for decades. The General Hunter, for example, was originally rigged as a schooner after it was launched in 1805 at Amherstburg. It measured only 54 feet on its deck but was intended to carry 10 small guns in time of hostilities.

When the war began, both sides acquired merchant schooners and fitted them out for war service. The British added only a handful of schooners, the best known of these being the Governor Simcoe (later renamed the Sir Sidney Smith and then the Magnet). In 1813 at Kingston, it mounted 2 12-pounder long guns and 10 32-pounder carronades. By that summer U.S. Navy commodore Isaac Chauncey had 12 schooners in his Lake Ontario squadron, but nearly all of them were armed with 1 or 2 24- or 32-pounder long guns on swivel carriages, known as circles. Having been merchant vessels and overburdened by the guns and increased crews, the American schooners did not keep up with Chauncey’s newly built naval vessels, a problem also experienced by Master Commandant Oliver Perry with his squadron on Lake Erie. Even when Commodore Sir James Yeo managed to capture two of Chauncey’s schooners, he kept them in his line of battle only briefly due to their poor sailing abilities.

Schooners proved to be among the best-built and best-handled privateering vessels during the war, however. One of the best known was the American privateer Chasseur, built along the popular lines of the Baltimore clipper. It measured 115 feet on the upper deck and 26 feet abeam and mounted 6 9-pounder long guns and 8 18-pounder carronades. With a crew of more than 100 men, the Chasseur was credited with taking 18 prizes worth about $220,000, one of which was the unique capture of HMS St. Lawrence of 13 guns near Cuba in February 1815.
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Scorpion and Tigress, Captures of

Event Dates: September 3 and 6, 1814

On the orders of Secretary of the Navy William Jones, in the spring of 1814 Captain Arthur Sinclair took command of the U.S. squadron on the upper Great Lakes at Erie, Pennsylvania. Sinclair was to act independently of Commodore Isaac Chauncey. In June, Sinclair learned that his main mission was to recapture Mackinac Island and gain full control of the upper Great Lakes. He set out later that month with a military detachment of 750 officers and men in the brig sloops Lawrence and Niagara, the brig Caledonia, and the schooners Scorpion and Tigress, all of which had participated in the American victory in the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813. Sinclair’s plan was to capture the British post at Mackinac Island in Lake Huron.

The attack at Mackinac on August 4, 1814, failed, but afterward Sinclair sailed into Georgian Bay and then on August 14 found and destroyed the schooner Nancy, which had supplied the British post at Mackinac. He then set course for home, leaving Lieutenant Daniel Turner and Sailing Master Stephen Champlin, commanders of the Scorpion and Tigress, with orders to watch over the passageways from Georgian Bay into Lake Huron for flotillas of British boats carrying supplies.

The Nancy had been destroyed at the British depot on the Nottawasaga River at the southern edge of Georgian Bay. That ship’s commander, Royal Navy lieutenant Miller Worsley, returned to the Nottawasaga shortly after Sinclair’s departure. He and his crew of 22 officers and seamen and a handful of voyagers, with two bateaux and a canoe loaded with supplies, set out on August 18 for Mackinac. Six days later the boats reached the island of St. Joseph near the northern shore of Lake Huron and by the mouth of the St. Mary River, which flows down from Lake Superior; Sinclair’s men had destroyed the British fur-trading post at Sault Ste. Marie. Worsley could see the American schooners in the distance.

Under cover of darkness on August 29, Worsley slipped down to Mackinac, where he informed the commander, Lieutenant Colonel Robert McDouall. Together they formulated a plan to capture the schooners, and on September 1 Worsley set out with his seamen, nearly 60 officers and men of the Royal Newfoundland Regiment of Fencibles under Lieutenant Andrew Bulger, some Indian Department officers, and approximately 200 native warriors, all in bateaux and canoes. They then hid themselves at Drummond Island, seven miles southwest of St. Joseph.

Following a careful reconnaissance, Worsley embarked with the seamen and soldiers in four bateaux late on September 3, 1814, to seize the Tigress, anchored near St. Joseph. The Tigress had a single 24-pounder long gun mounted on a swivel carriage, or circle, and a crew of about 32 men, many of whom were soldiers of the 17th U.S. Infantry. The British approached the schooner from both sides and got within 10 yards of it when they were discovered and the Americans opened fire. They attackers stormed aboard and, following a fight with small arms at close quarters, they quickly overwhelmed the crew. American casualties were 4 killed and 4 wounded (including Sailing Master Champlain, who was severely wounded). British casualties were 1 killed and 7 wounded. Worsley quickly took control of the Tigress and sent the captives to Mackinac.

The next day, September 4, Worsley was preparing to set sail in search of the Scorpion, which was armed with two long guns (a 12-pounder and a 24-pounder) on swivel mounts, when the schooner appeared in the distance. It anchored about two miles off 24 hours later.

Before dawn on September 6 the British slipped down in the Tigress upon the other schooner, fired the long gun at it, and then ran alongside it and swarmed aboard. Again the capture was quick and simple. In the brief fight that followed, the Americans had 2 men killed and 2 wounded; the British sustained only 1 man wounded. Lieutenant Turner and 35 men (most of them infantry) became prisoners of war. With his second prize vessel in three days, Lieutenant Worsley sailed down to Mackinac, having effectively destroyed Captain Sinclair’s last attempt at controlling the upper Great Lakes.

The Royal Navy brought the schooners into its service, renaming them the Confiance (Tigress) and Surprise (Scorpion). They were employed on the upper Great Lakes until the signing of the Rush-Bagot Agreement in 1817, when they were put into ordinary at the small naval depot at the mouth of the Grand River on Lake Erie. There they slowly decayed.

Robert Malcomson
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Scott, Hercules

Birth Date: Unknown

Death Date: August 15, 1814

British Army officer. Nothing is known about the circumstances of Hercules Scott’s birth or early years. He joined the 42nd Regiment of Foot in July 1793 and within a year was a captain in the 78th Regiment of Foot. He advanced to major in May 1800 and was posted to South Africa. He was brevetted to lieutenant colonel on January 1, 1805, and three years later was appointed commanding officer of the 103rd Regiment of Foot, then stationed in Ireland. In 1812 Scott and his regiment were sent to Lower Canada.

In September 1812 Scott received the local rank of colonel. In April 1813 he received command of two light infantry battalions. In July 1813, he was appointed garrison commander at Île aux Noix on the Richelieu River. In early November he was ordered to Cornwall in Upper Canada with part of the 103rd Regiment to help stop Major General James Wilkinson’s army that was moving down the St. Lawrence River toward Montreal. Following the American defeat at Crysler’s Farm (November 11, 1813), Wilkinson moved his army into winter quarters at French Mills, New York. During February 14–24, 1814, Scott led 1,300 British and Canadian troops on a raid against nearby American camps. Facing no opposition, he was able to return with a large quantity of munitions, provisions, and equipment.

In June 1814 Scott and the 103rd Regiment were sent into the Niagara Peninsula to join the British right division under Major General Phineas Riall. The 103rd Regiment had seen little action to this point and suffered from poor discipline, largely due to being employed on labor duties, while Scott was often away on staff duties and unable to supervise his battalion. Scott soon received command of a 1,700-man brigade that included three regular regiments. Then in early July 1814 a large force of Americans invaded the Niagara Peninsula.

On July 25 when Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond ordered the right division concentrated at Lundy’s Lane, Scott conducted a 12-mile forced march that brought his brigade onto the field just prior to an American assault on the British center. The Americans captured the British guns, and the battle continued as the British attempted to retake the guns. The battle ended at midnight with both armies exhausted. The next day the Americans withdrew, eventually arriving at Fort Erie on the southern end of the peninsula.

Scott now participated in the siege of Fort Erie. When the British attacked the fort on August 15, he led the northernmost column comprising 750 men, mostly from the 103rd Regiment of Foot. As they approached the American defenses, a small battery under Lieutenant David Bates Douglas, Scott was mortally wounded. The 103rd Regiment pressed on but was ultimately repulsed. Scott was one of 905 British soldiers lost that eventful night.

John R. Grodzinski
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Scott, Winfield

Birth Date: June 13, 1786

Death Date: May 28, 1866

U.S. Army general. Born at Laurel Branch near Petersburg, Virginia, on June 13, 1786, Winfield Scott briefly attended the College of William and Mary (1805) and then read for the law. In the aftermath of the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair of June 22, 1807, Scott enlisted in a Virginia cavalry troop. In 1808 he secured an army commission as a captain of artillery in 1808 and was assigned to New Orleans. Following a direct letter to President Thomas Jefferson in which Scott sharply criticized the demonstrated incompetence of his commanding officer, Brigadier General James Wilkinson, Scott was suspended without pay for a year during 1809–1810. He then returned to Virginia for a year and spent his time studying various European military texts. Scott arrived back in New Orleans during 1811–1812 to serve under Brigadier General Wade Hampton. Scott was promoted to lieutenant colonel of the 2nd U.S. Artillery in July 1812. For several months into the war he served near Philadelphia under Colonel George Izard, the army’s only officer with European training, and from him Scott acquired his first brush with military professionalism. With two of the army’s best drillmasters at their head, the 2nd U.S. Artillery quickly acquired the reputation of an elite fighting unit.

Assigned to the Niagara frontier that autumn, Scott saw combat at the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, where he distinguished himself and was taken prisoner. Exchanged, he was promoted to colonel to succeed Izard in March 1813. Scott subsequently led the successful attack on Fort George, Ontario, on May 27, during which he was slightly wounded. Promoted to brigadier general in March 1814, Scott led a brigade in Major General Jacob Brown’s left division and through the spring instituted one of the army’s first systematic training regimens at Buffalo, New York. Scott then accompanied Brown during the invasion of Niagara, distinguishing himself in the Battle of Chippawa on July 5 and the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, where he was wounded twice. His performance in these hard-fought contests, whereby U.S. forces finally approximated British regulars, made him a national hero and won him the thanks of Congress, a gold medal, and a brevet promotion to major general.

In 1815 Scott wrote the drill manual Infantry Tactics, which became the standard on the subject in the U.S. Army for a generation. He also traveled twice to Europe to study the successful military establishments there. In 1829 he assumed command of the Eastern Division. Scott’s astute diplomacy helped smooth relations with South Carolina in the Nullification Crisis in 1832 and with Britain over the U.S.-Canadian border in 1838 and 1839. He was also heavily involved in Native American affairs, negotiating the Treaty of Fort Armstrong with the Sauks and Foxes in September 1832, commanding U.S. forces against the Seminoles in 1836, and overseeing the Cherokee removal in 1838. He also engaged in a bitter rivalry with Major General Edmund P. Gaines over the issue of seniority, so much so that following the death of General Brown in 1828, President John Quincy Adams passed by both men to appoint Alexander Macomb as the army’s new senior officer.

In July 1841 Scott succeeded Major General Alexander Macomb as commanding general of the U.S. Army with the rank of permanent major general. During the Mexican-American War (1846–1848) Scott planned and then executed out the march to Mexico City, beginning with an amphibious landing at Veracruz on March 9, 1847. Moving through hostile territory, often short of supplies, outnumbered by his opponents, and plagued by political generals, Scott conducted a brilliant campaign of maneuver. He won a series of victories (Cerro Gordo, Puebla, Contreras, Churubusco, Molino del Rey, and Chapultepec) and then occupied Mexico City. He also ignored President James K. Polk’s orders to recommence fighting and secured peace with Mexico at Guadalupe Hidalgo on February 2, 1848.

Scott’s performance in the war brought the thanks of Congress and the enmity of President Polk. Scott returned to the United States in April 1848 to find that the president had ordered an inquiry into Scott’s relationship with his subordinate commanders in the war, especially Major General Gideon Pillow, a political appointee. Although Scott was exonerated, the inquiry ruined his chance at the presidency. Running as the Whig candidate in 1852, he carried only four states against Democrat Franklin Pierce.

Brevetted lieutenant general in 1855, Scott was sent west by President Pierce to end tensions with the British over the Puget Sound area and specifically settle a dispute over San Juan Island. As sectional tension threatened to erupt into violence in 1860, Scott urged President James Buchanan to make preparations for war. Too old himself, Scott tried to persuade fellow Virginian colonel Robert E. Lee to accept the field command of the Union Army. Lee declined, and Scott functioned as the senior army officer for several months into the American Civil War. In this capacity he developed the strategic plan to impose a naval blockade of the Confederate coasts while training a large army and then operate with the navy to bisect the South along its great rivers. This so-called Anaconda Plan ultimately brought victory.

After 54 years in military service and the longest tenure as a general officer in U.S. history, Scott retired from the army in November 1861 and was succeeded by the ambitious General George McClellan. Scott moved to West Point, New York, where he wrote his memoirs and died on May 28, 1866. Known as “Old Fuss and Feathers,” Scott loved military decorum and display. A brilliant trainer, careful planner, consummate strategist, successful diplomat, and highly effective field commander, he ranks as one of the most important military leaders in U.S. military history.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Second American Revolution

The phrase “Second American Revolution” refers to the War of 1812, which in many Americans’ minds was the second conflict fought against the British to more fully secure America’s independence. The American Revolution had secured de jure independence by 1783, but it had not resolved many of the problems in British-American relations. These problems included increasing trade restrictions on the high seas, the impressment of U.S. sailors and merchantmen, British incitement of Indian violence in the Old Northwest Territory, and the failure of Great Britain to relinquish posts in the northern Midwest and near the Canadian border. By pushing for war in 1812, many Americans sought to vindicate their national character and demonstrate their willingness to oppose Great Britain’s perceived bullying tactics.

Diplomatic maneuverings that began during the Thomas Jefferson administration, which included a series of ineffective trade embargoes aimed at the British and French, failed to stop impressment and infringements on America’s neutral shipping rights. Indeed, many of these diplomatic tools brought far more harm than good by crippling the U.S. economy. By 1812 many Democratic Republicans, including the War Hawks in Congress, were clamoring for war, arguing that only a second war with Great Britain would redress U.S. grievances and force the British to respect America’s sovereignty. In effect, many now argued that a de facto second American revolution had to be waged in order to guarantee the nation’s security.

The war was not unanimously accepted, however, even at the onset. Many Federalists opposed the conflict on various grounds, mostly ideological and economic. A number of northeastern states, especially those in New England, obliquely threatened to secede because of their opposition to the war, which had decimated their commercial interests. National spirits were also greatly buoyed by the victories at Baltimore, Lake Champlain, and New Orleans, which were as welcome as they were unexpected. These further fanned the flames of a nascent nationalism. In the end, the war ushered in the demise of the Federalists and the so-called Era of Good Feelings, during which the nation finally seemed politically united. Although the United States ended the conflict with the status quo ante bellum in terms of territory (except for the addition of Mobile), the British never again seriously hampered U.S. shipping, virtually abandoned its impressment policies, stopped inciting Indian violence against U.S. citizens, and abandoned all occupied military posts located in American territory.

The Second American Revolution ultimately spurred the development of American manufacturing and the development of a national railroad network, which were important parts of statesman Henry Clay’s American System. The war also produced enduring national heroes such as William Henry Harrison, Andrew Jackson, and Winfield Scott. The United States turned inward after 1815 in an attempt to eschew entanglements with European powers and to concentrate on its own internal development. Finally, the war instilled in Americans a considerable sense of pride and self-esteem, which was a natural by-product of having fought the world’s greatest power to a draw. In sum, the War of 1812 was an important rite of passage for the United States, one that transcended the military blunders and disasters it engendered.

John H. Barnhill and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Secord, Laura Ingersoll

Birth Date: September 13, 1775

Death Date: October 17, 1868

Iconic Canadian heroine during the War of 1812. Laura Ingersoll was born on September 13, 1775, in Great Barrington, Massachusetts. Her father had been a Loyalist volunteer during the American Revolutionary War who later moved his large family to Queenston in Upper Canada after receiving a township grant there. Laura Ingersoll married a young Queenston merchant and Loyalist, James Secord, who later became a sergeant in the 13th Lincoln Militia during the War of 1812.

On June 12, 1813, Laura Secord overheard news of a planned American attack on Beaver Dams in the Niagara Peninsula, designed to break the strategic stalemate and capture British lieutenant James FitzGibbon’s force. Because her husband had been seriously wounded in the Battle of Queenston Heights, Secord set out on foot to warn FitzGibbon herself, traveling what would have been a 12-mile journey had she followed the direct route. Fearful of being stopped by American guards along the way, however, she embarked on a circuitous route before entering a Native American camp. Eventually a warrior led her to FitzGibbon. Aided by Secord’s intelligence, British and allied Indian forces attacked and secured a victory at the June 24, 1813, Battle of Beaver Dams, although in the official records there was no mention at the time of Secord or her efforts.

After the war Secord petitioned the British government tirelessly for a pension in recognition of her wartime service. At the age of 85 she finally received some recognition in the form of a £100 reward from Albert Edward, the Prince of Wales (later King Edward VII). Secord died 8 years later on October 17, 1868, in the village of Chippawa (now part of Niagara Falls, Ontario, Canada). While Secord’s journey has been mythologized and exaggerated over the years, she nevertheless remains an important historical figure in Canada. Indeed, her story is part of Canadians’ public memory and continues to be taught in the schools. Secord is viewed as a heroine who was fundamental to the incorporation of the Loyalist tradition in late 19th- and early 20th-century Canadian nationalism.

Stephen Burgess-Whiting
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Laura Ingersoll Secord, Canadian heroine, warns Lieutenant James FitzGibbon of an impending American attack, enabling the British to defeat the Americans in the Battle of Beaver Dams on June 24, 1813. Painting by Lorne Kidd Smith. (Library and Archives Canada)
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Seminoles

Offshoot Native American grouping whose traditional territory was located chiefly in Florida. The name “Seminole” means “pioneer” or “runaway,” possibly from the Spanish cimarrón (“wild”). The Seminoles, known as such by 1775, formed in the 18th century from members of other native peoples, mainly Creeks but also Oconees, Yamasees, and others. The Creeks, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Cherokees, and Seminoles were known by non–Native Americans in the 19th century as the Five Civilized Tribes. By the War of 1812, most Seminoles were located in eastern Florida and in the panhandle along the Gulf Coast. The Seminoles considered themselves Creeks, and they usually supported the Creeks in war and often attended their councils.

Even before the War of 1812 began in June, the Seminoles found themselves embroiled in conflict—the Patriot War—waged largely by Georgia Militia units. These so-called Patriots attempted to use the building British-American crisis to drive the Spanish out of East Florida. Initially the Seminoles sought neutrality in the conflict, but a number of them, particularly the black Seminoles, were fearful of an American takeover of the region. Indeed, they worried that the Americans might attempt to sell them into slavery and thus were determined to resist the Patriots’ advances. For their part, the Patriots foolishly tried to intimidate the Seminoles instead of enlisting their support. By midsummer of 1812, bands of Seminoles were engaged in combat with U.S. militiamen. By then war had been declared against the British, and the James Madison administration tried to disown the Patriots’ efforts, which it had heretofore tacitly supported.

During the autumn of 1812, U.S. militiamen launched a large-scale invasion of East Florida in retaliation for earlier Seminole attacks. During the winter of 1812–1813 a Tennessee Militia unit destroyed large stocks of Seminole foodstuffs and torched crops. This campaign compelled many Seminoles to flee East Florida; most went west, settling in the Suwanee River valley in north-central Florida. Although the Patriot War burned itself out by mid-1813, the conflict set many eastern Seminoles against the United States.

When the Creek War began to the north and west, many Red Stick Creeks fled the region and settled among the Seminoles in West Florida. After Major General Andrew Jackson defeated the Red Sticks at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814, there was a flood of Creek refugees into northern and western Florida. Less than two months later the British attempted to court the Seminoles’ allegiance by providing them with large caches of food and arms. The tactic worked, and by the summer of 1814 the British, with the Seminoles’ help, had established a base of operations at Prospect Bluff. Royal Marines captain George Woodbine, who was in charge of the Prospect Bluff base, began recruiting Seminole warriors for an attack against the Americans at Mobile (Alabama). More than 1,000 Seminoles joined the effort, which was nevertheless unsuccessful. In September the British and Seminole force retreated to Pensacola.

British and Seminole activities along the Gulf Coast led General Jackson to assemble a force to take out the strongholds at Prospect Bluff and Pensacola. In the autumn of 1814 Jackson moved against Pensacola, while his Indian allies advanced on Prospect Bluff. Although the Prospect Bluff expedition failed, Jackson secured Pensacola on November 9. This defeat sent the British and their Seminole allies scurrying back to Prospect Bluff. A few Seminoles joined the failed British attack on New Orleans in December, but most stayed in Florida and launched raids into Georgia, which effectively stopped the Georgia Militia from sending reinforcements to New Orleans.

After the War of 1812, most Seminoles continued to view the United States as the enemy; indeed, they fought three brutal wars against U.S. forces (1817–1818, 1835–1842, and 1855–1858). The Seminoles were finally subdued—chiefly by political means—in the late 1860s.

Barry M. Pritzker and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Senecas

One of the five original Iroquois nations comprising the Iroquois Confederacy. The Senecas were among the most aggressive members of the confederation during the colonial period. The Iroquois styled themselves the “People of the Longhouse,” and the Senecas were the “Keepers of the Western Door” of the confederation. The Senecas occupied the region from the Genesee River to Canandaigua Lake in western New York. Known in their own language as O-non-dowa-gahs (“Great Hill People”), they were the largest in population of all Iroquois tribes and remained so throughout the colonial and early republic periods. Senecas made up perhaps half of the total Iroquois population and during much of the colonial period could place in the field upwards of 1,000 warriors at a time. Throughout many of the later North American colonial wars, the Senecas tended to support the French against the British. The failure of Pontiac’s Rebellion in 1763 and the removal of the French from North America, however, forced the Senecas to seek accommodation with the British. Their alliance was often strained at best, although the Senecas remained true to their new ally, eventually siding with the British during the American Revolutionary War.

In the course of the Revolutionary War, two powerful chiefs achieved prominence: Cornplanter and Red Jacket, both of whom played important roles in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. Handsome Lake, Cornplanter’s half brother, had meanwhile founded the Longhouse religion, which was widespread among the Iroquois by 1799. Some Iroquois continue to practice it today.

At the start of the War of 1812, Cornplanter managed to convince most Senecas to support the United States, as he had cultivated fairly cordial relations with the Americans in the aftermath of the Revolutionary War. Although Handsome Lake had urged neutrality, Red Jacket arranged a defensive pact with the United States. Under the agreement, the Senecas would not launch incursions into Canada but would defend their territory if attacked by the British or their Indian allies.

This pact held until the summer of 1814, when some 500 Seneca warriors joined General Peter B. Porter’s New York Militia brigade during an invasion of Upper Canada. The Senecas went on the offensive because they had suffered repeated attacks at the hands of the British and their Indian allies, who had routinely crossed the Niagara River and raided their settlements. The Senecas distinguished themselves at the Battle of Chippawa on July 5, 1814, while taking heavy losses. Thereafter the Senecas played only an ancillary role in the war, but their performance earned the respect and goodwill of the United States, which would later help them resist encroachment by white settlers.

Daniel P. Barr and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Sevier, John

Birth Date: September 23, 1745

Death Date: September 24, 1815

Politician, soldier, and influential figure in the early development of Tennessee. John Sevier was born near New Market, Virginia, on September 23, 1745. At the age of 16 he married and settled on a farm in the Shenandoah Valley, where he became involved in the fur trade and land speculation. In 1773 he moved with his family to a farm on the Holston River in what is now eastern Tennessee and shortly thereafter to a settlement on the Watauga River, where he became active in politics. At the time North Carolina claimed the area where Sevier lived, and in 1776 he was elected as a representative to the North Carolina provincial legislature. During the American Revolution, Sevier commanded North Carolina militia on the southern frontier and gained fame as one of the Patriot commanders at the Battle of Kings Mountain (October 7, 1780) in North Carolina.

After the war Sevier continued his involvement in politics. During the 1780s he became involved in a controversial effort to carve a new state, to be named Franklin, from three western North Carolina counties. The government of North Carolina opposed the venture, but the westerners drew up their own constitution, elected Sevier as governor, and petitioned Congress for statehood. The plan eventually fell apart. Undaunted, Sevier entered the North Carolina Senate in 1788 and served as a brigadier general in the state militia. In 1790 North Carolina ceded its western lands that would become the state of Tennessee to the federal government. From 1790 to 1791 Sevier served in the U.S. House of Representatives, representing North Carolina. In 1796 Tennessee entered the Union, and Sevier won election as the state’s first governor. He held that position for six two-year terms and also represented Tennessee in the U.S. House of Representatives from 1811 to 1815.

[image: image]

John Sevier, the first governor of Tennessee. He served during 1796–1801 and 1803–1809. Elected to the U.S. Congress in 1811, he strongly supported war with Britain. Sevier died in office in 1815. (BiographicalImages.com)

While in Congress, Sevier supported the War Hawks, including Henry Clay of Kentucky and John C. Calhoun of South Carolina, in their efforts to promote the War of 1812 and voted for a number of war measures along those lines. Although Sevier supported the war when it began, he did not live to see the conflict’s conclusion. Sevier died on September 24, 1815, near Fort Decatur, Alabama.

Ben R. Wynne
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Shannon, HMS, and Squadron vs. USS Nautilus

Event Date: July 16, 1812

A Royal Navy squadron commanded by Captain Philip V. Broke in the frigate Shannon (38 guns) also including the third-rate ship of the line Africa (64 guns) and frigates Aeolus (32 guns), Belvidera (36 guns), and Guerriere (38 guns) was off the coast of New Jersey at dawn on July 16, 1812, when British lookouts spotted a ship and gave chase. The vessel in question turned out to be the U.S. Navy brig Nautilus (14 guns), commanded by Lieutenant William Crane, that had sailed from New York only the day before.

The British ships flew French colors, but Crane correctly assumed they were hostile. In an effort to escape, Crane cut his ship’s anchor cables and threw overboard part of his water supply and all of his lee guns, but by 11:00 a.m. the Shannon had closed to grapeshot range and was in position to destroy the brig with a few broadsides. With no other viable recourse, Crane surrendered. The Nautilus was the first U.S. Navy warship taken by the British in the war.

A prize British crew sailed the Nautilus to Halifax, where it was taken into the Royal Navy as HMS Emulous. Following the provisional exchange of Crane and his crew from Halifax that September, Crane requested a court of inquiry, which found him blameless in the loss of his ship.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Shannon, HMS, vs. USS Chesapeake

Event Date: June 1, 1813

The Chesapeake was one of the six frigates authorized by Congress in 1794. Considered handsome and fast, it was also thought to be an unlucky ship, for in June 1807 it was fired on and badly damaged by the British ship Leopard of 50 guns when the Chesapeake’s captain, Commodore James Barron, refused to allow a search of the ship for British deserters. The incident almost led to war with Britain.

In the War of 1812 the Chesapeake, commanded by Captain Amos Evans, sailed from Boston on December 13, 1812, and cruised the South Atlantic, taking five British merchantmen and escaping from a third-rate British 74-gun ship of the line and a frigate before returning to Boston in April 1813. There it was to be refitted and prepared again for sea.

On May 20, 1813, Captain James Lawrence assumed command. He had commanded the brig Hornet in its defeat of the British sloop Peacock in February 1813 and was promoted to captain on the basis of that action. Lawrence soon learned that, while the yard workers had gotten his ship ready, much of the crew was new and untrained. Of the former officer complement, only 21-year-old Third Lieutenant Augustus C. Ludlow remained; Lawrence promptly made him his first lieutenant. Lawrence exercised his crew at the guns six times, but he did not conduct practice firing. The first time the frigate actually got under way under his command was to go into battle.

Off Boston two British frigates, the Shannon and Tenedos, maintained close watch. Lawrence unwisely accepted the challenge from the captain of the former for a one-on-one ship engagement.

In sharp contrast to the Chesapeake, the crew of the Shannon was one of the best trained afloat. Captain Philip Broke had commanded the frigate since June 1806 and was a key figure in introducing improved gunnery techniques in the Royal Navy. He had trained his crew in concentrated fire techniques. The deck was marked in degrees, and all guns were laid on the principle of converging lines. Broke had also spent his own money to equip his ship with the latest aiming devices, and he was a staunch advocate of realistic gunnery training and frequent drill. Broke and his crew were eager to avenge the early British warship losses in the war that had so shocked English public opinion and the Royal Navy.

Although the Chesapeake was slightly larger than the Shannon, in armament they were equally matched. The Shannon mounted 52 guns: 33 long guns (28 18-pounders, 4 9-pounders, and 1 6-pounder) and 29 carronades (16 32-pounders and 3 12-pounders). The Chesapeake carried 50 guns: 29 long 18-pounders and 21 carronades (20 32-pounders and 1 12-pounder). The Chesapeake’s crew was larger; it had 373 men and 14 boys, while the Shannon had 326 men and 23 boys.

On June 1, 1813, the Chesapeake sailed out of Boston Harbor in ideal conditions of a smooth sea and a breeze. At the onset of the action, Lawrence missed an opportunity to rake the British frigate. Naval historian Alfred Thayer Mahan attributed this to eagerness, but Lawrence’s friends claimed that it was chivalry. In any case, Lawrence discarded tactical advantage in favor of a simple artillery duel.

The difference in the battle was the superior discipline and gunnery of the British crew. Poor sail handling on the part of the Americans was another factor, as was deteriorated cannon powder that greatly diminished the effectiveness of the Chesapeake’s fire. Broadsides from the Shannon cut the American frigate’s stays and caused it to drift helplessly toward its adversary. The Shannon then maneuvered into position to rake the American frigate while the Chesapeake was unable to reply in kind.

Just before the two ships came together Lawrence ordered up a boarding party, but before it could form he was fatally wounded by a musket ball and carried below. Broke and about 50 boarders from the Shannon then leapt aboard the Chesapeake’s quarterdeck. A majority of the boarders were subsequently killed or wounded (Broke among the latter), some by their own fire and others by about 30 American crewmen who rallied at the forecastle. But the British managed to haul down the American flag and take control of the ship. The struggle had lasted roughly 15 minutes.

In this bloodiest frigate engagement of the War of 1812, the Shannon lost 33 killed and 43 wounded, and the Chesapeake sustained 62 men killed and 85 wounded. Lawrence was carried ashore and died four days later, but his coolness and courage during the battle and his last words (“Don’t give up the ship”) before being carried from the deck made him an American hero. Taken into the Royal Navy, the Chesapeake was broken up in 1820.

Naval Engagement between HMS Shannon and USS Chesapeake





	
	HMS Shannon
	USS Chesapeake




	* Includes wounded.




	
	HMS Shannon
	USS Chesapeake


	Men
	326
	373


	Boys
	 23
	14


	Casualties
	
	



	Killed
	 33
	62


	Wounded
	 43
	85


	Prisoners
	  0
	325*




[image: image]

The engagement between the Royal Navy frigate Shannon and the U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake off Boston on June 1, 1813, was the bloodiest frigate engagement of the War of 1812 and ended the string of American frigate victories. The British triumphed in only 15 minutes. (United States Naval Academy Museum)
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Shawnees

An Algonquian-speaking Native American people whose Algonquian name, Chawunagi, means “southerners.” The name came from the fact that the Shawnees lived south of other Algonquians. Although the Shawnees are generally classified as natives of the northeastern woodlands, their migrations taught them to adopt the lifeways of other Indians, especially those of the Southeast. The Shawnees’ original homeland was in present-day southern Ohio, West Virginia, and western Pennsylvania. By the early 19th century they were located in Missouri, Ohio, and Alabama’s Tallapoosa River Valley.

During the American Revolutionary War some Shawnees sided with the British, although Shawnee leader Cornstalk convinced many to remain neutral. From 1783 to 1790 a Shawnee-led coalition under Blue Jacket killed perhaps as many as 1,000 white settlers in the Old Northwest Territory. By 1794 the Shawnees and other Indians in the Old Northwest Territory fought several pitched engagements with U.S. forces; they were not subdued until the August 20, 1794, Battle of Fallen Timbers. The most famous Shawnees of the period were Tecumseh and his brother Tenskwatawa (the Prophet). They subsequently tried to unite the Indians in the Old Northwest against the Americans. Their defeat at the November 7, 1811, Battle of Tippecanoe dampened their spirits, and during the War of 1812 many of the Ohio Shawnees remained neutral. At least one individual, the noted scout James Logan, stayed loyal to the United States until his death in the autumn of 1812. The more militant Shawnees, however, inspired by Tecumseh, joined with the British against the Americans.

Numerous Shawnee warriors were on hand in August 1812 when Major General Isaac Brock forced the Americans’ surrender at Detroit, and a number were involved in the infamous Raisin River Massacre in January 1813. During May 1–9, 1813, Tecumseh and British brigadier general Henry Procter staged an unsuccessful siege against the American-held Fort Meigs (Ohio). Tecumseh was outraged when the British lifted the siege, and he insisted on another assault on the fort in July, which also failed. On October 5, 1813, numerous Shawnee warriors saw action at the Battle of the Thames, which ended badly for the British and their Indian allies. Tecumseh died in battle there, which shattered his Pan-Indian confederation. Soon the Shawnees themselves began to divide into factions, largely a result of nearly constant warfare that had badly weakened the Shawnee Nation.

In the years after the War of 1812 some Shawnees moved to Missouri; others migrated as far west as Texas. The more militant Shawnees followed Tenskwatawa into exile in Canada, although they returned to Ohio in 1826 and sought accommodation with the Americans. By the early 1830s most Shawnees had settled in northeastern Kansas. In 1870 they were forced to move to Indian Territory (Oklahoma), where they resided near the Cherokees. One band, however, remained in the Ohio area and still has small landholdings there. Although they were a relatively small tribe, the Shawnees played a major role in Little Turtle’s War and in the War of 1812 owing to the prowess and influence of Tecumseh and Tenskwatawa.

Andrew J. Waskey and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Sheaffe, Sir Roger Hale

Birth Date: July 15, 1763

Death Date: January 26, 1851

British Army officer. Roger Hale Sheaffe was born in Boston, Massachusetts, on July 15, 1763. The future Duke of Northumberland assisted his newly widowed mother by first placing Roger in the Royal Navy as a midshipman and then sending him to a military college in England. The duke also bought Sheaffe an ensign’s commission in his own 5th Regiment of Foot. Sheaffe’s first service abroad was in Canada during 1787–1797. Thanks to Northumberland’s continuing patronage, Sheaffe rose in rank and in 1798 became the second lieutenant colonel of the 49th Foot, junior to Lieutenant Colonel Isaac Brock. Together they participated in one land battle in Holland in 1799 and were present during the naval battle of Copenhagen of 1801.

The 49th Foot was posted to Canada in 1802. There Sheaffe commanded outposts in Lower and Upper Canada. He was an unpopular martinet, and in 1803 this provoked a near mutiny at Fort George. Despite his failings, Sheaffe rose to colonel in 1807 and to major general in 1811. He remained at Quebec but was overlooked for staff appointments until the summer of 1812 when British governor in chief Sir George Prevost sent him to Upper Canada to act as Brock’s second-in-command.

Arriving at Fort George in August, Sheaffe immediately earned Prevost’s disapproval by making separate arrangements with New York Militia major general Stephen Van Rensselaer for the armistice that Prevost had made with U.S. Army major general Henry Dearborn. Brock expressed no great delight in having Sheaffe on his staff, but when Brock was killed early in the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, it was Sheaffe who saved the day. His prudent reaction to the advantage gained by the Americans led to a decisive victory late that afternoon. Locals and Prevost, however, criticized Sheaffe’s decisions not to attack Fort Niagara after the battle and to quickly parole the captured militia. Nevertheless, Sheaffe succeeded Brock as acting head administrator of Upper Canada and senior military officer in the province, and the Crown rewarded Sheaffe with a baronetcy.

Weak military resources combined with Brock’s administrative failings caused significant problems for Sheaffe as he struggled to keep regulars, militia, and Indians fed, clothed, armed, and in the field. During the halfhearted invasion attempt by U.S. Army brigadier general Alexander Smyth late in November, Sheaffe aroused indignation with an offhanded suggestion about letting Smyth hold Fort Erie briefly. Rumors soon spread that a “combination” was forming to oust him from command.

During the winter Sheaffe fell seriously ill. As he was recovering, Prevost made a lightning tour of Upper Canada, after which the critics fell silent. Sheaffe made his headquarters at York in late February and was still there in April when U.S. forces under Dearborn and Commodore Isaac Chauncey launched their combined amphibious attack on April 27, 1813. Prevost had not sent adequate reinforcements and artillery to defend the new dockyard at York, and Sheaffe’s preparations for the much-anticipated attack were inadequate. Sheaffe did not effectively assemble and coordinate the regular, militia, and Indian forces on hand to oppose the Americans. After the first phase of the fighting, he failed to make a stand and eventually retreated with his remaining regulars. This move is understandable, given that British defenses were also overpowered by the guns of the American Lake Ontario Squadron.

Locals were outraged by Sheaffe’s weak defense of the town and his ignoble retreat. Prevost also complained to his superiors in England about Sheaffe’s ineffectiveness while omitting details about his own poor strategic decision to build a warship at York without properly protecting the post. Prevost subsequently replaced Sheaffe with Major General Francis Rottenburg in June and sent Sheaffe to command at Montreal. In October, Sheaffe received orders to return to England. Although he was advanced to lieutenant general in 1821 and to full general in 1838, he was never again actively employed. Sheaffe died in Edinburgh on January 26, 1851.

Robert Malcomson
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Shelburne, HMS

See Orpheus and Shelburne, HMS, vs. USS Frolic

Shelby, Isaac

Birth Date: December 11, 1750

Death Date: July 18, 1826

Governor of Kentucky. Isaac Shelby was born in Washington County, Maryland, on December 11, 1750. Trained as a surveyor, he commenced his military career by participating at the Battle of Point Pleasant in 1774 and subsequently distinguished himself as a frontier fighter during the Revolutionary War. His most famous action occurred on October 7, 1781, when he helped crush a Loyalist force at King’s Mountain, South Carolina.

After the war Shelby parlayed his immense frontier popularity into a successful political career, and after relocating to Kentucky in 1783 he was a vocal proponent for statehood. Once that was achieved in 1792, Shelby was easily elected Kentucky’s first governor, and he successfully addressed issues of frontier security and acquiring badly needed infrastructure. He left office in 1796 and resumed his private life as a farmer, in which he was most successful.

The onset of the War of 1812 prompted Shelby to return to politics, and he was reelected to a second term as governor. Despite his age, he proved himself an able and energetic supporter of the James Madison administration, and despite costly reverses involving Kentuckian troops in the first months of the war, continually rallied the legislature and population around the war effort. Shelby managed to tighten up existing militia laws whereby all men between 18 and 45 years of age were subject to military service and also encouraged Kentucky’s women to make and donate clothing and other items for the troops. Moreover, Shelby proved instrumental in helping William Henry Harrison secure a commission as major general of state troops and plied his influence to gain for Harrison a similar rank in the U.S. Army.

The two men worked closely together in terms of marshaling troops and supplies, particularly in the autumn of 1813 when the aged governor took to the field at the head of 3,500 Kentuckians, the backbone of Harrison’s invigorated force. Shelby next accompanied the invasion of western Upper Canada and played a conspicuous role in the October 5, 1813, victory at the Thames, whereby Tecumseh was slain and his confederation shattered. Shelby returned home directly thereafter, where he raised reinforcements for Major General Andrew Jackson’s army in the late autumn of 1814. Shelby’s efforts to raise a further 10,000 militia for service in the South was canceled following word of the Treaty of Ghent in 1815. For his activities throughout the western theater, Congress voted him a gold medal; he is the only state executive so honored from this conflict.

Shelby left public life again in 1816 and retired to his farm, although in 1818 he accompanied General Jackson during negotiations with the Chickasaw Indians. Shelby died at his home in Lincoln County, Kentucky, on July 18, 1826.

John C. Fredriksen
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Isaac Shelby was elected the first governor of Kentucky in 1792. serving until 1796. The onset of war with Britain prompted his return to politics, and he was again governor during 1812–1816. (BiographicalImages.com)
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Sherbrooke, John Coape

Birth Date: 1764

Death Date: February 14, 1830

British Army officer, lieutenant governor of Nova Scotia, and commander of British Army forces in Canada’s Atlantic provinces during the War of 1812. John Coape Sherbrooke was born in 1764 in Arnold, Nottinghamshire, England. He was educated by private tutors. Sherbrooke entered the British Army as an ensign in the 4th Regiment on December 7, 1780, and was promoted to lieutenant on December 22, 1781. Rising steadily through the ranks, he was promoted to lieutenant colonel on May 24, 1794.

Following service in Belgium, Sherbrooke was stationed in India during 1796–1800. He was promoted to colonel on January 1, 1798, and appointed commander of the 4th Reserve Battalion on July 9, 1803. Promoted to major general on January 1, 1805, Sherbrooke served in Sicily during 1807–1808 and as second-in-command under Arthur Wellesley, the Duke of Wellington, in Portugal during 1809–1810.

On June 4, 1811, Sherbrooke was promoted to lieutenant general, and on August 19 he was appointed lieutenant governor of Nova Scotia. Arriving in Canada on October 16, he served there for five years, a period dominated by the War of 1812. In the first months of the war, Sherbrooke urged Nova Scotians to continue their lucrative trade with their New England neighbors and not make war on them. At the same time, however, he renovated the Citadel in Halifax and constructed martello towers, blockhouses, and batteries in other strategic places. He also issued licenses to Nova Scotia privateers, who took more than 200 prizes.

In 1814 Sherbrooke was ordered by the British government to occupy part of the Maine coast. On July 11 he raided Passamaquoddy and Eastport Islands and captured Fort Sullivan, which he renamed Fort Sherbrooke. He also orchestrated the bombardment of Stonington during August 11–12. On September 1 he led an amphibious assault against Castine, with 2,500 troops in 10 transports supported by 11 warships under Rear Admiral Edward Griffith. Occupying nearly 100 miles of the Maine seaboard, Sherbrooke then organized a government and on September 18 returned to Halifax. His conquests in Maine were, however, restored to the Americans after the war.

On April 10, 1816, Sherbrooke was appointed governor in chief of British North America. He arrived in Quebec on July 12 and quickly established himself as a competent administrator. Falling ill in 1817, he suffered a debilitating stroke on February 6, 1818. He returned to England in August, settled at Calverton, and died there on February 14, 1830.

Paul David Nelson
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Shipbuilding

Shipbuilding by both Great Britain and the United States was a crucial element in the prosecution of the War of 1812. While the most famous construction activities took place in preparation for battles on the Great Lakes and Lake Champlain, shipbuilding was a geographically widespread and extensive activity in both countries. The industrial strategies of the adversaries reflected their economic and military situations in 1812. As the world’s premier naval power, Great Britain boasted a well-developed Royal Navy dockyard system and private shipbuilding base to support worldwide power projection by large men-of-war. In contrast, the U.S. Navy was small, and construction of large warships had been minimal, in large measure a result of the gunboat navy philosophy espoused by the Jeffersonians. This was reflected in the comparative size of the fleets at the conflict’s beginning. The Royal Navy numbered 640 ships; the U.S. Navy numbered just 17.

The efficient construction of vessels depended on three main components: raw materials, a skilled workforce, and a sheltered location suitable for infrastructure development. In the early 19th century, wood remained the material of choice for ships and boats. Preferred materials included hardwoods such as oak for the keel and hull and straighter, more flexible pine for the masts and spars. Ideally, these trees could be harvested near the shipyard. Assembly of the ship was accomplished with iron nails and wood pegs. A highly skilled crew of shipwrights was required to construct the ship; their job involved the precise cutting and fitting, almost exclusively by hand, of thousands of often elaborately curved pieces of wood. This basic work was followed by the installation of rigging, sails, and weaponry, usually provided by other manufacturers off-site. The ideal location for this work to take place was a shipyard in a sheltered harbor, close to raw materials, capable of accommodating large sail loft buildings and building ways, and accessible via roads capable of handling heavily loaded carts. The greatest challenge faced in the completion of ships, especially in the case of the British, was a lack of suitable timber.

The Royal Navy relied on a two-tiered establishment for warship construction, with government Royal Navy dockyards and commercial shipbuilders dividing the work. Royal Navy dockyards were the preferred location for construction, as they typically built a superior ship. However, in time of war, much of the capacity of these dockyards was needed for repair activities, so surge production was accomplished mainly by commercial builders. The two most significant warship classes built during this period were the ship of the line and the frigate. Ships of the line were the largest and most heavily armed warships of the period, up to 200 feet in length and mounting up to 124 guns, with three gun decks. Frigates were smaller and more nimble warships of up to 160 feet in length, typically mounting 32 to 44 guns. They served as scouts for the fleet and operated on detached service and were extremely valuable in enforcing the type of blockade that the British imposed on the United States during the war.

Main Royal Navy dockyards (and their production of major warships during the war) were located at Chatham (two 38-gun frigates and two ships of the line), Plymouth (one 50-gun frigate), Milford (one ship of the line), Portsmouth (one ship of the line), Deptford (one ship of the line), Pembroke (three 38-gun frigates), and Bombay, India (two ships of the line and one 38-gun frigate). To assist in the construction of British warships on the Great Lakes, the Royal Navy sought to send ship frames to Montreal for forwarding to the lakes.

During the war Commodore James Yeo established an ambitious shipbuilding program at Point Frederick (Kingston, Ontario), on Lake Ontario’s north shore. This shipyard produced one ship of the line, the St. Lawrence, the largest warship on the lakes in the war, mounting more than 100 cannon; two frigates; one brig; and one sloop. Another shipyard was established at York (Toronto), but this was destroyed in an American raid in 1813. On the western shore of Lake Erie near the mouth of the Detroit River, the Royal Navy dockyard at Amherstburg constructed one sloop and one schooner, two oared gunboats, and HMS Detroit, the largest warship on the upper Great Lakes, under the direction of master shipwright William Bell.

Meanwhile, construction at more than 50 commercial shipyards included 18 ships of the line and 31 frigates; the most active locations were Wigram builders in Blackwell and the Barton shipyard in Limehouse. While the commercial shipbuilders accounted for the majority of ships and tonnage produced, concerns existed regarding the quality of their work. As a result, the commercial yards were usually situated in close proximity to Royal Navy dockyards to facilitate close government oversight.

Faced with a maritime threat from the world’s foremost naval power, in early 1813 the U.S. Congress authorized the building of four 74-gun ships of the line, six 44-gun frigates, and six sloops of war carrying up to 18 guns each. Before war’s end the following ships were completed: three men-of-war (one each built in Boston, Philadelphia, and Portsmouth, New Hampshire), four frigates (one built at the Washington Navy Yard and two in Baltimore), and eight sloops of war (three built in Philadelphia, two in Baltimore, and one each in Washington, New York City, and Newburyport, Massachusetts).

The Chesapeake Bay was a critical area of the southern front of the war, given that British control of the bay would endanger Washington and Baltimore. To defend against this threat, the U.S. Navy authorized the National Barge Fleet and directed the construction of 18 gunboats. These shallow-draft craft, from 45 to 75 feet in length and mounting two guns, were constructed at the Washington Navy Yard, in Baltimore, and at St. Michaels, Maryland. Notably, construction of these vessels was completed in only three weeks.

During the war large numbers of privateers were also built or converted from small fast merchant ships, both in Britain and especially in the United States. In the United States much of this activity was centered in Chesapeake Bay. Here the speedy Baltimore clipper was the standard design.

Like the British, the Americans quickly ramped up ship production on the Great Lakes. On the American side of Lake Ontario, Commodore Isaac Chauncey was appointed commander of the Great Lakes Station in August 1812 and immediately began planning a robust shipbuilding program. He dispatched maritime architect Henry Eckford and 140 shipwrights to Sackets Harbor, New York, on eastern Lake Ontario. By April 1814 the Sackets Harbor shipyard had constructed two frigates, three brigs, and six schooner- and corvette-type vessels. Two 100-gun ships, the Chippewa and New Orleans, were under construction by more than 2,000 workmen when the war ended. In the final analysis, the shipbuilders’ race on Lake Ontario ended in stalemate.

On Lake Erie, Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry’s shipbuilder was Noah Brown; the shipyard at Presque Isle Bay (Erie, Pennsylvania) produced two brigs and four schooners.

Shipbuilding on Lake Champlain was of a smaller scale than the building programs on the Great Lakes, owing to Champlain’s smaller size and relative low priority during the allocation of resources in the war’s first two years. The small British facility at Île aux Noix on the Richelieu River (near the lake’s mouth) did not operate until 1814, when the Royal Navy sought to augment two captured sloops and gunboats towed up the Richelieu from the St. Lawrence with the 16-gun brig Linnet and 37-gun ship-rigged Confiance built by William Simmons of Montreal. The latter was the most powerful warship to sail on Lake Champlain and was designed to support a ground invasion toward Plattsburgh, New York. During 1813 and 1814 the Americans constructed three schooners (two of which were subsequently captured), a brig, a sloop, and several small gunboats at their Vergennes, Vermont, facility. The early work was supervised by Noah Brown. To counter the Confiance, Brown’s younger brother Adam led workmen to Vergennes in July 1814, and they launched the brig Eagle in 19 days. This allowed the Americans to nearly equal the Royal Navy’s firepower in what would become the most decisive naval squadron engagement of the war.

Robert M. Brown
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Painting depicting shipbuilding at Sackets Harbor, New York. By the end of the War of 1812, more than 2,000 men were at work on warships at this important American facility. (Col. Charles Waterhouse, Marine Corps Art Collection)
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Ships

The Old English term scip was used to differentiate between boats and oceangoing vessels and evolved into the term “ship,” which gradually connoted a vessel with a bowsprit, three masts with topmast and topgallant components, all of which were square rigged. The term “square rig” refers to various forms of four-sided sails hung from the spars that are attached perpendicular to the masts. The rig of a ship also includes a set of fore and aft sails: the headsail from the foremast to the bowsprit, the driver or spanker hung from a gaff aft of the mizen and fastened to a boom, and three or more stay sails between the masts and to the jibboom on the bowsprit, suspended from the heavy stays running forward as part of the standing rigging.

Ships developed as specific war vessels from the 16th century as their hull designs were gradually altered to make them strong and stable enough to carry heavy guns at a lower level than their original positioning on upper decks alone. By the mid-1700s the major European nations had developed six different classes or rates of ships: first, second, third, and fourth rates, all sufficiently large and heavily armed enough to operate effectively in the fleet and squadron line of battle actions (and considered ships of the line), and the fifth and sixth rates, commonly referred to as frigates. These rated vessels were commanded by fully ranked captains, whereas a commander (in the Royal Navy) or a master commandant (in the U.S. Navy) might command a ship bearing 20–26 guns that would also be referred to as a ship sloop or sloop of war. This was sometimes referred to as a corvette, a flush-decked vessel with all its guns on the upper deck.

The larger the ship and the sail it could carry, the faster it could travel, easily outmatching a schooner, although it required many more hands to work the sails aloft and on deck. The ability to raise the lower sails also made operation of guns on the upper deck much more efficient than on a fore and aft vessel.

The term “ship” appeared in numerous contexts, not always referring to a vessel that was ship-rigged, such as a fireship, guard ship, hospital ship, storeship, transport ship, or troopship. In the Royal Navy, the abbreviation “HMS” always referred to His Majesty’s Ship, but in the U.S. Navy there was a tendency to refer to vessels such as the Constitution or the United States as “the U.S. frigate”, while a smaller and less heavily armed vessel tended to be referred to as a ship, as in “the U.S. ship General Pike.”

Robert Malcomson

See also

Corvette; Schooner; Sloop of War

Further Reading


Block, Leo. To Harness the Wind: A Short History of the Development of Sails. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2003.

Silverstone, Paul H. The Sailing Navy, 1775–1854. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2001.

Terry, Robert. The Ships of Nelson’s Navy. London: Conway Maritime, 2005.

Winfield, Rif. British Warships in the Age of Sail, 1793–1817: Design, Construction, Careers, and Fates. Barnsley, UK: Seaforth, 2008.



Ships of the Line

The most powerful warships of the Age of Fighting Sail. Ships of the line were those warships capable of taking position in the main battle line in a sea engagement and absorbing the punishment from enemy fire as well as making a contribution to destroying the opposing enemy battle line. Such ships were also known as liners, battle ships of the line, or line of battle ships, which gave name to the modern battleship.

Heavily armed and manned, ships of the line conveyed great national prestige. Square-rigged ships with three masts and two or three gun decks, they were rated according to the number of guns they carried, from 64 to 120 or more. Ships of the line were warships of first through third rates. First rates mounted 100 guns or more, second rates had 90–98 guns, and third rates carried 64–80 guns.

The third-rate 74-gun ship of the line, developed first by the French and Spanish, was actually the most numerous of its type in the Royal Navy during the War of 1812. An excellent compromise, it combined superior sailing ability with strong firepower (it was the smallest ship capable of carrying 32-pounders on its lower gun deck). In addition to service in the battle line, it performed numerous other duties, including detached service and convoy protection. In many respects, the 74 was the workhorse of this period at sea.

The largest ships of the line were the first rates, with three gun decks and mounting 100 guns or more. They usually served as fleet flagships. Although they tended to be slow sailers, this was not held to be a serious drawback when a fleet moved at the speed of its slowest vessels.

Ships of the line were immensely complex and technologically challenging. They also required the largest pieces of timber and took a long time to build. As such, they were the most expensive ship per ton to construct. To build a 100-gun ship required about 100 acres of woodland (principally oak) and its standard and running rigging alone ran about 27 miles in length. Although such ships required large crews of 800 men and more and were costly to maintain, they were generally well maintained and tended to have long service lives.

The French produced some excellent ships of the line and lengthened them to allow them to carry more guns, leading the English to follow suit, but the largest ship of the line of the period was the Spanish Santissima Trinidad, which carried 130–136 guns on four decks. It displaced some 4,000 tons and had a crew of some 1,100 men.

Armament of ships of the line varied considerably. In the War of 1812 ships rated at 110 and 120 guns each usually mounted 32-pounders on their lower deck, 24-pounders on their middle deck, and 18-pounders on the upper deck. Carronades, including 68-pounders, were not included in the rating armament but were often mounted on the forecastle and quarterdeck, along with a few long guns.

The U.S. Navy had no ships of the line in active service during the War of 1812. One such vessel had been constructed during the Revolutionary War but was given to France. Six Columbus-class ships of the line were authorized by Congress in 1799, but only one, the Franklin, was ever laid down, and it was not completed. Not until January 1813 following the surprising early U.S. Navy frigate victories did Congress vote funds for construction of three ships of the line. The first of these, the Independence of 74 guns, was not launched until June 1814. It was commissioned only in July 1815. Rated at 74 guns, it in fact mounted 63 32-pounders and 24 32-pounder carronades. The two American ships of the line being built on the Great Lakes were also not completed by war’s end. However, the huge 102-gun British St. Lawrence was launched and cruised Lake Ontario for several months in the autumn of 1814.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Ship Types, Merchant

During the early 19th century, commercial transport was dominated by the use of sailing ships on rivers, bays, and oceans. Most ships were described by their sailing rig or trade. An important distinction was whether the ship was mostly square rigged or fore-and-aft rigged. Square-rigged vessels generally required more crew to handle and were often larger but were able to hold a variety of sail for varying wind conditions. Fore-and-aft rigged vessels were generally smaller, with smaller crews, and were often more agile to work against the wind. Many ship types had a combination of the broad categories of sails.

The larger full-rigged ships carried a multitude of square sails (and some fore-and-aft sails) on three vertical masts and a bowsprit projecting forward of the bow. The typical full-rigged ship was several hundred tons and was used more typically for the transatlantic or West Indies trade (but could sail to the Far East too). The largest were East Indiamen, engaged in nearly exclusively for voyages to the Far East, typically between 800 and 1,200 tons, and usually painted to resemble warships to deter attacks. The whaler was often a square-rigged ship or a barque, for hunting and processing whales. They were distinguished by having many double-ended rowing boats with which to chase and harpoon the whales.

The barque usually stepped three masts, with square sails on the foremast and fore-and-aft gaff sails on the others. Barques were growing in popularity, as they approached both the schooner’s windward performance and the square rigger’s downwind performance with less crew. The brig was similar to a full rigged ship but with only two masts and was a very common type for both coastal and oceangoing trade. The brigantine was a variant brig with a fore-and-aft brig main sail, square sails on the foremast, and fore-and-aft sails on the after of two masts.

The fore-and-aft–rigged schooner circa 1812 was almost always a two-masted vessel of lighter displacement. Most widely used in the United States, the schooner was utilized for trades in which high speed and good windward behavior were invaluable, such as privateering, slaving, blockade running, offshore fishery, and pilot boats. The rig was distinguished by having the larger of the two principal fore-and-aft driving sails on the after (main) mast; during this period both of the principal sails were almost always trapezoidal gaff sails.

The cutter and merchant sloop were smaller single-masted vessels with a principal fore-and-aft driving sail. They were used for swift and weatherly roles similar to that of the schooner such as smuggling, antismuggling, dispatch, piloting, and offshore fishing.

Ferries provided the means for crossing rivers to travel between towns by road or coastal transport between two principal cities. While wooden sailing vessels heavily dominated the waterways of the 1812 period, there were some early steamboats, but that technology was still in its infancy. Between 1813 and 1815, four steamboats commenced service as packets on the Chesapeake Bay.

Michael L. Bosworth
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Shubrick, John Templer

Birth Date: September 12, 1788

Death Date: ca. July 1815

U.S. Navy officer. John Templer Shubrick was born on September 12, 1788, on Bull’s Island, South Carolina. He was educated in a grammar school in Charleston and a private school in Dedham, Massachusetts, before apprenticing for two years in law. He received a midshipman’s warrant on June 20, 1806, and was assigned to the frigate Chesapeake (42 guns). He was aboard that ship on June 22, 1807, when broadsides from the British ship Leopard (50 guns) compelled James Barron to strike his colors. During the period 1808–1811 Shubrick served on the brig Argus (18 guns), the frigate United States (52 guns), and the brigs Viper (12 guns) and Siren (18 guns).

On May 20, 1812, just weeks before the War of 1812 began, Shubrick was commissioned a lieutenant. He was ordered aboard the frigate Constitution (55 guns), commanded by Captain Isaac Hull, as fifth lieutenant. On August 19 the Constitution captured the British frigate Guerriere, with Shubrick having charge of the quarterdeck guns and winning commendation from Hull. Back in Boston, with Captain William Bainbridge now commanding the Constitution, Shubrick advanced to third lieutenant. On December 29 in a battle between that ship and the British frigate Java off Bahia, Brazil, Shubrick again acquitted himself well. Shortly afterward he transferred as first lieutenant to the sloop Hornet (18 guns), commanded by Captain James Lawrence. On February 24, 1813, off Demerara, Guinea, the Hornet captured the British brig Peacock. Once again Shubrick was commended for his effectiveness under fire.

In New York in April 1814 while waiting for the Hornet to be refitted, Shubrick volunteered for service in the brig Argus, which patrolled Long Island Sound. In the summer he transferred to the frigate United States (55 guns) under Captain Stephen Decatur. In December when Decatur took charge of the frigate President (55 guns), he brought Shubrick with him as second lieutenant. On January 15, 1815, while attempting to breach the British blockade, the President was captured, and Shubrick was temporarily imprisoned in Bermuda.

Returning to New York in March 1815, Shubrick was chosen by Decatur to be first lieutenant in the frigate Guerriere, bound for the Mediterranean and service against the dey of Algeria. When the dey accepted a treaty dictated by Decatur on June 30, Shubrick was assigned to take it to America. Commanding the sloop of war Epervier (18 guns), he sailed from Algiers in early July and passed through the Strait of Gibraltar on July 14. He and his ship and crew disappeared at sea sometime thereafter, thus cutting short Shubrick’s promising naval career. His younger sibling, William Bradford Shubrick (1790–1874), enjoyed a distinguished naval career in the post–War of 1812 period.

Paul David Nelson
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Sinclair, Arthur

Birth Date: February 28, 1780

Death Date: February 7, 1831

U.S. Navy officer. Arthur Sinclair was born on February 28, 1780, in Surry County, Virginia. He received a midshipman’s warrant on March 4, 1798, during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800). Sinclair’s first service was in the frigate Constellation, and he took part in the defeat and capture of the French frigate L’Insurgente on February 9, 1799. In 1804 he was ordered to the frigate Essex and served in that ship when it was assigned to the Mediterranean Squadron during the Barbary Wars.

Promoted to lieutenant on June 10, 1807, Sinclair took command of the brig Argus on December 13, 1811. From October 8, 1812, to January 3, 1813, the Argus cruised in the North Atlantic, taking six prizes. Apparently trapped by a British squadron, Sinclair was pursued for three days and nights by British warships but was able to escape through superior seamanship. He then took another prize before the end of the cruise.

On May 18, 1813, Sinclair was ordered to the Great Lakes, where he took command of the sloop General Pike at Sackets Harbor, which served as Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s flagship on Lake Ontario. Sinclair was promoted to captain on July 24, 1813.

On September 28, 1813, the General Pike and other American ships engaged the British squadron under Captain Sir James Lucas Yeo. Because the other American ships were far back, the British ships were able to concentrate on the General Pike, but that ship’s guns were able to shoot away the Wolfe’s main topmast and main yard. Yeo then crowded on all canvas and hauled away, followed by the other ships in the British squadron. Sinclair pursued, but his ship was towing the schooner Asp, and Chauncey refused his appeal to let him cast it off so that he could close and continue the fight. The General Pike suffered some damage in the exchange and had 5 men killed by British fire. Its starboard bow-chaser gun also burst in the action, killing or wounding another 22 men.

On April 25, 1814, Sinclair took command of the brig Niagara on Lake Erie and directed the naval squadron on the upper Great Lakes. On July 3, 1814, he departed Detroit with five ships and 700 soldiers under Lieutenant Colonel George Croghan to retake Mackinac Island from the British. Instead of heading directly to the island, Sinclair searched for suspected British positions that supported the island. These proved to be illusory and gave the British defenders sufficient time to prepare for the American attack. Finally arriving on July 26, the American infantry troops were landed, but their attack was a failure. Sinclair’s ships then took the troops back on board. Afterward the squadron was able to locate the British post at Nottawasaga and capture the schooner Nancy. Sinclair then returned to Detroit but left behind the schooners Ohio and Somers to support American troops under Major General Jacob Brown on the Niagara Peninsula. Both schooners were captured by boat parties of Royal Navy seaman and marines on August 12. Sinclair’s efforts against the British on the upper Great Lakes were thus not successful.

Sinclair was stationed in Washington, D.C., in 1817, and the next year he assumed command of the Gosport (Norfolk) Navy Yard, where he died on February 7, 1831.

Jeffery Seymour
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Sinkhole, Skirmish at

Event Date: May 24, 1815

Minor military engagement between Missouri Territory rangers and Sauk and Fox warriors under Chief Black Hawk that occurred on May 24, 1815, near Fort Howard along the Cuivre River, about 40 miles northwest of St. Louis. Black Hawk was allied with the British during the War of 1812 but ignored the Treaty of Ghent, which had ended the conflict and was ratified by the U.S. Senate in February 1815.

On May 24 Black Hawk led some 50 warriors on an assault on Fort Howard, garrisoned by Missouri Territory rangers. The Indians surprised a party of 5 territorial rangers who were moving a grindstone, killing and scalping 3 of them and mortally wounding another. Captain Peter Craig consequently led some 50 men out of the fort against the Indians. The Indians fired on the rangers, and then some of the Indians withdrew into a large nearby sinkhole while others moved toward the fort.

Following the first shots, Captain David Musick and other Missouri territorial rangers who were near the fort rushed to assist Craig’s men. The Americans surrounded the sinkhole but failed to dislodge the Indians sequestered there.

Some of Craig’s men then devised a mobile breastwork made from wagon wheels and planks. They completed this at about dusk and rolled it to the sinkhole, but it provided only imperfect protection, and the rangers were still unable to drive the Indians out. With nightfall and the other part of Black Hawk’s group firing on the fort, the rangers abandoned the sinkhole and moved to the fort.

Black Hawk and his warriors then decamped under cover of darkness. Losses in the battle were seven dead, three wounded, and one missing for the rangers (including Captain Craig, killed at the onset of the battle). One civilian was also killed, and two were mortally wounded. At least five died on the Indian side (there were signs of wounded having been removed during the night). Although a minor fight, the skirmish is regarded as the last land action of the War of 1812.

Michael Harris
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Siren, USS

See Medway, HMS, Capture of USS Siren

Slater, Samuel

Birth Date: May 4, 1768

Death Date: April 21, 1835

Early U.S. industrialist credited with sparking the American Industrial Revolution at the end of the 18th century. Samuel Slater was born in Belper, Derbyshire, England, on May 4, 1768. In 1782 he became an apprentice to Jedidiah Strutt, who owned a profitable textile mill in Belper. An industrious and highly intelligent individual, young Slater studied the various machines in the mill, oftentimes committing their design and workings to memory. Before he had reached the age of 20, he had invented a new way of winding newly spun yarn onto spindles so that the yarn was evenly distributed. Slater’s mechanical prowess and knack for management soon catapulted him into the role of supervisor of the entire mill complex.

In 1789 Slater’s apprenticeship ended, and he began to think about establishing his own textile mill. He lacked the requisite capital, and he also realized that competition in the English textile business was keen. He then began to lay plans to build a textile mill in the United States, where there was virtually no competition and where raising capital was considerably easier.

Slater arrived in Boston on November 11, 1789. Soon thereafter he came in contact with prominent Rhode Island merchant Moses Brown, who asked Slater if he could repair defective spinning machines. Slater accepted the challenge but found that the machines were beyond repair. Instead, he offered to build new ones, based on the designs he had memorized in England. For nearly a year Slater built spinning machines, carding machines, and spooling machines. Then in December 1790 he opened a textile mill on the banks of Rhode Island’s Pawtucket River.

Slater’s system of managing labor was perhaps even more innovative than the technology he employed for his machines. He decided that the best way to run his mill was to emulate New England’s societal and family values by employing young girls, aged 7 to 15 usually, whom he would carefully supervise. His mill converted cotton fiber into thread, which was then put out to local women weavers who would process the thread into finished cloth. This final step would take place not in the mill but rather in the homes of the individual weavers. This kept the current labor system more or less intact and helped keep Slater’s labor costs low, which meant greater profit. By employing young girls, whom he could pay significantly less than adults, he was better able to control his workers. This labor-management system became known as the Rhode Island System, which endured until 1815 or so when Francis Cabot Lowell’s Lowell System began to supersede it. Lowell’s system consolidated all work within the mill, doing away with the putting-out system; he also employed adult women rather than girls. The Rhode Island System was not without problems, however, and physical abuse of the young female workers was not uncommon.
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Samuel Slater has been called the founder of American industry. Using English technology, Slater built the United States’ first modern textile mill in Rhode Island in 1790 and went on to put together a textile empire in New England. (Library of Congress)

Over the next several decades, Slater built a formidable textile empire spanning the states of Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Connecticut. He became a wealthy man, but more importantly he helped lay the foundations for the ensuing American Industrial Revolution. Indeed, by 1810 there were some 50 cotton-yarn mills in New England; just 20 years earlier there were fewer than 10. Many of the mills were established after the Embargo Act of 1807, which had virtually cut off textile imports from Great Britain. By the time Slater died in Webster, Massachusetts, on April 21, 1835, New England was host to the world’s second-largest textile center, behind only that of Great Britain. Other industries also began to apply Slater’s methods, which provided grist for the burgeoning Industrial Revolution.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Slave Trade

Half of the 10 million Africans brought to the New World as slaves arrived between 1701 and 1800, making the 18th century the high point of the transatlantic slave trade. The great majority of these individuals landed at Brazilian and West Indian ports. Although only a small proportion of Africans (perhaps 4 percent) came to what is now the continental United States, their labor and knowledge, especially of rice cultivation, enabled plantation owners to enjoy a luxurious lifestyle. Before the 19th century ended, events and forces threatened the slave trade as well as the institution of slavery itself. Thus, the 18th century witnessed not only the high-water mark of the slave trade but also the beginning of its denouement.

The Atlantic slave trade was risky business. Shipping, supplies, sailors, and trade goods had to be secured at reasonable rates before the voyage began. Both the slaves and the food to feed them had to be ready to board when the ship arrived at its African destination, because lengthy turnaround times reduced profits. At sea, other vessels could attack a slave ship, or the slaves themselves might overpower their captors. The number of slave mutinies is unknown, however. What is known is that ship owners were concerned enough to build defensive barricades fore and aft. With some plantation owners purchasing slaves only at planting or harvesting time and others buying just a few slaves whatever the season, there was no guarantee that there would be purchasers when the ship got to port.

Many people did not survive the trip between Africa and the New World. The total number of slaves who died on the dreaded Middle Passage is still debated. The most likely estimate, 12 percent, pales in comparison to the one in three who died between being captured and ever boarding a ship. The death rate once slaves reached the Americas was probably similar.

Most colonial merchants recognized the risks of the Atlantic slave trade and, with the exception of a few Rhode Islanders, devoted their efforts elsewhere. Shipbuilding was another matter. One in eight Virginia-built colonial ships was employed in the slave trade. Thus, although colonial Americans were minor players in the management of the Atlantic slave trade, they actively participated as suppliers of slave ships and purchasers of slaves.

By the eve of the American Revolution, Great Britain had declared slavery in England to be illegal, Philadelphia Quakers had begun to pressure slave-owning members of the Society of Friends to free their slaves, and a number of Baptists and Methodists, then rapidly expanding, took public stands against slavery. In 1776 Lord Dunmore, the last royal governor of Virginia, offered freedom to slaves who joined his forces. His action united most Virginia slave owners against him.

The Revolutionary War greatly disrupted the slave trade and slavery itself, and both British and American forces recruited slaves freed upon enlistment into their ranks. Northern states passed laws to abolish slavery, but the statutes were so gradual that slavery continued for decades. Maryland also prohibited the slave trade on the assumption that a temporary free labor force was more economical than permanent slave labor. At the end of the war thousands of former slaves left with British forces, and thousands more earned freedom through service in American armies.

American independence was won at a heavy economic price. Once outside the British Empire, Chesapeake Bay tobacco and South Carolina rice and indigo were no longer as profitable as before. The price of slaves declined, and there was speculation that slavery might disappear. The 1787 Constitutional Convention protected the slave trade until 1808 but imposed a tax on each imported slave. For political purposes, slaves were also counted as three-fifths of a white person to help formulate congressional representation for the South.

With the expanding economic opportunities of the 1790s, slavery and the slave trade made a comeback but at a significantly lower level. Eli Whitney’s cotton gin expanded cotton production in the Deep South and thus increased the demand for slave labor. Likewise, renewed war between France and Great Britain opened a new market for American grain. The number of slaves entering the fledgling nation in the 1790s (about 14,000) was similar to that of the 1780s but was still less than one-third that of the 1760s. Slave imports for each of the last two decades of the 18th century were the lowest for any decade after 1720. U.S. shipping carried more than 90 percent of the slaves.

The first decade of the 19th century was the last significant decade for the transatlantic slave trade, with nearly all slaves landing in South Carolina or Georgia. The Chesapeake Bay no longer played an important role. The few Americans who engaged in this trade were usually based in Charleston or Savannah. The drastic decline in slave importations in the following decade reflected the official closing of the slave trade by Britain (1807) and the United States (1808), trade disruptions during the War of 1812, and a plentiful supply of native-born slaves already in the United States.

Despite the dramatic decline in the slave trade during the late 18th and early 19th centuries, the percentage of slaves remained around 40 percent of the total population. This continued expansion of the slave population was not entirely welcomed by slave owners. Fear of slave revolts, heightened during the Revolution, returned in 1800 when Gabriel’s Rebellion threatened Richmond. The combination of a growing slave population and a shift away from labor-intensive tobacco production encouraged Virginians to export their slaves to other states. No governmental restrictions impeded moving slaves from one state to another. In the Deep South the percentage of slaves was higher, and in places such as South Carolina, slaves outnumbered free citizens. In 1811 there was a slave uprising in Louisiana that had to be forcibly extinguished by local militia and regular troops under Brigadier General Wade Hampton.

The fear of armed slaves intensified again in Virginia at the beginning of the War of 1812. With the Royal Navy establishing a base at Lynnhaven Bay, just inside the entrance to the Chesapeake Bay, it was no coincidence that the Virginia legislature created a state army (a group envisioned as more professional than the militia but still under the direct control of the state) to respond rapidly to any slave revolt. Ironically, part of the negotiations at Ghent, Belgium, that ended the War of 1812 included a statement that each nation would work to end the slave trade.

After 1815 the Atlantic slave trade entered a new era, with smaller vessels that sacrificed strength and seaworthiness for the extra speed necessary to escape British and American warships enforcing the ban on the slave trade. While the two nations agreed to a common stand against the transatlantic slave trade (which had been illegal since 1808), they disagreed over coastal trade. In the United States, the coastal slave trade remained legal until the Emancipation Proclamation of 1863.

The Industrial Revolution brought rapid development in transportation and manufacturing, offering both risk takers and safety-conscious investors more profitable and more reliable opportunities than the declining slave trade. Yet until the outbreak of the Civil War in 1861, there were still Americans who built ships, loaded them with slaves, and brought them to southern ports for sale.

Joseph A. Goldenberg
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Sloop of War

Ship type. The French term chaloupe, which led to the English term “shallop,” a small cargo carrier, is said to be the origin of one of the most complicated naval terms of the Age of Fighting Sail.

The term “sloop” sometimes referred to single-masted fore-and-aft vessels, such as the three-gun Little Belt, part of the British squadron captured at the Battle of Lake Erie. It was also a term used to rate a vessel according to the rank of the officer in command. A Royal Navy commander might command a ship sloop, a brig sloop, or even a schooner that he would identify as “His Majesty’s Sloop” as an indication of his rank. The ships commanded by masters commandant in the U.S. Navy would often be named as sloops, despite their rig, but not as consistently as with the British. The most relevant use of “sloop” or “sloop of war” for the study of the War of 1812 is as an identifier of the size and armament of a warship, often comparable to the occasionally used term “corvette.”

Sloops first appeared in the Royal Navy as two-masted vessels equipped with light guns and sweeps (long oars) early in the 1700s, but by the 1750s they had taken on a small frigate appearance, three-masted with raised forecastles and quarterdecks and 16 guns. This style evolved by the 1790s into several classes of sloops, ranging in size from the Snake class, with 100 feet on the flush deck and armed with 2 6-pounder long guns and 16 32-pounder carronades, to the Cyrus class of nearly 116 feet in deck length and mounting 4 more carronades than the Snake-class ships. Commissioned to commanders, they were attached to squadrons and used for inshore activities as well as the search for commerce raiders. HMS Levant, which was originally a Cyrus-class sloop but later a post ship, was captured along with HMS Cyane after the formal end of the war on February 20, 1815, by the U.S. frigate Constitution.

The U.S. Navy had only three sloops for very brief periods before the war but altered the intended brig Wasp into a sloop prior to its launch in 1806. The U.S. Navy captured the brig sloop Frolic in October 1812, but it was then retaken by HMS Poictiers (74 guns). The Wasp class of sloops was a product of the 1813 naval expansion. All were square-rigged and three-masted ships with flush decks measuring about 118 feet in length and armed with 2 long 12- or 18-pounders and 18 or 20 32- or 42-pounder carronades. The second Wasp showed its power by raiding in British waters and fighting and sinking two Cruizer-class brig sloops, the Reindeer and Avon, in June and September 1814, respectively, before it mysteriously disappeared at sea.

Both nations continued to add sloops to their navies following the war. The U.S. sloop Constellation of the 1850s (originally confused with the earlier frigate of the same name) is preserved at Baltimore.

Robert Malcomson
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Smith, John Cotton

Birth Date: February 12, 1762

Death Date: December 7, 1845

Governor of Connecticut. John Cotton Smith was born in Sharon, Connecticut, on February 12, 1762, the son of Reverend Cotton Mather. After graduating from Yale College in 1783, Smith studied law and was admitted to the bar in 1786. In 1793 he won a seat in the Connecticut House of Representatives, where he served until resigning to fill a vacancy in the U.S. House of Representatives in 1800.

Smith, a staunch Federalist, was well respected politically, and he went back to Connecticut in 1806 to pursue local politics. After serving in the legislature and on the Superior Court, he was elected lieutenant governor in 1811 in tandem with fellow arch-Federalist Roger Griswold. The two men were strongly opposed to the War of 1812, and Smith continued Griswold’s entrenched resistance to the James Madison administration after Griswold died in office on October 25, 1812, and he inherited the governorship.

As with chief executives in Massachusetts and Rhode Island, Smith embraced the policy of denying local militia to the federal government on constitutional grounds. This was despite the presence of Captain Stephen Decatur’s squadron at New London and a Royal Navy squadron lying offshore there throughout 1813. Smith mobilized the militia but, to prevent them from serving under U.S. Army brigadier general Henry Burbeck, deployed them under Connecticut Militia major general William Williams. Burbeck tolerated this arrangement until 1814, when he complained to federal authorities and was transferred. Burbeck’s replacement, Brigadier General Thomas H. Cushing, arrived at New London and persuaded militia leaders there to submit to army authority, but Smith, consistent with his principles, dispatched Connecticut Militia major general Augustine Taylor to usurp control. Cushing was so perturbed by this challenge to his authority that he mustered all Connecticut troops out of federal service, thereby placing fiscal responsibility for them on the local government.

Smith complained loudly about being abandoned by the Madison administration and in the autumn of 1814 followed the legislature’s wishes by dispatching delegates to the infamous Hartford Convention, where secession was discussed but never seriously entertained. Smith subsequently dispatched two delegates to Washington, D.C., to urge adoption of six proposed amendments to the Constitution, but the end of the war precluded any consideration.

[image: image]

John Cotton Smith became governor of Connecticut after the death in office of Governor Roger Griswold in October 1812. Like Griswold, Smith had opposed the U.S. declaration of war in 1812, and he clashed with Washington over the employment of state militia forces. (Hulton Archive/Getty Images)

Despite the political drubbing administered to Federalists after the war, Smith nonetheless gained reelection in 1815 and 1816, only to finally be turned out of office in 1817 by Oliver Walcott Jr., himself a former Federalist. Smith then retired from public life and spent the remainder of his days in the service of philanthropy and activities connected to the American Bible Society. Smith died in Sharon, Connecticut, on December 7, 1845.
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Smith, Joseph

Birth Date: March 30, 1790

Death Date: January 17, 1877

U.S. Navy officer who distinguished himself while serving in the Lake Champlain Squadron during 1812–1815. Joseph Smith was born on March 30, 1790, in Hanover, Massachusetts. The son of a shipbuilder, he grew up with a love of the sea. On January 16, 1809, he was appointed a midshipman in the navy. He saw duty at the Naval Station in Portland, Maine, during February–April 1809 and in special service on the frigate Chesapeake during April–November, 1809. In October 1812 after a three-year leave of absence, he was appointed first lieutenant on the brig Eagle (20 guns), operating on Lake Champlain.

The highlight of Smith’s wartime service came during the Battle of Lake Champlain on September 11, 1814. As the British fleet under Captain George Downie approached the ships of Lieutenant Thomas Macdonough in Plattsburgh Bay, Smith assisted in preparing the Eagle for action. The battle commenced around 9:00 a.m. Stationed at the head of Macdonough’s battle line, the Eagle received the full fire of the 20-gun British brig Linnet plus part of the fire of the 37-gun Confiance, the largest ship on the lake. Smith was severely wounded but refused to leave the deck while the fighting continued. The Eagle was so shot up that its captain cut its cable and allowed it to drift behind the 26-gun Saratoga for protection. From there, Smith brought fresh broadsides to bear on the Confiance, which was also battered by the Saratoga. At 11:00 a.m. the Confiance surrendered, whereupon the other British ships fled the scene. Smith received commendation for his heroism in the battle, and Congress awarded him a silver medal.

From January 1815 to December 1816 Smith was aboard the frigate Constellation in the Mediterranean during the Algerine War. During the next two decades he alternated between shore duty in navy yards and sea service in the Mediterranean. He served on the frigate Guerriere during 1818–1819 and 1828–1831. He was promoted to master commandant on March 3, 1827, and to captain on February 9, 1837. He was captain of the ship of the line Ohio during 1828–1840 and of the frigate Cumberland during 1843–1845. In May 1846 he was appointed chief of the Bureau of Navy Yards and Docks, a position he held until April 1861. Smith was promoted to rear admiral on the Retired List on July 16, 1862. He died in Washington, D.C., on January 17, 1877.
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Smith, Samuel

Birth Date: July 27, 1752

Death Date: April 22, 1839

U.S. merchant, politician, and Maryland Militia general who played a leading role in the 1814 defense of Baltimore. Born into a merchant family in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, on July 27, 1752, Samuel Smith moved with his family to Baltimore, Maryland, in 1759. There he attended a private academy and engaged in commerce. During the Revolutionary War, Smith joined the Patriot cause and served as captain, major, and lieutenant colonel in the 1st Maryland Regiment of the Continental Army before resigning in 1779.

Following his military service Smith returned to commerce, where he enjoyed great success. He took over management of the family business in 1784 and engaged in shipping. During 1790–1792 he was a member of the Maryland House of Delegates. In 1794 he was appointed brigadier general of militia, and he commanded the militia troops from his state called out to suppress the Whiskey Rebellion. Smith was elected to the U.S. Congress in 1792 and served there during March 1793–March 1803. Following his election to the presidency in 1800, Thomas Jefferson offered Smith the post of secretary of the navy. Smith declined on the excuse that he had to look after his business affairs, but he served ad interim pending a permanent appointee, his brother and Baltimore lawyer Robert Smith in July 1801.

Samuel Smith did not seek renomination in 1802, having decided to stand for the U.S. Senate. He won election to that body by the Maryland legislature as a Democratic Republican in 1802. Reelected in 1808, he served from March 1803 to March 1815. At first a strong supporter of Jefferson, Smith broke with the president over his maritime polices. Smith was more critical of Jefferson’s successor, James Madison, opposing his choice of Albert Gallatin as secretary of the treasury. In the run-up to the War of 1812, Smith voted for most of Madison’s defense measures, including expansion of coastal fortifications and increased naval expenditures. Smith favored a declaration of war on both Britain and France but voted for the declaration as presented only against Britain.

During the War of 1812 Smith had both political and military responsibilities, for he was also the commander of the Baltimore Militia. In the latter capacity he worked to repair Fort McHenry, construct other defenses, and organize regular militia drill. He also instituted a system of coast watchers to provide timely warning of any British movement against Baltimore.

In April 1813 British rear admiral Sir George Cockburn threatened an attack but only gave the city of Baltimore a scare. The threat became real early in September 1814 when Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane and Major General Robert Ross moved against Baltimore after having taken Washington, D.C., and burned its federal buildings.

Smith moved swiftly. He deflected a challenge to his authority by U.S. Army brigadier general William H. Winder, called up and positioned 15,000 militiamen, and strengthened the city defenses to include the sinking of hulks in the harbor. The defenders were ready when 4,000 British troops landed under Ross and the Royal Navy ships shelled Fort McHenry. Victorious at North Point, the British land attack failed against fortifications that Smith had ordered erected east of the city. The British troops then returned to their ships, which soon departed for the West Indies to refit. Smith is due much credit for the successful defense.

Smith subsequently returned to Congress, serving from January 1816 to December 1822, when he resigned on his election as senator to fill the vacancy caused by the death of William Pinckney. Smith served from December 1822 to March 1833. From 1835 to 1838 he was mayor of Baltimore. He then retired from public life. Smith died in Baltimore on April 22, 1839.
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Smith, Thomas Adams

Birth Date: August 12, 1781

Death Date: June 25, 1844

U.S. Army officer. Thomas Adams Smith was born in Essex County, Virginia, on August 12, 1781. Raised in Wilkes County, Georgia, on December 15, 1803, he joined the U.S. Army as a second lieutenant of artillery. He served on the staff of Brigadier General James Wilkinson at New Orleans and on December 31, 1805, was promoted to first lieutenant. In 1807 Wilkinson sent him to Washington, D.C., with news of Aaron Burr’s conspiracy. On May 3, 1808, Smith was promoted to captain in the newly created Regiment of Riflemen, and on July 31, 1810, he was advanced to lieutenant colonel.

In early 1812 Smith was ordered to march with two companies of riflemen and a few Georgia militiamen into Spanish-held East Florida to support the so-called Patriot War, an attempt by President James Madison’s administration to secure the region from Spain through a rebellion of American settlers. Bivouacking at Moosa Old Fort, just north of St. Augustine, Smith beat back an attack by a small Spanish force on May 16. Shortly afterward, following orders from the president, Smith besieged St. Augustine but had too few troops to capture it. On July 6 he was promoted to colonel. Harassed by Spanish gunboats and Seminoles and learning that the U.S. Senate had rejected a treaty to annex Florida on July 3, he was compelled in August to retire north of the St. Johns River. He was recalled in early 1813 when Madison abandoned attempts to obtain East Florida.

During the summer of 1813 Smith recruited in Nashville, and in the autumn he joined Major General William Henry Harrison in the Old Northwest. Given command of the garrison at Sackets Harbor, New York, Smith was promoted to brigadier general there on January 24, 1814. In June, he reported to Major General George Izard at Plattsburgh, New York, and took command of a brigade stationed at Champlain Village. Two months later Smith he marched with Izard to the Niagara frontier and saw no combat. Smith was on furlough with his family when the war ended.

Remaining in the army after the War of 1812, Smith reverted on May 17, 1815, to the rank of colonel but was brevetted brigadier general, backdated to January 24, 1814. In September 1815 he assumed command of the 9th Military District headquartered at St. Louis. Appointed receiver of public monies at Franklin, Missouri, on November 1, 1818, he resigned his commission nine days later. In 1826 he retired to his farm in Saline County, Missouri, and accumulated substantial wealth. He died there on June 25, 1844.
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Smith Faction

A loose faction of Democratic Republican senators who opposed President James Madison’s policies toward Great Britain as the War of 1812 loomed. U.S. representative Nathaniel Macon of North Carolina labeled this group the Invisibles in 1809 because of the difficulty in clearly identifying its membership during the tangled Democratic Republican infighting prior to the war. Also known as the Malcontents, the group’s most vocal and prominent senators included William Branch Giles and Wilson Cary Nicholas from Virginia, William Duane and Michael Leib of Pennsylvania, and the putative leader Samuel Smith of Maryland. Robert Smith—Samuel’s brother, President Thomas Jefferson’s secretary of the navy, and Madison’s first secretary of state—was also known to be a member of the faction.

The Invisibles split their support among different candidates during the 1808 presidential election, with Giles, Nicholas, and Duane backing Madison and with Leib and the Smiths favoring George Clinton of New York. They did, however, unite after Madison’s election. The first was an intense personal dislike for Madison’s treasury secretary and confidant, Albert Gallatin, which in turn prompted concerns over Madison’s foreign policy. Animosity between Gallatin and the Invisibles germinated from different seeds. The successful efforts by the Smiths in influencing Madison to appoint Robert Smith as secretary of state in place of Gallatin, the president’s first choice for the post, sparked Gallatin’s resentment. Driven by suspicion that the Smiths had plotted to supplant his own ambition for the presidency in 1812 with that of Robert Smith, Gallatin used his treasury post to charge the Smiths’ Maryland business operations with mishandling of government funds and to launch an unsuccessful attempt to derail Samuel Smith’s senate reelection. Duane’s and Leib’s resentment toward fellow Pennsylvanian Gallatin emerged from the fractured Democratic Republican political environment in Pennsylvania, but intensified when Duane failed to receive government printing contracts for his newspaper business in return for his support of Madison. Duane laid the blame at Gallatin’s feet, given the treasury secretary’s closeness to Madison.

Giles and Nicholas’s animosity against Gallatin stemmed not so much from personal factors but instead from a sense of alarm at the administration’s financial policies, perceived as continuing an ineffective economic coercion strategy against the British government at the expense of American military preparedness. Rampant British violations of American rights on the high seas and corresponding troubles with France only fueled matters. Giles and Nicholas’s fellow Invisibles shared this alarm, as did a growing chorus of other Democratic Republican voices.

The fusion of the Invisibles with the War Hawks in the Twelfth Congress in 1811 emboldened the congressional clamor for war and placed increasing pressure on the president. Madison’s ultimate decision to go to war in June 1812 attracted the support of Giles, Leib, Samuel Smith, and Duane, all of whom realized the practical need for a united front to successfully wage war against a powerful Great Britain. The Invisibles’ power receded during the war years, flaring one last time in 1813 when they successfully opposed Madison’s nomination of Gallatin as special envoy to assist John Quincy Adams, U.S. minister to Russia, in Russian efforts to serve as a mediator between the United States and Great Britain.
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Smuggling

According to the British governor in chief in Canada, Sir George Prevost, Vermonters and New Yorkers provided two-thirds of the beef consumed by British troops in Canada in 1814. Despite economic sanctions imposed by the Thomas Jefferson and James Madison administrations to limit foreign trade prior to the War of 1812, and then limit trade with the enemy once the conflict began, Americans from Maine to the Niagara frontier of New York traded routinely with the enemy. While most American trade goods went to Montreal and Halifax, Americans in coastal New England and New York also traded with various British vessels and sold provisions to British warships.

In the South, Georgia and Louisiana became the major avenues for smuggled imported goods via Spanish Florida and Lake Barataria, respectively. Some American ships also went to the British West Indies and fed British troops during the Peninsula War in Spain. Indeed, profit often proved more important than patriotism as many Americans turned to smuggling to survive.

In preparation for war, Congress imposed a 90-day trade embargo in April 1812. Congress retained the already-existing prohibition on British goods entering the country and added an enemy trade bill in July 1812 to prevent trade with Canada and seaborne trade with the British. Presidential proposals to ban all exports failed in Congress in January and July 1813. Madison nevertheless used his powers as commander in chief to authorize the navy and the army to seize smuggled goods. In December 1813 Madison finally persuaded Congress to approve a very restrictive embargo law but failed to get other restrictions on trade enacted. British victories against Napoleon forced Madison to lift the restrictions in April 1814.

There were, however, widespread evasions of the law. In Maine, Eastport became the unofficial center for Canadian-American trade during the first two years of the war, and efforts by the state militia to stop the illicit trade failed. Smugglers in Maine used the flags of neutrals to transport goods to Canada. When the British captured eastern Maine in 1814, the smuggling shifted westward toward Castine and Hampden. Merchants constructed new storehouses in Castine to handle the volume of illegal trade. Herds of cattle from western Maine also fed the British occupying troops.

Meanwhile, wagonloads of British-manufactured goods moved from the Canadian border into New York. From his home in Rhinebeck, Henry B. Livingston reported wagon trains of smuggled goods heading south. All along the frontier, New Yorkers and Vermonters shipped illegal cattle, hogs, flour, grain, cheese, butter, and potash. Militia troops also frequently collaborated with the smugglers. Alexander Richards, customs collector in St. Lawrence County, New York, admitted that his men could not stop the illegal trade. Local authorities in northern New York were forced to release smugglers from custody because of the deep public hostility toward stopping the trade. Threats to hang smugglers proved ineffective, and on a daily basis cattle and hogs crossed the border from New York and Vermont into Canada to feed British troops.

Similarly, Amelia Island in northern Florida became a center of illicit trade for the southern states, and merchants in New Orleans profited handsomely from the illegal trade via Lake Barataria. Coastal vessels from New England, New York, and the Chesapeake Bay frequently supplied the needs of British fleets operating off the coast.
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Smyth, Alexander

Birth Date: ca. 1765

Death Date: April 17, 1830

One of the most controversial U.S. Army officers of the War of 1812, in consequence of his participation in fighting along the Niagara frontier in October and November 1812. Alexander Smyth was born sometime in 1765 on the island of Rathlin, off the Irish coast. In 1775 he immigrated with his family to America and settled in Virginia. Tutored at home, Smyth developed an interest in law and in 1785 was appointed deputy county clerk of Botetourt, Virginia.

In the early 1790s Smyth moved to nearby Wythe County, where he continued the practice of law. Inspired by the agrarian idealism of Thomas Jefferson, Smyth became an adherent of the new political entity known as the Democratic Republicans. He served in both the Virginia House of Delegates and Virginia Senate during 1792–1809.

In July 1808 Smyth received a commission in the U.S. Army. No doubt in consequence of his political connections, he was appointed a colonel of a rifle regiment. Seeking to enhance his military reputation, he also authored a new army manual. Published in 1812 as Regulations for the Field Exercise, Manoeuvres, and Conduct of the Infantry of the United States, it was primarily based on French infantry regulations and proved not entirely useful to American field commanders. His work did catch the attention of administration officials, however, paving the way for his future advancement.

The outbreak of war with Britain led Congress to reestablish the position of inspector general of the army. In June 1812 Secretary of War William Eustis selected Smyth for that post, which brought with it promotion to brigadier general. Smyth had little use for administrative work, however, and soon lobbied for a field command.
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One of the most controversial U.S. generals of the War of 1812, Alexander Smyth of Virginia threw away any chance the Americans might have had of conquering Upper Canada in 1812. (Library of Congress)

In September 1812 Smyth received command of a brigade of 1,700 men and was ordered to report to the Niagara frontier. Upon reaching there he immediately chose to disregard orders from the War Department to cooperate with Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer, who ordered U.S. forces to cross the Niagara River near Queenston Heights and attack the British encampment on October 13, 1812. Several days before Van Rensselaer had directed Smyth to take part in the assault, but he disregarded the order. Van Rensselaer was further handicapped in that many of his militiamen held that they were not obligated to fight on foreign soil and refused to cross the river. In the ensuing British victory in the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, the British took almost 1,000 Americans captive. Shortly after this defeat Van Rensselaer asked to be relieved of his command, and Smyth took charge of the remaining U.S. forces there.

Throughout October and most of November 1812, Smyth began developing plans to cross the Niagara River and attack the British at Fort Erie. Prior to the planned assault he sought to rally his troops with bombastic rhetoric. Indeed, his posturing became so annoying to many of the men that they began ridiculing him as “Alexander the Great” and “Napoleon the Second.” The arrival in early November of some 2,000 Pennsylvania militiamen increased Smyth’s force to between 4,000 and 6,000 troops, and on November 25 he issued his usual bombastic orders to prepare for the assault.

The British were well aware of Smyth’s plans and concentrated heavy cannon fire on Black Rock, New York, opposite Fort Erie. This cannonade apparently quelled much of Smyth’s enthusiasm. Early on November 28 some Americans crossed the river and took several British batteries at Frenchman’s Creek but failed to destroy a key bridge linking Fort Erie and Chippawa. Preparations for the main body to cross on November 28 proceeded so slowly that the attempt had to be called off for that day.

Smyth then ordered his men to return to their camps and on November 29 ordered another attempt for the morning of December 1. When the operation finally began, only 1,500 men were loaded into the boats. Militia forces supporting Smyth’s regulars refused to embark, again pointing out that militia service did not require them to fight on foreign soil. After consulting with his officers, Smyth ordered his troops to disembark. The assault never occurred.

Many of Smyth’s men were angered by his indecisiveness. In fairness to Smyth, his forces were ill-prepared to carry out offensive operations because of sickness, inadequate supplies, desertions, and the questionable loyalty of the militia troops. Smyth, however, had done very little to address these problems. In the Buffalo Gazette, Brigadier General Peter B. Porter publicly accused Smyth of cowardice, and the two men fought a duel on Grand Island, although neither was wounded. Smyth subsequently requested leave and returned to Virginia. In March 1813 Congress abolished the office of inspector general, and Smyth lost his commission.

Smyth finished his public career by again serving in the Virginia House of Delegates (1816–1817, 1826–1827) and six terms in the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican (1817–1830). He died in Washington, D.C., on April 17, 1830.

Charles F. Howlett

See also

Eustis, William; Fort Erie; Frenchman’s Creek, Battle of; Porter, Peter Buell; Queenston Heights, Battle of; Van Rensselaer, Stephen

Further Reading


Fredriksen, John C. The United States Army in the War of 1812. Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 2009.

Skelton, William B. “High Army Leadership in the Era of the War of 1812: The Making of the Officer Corps.” William and Mary Quarterly 51 (April 1994): 253–274.



Snyder, Simon

Birth Date: November 5, 1759

Death Date: December 16, 1819

Governor of Pennsylvania. Simon Snyder was born in Lancaster, Pennsylvania, on November 5, 1759, the son of German-speaking Moravian immigrants. He attended night school while working as a tanner and in 1784 relocated to York County, where he served as a justice of the peace. Snyder subsequently became a delegate to the 1789 State Constitutional Convention, and during 1797–1807 he held a seat in the state legislature as a Democratic Republican.

In 1805 a split in the party prompted Snyder to run for governor against Thomas McKean, who formed an alliance with the Federalists and defeated Snyder. However, in 1808 Snyder ran again and won, becoming the first chief executive of German descent. In practice, he governed as a Jeffersonian and evinced considerable empathy for the poorer segments of society. He also managed to relocate the state capital from Lancaster to Harrisburg. Snyder proved to be quite his own man, alienating both John Binns and William Duane, two influential party newspaper editors. Snyder was also initially hostile to the administration of President James Madison, particularly in his antipathy for Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin. However, as the gathering war clouds signaled a resumption of hostilities against England in the spring and early summer of 1812, Snyder closed ranks and became an ardent supporter of the conflict and the administration. As head of one of the largest, wealthiest, and most populous states in the Union, Snyder’s support proved crucial at almost every level.

Of all northern chief executives, Snyder proved among the most efficient at mustering state forces and placing them at the disposal of the government. He also coordinated party efforts to thwart dissident Democratic Republicans from throwing the 1812 election in favor of DeWitt Clinton. In 1814 Snyder also vetoed the so-called Forty Banks Bill at the behest of Secretary Gallatin out of the latter’s fear that the legislation might trigger excessive speculation and harm the state economy. During the campaigns in the Midwest and on Lake Erie in 1812–1813, the governor also proved instrumental in providing men, money, and supplies to the war effort. In 1814 when the Royal Navy began menacing the Chesapeake region, Snyder gathered militia and volunteers for the defense of the capital, although none arrived to save it from capture. However, large numbers of troops were encamped south of Philadelphia under Brigadier General Thomas Cadwalader, and they successfully guarded this approach to the city until war’s end.
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Governor of Pennsylvania Simon Snyder strongly supported the War of 1812. As head of one of the most important states, his support was of critical importance. (Library of Congress)

Snyder remained in office through 1817 and was elected to the U.S. Senate. However, he died suddenly in Philadelphia on December 16, 1819.
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Sodus Point, Capture of

Event Date: June 20, 1813

The settlement of Sodus Point (known at the time as Sodus, Great Sodus, or Troupville), New York, was burned by British forces on June 20, 1813. Sodus Point is located on a small peninsula separating Lake Ontario from Great Sodus Bay, the largest inlet on the lake’s southern shore, roughly midway between Oswego and Charlotte in Rochester. The New York Militia had stored provisions there and at other points along the lake. Local men were mobilized and dispatched to Lewiston, New York, on the Niagara frontier, leaving the hamlet weakly protected. Area militia units were summoned to Sodus Point on occasions when there were fears of the approach of British warships and remained on post for several days each time.

During June 1813 the British Great Lakes Squadron under Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo cruised the southern shore of the lake to harass the Americans and intercept supplies destined for land forces. At the time, ships of the U.S. squadron were undergoing repairs at Sackets Harbor.

On June 15 Yeo raided Charlotte, at the mouth of the Genesee River. Learning of the raid, Colonel Philetus Swift assembled militia at Sodus Point and ordered the provisions removed to a more secure site. The British squadron failed to appear, and the militiamen were discharged on the morning of June 19.

From Charlotte, the British had detoured to Kingston to embark a detachment of the 1st Regiment of Foot (Royal Scots). From there the British headed south to Oswego but were kept at bay by cannon fire from shore batteries and gunboats. Heading west, the British arrived off Sodus Point on the afternoon of June 19, just hours after the militia’s dispersal.

Riders were sent to retrieve the militiamen, but few were found. Elder Seba Norton, a Baptist minister, gathered 40–60 local volunteers and militiamen, yielding command to Captain Elias Hull upon the latter’s arrival. When about 60 Royal Scots and a few sailors landed well after dark and in the rain, Hull’s men fired on them. Neither side could be certain of the size of the other force, and following a brief skirmish that included British units firing on other British units, the British returned to their ships, taking with them 3 prisoners. The British suffered 3 dead and 7 wounded; the Americans suffered 1 dead and 3 wounded as well as the 3 taken prisoner.

The following morning, June 20, the British ships bombarded the settlement and again landed troops. Unopposed this time, the British entered the village, and Yeo reported seizing 600 barrels of flour and pork. The British then burned all the buildings except the inn, to which a wounded American had been brought the night before. The British released their prisoners (with a warning against firing on British troops), returned to their ships, and sailed off in the direction of Oswego. A company of 100 militiamen arrived at Sodus Point the next day, June 21, and remained for about a week before again being discharged.
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Somers and Ohio, USS, British Capture of

Event Date: August 12, 1814

Daring British cutting-out operation against American warships on Lake Erie. With the Americans in possession of Fort Erie, the British initiated siege operations against the post at the beginning of August 1814. On August 5 three American schooners were detached from the Lake Erie Squadron and anchored off the fort, at the outlet of the lake, to provide flank protection for its garrison. The three ships and their armaments were the Ohio (one 24-pounder), Somers (one 32-pounder on a pivot mount and one 24-pounder), and the Porcupine (one 32-pounder on a pivot mount and two 12-pounder carronades). Each ship had a crew of some 35 men. Lieutenant Augustus H. M. Conkling of the Ohio had overall command.

There were several British warships near Fort Erie on Lake Ontario, and their officers now developed a plan to take the American ships. Commander Alexander T. Dobbs of the British storeship Charwell and Lieutenant Copleston Radcliffe led 75 seamen and marines in the attempt. Aided by some Canadian militiamen, they transported a gig and five bateaux 26 miles overland from Lake Ontario in a difficult operation that included cutting a path across wooded terrain over a distance of some 8 miles.

On the night of August 11–12, 1814, the British launched their boats in Lake Erie and then rowed toward the American ships. One of the crewmen in the Somers spotted the boats about midnight and hailed them. The British response was “provision boats.” Because supply craft were common in the vicinity at night, this answer assured the officer of the deck. The British then quickly cut the schooner’s cables and stormed on board the Somers. The two men on its deck were shot down, and the schooner was secured before the rest of the crew could come up from below.

Shortly thereafter British boats were at the Ohio. Dobbs led the attack here, sword in hand. Alerted by the firing on the Somers, the crew of the Ohio was at least able to mount a more effective resistance, and there was a brief but sharp fight before the British seized this ship as well. Lieutenant Radcliffe and one British seaman were killed, and six British seamen and marines were wounded. On the American side, both Lieutenant Conkling and Sailing Master M. Cally were wounded, while one seaman was killed and four others were wounded. The crewmen of the Porcupine, the remaining American schooner, cut their ship’s anchor cables and were able to escape.

The capture of the Somers and Ohio was one of the last naval engagements on the Great Lakes. Overall British casualties were 2 killed and 4 wounded; the Americans suffered 1 killed and 70 captured, including 8 wounded. The two captured ships were taken into the Royal Navy as the Saulk and Huron. Success here also prompted Lieutenant General Gordon Drummond to attack Fort Erie during August 14–15, 1814.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Soubiron, Paul-Emile

See Crillon, Count Edward de

Southampton, HMS, Capture of USS Vixen

Event Date: November 22, 1812

After returning to England and receiving praise for his work abroad, Captain Sir James Lucas Yeo took command of the Royal Navy frigate Southampton in late 1810. This fifth-rate (32-gun) warship, first launched in 1757, had an official crew of 215 and mounted probably 42 guns: 26 12-pounder long guns on its main gun deck and 6 6-pounder or 12-pounder long guns on the quarterdeck, in addition to perhaps 10 24-pounder carronades aft and forward.

The U.S. Navy warship Vixen was launched as a schooner in 1803 and reworked as a brig in 1804. It was stationed chiefly at Charleston, South Carolina, in 1812 and cruised in the early months of the war, accomplishing nothing of note. By the autumn, Master Commandant George Reed had taken command of the warship. The Vixen mounted 14 18-pounder carronades and a pair of 9-pounder long guns and had a crew of approximately 110 officers and seamen.

The Vixen had been on a cruise in the West Indies for about a month without encountering any English vessels when early on the morning of November 22, 1812, it spotted the Southampton. Realizing that the British frigate was far stronger than his own vessel, Reed set full sail and endeavored to escape. Yeo pursued and gained on the brig through the morning, fell back a bit around noon as the wind dropped, and then advanced with a new steady breeze and drew close to the Vixen. Reed ordered his two forward guns, shot, anchors, lumber, and other material thrown overboard in an attempt to lighten the ship and draw ahead, but the Southampton drew close by 4:00 p.m. and fired two guns, whereupon Reed surrendered.

Reed and his crew were taken aboard the Southampton while a British prize crew took possession of the Vixen. On its way to Jamaica bad weather made the passage difficult, and at about 12:30 a.m. on November 26 the Southampton ran into a set of reefs; a virtually identical accident claimed the Vixen about a quarter mile to starboard. Yeo organized a rescue effort, without loss of life for both crews, 10 miles across water to Conception Island. He then sent two boats to seek assistance from help from British forces at Nassau or Exuma, and on December 8 three ships arrived from New Providence Island and lifted off both crews.

There was no profit for Yeo and his crew in the capture of the brig because the ship was lost, but Yeo did escape guilt for loss of the Southampton in a subsequent court-martial. Captain Reed died of illness in January 1813. No court-martial charges were ever brought against his officers or crew.

Conception Island is part of the uninhabited and protected area of the Bahamas National Land and Sea Park, where the remains of both ships are present but unrevealed.

Robert Malcomson
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South Carolina

Southern U.S. state bordered by North Carolina to the north, Georgia to the west and south, and the Atlantic Ocean to the east. South Carolina covers an area of 31,113 square miles and had an 1810 population of approximately 415,000. South Carolina vigorously supported the war effort, and prominent members of the state’s congressional delegation played significant roles within the War Hawk faction. A South Carolinian, Major General Thomas Pinckney, assumed command of federal defenses in the Southeast, and the state quickly raised its quota of 5,000 men for the war effort.

Overwhelmed with war preparations, the federal government informed the state that it needed to prepare its own defenses with only minimal assistance from Washington. In response South Carolina called up its militia to join the few federal troops provided for local defense. South Carolina had to arm and equip not only its militia units but also the federal soldiers in the state. By 1813 state militia had become weary of service, and members of two Charlestonian regiments refused the orders of Governor Joseph Alston to guard ammunition magazines at Charleston.

Locals recognized the economic opportunities offered by a war with the British, and a number of them outfitted privateers, most of whom operated from Charleston, that seized at least 25 British ships. The lure of seemingly easy money prompted at least one crew to capture the ships of other countries, including Spain, essentially making them pirates rather than sanctioned privateers supporting the war effort. The surge of privateering from South Carolina and the opportunity to disrupt American trade brought a British blockade of the coast soon after the war began. British ships entered many inlets along the coast and seized local shipping as well as supplies. South Carolinians offered scant resistance to these British coastal forays. The militia-manned Beaufort Volunteer Artillery reportedly fired on British ships during one such raid in Saint Helena Sound. Three British ships blockaded Charleston Harbor and seized 8 vessels on October 14, 1812, and other American ships fell prey to these British warships during succeeding days. At least 1 British ship, however, procured supplies from Charleston.

After the British campaign against Washington, D.C., in 1814, South Carolina erected sturdy fortifications across the Charleston peninsula to protect the city from an anticipated possible land attack that never materialized. South Carolinians also took part in the Creek War of 1813–1814. Lieutenant Colonel Reuben Nash led a South Carolina regiment assigned to the brigade commanded by Brigadier General Joseph Graham, although it saw no action.

Prominent South Carolinians associated with the War of 1812 include Major General Andrew Jackson, born in Waxhaws, South Carolina; John C. Calhoun, a leader of the War Hawks; Langdon Cheves and William Lowndes, both War Hawks; naval officer John T. Shubrick, cited for his effectiveness under fire in sea battles with the British frigates Guerriere and Java and the sloop Peacock; Major General Wade Hampton II, who commanded troops during the campaigns along the Canadian border; and Major Arthur P. Hayne, who fought well in Canada and then served as acting inspector general and aide to General Jackson at the Battle of New Orleans.

Terry M. Mays
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Spain

Nation located in southwestern Europe. Spain is bordered by Portugal and the Atlantic Ocean to the west, the Bay of Biscay and France to the north, and the Mediterranean Sea to the east and south. In the early 19th century Spain controlled a sizable overseas empire, including all of Central America (including Mexico), a sizable portion of South America, portions of North Africa, and numerous islands in East Asia. Also, territory that is now part of the United States was Spanish-held, including Florida. Although Spain had been in decline for more than two centuries, it was nonetheless regarded as a major colonial power in 1812.

During this turbulent period, Spain generally managed to remain independent and hold on to its empire by maintaining close ties with the French, stemming from ties of royal marriage. But in March 1808 Spain was plunged into crisis when French emperor Napoleon I sent 100,000 French troops into Spain under Marshal Joachim Murat, designated lieutenant of the emperor in Spain and commander of the Army of Spain, on the pretext of guarding the coasts against the British. Spanish king Charles IV abdicated in favor of his son Ferdinand VII, but Napoleon called both men to Bayonne in May and pressured each of them to renounce the throne. Napoleon then placed his own brother, Joseph, on the throne of Spain. As a result, Spain burst into revolt during May 1808. The alliances were now turned on their head as the Spanish, Portuguese, and British allied to fight the French in the Peninsular War until 1814. In the vast Spanish Empire, the viceroys and captain-generals remained loyal to the Bourbons. But the invasion of the mother country also signaled the rise of various independence movements in Mexico and South America. Commencing in 1808 when British forces under Sir John Moore landed in Spain to drive out the French, the United States began a lucrative grain trade with Great Britain to keep these forces fed. Despite open hostilities between the two nations, this practice continued with little interruption up through 1814.

The leaders of the United States used these events to settle border disputes by force of arms, knowing that Spain was in no position to protest or to declare war. The Spanish territories bordering the United States at this time were Texas, West Florida (roughly the lower present-day states of Mississippi and Alabama), and East Florida, which included the present-day state of Florida. In 1810 the Americans occupied a strip of coastal territory from east of New Orleans to west of Mobile.

The declaration of war between the United States and Great Britain in 1812 put the local Spanish authorities in a dilemma. The British were their allies in Europe. The Indians opposing the United States sought their assistance, and the British wished to use the Indians’ ports as bases of operations. Meanwhile, the local authorities had been militarily abandoned, and while no state of war existed between Spain and the United States, the Americans were moving into the Spanish territories unimpeded.

In East Florida, a Patriot army of militia from Georgia, under Brigadier General George Mathews and accompanied by a few U.S. marines, arrived near St. Augustine in September 1812. They were ambushed and repulsed by two companies of Cuban Morenos Libres (“Free Blacks”) who had been sent from Havana as reinforcements. The defeat and the daunting walls of St. Augustine’s citadel, the Castillo San Marcos, discouraged further forays in that area.

West Florida did not have extensive fortifications, however, and was easily occupied by U.S. forces in 1813. After considerable hesitation, Major General James Wilkinson moved with 600 regulars on Mobile, which surrendered without a fight on April 16. It became the only permanent territorial gain secured by the United States as a result of the War of 1812. Southern Mississippi and Alabama now fell under U.S. control. More dramatic was the October 1814 siege of Pensacola, the capital of West Florida, by Major General Andrew Jackson. Charging the Spanish with providing shelter to British troops in Pensacola, he led a force there that included 700 U.S. Army regulars. Jackson attacked on October 7. After some house-to-house fighting, Governor Mateo González Manrique surrendered, fearing the consequences of an all-out assault on the civilian population. Some British naval personnel were at Fort Barrancas, west of Pensacola; they evacuated and blew up the fort on October 8.

West of Louisiana were the northern provinces of New Spain (Mexico) that included settlements and forts in the present-day states of Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California. In July 1812 a small force of American adventurers, known as the Gutiérrez-Magee Expedition, entered Texas. Hundreds of Spaniard inhabitants joined them, and on April 6, 1813, they declared Texas’s independence. However, a Spanish army of some 1,800 men crushed the 1,400 insurrectionists at Medina on August 18, 1813.

Although Spain was not at war with the United States during the War of 1812, it is ironic that the only permanent territorial gains made by the Americans during the conflict were from Spanish territory. Mobile was taken during the war, but in 1821 Spain formally ceded what remained of Florida to the United States. Spain’s grip on Central and South America was also permanently weakened by a wave of successful revolutions that, in turn, led to the Monroe Doctrine.

René Chartrand
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Spilsbury, Francis Brockell

Birth Date: Summer of 1784

Death Date: October 6, 1830

Royal Navy officer. Francis Brockell Spilsbury was born in the summer of 1784, probably at Newark-upon-Trent, near Nottingham, where his father was a surgeon and the inventor of Spilsbury’s Drops for the relief of rheumatic fever and other ailments and also became a surgeon in the Royal Navy and was known for his pamphlets and artwork. The younger Spilsbury entered the Royal Navy as a volunteer first class in the frigate Meleager in July 1798 and became a midshipman in June 1800. One source mentions Spilsbury’s service with Sir Sidney Smith against the French at Acre in the Mediterranean during this period. Spilsbury passed his lieutenant’s exam in February 1805 and received a commission the following December.

Lieutenant Spilsbury is said to have served again with Sir Sidney Smith in the Mediterranean and is known to have been assigned to the sloop Hyacinth in 1811. Spilsbury earned recognition in April 1812 for his conduct during a boat attack on a flotilla of privateers at Malaga, Spain, during which he received a serious head wound. The Patriotic Fund of Lloyd’s of London awarded Spilsbury a silver drinking vessel for his gallantry.

In March 1813 Spilsbury was promoted to commander and sent to Canada as part of the Royal Navy detachment under Commodore Sir James Yeo. As commander of the schooners Lord Beresford and then Lord Melville, Spilsbury participated in all the events of the campaign on Lake Ontario in 1813.

In the spring of 1814 Yeo moved Spilsbury into the Montreal (formerly the Wolfe), which was now a post ship, making him a post captain. Spilsbury was present at the assault on Oswego during May 5–6 and was part of the boat flotilla caught in the American ambush in the skirmish on Sandy Creek on May 30. Taken prisoner, Spilsbury spent most of the rest of the war in captivity in Pittsfield, Massachusetts. Just weeks after his capture, his father arrived at Kingston as a surgeon in the 900-man reinforcement force from England under Captain George Downie.

Spilsbury’s captaincy was finally confirmed in September 1815, but there were no further appointments at sea for him. He married, went on half pay, and took leave from the Royal Navy in 1818 to accept a large grant of land near present-day Peterborough, Ontario, and the responsibility for bringing new settlers to it. The elder Spilsbury father had opened a medical practice at Kingston, and the younger Spilsbury eventually moved his family to the village of Colborne. He tried to establish himself as part of the new gentry in the province, re-creating the old ways of England, but his aspirations were cut short by his early death on October 6, 1830, at Colborne.

Robert Malcomson
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“Star-Spangled Banner, The”

See National Anthem, U.S.

St. Augustine, Florida

Capital of and the largest settlement in Spanish-held East Florida, a colony vexed by many problems during the War of 1812. St. Augustine is located on the coast of northeastern Florida. First settled by Europeans in 1565, St. Augustine was an isolated outpost of a declining empire by the early 1800s; it was not prosperous, and the government in Madrid did not give it high priority. Governor Juan José de Estrada (1811–1812, 1815–1816) had too few troops to enforce law and order, and American settlers living there constantly agitated for annexation to the United States.

St. Augustine was a trade center where Seminole Indians acquired weapons, with tacit government approval, to use against Americans in Georgia. The colony was also a haven for slaves escaping from the United States, who sometimes joined the Seminoles in fighting Americans in Georgia. When the War of 1812 began, Americans in East Florida believed that Britain might ally with the Spanish. The presence of British trade companies in the region also stoked American fears that the British might use the region to launch attacks against the United States and to encourage even more Indian raids against Americans in Georgia and southern South Carolina.

In 1811 Americans living in St. Augustine had established the Republic of East Florida and asked for annexation to the United States. President James Madison, with the approval of Congress, supported the so-called Patriots. In early 1812 Madison covertly sent a handful of regular troops under Lieutenant Colonel Thomas A. Smith, as well as navy gunboats, to lend assistance, and the Georgians supplied militia. Spanish governor Sebastián Kindelán y Oregón (1812–1815) successfully resisted these and later American attacks on St. Augustine during the war.
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Street scene in St. Augustine, capital of Spanish Florida, ca. 1815. (Getty Images)

After a March 1812 attack against St. Augustine failed, Madison quickly revoked support for the Patriot War, under pressure from Federalists and the British and concerned that the United States lacked the resources to wage a war in Florida concurrently with a conflict with Great Britain. A number of Patriots, however, continued their filibustering activities in and around St. Augustine, with the last major attempt to conquer East Florida occurring in January 1814. Three months later a British naval squadron arrived at the mouth of the St. Marys River to prevent any further U.S. attempts to take St. Augustine. Nearly a year later the British wrought havoc and destruction on the southern Georgia towns of Saint Marys and Point Peter.

After 1815, Governors Estrada and José Mariá Coppinger (1816–1821) continued to experience difficulty maintaining order in East Florida, particularly on Amelia Island, just to the north of St. Augustine. On December 23, 1817, U.S. naval forces took the island into protective custody. Spain formally ceded Florida to the United States in the 1819 Adams-Onís Treaty, and St. Augustine was named district capital of the eastern half of the new territory.

Paul David Nelson
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St. David’s, Upper Canada, Burning of

Event Date: July 18, 1814

Attack instigated by U.S. forces against St. David’s, a small village in Upper Canada near Queenstown, New York, on July 18, 1814. Two weeks before, on July 5, American forces under Major General Jacob Brown and Brigadier General Winfield Scott had defeated British forces under Major General Phineas Riall in the Battle of Chippawa. This hard-fought American victory forced Riall to withdraw before the advancing Americans. Brown meanwhile made plans to attack Fort George, believing the British garrison there to be vulnerable. However, in order to capture the fort, he needed the support of U.S. naval forces at Sackets Harbor, New York, which Commodore Isaac Chauncey refused.

Meanwhile, Riall had been reinforced and began attacking American lines of communication. On July 12 Brigadier General John Swift of New York, a Revolutionary War veteran, led 120 New York volunteers from Queenstown in the direction of Fort George to gather intelligence on the British. His men captured a British picket of five men. What happened next is in dispute, but the Americans claimed that one of the British pickets who had begged for quarter had then shot and mortally wounded General Swift. The shot roused the fort’s garrison, and Swift led his men against them until he fell exhausted in consequence of his wound. The British were forced back into the fort, and the Americans returned to Queenstown, where Swift died of his injuries. Whatever the circumstances of Swift’s wounding, the Americans believed that he had been treacherously shot, and the event heightened feelings against the British, which were already high among the New York volunteers in consequence of the burning and looting of towns and villages along the Niagara River that winter.

On July 18 a few days after the death of Swift, another scouting party of New York volunteers was ordered out under New York Militia lieutenant colonel Isaac Stone to dislodge a small British force in the village of St. David’s, not far from Queenstown. Stone’s men quickly routed the 1st Lincoln Militia there, and his men then set about looting and burning homes, destroying most of the village. A furious Brown subsequently ordered Stone court-martialed, and he was convicted and dismissed from the militia.

On July 22 Canadian militia counterattacked at St. David’s, hoping to regain control of the village. American forces defeated them, however, securing possession of the area. On July 25 American and British regulars fought to a tactical draw at the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, and the events at St. David’s were largely forgotten. Stone’s attack on St. David’s was in fact part of an unfortunate pattern of destruction of villages and private property practiced by both sides along the border in the northern theater of war, but the St. David’s affair was certainly one of a number of incidents that, in British eyes, warranted the subsequent destruction of public property in Washington, D.C.

Thomas Sheppard and Spencer C. Tucker
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Steamships

In 1790 American John Fitch built a steam launch capable of a speed of eight miles per hour in the Delaware River between Philadelphia and Burlington, New Jersey. In 1807 Robert Fulton’s paddle wheel steamship Clermont was hailed as the first economically practical vessel powered by steam; it plied the Hudson River between Albany and New York. The world’s first steam warship was Fulton’s Demologos, launched in December 1814 just as the War of 1812 was coming to an end. It was designed as a floating battery to protect New York Harbor.
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Launch of the steam frigate Fulton I at New York on October 29, 1814. Christened the Demologos before being renamed in honor of Robert Fulton, it was the first steam warship in any navy in the world. (Naval Historical Center)

Steamships were immensely important in solving the problems of inland transportation with its vagaries of wind, but the early steam engines were inefficient and required a great deal of fuel. The paddle wheel was also an inefficient means of propulsion (the screw propeller did not appear until the 1830s). Steam boats were, in any case, in their infancy during the War of 1812 period and played no major role in the conflict, although in some instances they did transport troops on various lakes and inland waterways. Within several decades after the war, however, steam side and stern paddle wheelers dominated shipping along the Mississippi River and many other inland waterways.

Larry Schweikart and Spencer C. Tucker
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Stewart, Charles

Birth Date: July 28, 1778

Death Date: November 6, 1869

U.S. Navy officer whose 63-year career (1798–1861) and nine commands at sea rank him as one of the most experienced officers in U.S. Navy history. Charles Stewart was born on July 28, 1778, in Philadelphia. He attended Dr. James Abercrombie’s Episcopal Academy along with future U.S. Navy officers Stephen Decatur and Richard Somers and future statesman Richard Rush. At age 12, Stewart served as a cabin boy on the East Indiaman Loraine, and by age 19 he was commanding his own merchant ship.

On March 9, 1798, Stewart was commissioned a lieutenant in the U.S. Navy and assigned to the frigate United States. A year later he took command of the schooner Experiment, in which he defeated three French warships during the Quasi-War (1798–1800). He then commanded a brig in the Mediterranean. Stewart was advanced to master commandant (commander) on May 19, 1804. Following the conclusion of peace with Tripoli in June 1805, he commanded the frigate Essex. Promoted to captain on April 22, 1806, he went to New York City to supervise gunboat construction. Without orders, from 1807 to 1812 he returned to the merchant trade, amassing a small fortune.

At the outset of the War of 1812, Stewart and Captain William Bainbridge advocated sending the small navy to sea; Commodore John Rodgers suggested combining the naval assets into squadron actions in European waters, a view contradicted by Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin, who proposed collecting all ships in New York Harbor, safe from the Royal Navy. Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton eventually sided with Stewart and Bainbridge, although Rodgers did receive a small squadron. On June 22, 1812, Stewart assumed command of the brig Argus and sailed in it on a brief cruise in the Atlantic that summer before taking command of the frigate Constellation, which he sailed to Norfolk in time to defend that port from a superior British force under Admiral Sir George Warren.

On June 24, 1813, Stewart assumed command of the frigate Constitution at Boston. During his first cruise he captured several British merchant ships, but a crack in one of his frigate’s masts forced him to return to port. Two British frigates, the Junon and Tenedo, chased the Constitution into Marblehead, Massachusetts. Following repairs to his ship, Stewart’s second cruise focused on operations off the coast of Europe. On February 8, 1815, he encountered a merchant ship, and its captain provided news of the signing of the Treaty of Ghent in December 1814. Nevertheless, Stewart understood that a treaty was not valid until ratified by the U.S. Senate, so he continued to pursue British warships. On February 20, 1815, he simultaneously engaged and defeated the British frigate Cyane and corvette Levant off the Madeira Islands.
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Charles Stewart, commander of USS Constitution, is famous for the stunning defeat of HMS Cyane and HMS Levant on February 20, 1815. (Library of Congress)

Stewart commanded the ship of the line Franklin in the Mediterranean during 1817–1820 and in the Pacific during 1821–1824. In 1825 he was court-martialed on charges arising from his command of the Pacific Squadron on the west coast of South America, but he was found not guilty. He served on the navy’s Board of Commissioners from 1830 to 1833 and commanded the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard intermittently from 1836 to 1861.

Stewart served on a number of courts of inquiry and courts-martial and was often called upon by presidents and Congress to provide his opinion on issues such as the size and makeup of the fleet, the viability of the U.S. Marine Corps, and the appropriate number and ranks of naval officers. In 1835 Stewart designed a radically new steam-driven warship with three hulls, two paddle wheels, and a ram. The House Committee on Naval Affairs recommended $75,000 for the development of the ship, but Congress failed to act on it.

Shortly after the inauguration of President Abraham Lincoln in 1861, Stewart was consulted on the defense and provisioning of Fort Sumter in Charleston Harbor. That same year he retired. On July 16, 1862, he was promoted to rear admiral on the retired list. Stewart died on November 6, 1869, at Montpelier, his estate in Bordentown, New Jersey.

Claude G. Berube
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Stewart, Robert, Viscount Castlereagh

Birth Date: June 18, 1769

Death Date: August 12, 1822

British politician and foreign minister (1812–1822). Robert Stewart was born in Dublin, Ireland, on June 18, 1769. His father was a landowner and had been made an earl and marquess by King George III. Stewart received his education in the Royal School, Armagh, and at St. John’s College, Cambridge, from which he earned a degree in 1789. He received the courtesy title Viscount Castlereagh in the 1790s when his father was made Earl of Londonderry.

As a young man, Castlereagh became involved in politics. In 1790, he was elected to the Irish House of Commons as a Whig. He became chief secretary for Ireland in 1797 and played a key role in quashing the Irish Rebellion of 1798. His nascent diplomatic skills came to the forefront as he lobbied for the passage of the Act of Union in 1800 to unite the Kingdom of Ireland with Great Britain. Almost single-handedly, he was able to force the measure through the Irish House of Commons despite strong Protestant opposition. Along with the Irish-British union, Castlereagh also tried to bring about the political emancipation of Roman Catholics in Ireland. His attempts at this failed by 1801, and he resigned his post.

In 1802 Castlereagh became president of the Board of Control for Indian Affairs, and in 1804 he became secretary of state for war and the colonies under Prime Minister William Pitt (the Younger). Committed to preventing France’s Napoleon from conquering the European continent, Castlereagh played an instrumental role in building the Grand Alliance against the French Empire. In 1808 his plan to reorganize militia forces in Great Britain both improved home defenses and allowed the United Kingdom to contribute more troops to the military effort overseas, especially important during the Peninsular War in the Iberian Peninsula. Because of political disagreements with Foreign Secretary George Canning, which eventually led to a duel, both men were forced to resign their respective positions in 1809.

Undeterred, Castlereagh returned to politics in 1812 as foreign secretary, a post he held for the next 10 years. After Prime Minister Spencer Perceval’s assassination in 1812, Castlereagh also assumed the position of leader of the British House of Commons.

As Anglo-American relations leading up to the War of 1812 intensified, Castlereagh suspended the Orders in Council that had imposed an embargo against France and allowed the seizure of any merchant vessels trading with the French, greatly interfering with the U.S. merchant marine. The repeal of the Orders in Council might have prevented the War of 1812, but news of this arrived in the United States too late, well after the U.S. declaration of war of June 18.
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One of the greatest foreign ministers in British history, Robert Stewart, Viscount Castlereagh, held the office during the turbulent period of 1812–1822. Castlereagh played a preeminent role in forging the peace settlement not only with the United States but with the nations of Europe following the defeat of Napoleon I. (Library of Congress)

Castlereagh expressed a willingness to negotiate directly with the Americans in November 1813. The offer was accepted in early 1814, and peace talks opened at Ghent in Belgium. At the same time, Castlereagh was involved in negotiations over the composition of post-Napoleonic Europe. At this time, negotiations among Great Britain, Austria, Russia, and Prussia were extremely tense, and it appeared that war might erupt among the former allies.

Castlereagh nonetheless directed the British representatives at Ghent to take a hard line with the Americans and not to discuss impressment. The British began the talks by demanding that the U.S. government ensure sovereign territories for Native Americans with guaranteed boundaries, recognize the British policy of impressment, and redraw the boundary with Canada. In the end, the Americans retreated from their demands of ending impressment in exchange for the British withdrawal of demands regarding Indian territories. Castlereagh, for his part, was engrossed with greater matters pertaining to the European continent, so he was willing to end the American matter as quickly as possible. The Treaty of Ghent was signed on December 24, 1814.

Meanwhile, Castlereagh represented Great Britain in negotiating the Quadruple Alliance at Chaumont in March 1814, binding the allies of Great Britain, Austria, Prussia, and Russia against France. He also took part in negotiations leading to the Treaty of Paris of May 1814 that officially ended the Napoleonic Wars. At the Congress of Vienna (1814–1815), Castlereagh and Austrian Prince Klemens von Metternich were the main architects of the so-called Concert of Europe and the establishment of a political balance of power that would shape relations among the European powers for the next 100 years.

In his later years, Castlereagh displayed signs of mental instability. Convinced that he was being blackmailed, he confessed to having had an affair with a man. Castlereagh committed suicide in London on August 12, 1822.
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St. Lawrence, HMS

During the winter of 1813–1814 both the British and the Americans undertook the construction of additional warships on Lake Ontario in an attempt to gain an advantage over the other. Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo’s dockyard at Kingston began work on two frigates in the autumn of 1813, while Commodore Isaac Chauncey had to wait until the following January to receive permission to build two large brigs.

Rumors reached Kingston in February that there would be three new hulls rising at Sackets Harbor, and Yeo ordered Master Shipwright William Bell (who had built warships at Amherstburg since 1803, including HMS Detroit) to design a third frigate, larger in dimensions than the others. Work began early in April, but there was some talk of a pending armistice, which made the project uncertain until another full season of conflict was expected and the construction went ahead. The main deck was to be 198 feet long with a beam of nearly 53 feet and a depth of hold of nearly 14 feet. The ship was to be given three fully armed decks of guns similar to a first-rate ship of the line. Armament was to include 34 32-pounder long guns on the lower deck, 34 24-pounder long guns on the middle deck, and 34 32-pounder carronades on the upper deck, along with a pair of 68-pounder carronades, for a total of 104 guns.

Supplying the construction and fitting-out needs of the new ship at Kingston put a vast amount of pressure on the transportation system from Lower Canada, which was also sending large numbers of military reinforcements and matériel to the upper province. The costs were high; warships at Quebec were being stripped for the guns, rigging, and iron fittings that were needed; and the work stretched through the summer. Yeo had sent his four smallest vessels to operate between Niagara and York, while he kept his two smaller ships and two frigates at Kingston. Chauncey sailed with two new brigs and two frigates and watched over the British dockyard and invited Yeo to an engagement, but nothing occurred.

The new ship aroused much discussion, and some authorities predicted that its hull would break upon launch because it was not heavily enough structured. The ship was successfully launched on September 10, 1814, however, and named the St. Lawrence. Completed, armed, and manned, it sailed on October 16 as Yeo’s new flagship with the other ships, all of which had reinforcements and supplies on board. Chauncey had withdrawn to Sackets Harbor and was expecting an attack, but the British sailed instead to Niagara to resupply the army there. Following another sortie, the British ships then anchored at Kingston for the winter.

The St. Lawrence did not sail again, but its presence prompted the Americans to begin building even larger ships of the line at and nearby Sackets Harbor and prompted the British to begin work on two 74-gunners at Kingston. Because of the costs and delays involved in the building of the St. Lawrence, it added to the command disagreements between Yeo and Sir George Prevost.

The St. Lawrence ended its days in the 1830s as a rotting hulk at Kingston, where it was brought to be cut down and used as a wharf.
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St. Lawrence River

The St. Lawrence River system, comprising an estuary and a series of connected lakes, affords water communication and transport from the Atlantic Ocean to the middle of the North American continent via the Great Lakes. With a length of 1,635 nautical miles, it is one of two great waterways penetrating the continent, the other being the Mississippi River. The St. Lawrence drops 226 feet in elevation in the 180 miles between Kingston, Upper Canada, and Montreal. It is bounded principally by Canadian territory, except for the portion between Cornwall and Kingston, running along the northernmost boundary of New York state.

During the War of 1812 the St. Lawrence River was part of a vital 3,000-mile long supply line from Britain by which both Upper and Lower Canada were supplied. The most important section was the stretch between Montreal and Kingston, most of which lay contiguous to the northern boundary of New York state. If this supply line was cut, the British war effort would be seriously hindered, and this was well understood in Washington. The islands in the upper river created channels, many of which were not navigable. As a result, traffic passed through several choke points, and from a military standpoint, this made it relatively easy to disrupt traffic. Additional choke points occurred at the five rapids of varying intensity and length between Montreal and Prescott. Movement was conducted using a large fleet of bateaux and Durham boats, protected by gunboats.

The British enjoyed several advantages that ensured their dominance of the upper river for most of the war. Following the American Revolutionary War, 13 settlements were created along the Canadian shore between Cornwall and Kingston and settled by refugees who had supported the Crown in the war, known as Loyalists. By 1812 there were 34 townships with more than 37,000 habitants, significantly more than the 15,000 people who lived in the neighboring two counties of New York state. The British population along their side of the river was larger than that of the Americans. This provided the British more militiamen. The British also enjoyed an established water transportation service and better roads and infrastructure, enabling them to rapidly shift forces along the frontier.

This frontier witnessed considerable military action during the war. Between July 1812 and February 1813 a series of predatory raids by Major Benjamin Forsyth sought to secure supplies or interfere with the bateau traffic. On February 22, 1813, British forces succeeded in defeating the only detachment of American regular troops along the river during the attack on Ogdensburg, New York. A final threat came that November when the movement of Major General James Wilkinson’s army down the river closed communications for several days. Thereafter the river was dominated by the British, who added additional fortifications and a large body of troops to protect the line of communication.

In February 1815 Secretary of War James Monroe considered a potential offensive designed at cutting communication on the upper river, but the war ended before it could be attempted. At the same time, the British commenced survey work for an alternate route away from American territory that eventually became the Rideau Canal, built between 1826 and 1832.
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St. Leonard’s Creek, Battles of

Event Dates: June 8–10 and June 26, 1814

Naval engagements between U.S. and British forces during June 8–10 and June 26, 1814. In an effort to protect the citizens of the Chesapeake Bay area from Royal Navy depredations, Captain Joshua Barney presented a plan on July 4, 1813, calling for the construction of a flying squadron of shallow-draft gunboats and barges capable of shadowing and pursuing British landing parties in the shoal waters of the Chesapeake Bay beyond range of the larger and deeper-draft British warships. The plan was adopted, and Barney was appointed commodore of what was called the Chesapeake Flotilla, consisting of at least 18 vessels. The force was manned largely by Marylanders, including African American slaves and freemen.

Barney again left Baltimore on May 25 with a force consisting of the block sloop Scorpion, 13 barges, gunboats No. 137 and No. 138, 1 galley, and 1 lookout boat. No. 137, its main gun removed, was employed as a storeship. Barney planned to launch a surprise attack against the British in Tangier Sound. Toward that end, he established his base of operations in the Patuxent River. Although Barney’s flotilla was not a major threat to them, the British saw this as a chance to destroy the only significant American naval force in the Chesapeake Bay area.

The Patuxent River was navigable by small boats to about 15 miles by land from Washington, D.C. Although large vessels could enter it they could not go far upstream, so any British plan to destroy the flotilla would necessitate a combined land-water operation. This would also enable them to mask their intention of an assault on Washington.

Early on the morning of June 1 Barney’s force left the Patuxent for the Potomac. His lookout boat and row galley Vigilant soon signaled the presence of British ships. The wind being light, the Americans made for them under sail and oar. The British vessels were the schooners St. Lawrence (13 guns) and Catch-up, the tender to the British ship of the line Dragon (74 guns) under the command of Captain Robert Barrie. The two threatened British ships then made signals and fired guns, and soon the Dragon and a number of British barges came to their assistance. The wind also freshened, shifting to the southwest, and it began to rain. With the Dragon closing and threatening to cut off the flotilla from the Potomac, Barney signaled his vessels to make for the Patuxent. The Dragon, the schooners, and seven barges kept up the pursuit. By 4:00 p.m. the Americans had reached the mouth of the Patuxent. Following a brief halt and an exchange of long-range fire that enabled him to bring off his slow gunboats, Barney broke off the engagement and again got under way. In the exchange there was no damage to either side. Barney’s force then withdrew to Drum Point, some three miles upstream, while the British blocked the river’s mouth.
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Action between the British and the Americans in St. Leonard’s Creek, Maryland, June 1813. (The Mariners’ Museum)

British reinforcements soon arrived in the razee Loire (38 guns) and brig Jaseur (18 guns), and on June 7 Captain Barrie took the Loire, Jaseur, St. Lawrence, and Catch-up and a number of rowing barges up the Patuxent in pursuit of the Americans. On the morning of June 8 the British discovered the American flotilla working its way north to St. Leonard’s Creek on the eastern shore of the river. Although the St. Lawrence grounded, Barrie continued with his remaining vessels.

Barney’s flotilla reached the creek and retreated two miles up it, forming in line abreast across the channel. The Loire and Jaseur then anchored at the creek’s mouth, sealing the American flotilla within. At noon Barrie sent barges up the creek against the flotilla, but the British were unwilling to engage at close quarters. Instead, they launched rockets from a barge; the rockets, however, passed harmlessly over the Americans. American shot fell short. To close the range, Barney left the Scorpion and the gunboats at anchor and mounted an attack with his 13 barges, whereupon the British withdrew.

Later that afternoon Barrie launched a second assault, this one larger and more successful. The British were able to reach the Americans with their rockets while staying out of range of American shot. One barge was hit by a rocket, killing a man and setting fire to a barrel of musket cartridges. The crew finally put out the fire, but three men suffered burns. Late on the afternoon of June 9 the British again attacked with 20 barges, supported by the St. Lawrence. Again the British employed rockets, apparently hoping to goad the Americans into an attack on their more powerful vessels at the mouth of the creek.

The next morning, June 10, Barrie sent 21 barges and boats, 1 rocket barge, and 2 schooners against the Americans. Barney struck back with his barges, and there was a general engagement. One American vessel was sunk, but the British were forced to retire or withdrew as a ruse to draw the Americans against their heavier vessels at the creek’s mouth. The St. Lawrence grounded, however, making it an easy target for the American guns, while the St. Lawrence could respond with only one of its own. The St. Lawrence took a number of American shots at the waterline, and the British had to run it on shore to keep it from sinking. Its deck was torn up, its guns were dismounted, and its mainmast was nearly cut off and rendered unserviceable. American fire also damaged several of Barrie’s boats. One American shot also raked a small British schooner. The larger British ships in the river then opened fire, and it was the Americans’ turn to retire. They had one gun burst and lost 1 galley, leaving Barney with 12 barges and 450 men. The Americans had, however, fought well during this First Battle of St. Leonard’s Creek, also known as the Battle of the Barges.

After the engagement Barney ordered the masts of his barges removed. These had easily identified them against the shoreline. Removing the masts also would make the barges lighter and able to row faster. Barney also detached approximately 20 men from the flotilla to erect and man a land battery, and he ordered piles and a boom placed across the creek.

The British meanwhile proceeded to lay waste to the countryside on both sides of the Patuxent in hope that this would force Barney into action. The reluctance of American militia forces to engage the British was undoubtedly caused by Barrie’s threat, subsequently carried out, to set fire to any deserted houses in the area.

On June 20 Barney’s force in St. Leonard’s Creek consisted of seven 75-foot barges, six 50-foot barges, a lookout boat, the row-galley Vigilant, the Scorpion, and gunboats No. 137 and No. 138. The two gunboat were unarmed, their guns having been removed for service on land.

Secretary of the Navy William Jones hoped that the barges might be removed from the creek and transported to the Chesapeake by land, but Barney pointed out that the British would certainly know about this almost immediately. He did, however, consider this, requesting blocks and wheels from Baltimore. On June 20 Jones ordered the attempt to be made, and Barney had the Scorpion, two gunboats, the galley, the lookout boat, and the six 50-foot barges dismantled. Jones changed his mind the next day, instructing Barney to try to drive the British from the mouth of the creek and move up the Patuxent. Barney then ordered the guns and ammunition of the flotilla reshipped and his vessels prepared for action. This was accomplished by midfternoon on June 22, although Barney decided not to rearm the gunboats. Sails, rigging, and water casks were all put ashore to be moved overland. There were now only two British frigates, the Loire and Narcissis, at the mouth of the creek, and Barney hoped to have the support of land artillery during the breakout attempt.

On June 26 at 4:00 a.m., American land artillery, one battery of which was manned by flotilla men under Sailing Master John Geoghegan, opened up on the British. Barney’s vessels arrived at the mouth of the creek 45 minutes later. After several hours of gunfire during which the Loire was repeatedly holed, it and the Narcissus moved downriver, and Barney’s boats escaped the creek and moved up the Patuxent. In the engagement the flotilla suffered 11 killed or wounded. Gunboats No. 137 and No. 138 were also abandoned in St. Leonard’s Creek and scuttled to prevent capture.

Although Barney had escaped the creek into the Patuxent, there was no means of exiting the river. Even if that had been possible, it would have been almost impossible to get up the Potomac or up the bay, and nothing short of Baltimore would have provided safe haven. The alternative was to proceed to Queen Anne and then attempt a land crossing to the South River, a difficult undertaking. Clearly the strategic initiative remained with the British. Beginning in early July the British built up their forces at the mouth of the Patuxent for a series of joint land and sea thrusts along the bay, culminating in the capture of Washington, D.C., and an assault against Baltimore.

Substantial reinforcements had arrived from Bermuda, including 2,500 battle-hardened regulars from France under Major General Robert Ross. Preceded by naval units under Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, commander of British naval forces in American waters, the British expeditionary force entered Chesapeake Bay on August 15 and made for Tangier Sound. Counting the forces of Rear Admiral Cockburn already on hand, Cochrane had at his disposal 20 warships, 4 of which were ships of the line, as well as a large number of transports and storeships. Total British ground strength exceeded 4,000 men, including a battalion of 700 marines.

In order to distract the Americans as to the real intent of his operations, Cochrane detached two squadrons of frigates. One went up the Potomac, while the other proceeded up the bay to above Baltimore. At noon on August 19 the main British force started up the Patuxent. The goal was Washington, D.C. Cochrane masked this by making it appear that Barney’s flotilla was the target.

The British landed troops at Benedict. They then began their march to Washington, D.C. Meanwhile, their warships moved upriver to engage the American flotilla. On August 22 near the head of navigation on the Patuxent, the British were surprised to see Barney’s vessels blown up in quick succession. Under orders of Secretary Jones, Barney had destroyed the flotilla to keep the vessels out of enemy hands. Barney and his men then marched to the Washington Navy Yard, where they gained respect from the British for their unsuccessful efforts at the August 24 Battle of Bladensburg.
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St. Louis, Missouri

St. Louis was the largest settlement in the Missouri Territory and served as the center of political, economic, and military decisions for the far western theater of war. First settled by the French as a fur-trading post in 1765, St. Louis is strategically situated on the west bank of the Mississippi River, just a few miles south of the mouth of the Missouri River, 20 miles south of the mouth of the Illinois River, and 185 miles north of the mouth of the Ohio River.

As early as 1767, Spanish officials had begun building fortifications near and around the town to protect it from hostile Indians. Fortification construction over the next 30 years included stone towers, trench works, and wooden palisades. By the beginning of the 19th century, the town’s architecture and society were profoundly French, its government and fortifications Spanish, but its population was mainly American. Following the 1803 Louisiana Purchase, the Americans took control of St. Louis, and settlers moved into the region. By 1814 the territorial census showed the population of St. Louis at more than 3,000. The town then included 50 stone buildings, 6 brick houses, and as many as 200 log houses.

On the Missouri River a few miles north of St. Louis, Fort Bellefountaine was established in 1805 with a small garrison of U.S. troops. As Indian attacks on American settlers in the area increased in 1811, reports and rumors from the Great Lakes area filtered into St. Louis warning of imminent attacks on the town by combined British and Indian forces. That same year William Clark, of Lewis and Clark fame, was appointed brigadier general of militia for the upper Louisiana Territory. He conducted military affairs and campaigns from his base at St. Louis into Missouri, Illinois, Iowa, and Wisconsin during the War of 1812. With the start of the War of 1812, numerous St. Louis ranger, militia, and artillery companies were formed, consisting of Americans and former French citizens.

In January 1813 Clark ordered the construction of gunboats for use on the Missouri, Illinois, and Mississippi Rivers. The gunboats served the Missouri and Illinois territorial rangers, local militia, and U.S. regulars in the Peoria campaign in September 1813 and the Prairie du Chien campaign during June and July 1814. In 1813 a Committee of Safety was formed in St. Louis to shore up crumbing stockade walls and stone fortifications. Construction on the fortifications was not completed because of the lack of funds and apathy, but fortunately St. Louis did not come under attack during the war.
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St. Marys River, Canadian-U.S. Border

The St. Marys River drains Lake Superior into Lake Huron at present-day Sault Ste. Marie, Ontario. Just across the river, on Michigan’s Upper Peninsula is Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, in present-day Chippewa County. The site was first visited by Europeans in 1621 and eventually became an important outpost in the lucrative fur trade. The name of the modern city originated with the 17th-century French name Saults de Sainte-Marie, or Saint Marys Falls, a reference to the nearby river and cataracts.

The North West Company, a fur-trading company based in Montreal, established a post on the St. Marys River in 1796 and began building locks, a canal, and a portage road in 1798 to allow canoes to bypass the rapids, at the foot of which was the British fur-trading post. The potential for controlling movement in the upper Great Lakes also led to the establishment of Fort St. Joseph, farther to the east, in 1797. The North West Company readily supported the maintenance of British interests in the region when the War of 1812 commenced and provided vessels, bateau men, and other support to the British war effort in the Canadas, particularly in the upper Great Lakes region.

American objectives in the summer of 1814 included the failed recapture of Fort Mackinac, which the British had taken in July 1812, and the destruction of British shipping on the upper Great Lakes. Captain Arthur Sinclair of the U.S. Navy was appointed to lead the expedition and arrived on Lake Huron during July 1814 with one brig, two schooners, and about 750 soldiers. Lacking a knowledgeable pilot, Sinclair moved slowly along the shoreline and, upon reaching St. Joseph’s Island, ordered the abandoned fort there destroyed. Sinclair’s squadron then became wind bound at St. Joseph’s Island but managed to capture the British merchantman Mink on July 22. Upon learning that another schooner was on St. Marys River, Sinclair sent Lieutenant Daniel Turner with a detachment of seamen and a force under Major Andrew Holmes in several boats to locate it.

On July 23, 1814, this combined force of 150 sailors and soldiers landed at St. Marys River, captured the fur-trading post, and proceeded to destroy the bateau locks, the sawmill, storehouses, and some private property. They found the schooner Perseverance at the head of the rapids and extinguished the fire that had been set on it by the fleeing British. The Americans then attempted to run it down the rapids, but the schooner was far too damaged, and Turner ordered it burned.
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St. Michaels, Battle of

Start Date: August 10, 1813

End Date: August 11, 1813

Engagement resulting from a British raid on the village of St. Michaels on Maryland’s Eastern Shore on August 10, 1813. In the summer of 1813, British rear admiral Sir George Cockburn launched a series of raids in Chesapeake Bay. Among these was an effort to capture the American shipyards at St. Michaels responsible for the construction of privateers. Anticipating a British assault, the Americans did what they could to prepare. Brigadier General Derry Benson, commander of the local militia, oversaw construction of a battery at the mouth of the harbor mounting one long 9-pounder and two 6-pounders. Another battery located in front of the town of St. Michaels mounted two 6-pounders. Some 300 American militiamen lived in the immediate vicinity.

Arriving on the night of August 10, 1813, in 11 barges, each of them mounting a 6-pounder field piece, the British caught the Americans by surprise. The defenders quickly rallied, however, and the Marylanders worked their guns effectively. The 9-pounder, commanded by Captain William Dodson and charged with grapeshot and canister shot, reportedly killed 19 of the attackers and wounded many others. The Americans then withdrew to the battery at the town and held back the British until daylight, when the attackers returned to their barges. Although the British shelled the town from their barges and a brig, they did not cause any substantial damage. They did not again return to St. Michaels during the war.

John Anthony Tures

See also

Chesapeake Bay Campaign, First; Cockburn, Sir George; Maryland

Further Reading


Byron, Gilbert. St. Michaels, the Town That Fooled the British. Easton, MD: Easton Publishing, 1963.

Hickey, Donald R. Don’t Give Up the Ship! Myths of the War of 1812. Champaign: University of Illinois Press, 2006.

Quimby, Robert S. The U.S. Army in the War of 1812: An Operational and Command Study, Vol. 2. East Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1997.



Stoddard, Amos

Birth Date: October 26, 1762

Death Date: May 5 or 11, 1813

Lawyer, politician, temporary commander of the Upper Louisiana Territory (1804), and army officer. Born at Woodbury, Connecticut, on October 26, 1762, Amos Stoddard began his military career during the Revolutionary War, serving in an infantry unit and, later, in an artillery unit. After the war he became a lawyer and served in the Massachusetts legislature. In 1798 he returned to military service as an ensign during Shays’ Rebellion and was promoted to captain in the 1st Regiment of Artillery. Stoddard served as the commander of upper Louisiana during March 10–September 30, 1804. In 1807 he was promoted to major. Stoddard authored Sketches, Historical and Descriptive of Louisiana, published in 1812, while he still served in the artillery. In the years just prior to the War of 1812, Stoddard revised Revolutionary-era artillery drill tactics so that they better matched the army’s needs. His drill manual became the standard text for a number of years.

At the start of the War of 1812, Stoddard was assigned to Major General William Henry Harrison’s command at Fort Meigs, Ohio, which he also helped construct. In February 1813 Harrison came up with a plan to send a small force to fire-bomb British ships caught in the ice on Lake Erie. Stoddard manufactured the handheld devices himself. However, the lake ice broke before the troops could advance to their objective. In the early spring Harrison went home, leaving a Virginia Militia general in command of Fort Meigs’ forces and ordering the general to complete the fort’s defenses. However, when the Virginia Militia’s yearlong term expired at the beginning of April, the general departed with his militia, leaving Stoddard in command of a 500-man force facing a likely British-Indian attack on an uncompleted fort. Stoddard oversaw completion of the fortifications.

With the return of General Harrison, reinforcements arrived at Fort Meigs. When British forces laid siege to the fort during April 29–May 7, 1813, Stoddard commanded the artillery. On May 1 he was struck by fragments from a shell and was badly wounded. On May 11 (some sources claim May 5), Stoddard died of tetanus and was buried in a cemetery just outside the confines of Fort Meigs.
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Stoney Creek, Battle of

Event Date: June 6, 1813

Land battle of the War of 1812 that occurred on June 6, 1813, near present-day Stoney Creek, Ontario. The engagement was part of a U.S. military campaign to control the region between Lakes Ontario and Erie. On May 27, 1813, U.S. Army major general Henry Dearborn captured Fort George. This forced British brigadier general John Vincent to withdraw his troops from the Niagara River to Burlington Heights in Upper Canada. From this position Vincent could protect the land supply route to Brigadier General Henry Procter’s troops situated in the western sector of the province. Upon learning that Procter was moving his troops to assist Vincent in regaining Fort George, Dearborn ordered Brigadier General William H. Winder to attack Vincent’s forces before Procter’s reinforcements could arrive.

When Winder approached Burlington Heights, he concluded that the British position was too strong to be attacked. He based his judgment on the British redoubts observed around the garrison and the number of troops he had at his disposal. Dearborn, apprised of Winder’s assessment, then reinforced Winder with additional troops under Brigadier General John Chandler. The combined U.S. force of some 3,500 men camped west of Stoney Creek to begin preparations for the planned attack. Stoney Creek was about 46 miles from Fort George. Vincent, now badly outnumbered and fearing encirclement of his fortifications at Burlington Heights, accepted a suggestion by Lieutenant Colonel John Harvey to conduct a night attack on the U.S. camp. Vincent, with only 700 men, considered a surprise attack to be his only option, given the numerical strength of the U.S. forces. In this he was greatly aided by the sloppy disposition of the American encampment, as the forces there were not deployed within supporting distance of each other.

Before dawn on June 6 Harvey and his troops attacked the U.S. encampment, catching the Americans by surprise. However, the defenders quickly rallied and drove the British off by daybreak. In the brief battle, the Americans suffered 55 dead or wounded and 113 captured; Chandler and Winder were among the prisoners. British losses were 22 dead and 134 wounded. As the sun rose and in the midst of confusion among the U.S. troops, the British withdrew unmolested.

Command of the U.S. forces now fell to Colonel James Burns, 2nd U.S. Light Dragoons. Burns, having no experience at commanding infantry, ordered his troops to fall back to their supply vessels at Forty Mile Creek. There Brigadier General John Boyd met Burns’s men, and Major General Morgan Lewis also arrived to take command. At the outskirts of the U.S. camp, a small group of Grand River Indians under John Norton appeared along with a Royal Navy squadron just offshore. The British ships then fired into the camp. Lewis, fearing defeat, ordered a return to Fort George. The U.S. attempt to defeat Vincent’s force at Burlington Heights had been stymied by Harvey’s daring night attack, and the Americans were prevented from gaining control of the region of Upper Canada.

Charles F. Howlett
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Stonington, Connecticut, Bombardment of

Start Date: August 9, 1814

End Date: August 12, 1814

Captain Sir Thomas Masterman Hardy commanded a British naval squadron that bombarded the small town of Stonington, located in southeastern Connecticut on Long Island Sound less than five miles from the Rhode Island border, during August 9–12, 1814. This action formed part of the British blockade of the American coast and was directly related to Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochran’s orders of April 15, 1814, for a strict blockade of New York City and Long Island Sound. Sir Henry Hotham took command of the squadron blockading Long Island Sound in July 1814 with orders to take retaliatory action against coastal communities if they appeared to threaten the squadron with torpedoes (mines) or were aiding American privateers attacking British shipping.

Stonington’s defenses consisted of two 18-pounders, which residents hastily mounted on a low breastwork on Stonington Point, and a brass 6-pounder. Hardy commanded a squadron consisting of the flagship Ramillies, a ship of the line rated at 74 guns; the frigate Pactolus, with 38 guns; the brigs Dispatch and Nimrod, with 18 guns each; and the bomb vessel Terror. The British thus enjoyed overwhelming firepower.

On the evening of August 9, Hardy sent a message to Stonington’s inhabitants indicating that they had one hour to evacuate the town before his ships would commence firing. Captain Amos Palmer, chairman of the village’s Committee of Public Safety, had Hardy’s message read to the residents, who voted to fight, not flee. At 8:00 p.m. the British opened fire. Initially using rockets from barges and mortars from the Terror, the British bombarded the village. Despite the bombardment, only a few houses were set on fire on the first night of the attack, and units of the Connecticut Militia arrived to help defend Stonington.

On the morning of August 10 the British sent barges for a landing, but American fire hit one, forcing the others to withdraw. When the Dispatch approached Stonington and prepared to fire a broadside, the Americans opened fire and hit the brig, but the Dispatch and Terror continued to bombard the village. That same day, Hardy met with a delegation of Americans and informed them that the bombardment was in retaliation for the alleged torpedoes stored in Stonington. Another meeting on August 11 failed to resolve the issue, and the bombardment resumed. The attack ended on August 12 after the Ramillies and Pactolus fired broadsides at the village that morning. Following his four-day bombardment, Hardy then withdrew.

In total, the British fired 50 tons of explosive shells, rockets, incendiary missiles, and cannonballs into the village but only destroyed 4 of Stonington’s 100 buildings and damaged about 40 others. No Americans died, and only 3 were injured. Between 2 and 6 British sailors died, and Hardy reported 12 wounded men. The attack on Stonington achieved no British objectives and was an embarrassment for the British as a consequence of their overwhelming military strength.

Harvey Strum
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Strachan, John

Birth Date: April 12, 1778

Death Date: November 1, 1867

Scottish clergyman and Canadian patriot. John Strachan was born in Aberdeen, Scotland, on April 12, 1778. He was beginning the formal education necessary to enter the clergy when his father died, prompting him to take up teaching in order to support himself. Strachan continued teaching while pursuing his studies, but his prospects were disappointing. At the recommendation of one of his mentors, he moved to Kingston, Upper Canada, in 1799.

The small community of well-to-do merchants at Kingston employed Strachan as a teacher for their children, and thanks to his intelligence and social graces, he formed enduring friendships. Realizing that teaching opportunities were too limited to provide sufficient income, Strachan acquired the appointment of deacon in the Church of England and moved to the parish of Cornwall in 1803; the next year he entered the priesthood. At Cornwall, Strachan opened a school that earned such a good reputation that the families of the province’s elite enrolled their sons there. Strachan also strengthened his social ties by marrying the widow of one of the sons of the influential McGill family of Montreal. In 1811 Strachan received an honorary degree as doctor of divinity from the University of Aberdeen and was thereafter formally known as the Reverend Dr. John Strachan.

In 1812 Strachan moved his family to the parish of York. Because of his well-developed connections to government officials, including Major General Isaac Brock, Strachan’s new position also included the appointment of garrison pastor. He supplemented these occupations by opening a new school at York.

The War of 1812 had begun by the time Strachan settled himself at York, and it was through his support of the community and Britain’s defense of the province that he gained status as one of the most influential men in Upper Canada. Strachan never joined the army on the war front, but he contributed to the overall effort in numerous ways. He was one of the founding members of the Loyal and Patriotic Society of Upper Canada that, as one of the colony’s first social assistance programs, raised funds for outfitting the militia and providing pensions to wounded militiamen and the families of those who fell in battle. Strachan played a leading role in the protection and recovery of the residents at York after the Americans captured it in April 1813 and revisited it briefly the following summer. He was fearless in confronting the American officers, challenging their promises to respect the rights of the locals.

A prolific letter writer, Strachan frequently represented the views of his many acquaintances by excoriating Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost’s war strategy, Major General Sir Roger Sheaffe’s term as commander in the province, and Commodore Sir James Yeo’s management of the naval force. Strachan wrote with equal passion in support of officers whom he believed deserved credit, such as Lieutenant Colonel Cecil Bisshopp and Commander Robert H. Barclay (who had been one of Strachan’s young students in Scotland). When York took on the role as a hospital center in the summer of 1813, Strachan worked indefatigably to help the military offices facilitate the service while easing the suffering of the wounded and helping the locals cope with privations.

The war provided a significant stepping stone in Strachan’s long and prosperous career, and he often emphasized the trials of those years by greatly praising (and exaggerating) the role played by militia in saving Canada from conquest. He rose in prominence, championing the causes of religion and education through a long and frequently controversial career. Strachan died at Toronto (formerly York) on November 1, 1867, having left his mark as a devoted contributor to the province’s development.

Robert Malcomson
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Strategy, British

From the onset, British strategy during the War of 1812 was overwhelmingly subordinate to strategic interests in Europe and the goal of defeating France during the Napoleonic Wars. With but one 14-month interval during the Peace of Amiens, Britain was at war in Europe between 1793 and 1814. The principal British military effort of the continent between 1808 and 1814 occurred on the Iberian Peninsula, culminating in an invasion of southern France. Britain’s major effort against France took the form of a naval blockade of the coasts of the sizable portion of Europe controlled by Emperor Napoleon I. As Britain enjoyed success on land first in Portugal and then in Spain and as allied armies drove French forces from the Germany states, Britain assembled another expeditionary force to protect the nation’s interest in Germany (Hanover, the possession of the British Crown) and the Low Countries. It was a major tenet of British foreign policy to prevent a strong power such as France from controlling the Netherlands.

As these events were transpiring, relations with the United States steadily worsened. Its attention fixed on Europe and well aware of U.S. naval weakness, the British ministry gave little attention to American trade complaints brought on by the Orders in Council and the impressment of American seamen. The United States hardly seemed a major concern when Britain was straining every resource to preserve the nation and prosecute the war against Napoleonic France. While from the British standpoint it was unfortunate that the United States was being buffeted about by London’s trade policy and relations between the two states were being adversely affected, this seemed a small price to pay if it could help bring victory over France.

At the same time, the ministry sought to ready its North American colonies for war by appointing Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost as both governor in chief and captain general (commander in chief of the armed forces) of British North America in 1811. Prevost had considerable experience in colonial warfare and administration. He was charged with preparing Upper and Lower Canada for a potential conflict with the United States. Both Prevost and the ministry hoped to capitalize on American political divisions in order to limit the scope of any war. Accordingly, Prevost was informed that in the event of war he could expect few reinforcements from Britain. He was therefore instructed to refrain from offensive operations against the United States. At this phase of the war, Britain clearly favored a defensive strategy in North America.

In May 1812 Prevost outlined his military plans to London. If the Americans launched determined attacks against Canada, he would be forced to retire to Quebec and await aid from Britain. Alternatively, if American attacks were ill-concerted—which indeed proved the case—they could be resisted and repulsed. Sea power was an important element of this strategy, and Prevost secured the replacement of the Provincial Marine by the Royal Navy on the inland waters.

The United States declared war on Britain on June 18. Two days earlier, the British cabinet had repealed the odious Orders in Council. If there had been a transatlantic cable, there would have been no war. Indeed, even with the declaration of war the British hoped that peace might be quickly restored. When this failed and the Royal Navy imposed a naval blockade, only late in the war was this extended to New England, where antiwar sentiment ran high and where there was extensive trade with Canada that helped fuel the British war effort.

Essentially, British strategy early in the war was passive: repulse any American land invasion of Canada and use the increasing number of British ships released to the North American Station to maintain a blockade that would adversely affect American trade and increase the pressure on the James Madison administration to enter into peace negotiations.

On land the British enjoyed significant success as a result of the brilliant leadership of Major General Isaac Brock, their few but well-trained regular forces, the assistance of Indian allies, and inept American leadership with poorly coordinated offensive action. Both sides embarked on a naval-building contest on the Great Lakes in the winter of 1812–1813, but nothing conclusive occurred there until the decisive American naval victory on Lake Erie in September 1813. This victory imperiled western Upper Canada, but the Americans failed to follow up on their advantage.

Meanwhile, the British coastal naval blockade gradually tightened and enjoyed considerable success. While it could not stop all seaborne commerce or halt American privateers from getting to sea, it was increasingly effective, and despite a number of losses in individual ship encounters, sheer numbers and more powerful ships eventually confined most of the small American navy to port. London also encouraged privateering. While American privateers captured or destroyed more than 1,300 British merchantmen, British privateers took in excess of 500 American merchant ships, more than 200 of these taken by privateers from the two Canadian maritime provinces alone.

The defensive strategy in Canada changed following the defeat of the French and Napoleon I’s abdication on April 11, 1814. Prevost was now instructed by Henry, Earl of Bathurst, to undertake offensive operations to secure the frontier of the Canadas that would provide leverage to the British delegation at the peace talks at Ghent, Belgium. The British developed a three-pronged strategy. In the North, the British sent a small expeditionary force to occupy part of Maine. Their major effort, however, was an invasion of northern New York. They planned to send a naval squadron south on Lake Champlain accompanying a land force along the western side of the lake. This effort met rebuff in September in the Battle of Lake Champlain and the Battle of Plattsburgh. Prevost had personal command, and following the defeat of his squadron and the rebuff on land at Plattsburgh, he decided, against the advice of his chief subordinates, to withdraw back into Canada. Prevost’s move was roundly criticized, but insomuch as the British had lost control of the lake, it was strategically sound.

Simultaneously, a greatly increased number of British warships and a second expeditionary force would operate on the Chesapeake Bay, personally commanded by British naval commander Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, with the land forces under Major General Robert Ross. This British effort enjoyed considerable success, including the destruction of the American Chesapeake Flotilla, defeating the Americans in the Battle of Bladensburg, and briefly occupying Washington, D.C., and burning its public buildings in August 1814. However, Ross and Cochrane were rebuffed before Baltimore the following month. This British force then retired to Jamaica to refit before embarking on the third major British effort of 1814, an attempt along the Gulf Coast. The British hoped to stir up Indians, particularly the Creeks, against the United States, but their chief goal was to take New Orleans, Louisiana. Here the motives were booty—immense stores of goods piled up on the city wharfs—and control of the lower Mississippi River. This would be a powerful bargaining chip in any peace negotiations. Again, Cochrane had command of the naval forces. Lieutenant General Sir Edward Pakenham commanded the land forces. He was killed and his army badly defeated by the Americans under Major General Andrew Jackson in the Battle of New Orleans on January 8, 1815. Peace had already been declared, but the British, determined to have some success in this campaign, went on to take Fort Bowyer; however, word of the peace treaty arrived before they could move against Mobile.

British strategy during the War of 1812 included military, naval, economic, and diplomatic elements aimed primarily at protecting British North America. The conquest of the United States was never a military goal, although through some punitive campaigning the British did hope for some redrawing of the border in their favor, especially in the Northwest. Promises to their Indian allies at the onset of the war for the creation of a buffer native state in the Old Northwest, whether they were serious or not, were quickly forgotten. In sum, the British certainly met their major strategic goal of preserving the status quo ante bellum.

John R. Grodzinski and Spencer C. Tucker
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Strategy, U.S.

Developing an effective, coherent American military strategy during the War of 1812 proved difficult. There was no centralized control of the war effort, and President James Madison made little effort to prioritize military operations. Instead, regional commanders squabbled with each other for scarce resources. The federal-state structure of the war effort also hampered the ability of the United States to form a single, coherent strategy. States and the national government often pursued their own policies to the disadvantage of the other. Massachusetts, for example, hardly participated in the war at all. New York Militia units refused to cross the border into Canada. The federal government sent the Tennessee Militia as far as Natchez, Mississippi, only to disband it in the wilderness.

Finally, by and large, the United States initially lacked competent military leadership. When the war began, most of its commanders were veterans of the American Revolutionary War and past their prime. Newer senior officers represented a mix of political appointees and professional soldiers. With a chaotic command structure and lack of professionalism, it was difficult for the United States to conceive and pursue a coherent and achievable strategy during the War of 1812.

These impediments to forming a cohesive strategy were evident at the beginning of the war in 1812, when Secretary of War William Eustis drew up an overly ambitious plan for the conquest of Canada. The American government considered Canada the most important strategic objective for a number of reasons. First, because it possessed little in the way of a navy, Canada was really the only British possession the Americans could reach without having to confront the powerful Royal Navy. Upper Canada also had a large number of recent immigrants from the United States, attracted there by cheap land. With the far greater population of the United States, American leaders assumed that occupying Upper Canada would be an easy business, in Thomas Jefferson’s words a “mere matter of marching.” Canada was also a target because British authorities there were presumed to have encouraged and armed the Indians blocking American western expansion. After the Battle of Tippecanoe in November 1811, which pitted U.S. forces against Tecumseh’s burgeoning Native American confederation, many Americans came to believe that the conquest of Canada was necessary in order to secure peace in the Old Northwest. Many Americans also considered the acquisition of Canada as compensation for years of British impressment of American sailors, uncompensated cargo seizures, and assaults on their national honor.

Eustis’s plan called for a three-pronged invasion of Canada. American forces from Detroit and the Niagara region would converge on York (Toronto). In the east, American forces in the Lake Champlain region would drive north toward Montreal. The British immediately upset these plans by capturing Detroit in the opening months of the war. A cease-fire concluded by American and British commanders on the eastern front, without the permission of the president, likewise thwarted Eustis’s plan. By the end of the year Americans had few successes to celebrate except on the seas with several dramatic individual ship victories that hardly dented British naval strength. Throughout the war, however, the small size of the American navy limited it to commerce raiding and action combating British privateers. American privateers did mount a major effort against British seaborne merchant trade, however.

During the 1813 campaign season, American strategic objectives fell under the purview of a new secretary of war, John Armstrong, who was marginally more effective than his predecessor. Captain Oliver Perry’s victory over the British squadron on Lake Erie permitted Major General William H. Harrison to recapture Detroit and deprive Indians allied with the British of their support. On the Niagara front, the Americans captured York and Fort George but could not penetrate deeply into the countryside. American strategic difficulties were most obvious on the eastern front, where dilatory and inept commanders, bickering state officials, and militiamen who refused to march into Canada hampered any effective offensive operation. Thus, the ambitious campaign to capture Montreal, the largest yet mounted by the United States, came to grief at the twin defeats of Châteauguay and Crysler’s Farm, whereupon American forces withdrew back to their own territory. The following summer an even more determined effort was launched along the Niagara frontier, and the American forces engaged demonstrated marked improvements tactically, but they could not overcome the steady influx of British veterans arriving from Europe.

By the summer of 1814 the tide of military events had turned, and the American government was ready to negotiate for peace. The British, however, sensing an opportunity, took the military initiative. Operations in the Chesapeake Bay area and specific assaults on Washington, D.C., and Baltimore, Maryland, certainly demonstrated American weakness in those theaters, but the Americans managed, thanks to the Battle of Lake Champlain, to repulse a major British offensive drive south from Lower Canada.

The American government initially displayed little interest in operations to the southwest other than maintaining control of New Orleans and perhaps acquiring some weakly held Spanish territory in Florida. But continued British support of hostile Indians made inhabitants of the region nervous, even if the federal government took little interest. Following the start of the Creek War and the Fort Mims Massacre in August 1813, Tennessee Militia major general Andrew Jackson conducted a successful campaign against the hostile Red Stick Creeks and against the Spanish at Pensacola. His actions helped secure Mobile for the United States and ultimately opened millions of acres to postwar American settlement and encouraged Spain to sell Florida.

The Treaty of Ghent ended the war in December 1814, with the acceptance of a status quo ante bellum with the exception of the acquisition by the United States of Mobile. In one sense this represented a total failure of American strategy because Canada remained in British hands. However, Britain never again sought to impede American western advancement, and hundreds of thousands of American settlers moved west in the years following the war.

Although an intangible strategic goal, Americans had also fought for national honor and international respect. Since the end of the American Revolution in 1783, Americans believed that the British had not treated the United States as an equal. Therefore, every victory, especially on the ocean, was considered a vindication of American honor. The triumph of the U.S. Navy frigate Constitution over the British frigate Guerriere on August 12, 1812, while militarily insignificant, was treated as a great national moment. But the greatest victory of all was the January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans, which took place three weeks after the war had officially ended. Jackson’s stunning victory boosted American morale and stimulated a surge in nationalism and patriotism that overshadowed the many earlier disappointments of the war.

Gregory J. Dehler
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Stricker, John

Birth Date: February 15, 1759

Death Date: June 23, 1825

American Revolutionary War veteran and Maryland Militia officer during the War of 1812. John Stricker was born in Fredericktown, Maryland, on February 15, 1759. His father, Colonel George Stricker, raised a regiment at the commencement of the Revolutionary War, and the younger Stricker accompanied his father throughout the conflict, rising to the rank of captain.

After the war Stricker moved to Baltimore, where he enjoyed modest success as a businessman. He also organized a corps of militia and eventually rose to colonel, commanding the 5th Maryland Regiment. He prepared his troops to help put down the Whiskey Rebellion in 1794, but it was ended before he and his men could leave Baltimore.

On August 24, 1814, British troops under Major General Robert Ross attacked and burned much of Washington, D.C. Ross then set out for the city of Baltimore. Maryland Militia major general Samuel Smith correctly assumed that British troops would land and approach from North Point, Maryland, in preparation for the attack, and he sent Stricker, now a brigadier general, and some 3,200 men to oppose them.

In the subsequent Battle of North Point on September 12, 1814, Stricker’s men held the British for approximately two hours before being forced to retreat. By all accounts, he handled his forces capably against great odds and conducted an orderly withdrawal under fire. His superiors later commended him for his leadership.

Upon withdrawing, Stricker and his men entered Baltimore to take part in the defense of the city. On the night of September 13–14, 1814, the British unsuccessfully bombarded Fort McHenry and afterward withdrew. Despite his service and seniority, Stricker was passed over for promotion to major general, with the position going instead to Robert Goodloe Harper, who had never held a rank higher than captain. Understandably slighted, Stricker resigned his commission on November 11, 1814.

Stricker subsequently resumed his business career and became a prominent member of the Society of the Cincinnati. In 1825 a major generalship was offered him, but by that point his health had declined and he was forced to turn down the offer. He died suddenly in his home in Baltimore on June 23, 1825, and was buried with full military honors.

Thomas Sheppard
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Strong, Caleb

Birth Date: January 9, 1745

Death Date: November 7, 1819

Governor of Massachusetts. Caleb Strong was born in Northampton, Massachusetts, on January 9, 1745. He graduated from Harvard College with honors in 1764 and was admitted to the state bar in 1772. After holding down several state offices, Strong attended the Constitutional Convention at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, in 1787, and from 1789 to 1796 he served as a U.S. senator from Massachusetts.

At this time Strong became closely identified with the Federalist clique of Alexander Hamilton and drafted legislation that led to chartering the First Bank of the United States. Strong subsequently resumed practicing law at home until 1800 and, bucking a strong national trend favoring Democratic Republicans, gained election as a Federalist governor. A skilled and popular incumbent, he was reelected to office three times before finally being defeated in 1807.

During the course of the next five years, Strong asserted himself as a staunch adversary of Thomas Jefferson’s embargo for the damage it was inflicting upon commerce-oriented Massachusetts. As tensions with England increased and the prospects of war loomed, Strong ran for the governorship again and won; he was reelected twice more in 1813 and 1815.
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Caleb Strong was a representative to the Constitutional Convention of 1789, a U.S. representative, a senator, and governor of Massachusetts. As governor, Strong was a staunch opponent of the War of 1812 and the employment of state militia forces by the federal government. (Cirker, Hayward, ed., Dictionary of American Portraits, 1967.)

The defining issue of Strong’s second tenure as governor was the War of 1812 and his strident opposition to it. Consistent with Federalist principles, he refused requests by Secretary of War William Eustis and Major General Henry Dearborn to place the state militia under federal control, reasoning that mustering state levies was a states’ rights issue. Strong objected to militia forces being deployed out of state and not for local defense, as prescribed by the Constitution.

By 1814 when it appeared that British forces might actually invade Massachusetts, Strong was informed by the Madison administration that no financial help was forthcoming to assist, so Strong dutifully called up the militia and raised what amounted to a private army to defend the state. Moreover, believing that the national government had all but abandoned New England, he endorsed sending delegates to the infamous Hartford Convention, where secession from the Union was discussed. Evidence also suggests that Strong headed up a cabal to discuss that possibility with Lieutenant Governor Sir John Sherbrooke of Nova Scotia. After the war the Federalist Party was discredited in national elections, but once again Strong managed to gain reelection in 1815; he declined renomination in May 1816 and returned to Northampton to resume practicing law. Strong died at home on November 7, 1819. His refusal to allow the government utilization of the Massachusetts Militia, among the best-trained and best-equipped militias in the nation, certainly wielded debilitating effects on the American attempts to seize Canada.

John C. Fredriksen
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Stuart, Gilbert

Birth Date: December 3, 1755

Death Date: July 9, 1828

One of the most important painters in early America and the leading portraitist in the federal period (ca. 1789–1801). Gilbert Stuart was born on December 3, 1755, in North Kingstown, Rhode Island. His artistic talents were evident from an early age. In 1769 when Stuart was only 14 years old, a traveling Scottish artist, Cosmo Alexander, took interest in him and also gave him employment. The two went on the road, painting in Rhode Island but also in Delaware, Philadelphia, and Virginia. In 1771 when Alexander returned to Edinburgh, Stuart accompanied him. But when Alexander died shortly thereafter, an impoverished Stuart made his way home.
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Gilbert Stuart (1755–1828) was one of the important American portrait painters. (BiographicalImages.com)

In colonial America, Stuart found insufficient patronage to make a living as an artist. In 1775 just before the Revolutionary War began, Stuart made his way to London, England. There he sought the assistance of Benjamin West, an American painter living and working in London, who hired Stuart as an assistant.

Stuart worked on a number of West’s most important historical paintings, and it was also in London in 1782 that Stuart painted his first important portrait, a full-length painting of William Grant that has become known as The Skater. Following that success, commissions came in faster than Stuart could paint them. He married in 1786 and in 1787 moved to Ireland, in part it seems to escape debts incurred by living the high life in London. In 1793 he returned to America.

Living and working in New York City, Stuart included among his subjects many of America’s military heroes, including General Matthew Clarkson and General Horatio Gates, and also important political and public figures, such as John Jay. In 1794 Stuart moved on to Philadelphia, then the capital of the United States, and his reputation continued to grow. His best-known works were painted during these years, including several portraits of President George Washington (one of which is used on the one-dollar bill), who sat for him at least twice in the mid-1790s.

In 1803 Stuart moved to Washington, D.C. His subjects included James Madison, Ann and William Thornton, Albert Gallatin, and Thomas Jefferson, among others. He also painted Dolley Madison, who rescued Stuart’s full-length portrait of George Washington from the White House as the British moved into Washington and prepared to torch the executive mansion in August 1814. In 1805 Stuart moved yet again, this time to Boston, where his paintings included portraits of General Henry Knox, James Monroe, Commodore Thomas Macdonough, and John Quincy Adams. During and after the War of 1812 Stuart also painted numerous portraits of decorated war veterans such as George Mercer Brooke, among others. Stuart died on July 9, 1828, in Boston.

Stuart’s reputation as an artist, which was extremely high among his contemporaries, waned after his death, partly because he restricted himself to portraits. In recent years, however, art historians have been more sympathetic to his legacy, recognizing him as a masterful portraitist. Indeed, Stuart’s work captured the idealized likeness of many of the leading figures of the United States, and those images continue to shape contemporary appreciation of those characters and their times.

Mark G. Spencer
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Superior, USS

U.S. Navy frigate. The Superior was one of several ships hurriedly built in early 1814 for Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s squadron on Lake Ontario. Chauncey had been engaged in a naval-building war with Royal Navy captain Sir James Yeo for supremacy on the lake since early in the War of 1812. This ship, built by Henry Eckford, was laid down in February 1814 at Sackets Harbor, New York, and was launched on May 2, 1814. It required only approximately 80 days to build. Commissioned under Lieutenant John Elton, the Superior displaced some 1,605 tons and had a crew complement of about 500 men.

Originally designed for 44 guns, the frigate was lengthened by 20 feet after work had begun based on rumors of the size of two British warships then under construction. When completed, the Superior mounted 30 long 32-pounders, 2 long 24-pounders, and 26 42-pounder carronades. Not all of the guns were available when the ship was launched, and some of the 32-pounders were delivered only after the Battle of Sandy Creek on May 30, when Master Commandant Melancthon T. Woolsey and Major Daniel Appling foiled a British effort to intercept the guns and other naval stores being transported to Sackets Harbor.

With both Chauncey and Yeo reluctant to risk an engagement, the Superior saw no active combat during its short career; it was mainly engaged in blockade duty and troop transport. By far the most powerful American warship on Lake Ontario at the time and carrying a heavier broadside than any British warship then available, the Superior served as Chauncey’s flagship and gave the commodore supremacy on the lake during the late summer of 1814.

The Superior helped blockade the British squadron at Kingston, Ontario, first assuming its station in late July. In September 1814 the Superior assisted in transporting troops from Sackets Harbor to Genesee, New York, as part of an aborted effort to retake territory on the Niagara frontier. A brief return to blockade duty, during which its gig captured some small boats transporting lumber to Kingston, ended when the frigate returned to Sackets Harbor with the rest of Chauncey’s squadron. With Yeo unable to penetrate the American defenses there, the Superior and the other ships in Chauncey’s squadron remained safe throughout the winter, although the Superior was outclassed by Yeo’s newest vessel, the ship of the line St. Lawrence. At war’s end the Superior joined most of the warships in the Great Lakes in being laid up. The Superior never returned to active service and was sold in 1822 and broken up.

Stephen Svonavec

See also

Chauncey, Isaac; Eckford, Henry; Lake Ontario Campaigns; Sackets Harbor, New York; Woolsey, Melancthon Taylor; Yeo, James Lucas

Further Reading


Malcomson, Robert. Lords of the Lake: The Naval War on Lake Ontario, 1812–1814. Toronto: Robin Brass, 1998.

Malcomson, Robert. Warships of the Great Lakes, 1754–1834. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2001.



Swift, Joseph Gardner

Birth Date: December 31, 1783

Death Date: July 23, 1865

U.S. Army officer and engineer. Joseph Gardner Swift was born on December 31, 1783, on Nantucket Island, Massachusetts. On May 12, 1800, he was appointed to a school for artillerists and engineers at Fort Wolcott, Rhode Island. He entered the U.S. Military Academy at West Point in October 1801 and was the first cadet to graduate, on October 12, 1802. Commissioned lieutenant of engineers, he taught at West Point until 1804 and during the next eight years worked on various coastal fortifications. He was also Superintendent of West Point in 1807. Swift was promoted to first lieutenant of engineers on June 11, 1805; to captain on October 30, 1806; and to major on February 23, 1808.

When the War of 1812 began on June 18, 1812, Swift advanced rapidly in rank, from lieutenant colonel on July 6, 1812, to colonel and chief of the Corps of Engineers on July 31. For a short time he was again superintendent of West Point. In 1813 he was appointed chief engineer of the Northern Army, which was commanded by Major General James Wilkinson.

Swift accompanied Wilkinson in the invasion of Canada in October 1813, hoping to be able to use his engineering knowledge in the capture of Montreal. Swift took part in the Battle of Crysler’s Farm on November 11, 1813, winning a citation for gallantry in action and a brevet promotion to brigadier general on February 14, 1814, but the invasion collapsed shortly after the battle.

Swift saw no further field service in the war, largely because Secretary of War John Armstrong resented his strong attachment to Wilkinson. Armstrong subsequently declared that Swift’s talents were required to strengthen coastal defenses and ordered him to New York City in 1814. There, in conjunction with the Committee of Safety, Swift planned defenses for Manhattan and Brooklyn and called out thousands of militia volunteers in the summer and autumn to construct them.

After the war Swift assisted in the reduction of the army and developed a new system of infantry tactics. Called upon to help rebuild Washington, which had been partly destroyed in 1814, he was overshadowed by Brigadier General Simon Bernard, a French officer. Swift returned to the superintendency of West Point but in 1817 left that post to become head of the Corps of Engineers. He resigned from the army on November 18, 1818, and for the rest of his life employed his engineering skills in various civic and government projects. Swift died in Geneva, New York, on July 23, 1865.

Paul David Nelson
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Swivel Guns

Swivel guns (swivel cannon or simply swivels) were small artillery pieces and efficient antipersonnel weapons that made their shipboard appearance at the end of the 14th century. They continued in naval use until the end of the age of wooden warships and beyond. Some remained into the mid-20th century aboard native craft of the South China Sea and through-out Malaysia.

Stylistically, the swivel tube imitated larger guns but in sizes small enough to be mounted in an iron swivel yoke (also known as the sling, or base) with pinion mount. While rated (as with big guns) on the nominal weight of the shot that the gun could throw, swivels seldom were loaded with solid shot, their usual load being pistol or musket balls, scrap iron, or, in early days, stones.

Over their nearly 500 years of use, swivels appeared in many styles and were known by many names, including sling pieces, bases, pedreros (meaning “stone” guns and a word seen with many spellings), periers (many spellings), murderers, lantakas, espingoles (which could also mean swivel-mounted blunderbusses), and coehorns, a name in naval usage denoting small swivel-mounted howitzers. (In land armies, a coehorn was a small mortar for lobbing explosive shot, but at sea a coehorn was mounted and used as the rest of the swivel gun family.)

Early swivel guns were most commonly made of iron rods hammered together to form a tube that was banded with iron, with a breech block holding the charge; by the 1600s, however, most swivel tubes were cast in bronze and during the following century in iron. Whatever their style, swivels were seldom listed in a warship’s official rating of artillery, although they were ubiquitous not only on warships but also on merchant vessels. Most often swivels were mounted on the rails lining the high ends of a ship, although on warships they were also used in the fighting tops, where their plunging fire onto the exposed upper decks of an enemy ship alongside often proved devastating.

The small boats of naval vessels were also fitted with swivels for landings, cutting-out expeditions, and operations in any waters that might prove hostile. One of the great advantages to the small guns was their portability, most being movable by one man, although some were heavier. Tube lengths varied between 19 inches to some 42 inches, with weights averaging between 25 and 150 pounds and bore sizes between 1 and 3 inches.

William Gilkerson and Spencer C. Tucker
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Tactics, Naval

The traditional fleet tactic in the Age of Fighting Sail called for two formations of warships to deploy in line-ahead formation and then blast away at each another at near pistol range. Those heavy ships capable of standing in the battle line were known as ships of the line or line of battle ships (a term that gave rise to the term “battleship”). They were generally no smaller than third rates of 74 or 64 guns, with the largest mounting 100 guns or more. Frigates, the equivalent of modern cruisers, were not sufficiently strong, nor mounted with sufficiently heavy armament, to take position in the main battle line; they were usually employed as scouts for the fleet or on detached service.

Because the U.S. Navy had no ships of the line in commission until after the end of the War of 1812, tactics at sea during the war were largely a matter of individual combats, usually one ship against one other (as in the case of the U.S. frigate Constitution vs. the British frigate Java) or one ship against two or more others (as in the case of the frigate Constitution vs. the British frigate Cyane and sloop Levant or the British ship of the line Majestic and squadron vs. the U.S. frigate President).

There were, however, several important squadron-level engagements on the lakes, including the Battle of Lake Erie (September 10, 1813); the Battle of Lake Champlain, the naval portion of the Naval Battle of Plattsburgh (September 11, 1814); and the Battle of Lake Borgne (December 14, 1814). The first of these, the Battle of Lake Erie, was a classic squadron-to-squadron action in which U.S. master commandant Oliver H. Perry was able to cross the T of the two principal British ships and force their surrender. The second battle, on Lake Champlain, was quite different. Here U.S. master commandant Thomas Macdonough prepared a highly effective defensive position with his ships at anchor, increasing his available firepower by setting spring cables that allowed him to rotate his ships, and especially his flagship, following damage to his starboard guns. In the Battle of Lake Borgne, the five American gunboats commanded by Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones were also at anchor but were simply overwhelmed by the far more numerous British sailors and marines in what devolved into largely hand-to-hand combat across gunboats and barges.

Generally speaking, unless an accident occurred such as a lost mast, the larger and more heavily gunned ships prevailed. Thus, any ship of the line could defeat any frigate, any frigate any brig, and any sloop any gunboat. Smaller ships relied on superior speed (which often jettisoned anchor chains, water casks, and even guns in an effort to increase speed) to escape from larger ships. If they could not, there was little option but surrender.

Battle was usually joined only after both commanders judged their chances about equal. Then the outcome depended on tactics, training, seamanship, gunnery, bravery, discipline, and, of course, fortune. Battle might be joined at a distance with long guns, usually with the two ships running parallel to one another. At shorter ranges, carronades might be employed. These large-caliber weapons could have a devastating effect but lacked the range of long guns. An essential element to a warship with an exclusively carronade-type armament was superior speed to close to short distance. When this was not available, as in the case of the frigate Essex having lost its main topmast in a squall, an opponent or opponents (in this case the British frigate Phoebe and sloop Cherub) could stand off at long range and simply batter the carronade-armed enemy vessel into submission with long guns.

British and American ship captains generally sought to move from upwind (windward) so they could maneuver in bearing down on an opponent. The French, by comparison, favored a downwind positions (leeward) to enable them to exercise the option of escape if necessary. The direction of the wind, always an unpredicatble variable in the combat equation, could be highly important. Having the weather gauge particularly benefitted Perry in the Battle of Lake Erie, for it enabled his larger vessels to close quickly and employ his powerful short-range carronades (the British ships were armed primarily with long guns).

The favorite tactic was to cross the T of an opposing ship, that is, for a captain to place his own ship perpendicular to an enemy ship’s bow or stern. These were not only the weakest parts of the ship structurally, but usually few guns could be brought to bear in these directions, whereas the ship that had crossed the T could concentrate an entire broadside, sending sold shot careening down the length of the enemy deck. This was known as raking fire, and it could be extraordinarily destructive to the enemy ship and its crew.

Sailing ships were robust and could generally withstand a great many hull hits. Moreover, ship carpenters usually had ready wooden plugs to try to fill any holes at the waterline created by enemy shot. If damage was severe pumps were also employed, although occasionally the pumps could not keep up with the water coming in, and the ship would be lost. Rarely were ships actually sunk in battle, although a number, such as the British frigate Guerriere, might be so badly damaged as to be scuttled. Ships that could be repaired were generally taken into the victor’s navy, as in the case of the American frigate Chesapeake and the British frigate Macedonian.

At longer ranges captains tended to order guns to fire single solid shot, but as ranges closed they might order their gun double-shotted or even tripled-shotted to maximize damage. Grapeshot was employed at very close range against personnel or against enemy boats. Disabling shot or chain shot was used to bring down rigging and spars. Shot could be heated in solid furnaces carried aboard warships and used to set fires and, hopefully, explode an opposing ship’s magazine. Explosive shell, however, was not used extensively until the mid-19th century.

Another favorite tactic, although difficult when running at sea, was aiming at the masts of opposing ships. Bringing down one of these usually rendered an enemy vessel helpless and pretty much decided the battle. The British and Americans also tended to concentrate on an enemy ship’s hull with a view toward inflicting as much damage as possible, while the French preferred aiming at masts and rigging to disable an opponent.

At very close ranges, marines in the fighting tops could employ rifles and muskets and fire down on the open deck of opposing ships, concentrating on officers. Small howitzers and swivel guns mounted in the rails could also be used. If the ships were entangled, boarding parties would form and try to take the other by storm.

Overall, victory in a battle at sea depended largely on the discipline and gunnery skills of the crew. For this reason, battles could be chaotic and sanguinary. Captains were well advised to conduct frequent gunnery drills to make complicated gunnery evolutions as routine as possible. The nascent U.S. Navy more than held its own against the British during the war, much to the latter’s surprise. The notable exception was the defeat of the frigate Chesapeake by the British frigate Shannon. Captain James Lawrence of the Chesapeake, with a largely untrained crew, had the misfortune of encountering Captain Philip B. V. Broke of the Shannon, probably the best-trained gunnery ship in the Royal Navy. The ensuing struggle lasted only 15 minutes and was attended by heavy casualties on both sides.

Cutting-out operations were usually undertaken with small craft, such as barges, launches, and boats, sent against an enemy ship at anchor, usually by night. The object here was to surprise and then overwhelm the enemy ship by boarding it and employing a wide variety of individual weapons. Classic examples of these during the war were U.S. Navy lieutenant J. D. Elliott’s raid in the Niagara River of October 8, 1812, that seized two British brigs, the Detroit and Caledonia, and the operation by Royal Navy lieutenant Miller Worsley that captured the American schooners Scorpion and Tigress on Lake Huron during September 3–4, 1814. All told, and despite the relatively crude nature of the weaponry employed, naval tactics in the Age of Fighting Sail were highly developed and, when properly applied, highly effective.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Taggart, Samuel

Birth Date: March 24, 1754

Death Date: April 25, 1825

Presbyterian minister and Federalist politician. Samuel Taggart was born in Londonderry, New Hampshire, on March 24, 1754. He graduated from Dartmouth College in 1774, subsequently studied theology, and was ordained a Presbyterian minister in 1777. He began his ministerial career in Massachusetts and also served as an itinerant missionary in western New York state. Taggart began to gravitate toward politics, and in 1802 he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives from Massachusetts. A staunch Federalist, he served from 1803 to 1817. As tensions between the United States and Great Britain mounted, Taggart became increasingly critical of the foreign policies of U.S. presidents Thomas Jefferson and James Madison.

In June 1812 Taggart voted against the war declaration and publicly accused the War Hawks of intimidating Congress into declaring war against the British. Only days after the declaration, Taggart delivered a speech on the floor of the House that accused the Madison administration of conducting an immoral war. Taggart argued that launching an attack against Canada to uphold America’s neutral shipping rights unfairly penalized Canadians because they had had nothing to do with the naval war.

Thereafter Taggart continued to excoriate the Madison administration’s policies at every turn and was especially critical of the administration’s financial policies and the way in which it was financing the war. Taggart pointedly dismissed as pure folly the February 1814 appointment of George Washington Campbell to succeed Albert Gallatin as treasury secretary. Taggart decided not to stand for reelection in 1816 and left the House in March 1817. He then commenced duties as pastor of Colrain Presbyterian Church in Massachusetts but resigned that post in October 1818. Taggart retired to his farm in Colrain, where he died on April 25, 1825.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Talladega, Battle of

Event Date: November 9, 1813

Battle fought on November 9, 1813, between Tennessee militiamen, commanded by Tennessee Militia major general Andrew Jackson, and Red Stick Upper Creeks in east-central Alabama, near present-day Talladega, during the Creek War. On July 27, 1813, a raiding party of militiamen and allied Creek warriors attacked a party of Red Stick warriors at Burnt Corn Creek in present-day Escambia County, Alabama. The Red Sticks had previously purchased arms and ammunition in Pensacola, Florida. Although the attackers were initially successful, they stopped to loot, allowing the Red Sticks to regroup and defeat them. This engagement touched off the Creek War.

On August 30, 1813, Red Sticks, led by William Weatherford, retaliated by assaulting Fort Mims, Mississippi Territory, where they massacred as many as 500 white settlers, mixed-blood Creeks, and African American slaves. Because the war with the British along the border with Canada had claimed most of the regular U.S. Army soldiers, Tennessee and Georgia, along with the Mississippi Territory (the present-day states of Mississippi and Alabama), mobilized their respective militias against the Upper Creeks.

Shortly after the attack on Fort Mims, Jackson led some 2,000 Tennessee militiamen into the Mississippi Territory to confront the Red Sticks. Jackson’s troops built Fort Strother along the Coosa River, 15 miles from the Red Stick village of Tallushatchee, as a precaution. Jackson then ordered Brigadier General John Coffee’s mounted riflemen to destroy the village. On November 3 Coffee’s force successfully accomplished that, killing approximately 180 warriors while suffering only 5 dead and 41 wounded in return.

After Coffee’s return to Fort Strother, Jackson received a call to help friendly Creeks who were besieged by a Red Stick force of some 700 warriors at an outpost near Talladega. On November 9, 1813, Jackson’s army, numbering about 1,200 infantry and 800 cavalry, and including some allied Creeks, arrived outside the village. Jackson attempted to encircle the Red Sticks, but fighting erupted before he could accomplish this. Some Red Sticks were thus able to take advantage of gaps in Jackson’s lines and escape. Nevertheless, the Red Sticks proved no match for Jackson’s well-armed force. During the fighting that ensued, Jackson’s force killed 300 Red Sticks, wounded about 110 others, and drove the rest from the field. Jackson suffered only 15 killed and approximately 85 wounded.

On November 18 Tennessee Militia major general John A. Cocke’s forces massacred some 60 Red Stick warriors who attempted to surrender at Hillabee. Despite these two successes against the Red Sticks, Jackson was short of supplies and was forced to deal with a mutiny before withdrawing to Fort Strother.

Robert B. Kane

Battle of Talladega, November 9, 1813





	
	Killed
	Wounded
	Total




	Tennessee Militia
	 15
	 85
	100


	Red Stick Creeks
	300
	110
	410
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Tallmadge, Benjamin

Birth Date: February 25, 1754

Death Date: March 7, 1835

Prominent Federalist politician. Benjamin Tallmadge was born on February 25, 1854, in Brookhaven, New York. He graduated from Yale College in 1773 and began serving as the superintendent of the Wethersfield High School, a post he held until 1776. On June 20, 1776, he was granted a commission as a lieutenant in the Continental Army and was promoted to captain of dragoons that December. In April 1777 he was advanced to major, and in September 1779 he was promoted to colonel. He now became General George Washington’s principal intelligence officer and reportedly helped uncover Major General Benedict Arnold’s treachery. Tallmadge came to admire Washington greatly, and the two men remained friends after the war.

[image: image]

Benjamin Tallmadge represented Connecticut in the U.S. House of Representatives from 1801 to 1817. Tallmadge was a Federalist who had argued for greater military preparedness before 1812 and who then grudgingly supported the war, although criticizing Washington’s conduct of it. (Cirker, Hayward, ed., Dictionary of American Portraits, 1967.)

Upon the end of the Revolutionary War, Tallmadge moved to Litchfield, Connecticut, in 1783, and in 1792 he was appointed the town’s postmaster. He later served as a bank president before being elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Federalist in 1800. He served consecutively from 1801 to 1817. During his tenure in office, Tallmadge consistently promoted the expansion of the American military establishment, believing Washington’s adage that the best way to prevent a war was to prepare for war. Although he was a Federalist, Tallmadge gave lukewarm support to the War of 1812 early on but severely criticized the lack of preparation for it and, later, its conduct.

Tallmadge declined to run for reelection in 1816 and left the House in March 1817. He thereafter pursued numerous business interests and died in Litchfield, Connecticut, on March 7, 1835.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Tallushatchee, Battle of

Event Date: November 3, 1813

Engagement fought between Tennessee militiamen and Red Stick Creeks on November 3, 1813. Talluschatchee, a village of the Upper Creek Nation, was located in present-day Calhoun County, Alabama, in the northeastern part of the state. Major General Andrew Jackson had previously assembled some 2,500 Tennessee militiamen for an expedition against the Muskogee Creeks. His primary goal was to destroy the Red Stick faction.

After a band of Red Sticks had massacred some 500 white settlers, militia, and even some Native Americans at Fort Mims, Alabama, on August 30, 1813, Jackson marched his army southward into the heart of Indian country. His army constructed Fort Strother along the Coosa River, where the troops suffered from supply shortages. As Jackson tarried he received a report from Path Killer, a Cherokee chief, informing him of a large cohort of Red Sticks gathering only 15 miles away, at the Creek village of Tallushatchee. Jackson then ordered his trusted subordinate, Brigadier General John R. Coffee, to organize a concentrated strike on the village. Jackson’s goals were to destroy the village and occupy the Creek lands before the onset of winter.

On November 3 Coffee led approximately 1,000 mounted riflemen to Tallushatchee. Seemingly pleased that the villagers had defiantly refused to flee, he divided his force into two columns and quickly encircled the village. Two companies then advanced into Tallushatchee to draw out the poorly armed Red Stick warriors, who tried to protect their families. The trap worked, and the warriors broke from cover in a desperate charge. Coffee then closed the circle on them and ordered his own advance, which forced the warriors to retreat back into the village.

Hand-to-hand combat ensued. Davy Crockett, then a member of the Tennessee Militia, recalled of the fighting that “We shot them like dogs.” All of the Creek men in the village died in the course of the assault. Numerous women and children were also killed, and 84 others were taken prisoner. Before the fighting ended that day, Coffee’s riflemen had killed at least 180 Creeks and Red Sticks while losing just 5 dead and 41 wounded themselves.

The Battle of Tallushatchee was the first major military operation in Jackson’s campaign against the Creek Nation. The battle clearly demonstrated that if his better-armed men could reach the Creek villages, they would likely be successful.

Brad D. Lookingbill
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Taney, Roger Brooke

Birth Date: March 17, 1777

Death Date: October 12, 1864

Prominent attorney, Federalist (subsequently Democratic) politician, U.S. attorney general, treasury secretary, and chief justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. Roger Brooke Taney was born on March 17, 1777, at his family’s plantation, Taney Place, in Calvert County Maryland, along the Patuxent River. After graduating from Dickinson College in 1795, he read for the law and was admitted to the bar in 1799, entering politics as a state legislator that same year as a Federalist. Swept out of office in 1800, which saw the ascendance of the Democratic Republicans, Taney nevertheless remained prominent in Maryland Federalist circles. He also gained attention with his oratory and his legal practice, which he moved to Frederick, Maryland, in the early 1800s. He specialized in helping to protect the rights of free and enslaved African Americans in Maryland.

When the War of 1812 began, Taney parted company with many of his Federalist cohorts because he chose to support the war effort (although he had been opposed to the war declaration itself). The minority faction of Maryland Federalists who supported the war effort was known as the Coodies, and Taney, as the faction’s leader, was known as “King Coody.” The odd name was derived from an old and prominent family in western Maryland. Taney also ardently opposed the continuation of the Baltimore-based Federal Republican and Commercial Gazette, a Federalist mouthpiece that was ferociously antiwar and whose pronouncements had precipitated the June 22–July 29, 1812, Baltimore Riots. The newspaper’s publisher, Alexander Contee Hanson, was so embittered by Taney’s apostasy that he spent the remainder of his life trying to sabotage Taney’s political ambitions.

Although the Coodies were not very popular during much of the war, in the summer of 1814 when British forces captured Washington, D.C., and threatened eastern Maryland, their prowar stance became suddenly popular. British troops sacked and looted Taney’s familial homestead in August 1814, which drew much sympathy, even from disgruntled Federalists. The damage was so severe that Taney’s family never fully recovered from their losses. Indeed, Taney’s support of the war effort and his periodic urgings to fortify Maryland’s defenses now seemed prescient. After the British were repelled at Baltimore, Taney’s political star began to rise anew.

After the war Taney held a seat in the Maryland Senate from 1816 to 1821. There he tried to act as a moderating political force among the moribund Federalists and sought internal improvements. Between 1828 and 1831 Taney was Maryland’s attorney general; meanwhile, in 1824 he joined ranks with the new Democratic Party and became a strong supporter of Andrew Jackson. Jackson subsequently named Taney as the U.S. attorney general, a post he held from 1831 until 1833. During 1833–1834 he served as Jackson’s treasury secretary and helped defeat the enabling legislation for the Second Bank of the United States. In 1835 Jackson named Taney to the Supreme Court; in 1836 Taney was confirmed as chief justice and remained in that position for the rest of his life.

Taney presided over numerous landmark court cases and generally tried to adhere to tight constitutional interpretations in an attempt to forge a middle ground in the growing sectional crisis between the North and the South. He did not believe that the Constitution permitted the abolition of slavery in U.S. territories and generally opposed overt attempts to dismantle slavery in the South. His opinion in the 1857 Dred Scott case, however, essentially rendered moot the 1820 Missouri Compromise and only exacerbated the growing chasm between North and South. Ironically, his decision in this case meant that slaves were not citizens and thus had no constitutional rights. This stood in sharp contrast to his earlier efforts to clarify African American rights in Maryland. Taney also tended to support the rights of those arrested for treason during the American Civil War, much to the chagrin of the Abraham Lincoln administration. Taney died in Washington, D.C., on October 12, 1864.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Taylor, John

Birth Date: December 10, 1753

Death Date: August 21, 1824

Lawyer, political theorist, and ardent opponent of the War of 1812. John Taylor was born on December 10, 1753, probably in Caroline County, Virginia. Orphaned at age six, he was reared by his uncle, Edmund Pendleton. Taylor attended the College of William and Mary, studied law, and was admitted to the bar in 1774. He served as a Continental Army major and militia lieutenant colonel during the Revolutionary War as well as in the Virginia House of Delegates. After the Revolution he practiced law and continued serving in the general assembly.

Roberts opposed ratification of the Constitution in 1788. A year later he abandoned his law practice and devoted himself to agriculture on his plantation, Hazelwood, in Caroline County. During the 1790s he filled two unexpired terms in the U.S. Senate (1792–1794) but more and more devoted himself to political theory by writing pamphlets. In the early 1800s he became identified with the Old Republicans, led by John Randolph of Roanoke, who opposed the centralizing tendencies of President Thomas Jefferson and the Democratic Republicans. Taylor served another brief term in the Senate in 1803. He particularly disliked the policies of Secretary of State James Madison, believing them imperialistic. Taylor therefore opposed Madison’s election to the presidency in 1808.

Taylor’s suspicions of Madison were confirmed during the latter’s first term as president, as the United States drifted toward war with Great Britain. By 1812 Taylor had elaborated an important theory of government: that the common interests of society, which were natural, were always being endangered by special interests, which were not natural. Natural property also was endangered by political property, which could only be defended by government. The latter included banks, paper money, monopolies, and corporations.

In May 1812 Taylor indignantly opposed Madison’s proposal to expand the War Department and was crestfallen in June when Congress declared war against Britain. The entire enterprise, he declared, was a metaphysical concoction, based on a vague point of national honor, that threatened to destroy the world’s last experiment in free government. He asserted that the war would result in a huge and costly military, increased taxes, worthless paper money, and bloated bureaucracies. In 1814 he published a pamphlet outlining the ways in which the war had damaged the republic. The central government, he said, had become too powerful and at the expense of the people’s sovereignty. A new aristocracy of privilege was arising, spawned by increasing public debt, paper money, tariffs, and a national bank. The government was doing nothing less than allying itself with commercial interests against agrarian civilization.

For the remainder of his life, Taylor continued to defend the small-government and agrarian principles that he first articulated while opposing the War of 1812. During 1822–1824 Taylor served another partial term in the U.S. Senate until his death at Hazelwood on August 21, 1824.

Paul David Nelson
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Taylor, Zachary

Birth Date: November 24, 1784

Death Date: July 9, 1850

U.S. Army officer and president of the United States (1849–1850). Born near Barboursville in Orange County, Virginia, on November 24, 1784, Zachary Taylor moved with his family to Kentucky and grew up on a plantation near Louisville, receiving only a rudimentary education. In May 1808 he secured a commission as a first lieutenant in the 7th U.S. Infantry.

Taylor’s first duty assignment was New Orleans. He then commanded Fort Pickering near present-day Memphis, Tennessee. In November 1810 he was promoted to captain and commanded Fort Knox in Vincennes, Indiana. Shortly before the beginning of the War of 1812, Taylor assumed command of Fort Harrison (present-day Terre Haute) along the Wabash River in the Indiana Territory. During September 1812 Taylor and 50 men held off an attack on the fort by some 500 warriors. For this rare American victory in the Old Northwest, he was brevetted major.

In the summer of 1814 Taylor led an expedition against Native Americans in the upper Mississippi region (present-day Iowa and Wisconsin), but a British and Indian force at Rock River (Credit Island) forced him to turn back that September. Taylor then withdrew south on the Mississippi River near the mouth of the Des Moines River and erected Fort Johnson, which he later ordered razed when he and his force withdrew to St. Louis in October 1814. In December 1814 as the war drew to a close, Taylor took command of Fort Knox (Kentucky).
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Zachary Taylor, U.S. Army general and president. Taylor established his military reputation while in command of Fort Harrison (present-day Terre Haute), Indiana Territory, when he and 50 men held off an attack by some 500 Indians in September 1812, for which he was breveted major. (Library of Congress)

After the war Taylor reverted to his permanent rank of captain. Resigning his commission, he returned to the army in 1816 when President James Madison ordered his rank of major restored. Promoted to lieutenant colonel in 1819, Taylor relocated to Louisiana, where he served in recruitment and helped build a military road and fortifications. Reassigned to posts in present-day Minnesota and Wisconsin in the late 1820s, Taylor received promotion to full colonel in April 1832. Later that year he led troops in the 1832 Black Hawk War.

Taylor’s experience fighting Native Americans proved helpful for his next combat assignment of the Second Seminole War (1835–1842) when he oversaw construction of a series of strongholds to support the army’s advance into Indian territory. On Christmas Day 1837 Taylor won the biggest engagement of the war in the Battle of Lake Okeechobee and was rewarded with a brevet to brigadier general. In May 1838 he assumed command of the Department of Florida and spend the next two years continuing the campaign against the Seminoles. His boldness in battle and indifference to etiquette and military dress (including his wearing of a wide-brimmed straw hat) earned him the affectionate nickname “Old Rough and Ready.”

In July 1845 following the annexation of Texas, President James K. Polk sent Taylor from Louisiana to that new state in command of the Army of Occupation of 3,500 men. In March 1846 Polk, seeking a confrontation with Mexico, ordered Taylor to cross the Nueces River and take up position along the Rio Grande to its south, which Polk claimed as the southern border of Texas. On April 25, 1846, a Mexican cavalry unit crossed the river and attacked part of Taylor’s force, inflicting several American casualties. Polk used this incident as a convenient pretext for war.

Early in May, Taylor’s army moved to relieve Fort Texas, which Taylor had established opposite Matamoros, Mexico, and had come under siege by Mexican troops. The two forces collided at Palo Alto on May 8, the first major engagement of the war. Although something of a standoff, American artillery proved superior, and the Mexicans abandoned the field. On May 9 at Resaca de la Palma, Taylor’s troops forced the Mexican army to withdraw across the Rio Grande. Congress declared war on Mexico on May 11.

Brevetted major general for these two victories and named commander of the Army of the Rio Grande in July, Taylor crossed the Rio Grande to occupy Matamoros. His army remained there until late summer, struggling with logistical problems. In September 1846 Taylor advanced toward Monterrey. Casualties and supply shortages during the Battle of Monterrey (September 21–24) led Taylor to agree to an armistice that allowed the Mexican garrison to depart, enraging Polk. The American public, however, saw Monterrey only as another victory, and Taylor was now a national hero. Worried that Taylor would convert his growing popularity into political capital, Polk strove to keep the general from further combat and thus selected Major General Winfield Scott, the commanding general of the army, to conduct the Mexico City campaign. Scott was allowed to siphon off much of Taylor’s force toward that end.

Learning of the American plans, Mexican president and general Antonio López de Santa Anna marched against Taylor’s weakened force in northern Mexico with the plan of crushing him before returning south to deal with Scott. In the Battle of Buena Vista during February 22–23, 1847, Taylor’s 4,700 men held off Santa Anna’s 15,000 men during a hard fight. Believing the war to be virtually over, Taylor departed Mexico in November 1847, having acquired a considerable dislike for both Polk and Scott.

Whig Party leaders convinced Taylor to run for the presidency in 1848. He won the election that November with Millard Fillmore as his running mate. Taylor’s brief tenure as chief executive was consumed by the growing matter of slavery. He often acted independently of party interests and was fully prepared to veto the Compromise of 1850. President only for 16 months, Taylor died of acute gastroenteritis at the White House on July 9, 1850. His death removed the obstacle to passage of the Compromise of 1850.

Jeffrey W. Dennis and Spencer C. Tucker
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Tecumseh

Birth Date: ca. March 1768

Death Date: October 5, 1813

Highly influential Shawnee chief. Little is known for certain about Tecumseh’s early life. He was born probably in March 1768 in a Shawnee village along the Scioto River in Ohio, near present-day Piqua. His father was a war chief of the Kispoko band. At the time of Tecumseh’s birth, the Shawnees were trying to resist white settlers flooding into the Ohio Territory. The result was Lord Dunmore’s War (1774). When the American Revolutionary War broke out in 1775, the Shawnees sided with the British in an attempt to retain their land. In 1777 Tecumseh’s people were forced to flee westward to a village on the Mad River and moved farther west in 1780. These experiences instilled in Tecumseh a hatred for all whites in general and Americans in particular.

Beginning at age 16 Tecumseh participated in war parties raiding white settlements, but the advance by white settlers continued. In 1786 Kentucky militiamen burned Tecumseh’s village, forcing his people to flee to a new location on the Maumee River. Under the leadership of his older brother Cheeseekau, Tecumseh earned a reputation as a brave and skillful warrior. Cheeseekau was killed in 1792 in an attack on Nashville, and Tecumseh succeeded him as war chief of the Kispoko band.

Tecumseh subsequently supported a loose confederacy of tribes organized by Blue Jacket in 1790. When American armies under Brigadier General Josiah Harmar and then Brigadier General Arthur St. Clair marched to punish the tribes in Ohio, Tecumseh was among those who ambushed and defeated them. On August 20, 1794, Tecumseh participated in the Battle of Fallen Timbers in which Major General Anthony (“Mad Anthony”) Wayne decisively defeated Blue Jacket and broke the Pan-Indian confederacy.

Tecumseh refused to attend the signing of the Treaty of Greenville in 1795, in which Native Americans ceded most of Ohio to the United States. Instead, he led his followers into Indiana Territory where he could get away from white influence. In 1797 the band settled near present-day Anderson, Indiana. Meanwhile, native settlements continued to decline because of alcoholism and renewed attempts by whites to take their lands. During this time Tecumseh joined his brother Tenskwatawa, the Prophet, in calling for a return to traditional values and a rejection of all white influences. In 1805 Tecumseh moved his band back nearer to Ohio. They settled at Greenville, just inside the Indian territory. Soon Tecumseh and Tenskwatawa began to exert growing influence among other tribes. Delegations visited Tecumseh and listened to ideas of an Indian confederacy to prevent white encroachment.

While Tecumseh’s message found favor among the younger braves, older leaders opposed him, viewing him as a threat to their authority. Whites were also uncomfortable with Tecumseh’s presence so close to the border. Although he was careful to avoid pretext for attacks, Tecumseh realized that he was in danger in Ohio. The most damaging and dangerous charges against Tecumseh were that he was plotting with the British in Canada and receiving arms from them. To avoid possible conflict before he was ready, Tecumseh relocated his band back to Indiana in the spring of 1808. They settled along the Wabash River, just below the mouth of the Tippecanoe River. Tecumseh now became more outspoken in his criticism of American expansionism.

In 1809 Indiana territorial governor William Henry Harrison secured the cession of 3 million acres from tribes in Indiana through the Treaty of Fort Wayne. The outraged Tecumseh demanded that these land cessions halt, believing that the territory belonged to all tribes and that none could be sold or given away without the consent of all. At a meeting with Harrison, the two nearly came to blows. Finally aware that only tribal unity could stop American settlements, Tecumseh began traveling widely to recruit followers for his Pan-Indian confederacy. Although many favored his message, only the Creeks were willing to commit to joining his confederacy (although not all Creeks subscribed to the movement). While Tecumseh was away in 1811, Harrison brought an American army to attack Tecumseh’s village on the Wabash. Tenskwatawa launched an unsuccessful surprise attack on Harrison but was decisively defeated at the Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811. This reverse diminished Tecumseh’s power and following among the Indians.

Tecumseh now had little recourse but to turn to the British for aid. When word reached Tecumseh in July 1812 that war had been declared, he gathered a band of followers and led them into Canada, joining British major general Isaac Brock in defending Fort Amherstburg (Fort Malden) against an invasion by Brigadier General William Hull from Detroit. While Hull proved to be an indecisive leader, Tecumseh led his band into Michigan and destroyed a supply column at Brownstown on August 5. He continued to harass American forces around Detroit, helping to convince Hull to retreat from Canada.

The victory over Hull induced large numbers of warriors to join Tecumseh in the field. However, he was in the Indiana Territory in January 1813 when an American force was destroyed on the Raisin River, with a massacre of the wounded. Tecumseh returned in time to join Brigadier General Henry Procter in the siege of Fort Meigs from April 28 to May 9. Tecumseh’s warriors partly destroyed an American relief column on May 5 before the allies gave up the siege. A second attempt to capture Fort Meigs in July also failed, and many of the warriors began to lose confidence in the British.

When Procter retreated to Canada after the American victory in the Battle of Lake Erie, Tecumseh was outraged. He did not understand how the naval defeat would prevent the British from resupplying the army and the thousands of Indian families massed around Fort Malden. Nevertheless, Tecumseh and a small group of warriors accompanied the British in their retreat eastward from Fort Malden. To pacify Tecumseh, Procter agreed to make a stand on the Thames River on October 5, 1813. The ensuing battle proved to be a debacle, and Tecumseh was among those killed. After his death many Native Americans siding with the British lost heart and dispersed.

Tim J. Watts
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Tennessee

Western frontier state that supplied prominent leaders and large numbers of militiamen for the War of 1812, predominantly in the southern theater, giving rise to the state’s nickname “the Volunteer State.” With a land area of 42,144 square miles and an 1812 population of approximately 265,000, Tennessee is bordered by Kentucky and Virginia to the north; North Carolina to the east; Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi to the south; and Arkansas and Missouri to the west. Concerned by British encouragement of Indian attacks along the western frontier, Tennesseans enthusiastically embraced the War Hawks’ desire to defend American honor, expand the state’s borders, and secure the frontier.

Tennessee’s congressional delegation, notably Felix Grundy, John Sevier, John Rhea, George W. Campbell, and Joseph Anderson, voted unanimously in favor of war in June 1812. Tennesseans had been clamoring for vengeance since the May 1812 Duck River Massacre in which a Tecumseh-inspired Creek war party killed several families and had taken a woman hostage near the Duck River in middle Tennessee. The Creeks executed those responsible for the attack; however, these actions irrevocably split the Creek Nation and helped instigate the Creek War of 1813–1814.

Tennessee governor Willie Blount and the local militia commander, Major General Andrew Jackson, demanded that the government move quickly to avenge this attack but found little satisfaction as Indian agent Benjamin Hawkins tried to negotiate a peaceful solution to the crisis. With additional depredations over the next few months by the pro-Tecumseh, pro-British Red Stick Creek faction, particularly the massacre at Fort Mims, Alabama, Tennesseans mobilized for action, enlisting in numbers far exceeding the governor’s call for volunteers.

Governor Blount dispatched Jackson’s militia to Natchez, Mississippi, in late 1812 for a proposed invasion of Spanish East Florida. Congress postponed the controversial offensive, however, due to Spain’s neutrality pledge. Upon arrival in Natchez, Jackson was directed to return to Nashville without pay or supplies and await further orders. The arduous return trip up the Natchez Trace tested the Tennesseans’ mettle and earned Jackson the sobriquet “Old Hickory.” Another unit led by Colonel John Williams accompanied Georgia Patriots in their failed attempt to capture East Florida during the same period. Other Tennesseans were captured in December 1813 in the fall of Fort George, Upper Canada.

Tennessee’s most significant contributions were in the southern theater. In 1813 Jackson’s Tennesseans comprised the majority of the force that marched into Creek territory and delivered a series of devastating defeats against Red Stick villages. This was despite sporadic supply difficulties that nearly led to mutiny among the troops. The decisive victory at Horseshoe Bend in March 1814 led to the Treaty of Fort Jackson and massive Creek territorial cessions. Tennessean David Crockett was appalled by the savage nature of the fighting, and he left the militia following Horseshoe Bend. The successful Creek campaign positioned Jackson to defend the Gulf Coast and New Orleans from British invasion. Jackson now brought together a disparate force and repelled the British attack on New Orleans on January 8, 1815. This victory infused the nation with a renewed nationalist fervor and propelled Jackson and other Tennesseans into the national political spotlight.

Derek W. Frisby
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Tenskwatawa

Birth Date: ca. 1775

Death Date: November 1836

Important religious political leader and prophet in the early 19th century Great Lakes and Ohio Valley region. A member of the Shawnee tribe, Tenskwatawa was born around 1775 at Old Piqua, Ohio; he was also known as the Shawnee Prophet or, more simply, the Prophet. He was born as one of triplets into a family of at least six older brothers and sisters. Just prior to his birth, their Shawnee war chief father, Puckeshinwa, died in the 1775 Battle of Point Pleasant, Ohio. Their Creek mother, Methoataske, left the Ohio Valley in 1779 and entrusted her children—Tenskwatawa, Tecumseh (who emerged as one of the most famous Native American orators and military leaders of all time), and another child—to an older sister, Tecumapease.
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A Shawnee mystic and brother of Tecumseh, Tenskwatawa was known as the Prophet. His precipitous actions led to the Native American attack and defeat in the Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811, and the subsequent destruction of Prophetstown. (McKenney, Thomas L. and James Hall. The Indian Tribes of North America, 1836–1844.)

Tenskwatawa’s childhood name was Lalawethika. In 1804 he assumed the role of community shaman when the renowned shaman Penagashea died. Lalawethika had been studying with him since 1795. After a series of visions in 1805, Lalawethika changed his name to Tenskwatawa, meaning “The Open Door.” In the visions Tenskwatawa met the Master of Life, who showed him Heaven and Hell as well as giving him instructions on how to avoid Hell while gaining admission to Heaven. Tenskwatawa preached that Native Americans must give up alcohol, reject Christianity, destroy their medicine bags, and respect all life. If the Master of Life’s teachings were followed, Tenskwatawa claimed that the dead and animals would be restored. Adherents were given prayer sticks inscribed with prayers for the Master of Life. Tenskwatawa also claimed that Americans were products of the evil Great Serpent who, assisted by witches, spread death and destruction among all Native Americans.

Tenskwatawa nonetheless proposed that trade continue with the Anglo-Americans but only on terms set by the Native Americans. Hopefully, the day would arrive when even this amenity was no longer needed. Finally, the nativist vision of Tenskwatawa and Tecumseh included a call for Pan-Indian unity to resist all encroachments on ancestral lands. Of the brothers, Tenkswatawa’s approach was more spiritual, and that of Tecumseh was more pragmatic, but both were very persuasive and found receptive audiences.

Immediately following his vision and explanations, Tenskwatawa and Tecumseh established a village near Greenville, Ohio, and called for all native peoples to settle there. This settlement was a direct challenge to the 1795 Treaty of Greenville. Tenskwatawa also participated in witchcraft trials among the Delawares and Wyandots in 1806. Those accused of witchcraft were individuals who appeared to be acculturated to the white immigrants’ ways. As his prestige and popularity grew, the settlement of Greenville proved to be inadequate, resulting in the establishment of Prophetstown in 1808 at the mouth of the Tippecanoe River.

Here the brothers’ influence was interpreted as a threat by the governor of the Indiana Territory, William Henry Harrison. In 1811 when Tecumseh was in the South building a Pan-Indian coalition, Harrison moved into the area with a force of 970 men with the goal of destroying Prophetstown. Tenskwatawa promised to meet with Harrison and suggested that he camp for the night at a location some two miles distant from Prophetstown. Tecumseh had warned his brother not to attack, but that night Tenskwatawa incited some 500 to 700 of his followers to strike first, promising them that the white man’s bullets could not harm them, as the whites’ powder had already turned to sand and their bullets to soft mud.

Early on the morning of November 7, the Indians struck. During the battle, Tenskwatawa stood on a high rock and chanted war songs to encourage his followers. Informed early that some of his warriors had been slain, he insisted that his followers fight on, promising an easy victory. Although Harrison lost up to a quarter of his force in casualties, the Battle of Tippecanoe ended in an Indian defeat, and the next day Harrison went on to destroy Prophetstown.

Tenskwatawa’s followers almost killed him in their fury over the outcome of the Battle of Tippecanoe. It was clearly the nadir of his influence among the Great Lakes nations. The battle was nonetheless of great importance. It drove many Indians of the region to side with the British in the War of 1812. The British, in dire need of allies to shore up their shaky defenses in Canada, also decided to assist the natives there against the United States.

The natives rebuilt Prophetstown shortly after Harrison left the area, and Tenskwatawa participated in the major events of the War of 1812, although he did not partake in any actual fighting. In the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813, Tenskwatawa fled with the British, leaving Tecumseh and dozens of other warriors to die protecting their retreat. The American victory effectively ended British and Native American power in the Old Northwest Territory.

Denied admission to the United States in 1815, Tenskwatawa and a few Shawnee followers remained in Upper Canada until 1824. In 1826, two years after his return, Tenskwatawa and the Shawnees were removed from the Ohio Valley. They traveled to Kaskaskia and western Missouri, eventually reaching the Shawnee reservation in Kansas in 1828. He sat for an iconic portrait by American artist George Catlin in 1832. Tenskwatawa died, all but forgotten, in November 1836 at present-day Kansas City, Kansas.

Karl S. Hele
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Thames, Battle of the

Event Date: October 5, 1813

Climactic battle of the War of 1812 in the Old Northwest. Also known as the Battle of Moraviantown, the Battle of the Thames signified the end of British and Native American influence on the Great Lakes frontier. The engagement occurred in Canada near present-day Chatham, Ontario, along the Thames River.

Throughout 1813 the British and their Indian allies, commanded by Major General Henry Procter and Tecumseh, had frustrated efforts by Major General William Henry Harrison to regain U.S. control over the region. When U.S. Navy master commandant Oliver Hazard Perry defeated the British in the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813, the Americans regained control of Lake Erie. This naval victory also enabled Harrison to undertake an offensive to recapture Detroit and invade western Upper Canada.

Procter, his logistical support now all but cut off, hoped to withdraw from Detroit by moving through Upper Canada along the Thames River. Tecumseh strongly opposed Procter’s decision, seeing it as evidence of abandonment by the British, who had promised the Indians their own lands. Eventually the allies  reached a compromise to retreat but to make a stand somewhere along the route. The British march from Sandwich began on September 24 with about 880 troops and perhaps 500 Native American warriors and their families. The withdrawal was not well organized and proceeded slowly, encumbered with considerable personal baggage. Soon the men were on half rations. Morale was low, and the officers were reportedly dissatisfied with Procter’s leadership, although Lieutenant Colonel Augustus Warburton, second-in-command, resisted calls that he intervene to remove Procter.
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Depiction of the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813, showing the death of Shawnee chief Tecumseh, leader of the Indians fighting on the British side. (Library of Congress)

On September 27 Harrison’s army landed in Canada. He had almost 5,000 U.S. regulars and Kentucky militiamen. Harrison left Sandwich on October 2, the speed of his advance greatly enhanced by mounted Kentucky riflemen led by Colonel Richard M. Johnson. On October 4 the American column reached the third and unfordable branch of the Thames. Tecumseh and his warriors had dismantled the bridge there and were then on the opposite side. Harrison ordered up two 6-pounders and used these to drive away the Indians and then ordered his men to set about repairing the bridge. In just two hours Harrison was again on the move. Johnson’s Kentuckians then intercepted Procter a few miles from Moraviantown along the Thames River, the British having already set fire to watercraft they were using to transport their baggage and supplies on the river.

By the morning of October 5 it was clear to Procter that a final stand was inevitable. He deployed his regulars in a wedge-shaped clearing in a beech forest. The left flank rested on the river beside which ran the road to Moraviantown some three and a half miles to the east. The line ran some 250 yards to the north, ending at a small swamp. It then extended from the small swamp another 250 yards, where it ended at a large swamp. The left portion of the British line was held by 540 men of the 41st Regiment of Foot and 290 men of the Royal Newfoundland Regiment. Procter also positioned a 6-pounder artillery piece in the road to provide some support. The portion to the right of the small swamp was held by Tecumseh’s 500 warriors. The British, however, had not erected any sort of earthworks or abatis by felling trees.

The Americans arrived before the British position at about 8:00 a.m. The American force numbered 140 regulars, 1,000 Kentuckians in Johnson’s regiment, and about 2,300 Kentucky volunteers. There were also perhaps 160 allied Indians. As Harrison was making his dispositions prior to an attack, Johnson learned that the British left was only thinly held by men standing about three feet apart. The situation seemed tailor-made for Johnson’s mounted men, and he asked permission from Harrison to make an immediate charge. Harrison agreed. With many of the attackers screaming “Remember the Raisin!”—a reference to the Raisin River Massacre—the Kentuckians quickly drove through the British line. The British artillery piece having failed to fire, the Kentuckians then dismounted and used their rifles to attack the British from the rear. Attacked from both front and rear, the British line crumbled, and most of the men surrendered. Only the grenadier company of the 41st Regiment managed to escape intact.

The Indians, protected somewhat by the swamp, held their ground and halted Johnson’s horsemen with musket fire, killing or wounding 15 of them. Johnson himself was wounded several times. Tecumseh, who had a premonition of his own death, was slain in combat. His body was never recovered (the natives said that it had been lifted up to heaven), but Johnson claimed to have killed him and was generally so credited. With the sizable American force converging on their position, the remaining Indians fled the battlefield.

The Battle of the Thames lasted less than an hour, with the British suffering 12 killed, 22 wounded, and some 600 captured. As many as 33 Native Americans were also slain. American casualties were 7 killed and 22 wounded. Procter, who escaped, was widely blamed for the defeat. He blamed his men, whom he said had not carried out his orders. Procter demanded a court of inquiry, and when this was denied he appealed directly to the British commander Frederick, Duke of York. This led to a court-martial and a finding that he was guilty of failing to properly prepare for the retreat and of exercising poor tactical judgment. The court recommended that he be reprimanded and suspended from duty for six months. In the end, he was only reprimanded, in July 1815.

Although a relatively minor action, the Battle of the Thames proved decisive and provided a rare victory for the United States. Even though the American side had enjoyed the advantage of greatly superior numbers, they had defeated British regulars, and the victory was received with great enthusiasm in Kentucky and helped renew public support for the war. Thereafter the battle was used to considerable political advantage by any on the American side who could claim to have participated in it. Certainly the battle destroyed the British position west of the head of Lake Erie and broke forever Native American power in the Old Northwest Territory. This opened the territory for white settlement west to the Mississippi River. After their victory the American troops burned Moraviantown, a peaceful Indian settlement. Then, lacking naval support, which was needed elsewhere, and faced with the mass expiration of enlistments, they departed Canada for Detroit.

Steven J. Rauch and Spencer C. Tucker
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Thayer, Sylvanus

Birth Date: June 9, 1785

Death Date: September 7, 1872

U.S. Army officer and influential military educator as superintendent of the United States Military Academy, West Point (1817–1833). Born in Braintree, Massachusetts, on June 9, 1785, Sylvanus Thayer graduated from Dartmouth College in 1807. He entered West Point and completed his studies in less than a year, receiving a commission as a second lieutenant of engineers in 1808. During the War of 1812, Thayer saw the only combat of his military career in the ill-fated initial U.S. invasion of Canada, the failure of which impressed upon him the need for well-trained professional officers. Later in the war he served in Norfolk, Virginia, working to strengthen the city’s coastal defenses. By the end of the war Thayer had earned a brevet promotion to major.

In 1815 the army sent Thayer to Europe to study French fortifications and military schools, including the École Polytechnique, France’s premier military and engineering school. Upon Major Thayer’s return to the United States in 1817, he was appointed superintendent of West Point, succeeding Captain Alden Partridge. Although Partridge had been an effective instructor who was generally popular with the cadets, he proved a highly ineffective administrator due to an arbitrary and dictatorial leadership style and a tendency to show favoritism that put him into frequent conflict with the faculty.

Thayer immediately set out to transform West Point into an elite military academy and engineering school, using the École Polytechnique as his model. The military academy had been in operation since 1802, but it existed on a limited scale and lacked a standardized curriculum. Although the number of West Point graduates was too small to have a significant impact on the army’s performance in the War of 1812, the conflict did demonstrate the effectiveness of West Point–trained officers. That, in turn, led to political support for the academy to ensure that the country would possess sufficient numbers of professionally trained officers available for service in future wars.

Thayer’s goal was to create a system that would combine academics, discipline, and military training to produce an officer of strong moral character, effective decision-making abilities, and scientific expertise. Thayer introduced a prescribed four-year curriculum that emphasized scientific and technical subjects, including mathematics, physics, chemistry, and civil and military engineering. Although the academy did provide some instruction in history, ethics, and English composition, the only humanities subject that received significant attention was French, then the lingua franca of military science. Daily recitation (rote learning) was the primary method of imparting instruction at West Point.

The faculty assigned cadets to course sections based on ability, allowing each cadet to learn at the appropriate pace. Although Thayer did not teach any classes, he kept informed about academic matters by requiring all faculty members to send him weekly reports on the academic progress of each cadet. To keep sections small, Thayer expanded the size of the faculty, selecting talented recent graduates to serve as assistant professors. He created a new officer position at the academy, that of commandant of cadets, to supervise cadet discipline and military training, and he replaced the annual summer vacation with a military encampment to introduce the cadets to army life. Thayer instituted a merit system to evaluate the cadets in every aspect of the West Point experience. Cadets received daily grades on their performance in the classroom and in military drill. They also received demerits for any violations of academy regulations. All of these factors combined determined a cadet’s final class rank and the branch of the army the cadet would enter upon graduation.

Thayer resigned as superintendent in 1833 after President Andrew Jackson reinstated several cadets dismissed for disciplinary infractions. After his resignation, Thayer returned to duty with the Corps of Engineers, serving as superintendent of harbor fortifications in Boston. Upon his retirement from the army in 1863, Thayer was brevetted brigadier general. He devoted his retirement years to establishing the Thayer School of Civil Engineering at Dartmouth College. Thayer died in Braintree, Massachusetts, on September 7, 1872. He is known as the “Father of West Point.”
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Thornton, William

Birth Date: May 20, 1759

Death Date: March 28, 1828

American physician, inventor, and architect. William Thornton was born on May 20, 1759, in the British West Indies and received a medical degree from the University of Aberdeen in Scotland in 1784. He immigrated to the United States in 1786, became an American citizen in 1788, and settled in Philadelphia. His skills and interests were eclectic, covering many scientific, engineering, and architectural pursuits. In April 1793 George Washington selected Thornton’s design for the U.S. Capitol building, said to be inspired by both the Louvre and the Pantheon. Thornton was rewarded for his design with $500 and a city lot.

In 1802 President Thomas Jefferson appointed Thornton the first superintendent of the Patent Office, a position he held until his death in 1828. It was in this capacity that he encountered the British during their August 24, 1814, capture of Washington. Thornton was having breakfast in nearby Georgetown on the morning of August 25 when he received word that the British planned to burn the three-story building on Pennsylvania Avenue that housed the Patent Office. The building, previously Blodgett’s Hotel, housed irreplaceable models of inventions, including his own unfinished invention for a new musical instrument. Accompanying Thornton on his mission to save the office was Charles Carroll, a close friend of the President James Madison and his wife Dolley Madison.

The two men rode up to several British Army officers who were awaiting orders to burn the building. Thornton reportedly fearlessly confronted them with the question: “Is the character of the British to rival the Vandals in a war upon the fine arts, by the destruction of this building?” He argued that destroying the building would be comparable to the Turks’ burning of the library at Alexandria, Egypt.

Thornton was able to impress upon the British that the building was worthy of being saved and that its destruction would be a blot on their honor. He further asserted that most of the building’s contents were in fact inventions, sent in by private citizens, making them private—and not public—property.
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William Thornton was superintendent of U.S. patents, 1802–1828. During the British occupation of Washington, D.C., on August 25, 1814, Thornton persuaded the British not to burn the Patent Office, saving its irreplaceable models. (Cirker, Hayward, ed., Dictionary of American Portraits, 1967.)

Because he was one of the few government officials in Washington, Thornton proceeded to create ad hoc guard units, many of them with unarmed civilians, to protect public and private buildings from looters. He also set up a makeshift hospital for wounded U.S. and British soldiers.

Several days later when false rumors abounded that British troops were planning another assault on the capital, Thornton counseled President Madison that it would be better to surrender the city in advance rather than allow the British to destroy it completely. Madison did not take the advice. Thornton died in Washington, D.C., on March 28, 1828.

Christopher T. George

See also

Madison, James; Washington, D.C., British Capture of

Further Reading


Brown, Gordon S. Incidental Architect: William Thornton and the Cultural Life of Early Washington, D.C., 1794–1828. Athens: Ohio University Press, 2008.

Brumbaugh, Thomas B. “A Letter of Dr. William Thornton to Colonel William Thornton.” Maryland Historical Magazine 73(1) (Spring 1978): 64–70.



Thornton, Sir William

Birth Date: 1779

Death Date: April 6, 1840

British Army officer who played a prominent role in the Battles of Bladensburg (August 24, 1814) and New Orleans (January 8, 1815). William Thornton was born in Muff, Ireland, in 1779. Little is known of his early life before he received a commission as an ensign in the 89th Regiment of Foot in March 1796. Appointed an aide-de-camp to Lieutenant General Sir James Craig in 1803, Thornton followed Craig to postings in the Mediterranean and Canada.

As a lieutenant colonel in 1811, Thornton made the successful transition from staff officer to combat officer when he was appointed to the 34th Foot. In January 1813 he took command of the 85th Foot, which he led with distinction during the Peninsula Campaign against Napoleon. Decorated and promoted to colonel in 1814, Thornton and his regiment then embarked for service under Major General Robert Ross in North America.

Arriving in Canada in August 1814, Thornton was given command of the light infantry brigade, which he led at the Battle of Bladensburg in Maryland on August 24, 1814. Thornton led his men across the Bladensburg Bridge under heavy fire from the initially well-positioned American forces, and although at first repulsed, he rallied his troops and eventually broke through and routed the Americans under Brigadier General William H. Winder. Badly wounded in the attack, Thornton was left behind by General Ross as his forces went on to capture Washington, D.C. Considered a prisoner of war, Thornton was later exchanged and rejoined the British force being concentrated in Jamaica under Major General John Keane.

In November 1814 this force embarked for Louisiana and landed at Pine Island, Lake Borgne, on December 10, 1814. Thornton commanded the advance guard that captured the Villeré Plantation on December 23, establishing a British presence just a few miles from New Orleans. Thornton’s troops, consisting of the 4th, 85th and 95th Foot, successfully repulsed an attempt to dislodge them on the evening of December 23 and, following the arrival of the new British commander, Lieutenant General Sir Edward Pakenham on December 25, Thornton received command of the western wing of the attack on New Orleans.

On the night of January 7, 1815, Thornton led his brigade across the Mississippi River to take the American battery stationed there. Thornton’s own attack commenced after the main British assault had been launched by Pakenham, and although delayed, he managed to mount a spirited assault, which routed American forces on Major General Andrew Jackson’s right flank. If the Kentucky troops under Colonel John Davis had not spiked their guns, Thornton may well have trained them against Jackson’s main line, possibly turning a British disaster into victory. However, the main British assault had been repulsed, and with Pakenham dead and Thornton himself badly wounded, his attack, the only British success of the day, was called off, and Thornton later withdrew his forces. The Battle of New Orleans was concluded on January 8, 1815, with an American victory.

Returning to England in March 1815, Thornton continued to enjoy a noteworthy military career. He was promoted to major general in 1825, knighted in 1836, and advanced to lieutenant general in 1838. However, he never recovered fully from his wounds received in the United States and became increasingly delusional. Mentally unbalanced, Thornton shot and killed himself in his own home, Stanhope Lodge, Greenford, on April 6, 1840.

Rory T. Cornish
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Tigress, Capture of
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Tilton, James

Birth Date: June 1, 1745

Death Date: May 14, 1822

Soldier, physician, and surgeon general of the army (1813–1815). James Tilton was born in Kent County, Delaware, on June 1, 1745. He attended the College of Philadelphia (later to become part of the University of Pennsylvania), graduating in 1768, and then took a medical degree from the University of Pennsylvania in 1771. Tilton commenced a practice in Dover and joined the local militia.

In 1776 at the beginning of the Revolutionary War, Tilton joined the 1st Delaware Regiment, part of the Continental Army, as a surgeon. He saw action during numerous battles in 1776 and 1777 before being assigned to oversee military hospitals in New Jersey. In 1781 he returned to his Dover practice. Tilton earned a fine reputation for himself after he tried, with some success, to improve military medicine and the treatment of wounded soldiers. During 1783–1784 he was a delegate to the Continental Congress and also served several terms in the Delaware legislature as a representative.

In the winter of 1813 Tilton published Economical Observations on Military Hospitals and the Prevention and Cure of Diseases Incident to an Army, which was an expanded version of a report he had submitted to the Continental Congress in 1781. The book was timely and well received within the medical community and proved quite prescient. Among other cogent observations, Tilton argued that infections were more deadly than armaments during wartime. The popularity of his book led the James Madison administration to appoint him surgeon general of the army in June 1813. Tilton was 68 years old at the time and served until June 1815, when Congress eliminated the position.

During the war years Tilton set about touring all of the country’s military hospitals. After he had made many observations, in December 1814 he instituted sweeping new regulations designed to improve medical care and render its practices more uniform. Tilton returned to his practice in 1815. He died near Wilmington, Delaware, on May 14, 1822.
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Tingey, Thomas

Birth Date: September 11, 1750

Death Date: February 23, 1829

U.S. Navy officer. Thomas Tingey was born in London, England, on September 11, 1750, and served in the Royal Navy in North American waters before settling in America prior to the American Revolution. During the Revolutionary War and afterward, he served as a merchant mariner before being commissioned as a captain in the U.S. Navy on September 3, 1798. During the Quasi-War with France, he commanded the frigate Ganges (26 guns). He spent most of the conflict in the Caribbean, protecting American merchantmen engaged in the Jamaican trade. While sailing in Caribbean waters, he captured three French privateers.

In January 1800 Tingey was ordered to lay out and command the new Washington Navy Yard, although in the reduction of the navy by the Thomas Jefferson administration under the Peace Establishment Act of March 3, 1801, Tingey was not retained in the navy as a captain. He nonetheless continued as the superintendent of the yard. He was restored as a captain in the navy on November 23, 1804, when he was also confirmed as the Washington Navy Yard’s commandant and naval agent.

During the summer of 1814 as British forces threatened Washington, D.C., Tingey assisted in the transport of American troops and supplies in the immediate area of the capital. Following the defeat of American forces at Bladensburg, Maryland, on August 24, Tingey found himself left with no forces to defend the Washington Navy Yard. That evening British troops were reported approaching the marine barracks, only a short distance from the navy yard, and between 7:00 and 8:00 p.m. Tingey ordered the few remaining marines and other men in the navy yard to depart by boat. At 8:20 p.m., in accordance with instructions issued to him earlier by Secretary of the Navy William Jones, Tingey ordered the naval stores, ordnance, buildings, and warships at the navy yard to be set ablaze.

As Tingey and the few remaining naval personnel escaped capture by departing on a small boat in the Anacostia River to Alexandria, Virginia, they could see the U.S. Capitol ablaze. The British troops then set fire to what remained of the Washington Navy Yard. At 8:45 the next morning Tingey returned temporarily to the navy yard and was incensed to discover that his private house, which the British had left untouched, and surviving naval stores were being looted by civilians who lived nearby.

Tingey subsequently directed the reconstruction of the Washington Navy Yard. He continued to command the facility until his death there on February 23, 1829.
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Tippecanoe, Battle of

Event Date: November 7, 1811

Battle between U.S. forces and Native American warriors that occurred on the banks of the Wabash River near Prophetstown (near present-day Lafayette, Indiana) on November 7, 1811. The Battle of Tippecanoe served to temporarily blunt Shawnee leader Tecumseh’s growing native confederation.

Tecumseh opposed any concessions to the white settlers who were expanding westward into Indian lands, but he realized that in order to mount effective resistance he must form an alliance extending beyond the Shawnees. Tecumseh thus worked to create a Pan-Indian coalition that would be dedicated to the goal of protecting lands against white expansion.

Tecumseh and his half brother Tenskwatawa, known as the Prophet, had founded Prophetstown in May 1808 as the capital of their growing native confederacy. The town was not only the center for diplomatic activities among the tribes but was also a training ground for warriors. At its peak more than 1,000 Indians were in residence there.

In November 1811 Tecumseh was absent from the village recruiting in the southern states for his confederation, and Tenskwatawa was in charge in his absence. At the same time, governor of the Indiana Territory William Henry Harrison was determined to destroy Prophetstown. Harrison had aggressively pursued land cession treaties with the Native Americans. These treaties often included the payment of small sums of money for vast tracts of land. Tecumseh’s growing confederation was a threat to this process and to whites in the Old Northwest Territory, and Prophetstown had become a symbol of British influence, although the Indians raids on American frontier settlements almost certainly did not originate with them.

Governors Ninian Edwards of the Illinois Territory and Benjamin Howard of the Missouri Territory both approved Harrison’s proposed plan for a march up the Wabash River to the limits of the purchase of 1809. Harrison informed Secretary of War William Eustis of the plan, and Eustis responded that he favored approaching the Prophet, asking him to disperse his followers, and, should he refuse, attacking him. Eustis also authorized Harrison to establish a new frontier post, but in no circumstances was he to antagonize the British.

The most important element of Harrison’s expeditionary force, Colonel John Boyd’s 4th U.S. Infantry, arrived at Vincennes, Indiana, from Philadelphia on September 19, 1807, having covered the 1,300 miles on foot and in boats. Six days later on September 25, Harrison gave the order to move out. A total of 970 men responded: 353 members of the 4th U.S. Infantry, 400 Indiana militia infantry, 84 mounted Indiana riflemen, 123 Kentucky dragoons, and 13 spies and guides. The march order consisted of a company of riflemen leading, followed 100 yards behind by a mounted troop and 50 yards behind it the infantry in column. Another mounted unit took up the rear 100 yards behind the infantry. Detached troops protected the flanks of the column 100 yards to either side. Each night the men prepared a fortified camp to protect against possible native attack.
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Governor of the Indiana Territory William Henry Harrison leads his men following an Indian attack on his encampment near present-day Lafayette, Indiana. This Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811, and the subsequent burning of Prophetstown led many Native Americans to side with the British in the War of 1812. (Library of Congress)

As a consequence of these precautions, it took Harrison more than two weeks to cover the 65 miles from Vincennes to the bend in the Wabash River at present-day Terre Haute. There the men completed Fort Harrison on October 27 before moving to the mouth of the Vermillion River. Harrison now ordered the construction of a blockhouse, later called Fort Boyd, at the site.

Harrison had warned that whether he advanced farther would depend on Native American conduct, so when some warriors stole horses from the camp and someone fired into the camp on October 10, wounding a man, Harrison took these as justification to cross the Vermillion into Native American territory. More shots were fired into Harrison’s advancing forces but without casualties. Harrison was now determined to destroy Prophetstown, and his officers urged that he attack without delay. However, on November 6 a native delegation requested talks, and against the advice of his subordinate commanders, Harrison accepted, with the parley scheduled for the next day.

The Indian delegation then suggested the campsite for Harrison’s force. Harrison’s enemies later claimed that the natives had selected an ideal ambush position, but in fact it was the best site in the area for defensive purposes. Located some two miles west of Prophetstown on an oak-covered knoll, it was a wedge-shaped area about 10 acres in area, bordered by wet prairie land and by Burnett’s Creek on its west side.

Harrison ordered the men to bivouac fully clothed, with their weapons loaded and bayonets fixed. It was a cold night, and Harrison did not restrict fires so that the men could stay warm. In case of native attack, Harrison instructed that the men rise, advance a pace or two, and form a line of battle and return fire. Harrison was confident that he could hold during a night attack and then take the offensive when it was light. The horses were kept within the camp, and to warn of any attack, Harrison ordered the posting of a sizable night guard of 108 men. He did not, however, order the construction of breastworks, nor was he concerned about the possibility of fires illuminating the American positions.

Although Tecumseh had warned his brother against an attack until the confederation was stronger and fully unified, the Prophet ignored the advice. On the night of November 6 the natives discussed their options. Later Shabonee, a Pottawatomi chief, testified that two Englishmen were present during the deliberations and had urged an attack. A captured African American wagon driver informed the Prophet that Harrison had no artillery with him and that he planned to attack Prophetstown after his discussions with the natives the next day.

That night some 550 to 700 natives, largely Kickapoos, ­Pottawatomis, and Winnebagos but also including Chippewas, Hurons, Mucos, Ottawas, Piankeshaws, Shawnees, and Wyanadots, worked themselves into a frenzy. Using fiery speeches, Tenskwatawa urged action. He claimed that the white man’s bullets could not harm them because their powder had already turned to sand and their bullets to soft mud.

The warriors left Prophetstown during the night, and by 4:00 a.m. on November 7 they had surrounded Harrison’s camp. One of the American sentinels, Stephen Mars, heard movement in the darkness and fired a shot or two before fleeing for the safety of the camp. He was killed before he could reach it, but his shot alerted Harrison’s men. The Indians then let out war whoops and opened fire. The battle opened first on the northwest side of the camp. Unfortunately for Harrison’s men, when they rose many were silhouetted against their own campfires, making them easy targets. Harrison himself mounted and rode to the sound of the firing. His own white horse had broken its tether during the night, and he rode a dark one. This probably saved his life, for the natives were looking for him on a white horse. His aide Colonel Abraham Owen, who found Harrison’s horse and rode it, was shot and killed.

Firing then erupted on the east side of the camp, and the fighting became general. During the battle the Prophet stationed himself on a high rock to the east and chanted war songs to encourage his followers. Informed early that some of his warriors had been slain, the Prophet insisted that his followers fight on, promising an easy victory.

After two hours of fighting and when it was sufficiently light, Harrison sent out mounted men to attack the natives on their flanks. Soon afterward the disheartened natives were in retreat. In the battle Harrison had lost 68 men killed and 126 wounded. The number of Native American dead is not known for certain. Thirty-seven bodies were found at the battle site, but this did not account for those who were carried off or died later from their wounds. Native American losses are estimated at no fewer than 50 killed and 70 or more wounded.

Worried by a false report that Tecumseh was nearby with a larger native force, Harrison ordered his men to fortify their position. A reconnaissance the next day revealed that Prophetsown had been abandoned, and Harrison then advanced on it. Among supplies abandoned there by the natives in their hasty withdrawal was some new British equipment. Harrison ordered the men to take what supplies they could and destroy the rest. Prophetstown, its supplies, and its food stocks were soon ablaze. His force then set out for Vincennes, 150 miles distant. The return march was an agony for the wounded who, tossed about in the carts, died at the rate of two or three per day.

The native warriors later came close to killing the Prophet for his false predictions. Certainly the Battle of Tippecanoe also badly damaged Tecumseh’s vision of building a confederation to stave off white settlement. Tecumseh returned to Prophetstown several weeks later to find only ruins. He was never able to recover the momentum behind his confederation movement after the battle, although Prophetstown was rebuilt and reoccupied.
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In the end, the battle only hardened positions on both sides. Frontiersmen were convinced that the British had been behind it all, while the encounter drove many Indians to ally with the British during the War of 1812. The British were also convinced of the need to aid the natives, if only in the defense of Canada. In effect, the Battle of Tippecanoe served to cement the British–Native American alliance. For all of these reasons, many have called it the opening battle of the War of 1812.
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Tipton, John

Birth Date: August 14, 1786

Death Date: April 5, 1839

Indiana Militia officer and politician. John Tipton was born on August 14, 1786, in Sevier County, Tennessee. Although he lacked a formal education, he became an effective writer and speaker, worked as a ferry boat operator on the Salt River, and in 1811 became a justice of the peace.

As the power of the Indian confederacy led by the Shawnee chieftains Tecumseh and his brother Tenskwatawa (the Prophet) grew in the early 1800s, Tipton was appointed leader of the Indiana riflemen, known as the Yellow Jackets, organized to defend outlying settlements. In 1811 he and his riflemen joined William Henry Harrison, territorial governor, in an expedition against Shawnee settlements. Tipton took part in the Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7 and was promoted to captain for his role in it.

At the beginning of the War of 1812, Tipton was promoted to major and given command of two companies of Indiana Territorial Rangers at an isolated blockhouse named Fort Vallonia. His orders were to retaliate against Indian raids on isolated frontier settlements or blockhouses, usually by rapidly pursuing the attackers as they withdrew. These places were particularly vulnerable after Brigadier General William Hull surrendered Detroit to the British on August 16, 1812. On March 18, 1813, Indians killed 1 man and wounded 3 others near Fort Vallonia. The next day Tipton led 23 rangers in pursuit. Sighting the Indians on an island near Seymour, the rangers killed 1 warrior; Tipton later reported that others may have drowned. On April 16 Indians killed 2 more settlers and wounded another, and Tipton’s men again set off in pursuit. On the third day of the chase they killed 1 Indian. They would have captured others, asserted Tipton, had his men not disobeyed orders and fired prematurely. In the summer of 1813 Tipton’s military activities abated when the hostile Indians in the Indiana Territory followed Tecumseh to Canada.

After the war Tipton became active in Democratic politics, serving as sheriff, state assemblyman, and U.S. senator (1831–1839). Interested in Indian affairs, he served as Indian agent for northern Indiana, and as a senator he supported Indian rights. He remained active in the militia and in 1822 was promoted to major general. Tipton died in Logansport, Indiana, on April 5, 1839.
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Todd, Charles Stewart

Birth Date: January 22, 1791

Death Date: May 17, 1871

U.S. Army officer and, later, government official. Charles Stewart Todd was born near Danville, Kentucky, on January 22, 1791. His father, Thomas Todd, later became a U.S. Supreme Court Justice. The younger Todd graduated from the College of William and Mary in 1809, undertook law studies, and was admitted to the bar. Shortly before the War of 1812 began, he began a law practice in Lexington.

When the conflict began, Todd enlisted as a volunteer with the rank of ensign. He first served briefly as quartermaster for Brigadier General James Wilkinson before becoming an aide to Major General William Henry Harrison, now as a captain. Todd saw action at the October 5, 1813, Battle of the Thames.

Later that same year Todd served as deputy inspector general in the Eighth Military District. In 1814 he assumed the post of adjutant general in the same district, now as a colonel. In the waning months of the war he served as adjutant to Brigadier General Duncan McArthur and saw sporadic action during raids into Canada launched from Detroit. After the end of the war Todd resigned his commission in June 1815 and resumed his pursuit of a legal career.

Todd served a brief stint in the Kentucky legislature and was the state’s secretary of state in 1817. President James Monroe dispatched Todd to the newly independent Central American nation of Colombia in 1820, where he established informal ties with the nation and observed as it assembled its government; he returned to the United States in 1823. During the 1840 presidential election, Todd campaigned vigorously for his old friend and mentor Harrison and authored one of the official campaign biographies of the former general. Harrison won the election but died after just one month in office. In 1841, President John Tyler named Todd minister to Russia, a post he held until 1845.

Upon his return to the United States, Todd pursued several career paths, including newspaper editor. At the age of 71 he volunteered for military service on the Union side at the start of the American Civil War. He did not hold a commission, however, and died in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, on May 17, 1871.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Tompkins, Daniel D.

Birth Date: June 21, 1774

Death Date: June 11, 1825

Lawyer, Democratic Republican politician, jurist, New York state assemblyman, U.S. representative, governor of New York (1807–1817), and vice president of the United States under James Monroe (1817–1825). Born on June 21, 1774, in Scarsdale, New York, Daniel D. Tompkins graduated from Columbia College in 1795, was admitted to the bar in 1797, and began the practice of law in New York City.

Tompkins won election in 1801 to the state constitutional convention and to the state assembly in 1803. In 1804 he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, but he resigned that same year to become an associate justice on the New York State Supreme Court, in which post he served until 1807. Meanwhile, he formed a political alliance with DeWitt Clinton and successfully challenged the sitting governor, fellow Democratic Republican Morgan Lewis, for the New York governorship. Tompkins served as governor from 1807 to 1817.

As governor, Tompkins strongly disagreed with Federalist opposition to the Embargo Act of 1807 and supported the policies of President Thomas Jefferson. The embargo nevertheless emboldened the Federalists, who took control of the state assembly in 1809. Because of widespread smuggling along the northern frontier, Tompkins called out the militia to enforce the law from Lake Champlain to Oswego. He worked closely with Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin to stop violations of the 1807 law. In the 1810 gubernatorial election, Tompkins defeated Federalist Jonas Platt.

In 1812 Tompkins broke with DeWitt Clinton over Clinton’s challenge to James Madison’s presidential reelection bid and Clinton’s opposition to the War of 1812. Federalists meanwhile made a political comeback in the 1812 and 1813 assembly elections and the 1812 congressional elections. In 1813 Tompkins again won reelection by defeating Federalist Stephen Van Rensselaer.

During the war, Tompkins strengthened the defenses of the western and northern frontier and New York City and worked closely with the James Madison administration. Tompkins also dispatched the state militia to stamp out widespread smuggling along Lake Champlain, join in military campaigns, defend the state, and enforce the trade embargoes. Vicious British attacks on Black Rock and Buffalo in December 1813 meanwhile allowed the Democratic Republicans to win control of the state assembly in 1814, which endorsed prowar measures and militia service recommended by Tompkins.
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Daniel D. Tompkins was governor of New York during 1807–1817. He worked closely with officials in the James Madison administration to support the War of 1812. During 1817–1825, Tompkins was vice president of the United States. (BiographicalImages.com)

The governor also assumed personal responsibility for war loans from banks in New York City to strengthen its defenses, which led the president to offer him the post of secretary of state in October 1814, which he declined. Instead, Madison gave Tompkins command of the Third Military District to defend New York City.

Running for reelection again in 1816, Tompkins easily defeated Federalist Rufus King. The following year Tompkins resigned the governorship after being elected vice president in the new James Monroe administration. Tompkins served two terms in office, and in 1821 presided over the New York constitutional convention. Tompkins died on June 11, 1825, on Staten Island, New York.
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Topography
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Totten, Joseph Gilbert

Birth Date: August 23, 1788

Death Date: April 22, 1864

U.S. Army officer who served as chief engineer on the Niagara frontier during the War of 1812 and is perhaps best known for his role in the construction of a system of coastal defense forts along the Eastern Seaboard of the United States. Joseph Gilbert Totten was born in New Haven, Connecticut, on August 23, 1788. He graduated from the U.S. Military Academy, West Point, and was commissioned a second lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers on July 1, 1805. Totten served as an assistant to the surveyor-general in the Old Northwest Territory until 1806, resigning his commission for two years (March 31, 1806–February 23, 1808) before being reinstated in the army. Totten was next assigned to assist in the construction of Forts Clinton and Williams in New York Harbor and was promoted to captain on July 12, 1812.

With the outbreak of the War of 1812, Totten was assigned as chief engineer under Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer on the Niagara frontier. Totten participated in the Battle of Queenston Heights (October 13, 1812) and the capture of Fort George (May 27, 1813); he was brevetted major the following month. In 1814 Totten took part in the campaign on Lake Champlain under Major General George Izard. Cited for conspicuous conduct during the Battle of Plattsburgh (September 11, 1814), Totten was brevetted lieutenant colonel. In one of the final major actions of the war in the North, Totten participated in the destruction of Fort Erie on October 5, 1814.

Totten’s postwar service was centered around the U.S. Army’s Board of Engineers. He was the principal author of a report to Congress outlining the importance of a coastal defense system of fortifications. During 1828–1835 Totten had charge of the construction of Fort Adams in Newport, Rhode Island. Here he also conducted many engineering experiments, including studying the expansion rates of different types of stone, examining the natural history of New England, and mentoring numerous future engineering officers.

Totten was named chief engineer of the U.S. Army on December 7, 1838, a post he retained until his death in 1864. Beginning in 1844, he was involved in the construction of Fort Montgomery on Lake Champlain. During the Mexican-American War (1846–1848) he was Major General Winfield Scott’s chief engineer and was brevetted brigadier general for his role in the siege of Veracruz (March 9–29, 1847). By 1860 Totten was recognized as one of the foremost military engineers of the era.

During the American Civil War (1861–1865), Totten continued to serve as a chief engineer and as inspector of coastal defenses (including the Pacific Coast), oversaw the Board of Retiring Disabled Officers, and reviewed the defenses of Washington, D.C., and Alexandria, Virginia.

Besides his military service, Totten served on the Lighthouse Board from its inception (August 31, 1852) until his death. He was also a member of the executive board of the Smithsonian Institution established in 1846 and was a founding member of the National Academy of Sciences in 1863. Totten was promoted to the permanent rank of brigadier general on March 3, 1863, and brevetted by act of Congress to major general just before his death. Totten died of pneumonia in Washington, D.C., on April 22, 1864.
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Towson, Nathan

Birth Date: January 22, 1784

Death Date: July 20, 1854

American militiaman, U.S. Army artillery officer, and later paymaster general of the army. Nathan (Nathaniel) Towson was born at Towsontown (present-day Towson), Maryland, on January 22, 1784. His grandfather was a local tavern keeper for whom the community was named. Towson was raised as a farmer and left Maryland intending to farm in Kentucky, but a land title dispute soon found him in Natchez, Mississippi Territory, where he joined a volunteer artillery company and accompanied Louisiana territorial governor William C. C. Claiborne to New Orleans. By 1805 Towson commanded the Natchez Volunteer Artillery and sometime thereafter returned to farming in Baltimore County.

As the War of 1812 approached, Towson joined the Maryland Militia as adjutant of the 7th Regiment. On March 15, 1812, he accepted a commission as a U.S. Army captain, assigned to the newly formed 2nd Regiment of Artillery. Assigned to the northern border of the United States, on October 9, 1812, Towson led a small volunteer detachment that captured the British brig Caledonia, under the guns of Fort Erie. He was brevetted to major for that exploit.

Towson would command U.S. artillery batteries in many of the major encounters along the U.S.-Canadian border, including the Battle of Queenston Heights (October 13, 1812); the successful assault on Fort George (May 27, 1813), where he was wounded; and the Battle of Stoney Creek (June 6, 1813). In 1814 Towson saw action at the July 5 Battle of Chippawa, where he intrepidly commanded a battery under Major General Jacob Hindman; Towson’s actions there earned him a brevet to lieutenant colonel. At the July 25, 1814, Battle of Lundy’s Lane, high casualties, which claimed at least 2 artillery captains, meant that Towson commanded most of the artillery. The fighting was so fierce there that Towson reportedly lost 26 of the 37 men manning the three guns under his immediate command. On August 15 Towson commanded a battery of five long 24-pounders during the assault on Fort Erie, where his artillery repelled five British offensives. For his service there, he was brevetted colonel.

After the war Towson commanded at Boston and Newport, Rhode Island, before being appointed paymaster of the U.S. Army on August 28, 1819. In 1821 President James Monroe appointed him colonel of the newly created 2nd Regiment, but the appointment was torpedoed because of political bickering. Towson continued as paymaster for the remainder of his career and was twice more brevetted: to brigadier general (1834) and to major general (1848). He died in Washington, D.C., on July 20, 1854.
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U.S. Army officer Nathan Towson, best known for his highly effective command of artillery batteries during the British siege of Fort Erie in 1814. (Getty Images)
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Trade

Issues relating to maritime trade and trade restrictions played a central role in the conflict between the United States and Great Britain in the years leading up to the War of 1812. Such restrictions were an outgrowth of the ongoing struggle between the French and British. The French Revolution, which began in 1789, sparked a war between the Republic of France and the monarchical powers of Europe; the French Revolutionary Wars lasted from 1792 to 1802. Great Britain joined the fray in 1793. The conflict greatly expanded once Napoleon Bonaparte came to power in France in late 1799, and the ensuing Napoleonic Wars lasted from 1803 until 1815. Through the long period of war, broken only by the 14-month-long Peace of Amiens (1802–1803), France and Britain tried to damage the other’s economy through various trade restrictions and naval blockades. Caught between the world’s two principal powers of the time, the newly established United States, with no real navy and highly dependent upon trade, struggled mightily to operate in this hostile environment. Surprisingly, at least until 1807 or so, America benefitted economically as the world’s primary neutral shipper.

After the American Revolutionary War (1775–1783), the United States, finally free from Britain’s restrictive Navigation Acts, could participate more fully in the generally robust Atlantic trade. In 1792 the United States exported $7.5 million worth of bread stuff and grain, $4 million worth of tobacco, $1.75 million worth of rice, $1 million worth of wood products, and just under $1 million worth of salt fish, pot and pearl ashes, salt meat, indigo, whale oil, and naval stores. Exports for that year totaled $20 million. Britain and its colonies were by far the primary destination of American merchant ships, with $9 million worth of goods, followed by France and its colonies ($4.5 million), the United Netherlands ($2 million), Spain ($1.75 million), and Portugal, Austria and Germany, the East Indies, and Denmark ($2.75 million combined). Britain was also America’s primary importer. Indeed, the Americans purchased British-manufactured goods, including cotton and woolen fabrics, earthenware, glass, iron monger, chinaware, and leather products. France, selling to America about half the amount of goods as England, provided chiefly luxury items, such as brandies, wines, silks, and fine clocks. Other exporters included Holland (linens and duck), Spain and Portugal (wines and fruit), the West Indies (sugar, coffee, and cocoa), and the East Indies and China (pepper, tea, coffee, chinaware, and nankeens).

In their first year of war, both France and Britain imposed reciprocal trade restrictions. In May 1793 France announced that it would not respect neutral vessels and declared that such ships sailing from British ports would be seized. In November 1793 British Orders in Council countered that all neutral ships sailing from France or its colonies in the West Indies must first stop in British ports or be seized. Furthermore, the British proclaimed that they would enforce the Rule of 1756, which had stipulated that trade not permissible before the war would not be allowed during the war. Their main objective was to restrict direct trade between the West Indies and France. While both countries sought to blockade their enemy to inflict economic damage, only England’s superior navy was really capable of enforcing this tactic. These early trade restrictions also helped spark the so-called Quasi-War between the United States and France during 1798–1800.

The United States successfully circumvented these trade restrictions by employing so-called broken voyages. U.S. merchant ships were prohibited from sailing directly from the West Indies to Europe, so they would first sail to an American port, unload all the cargo and pay the appropriate tariffs, and then reexport the goods to Europe. Under international law for neutral nations, Americans agreed that they would refrain from selling material that could directly aid the enemy. Although the risk of seizure was high and there was confusion because of constantly changing trade restrictions, American trade flourished.

In July 1805 the British Admiralty Court attempted to end America’s reexport trade through the announcement of the Essex Decision. The main objective was to stop France from continuing to trade with its colonies in the West Indies via American neutral vessels. The Essex Decision involved the U.S. merchant ship Essex, which had sailed from Barcelona to Cuba, but in order to evade the Rule of 1756 the crew had made an intervening stop in Salem, Massachusetts. The English now announced that they would no longer tolerate these types of broken voyages.

The year 1805 was also pivotal in the naval struggle between Britain and France. With the October 21 Battle of Trafalgar, Britain had gained de facto control of the seas; with the Battle of Austerlitz (December 5), Napoleon had gained control of much of the European continent. Consequently, Americans faced a more difficult challenge as France tried to close European ports to British and neutral vessels, while Britain tried to further restrict U.S. trade across the Atlantic. At this juncture, trade wars escalated dramatically among the United States, France, and Great Britain. In response to the Essex Decision, the U.S. Congress passed the Non-Importation Act on April 18, 1806, banning the importation of a host of British goods. Such items included goods made from leather, hemp, brass, tin, silver, glass, silk, wool, paper, clothing, and millinery as well as playing cards, beer, ale, porter, pictures, and prints.

On November 21, 1806, Napoleon announced the Berlin Decree, stating that all European countries in the Continental System must refrain from buying any British goods and that U.S. and neutral ships that delivered British goods would be seized. Then in January and November 1807, British Orders in Council stipulated that Britain would blockade all the ports of France, including those of its colonies and European allies. All neutral ships destined for these ports were required to first stop in British ports and submit to British regulations and duties. Under this system, Britain could tax American cargo and steal American trade. If this act was not provocative enough, in essence an act of war, the British were also impressing thousands of American sailors, forcing them to serve in the Royal Navy on suspicion that they were fugitive British citizens or navy deserters. Hostilities escalated in 1807 after the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair that June.

The American response was not a declaration of war but rather what President Thomas Jefferson called “peaceful coercion.” The Embargo Act of December 1807 banned all ships with cargo bound for Europe from leaving U.S. ports. Jefferson hoped that this move would force Britain and France to change their policies. The actual result of this self-blockade, however, was the virtual destruction of the American economy. From 1793 to 1807, despite the escalating trade restrictions, American exports had skyrocketed from 430,000 tons of goods in 1793 to a record 1.1 million tons in 1807. Reexports from broken voyages represented the bulk of this tonnage. After Jefferson’s embargo went into effect, exports plummeted to below 1793 levels in less than two years. This devastated many segments of the U.S. economy but especially the New England shipping industry. Indeed, the region became the epicenter of protests against the embargo. Three days before Jefferson left office, Congress modified the Embargo Act by passing the Non-Intercourse Act (March 1, 1809). The Non-Intercourse Act maintained the ban on English and French ships in U.S. waters but allowed American merchants to export goods to all other European countries. On May 1, 1810, during the James Madison administration, Congress passed Macon’s Bill No. 2. Through this act, U.S. officials announced that they would repeal American trade restrictions on the first country that lifted its trade restrictions on the United States and that the United States would retain restrictions against the enemy of the country that lifted its trade restrictions first. This complicated policy was too clever and merely resulted in much diplomatic confusion over the succeeding months.

The United States declared war on Britain on June 18, 1812, with trade restrictions and impressment cited as the primary motivations. Ironically, America’s trade restrictions on Britain had achieved their intended results. The British economy was in a deep depression, and English merchants had successfully petitioned Parliament to repeal the Orders in Council, which, ironically, it did two days before Congress declared war. However, by this time political momentum and concerns about national honor in America had overridden all commercial considerations. Indeed, the resulting war, which lasted until December 1814, further devastated U.S. trade. Exports dropped from $28 million in 1813 to only $7 million in 1814. During this time, U.S. merchant ships were able to get some cargo to Spain, Russia, Sweden, and the Far East, and New Englanders smuggled manufactured goods to Canada. American privateers also launched a war of commerce and captured the cargo of numerous British merchant ships, inflicting considerable damage to British commercial shipping. Nevertheless, the war severely depressed the American economy. Only months after the conflict had ended, however, the U.S. economy rebounded strongly, ushering in the boom years during the so-called Era of Good Feelings. By the end of 1815, U.S. exports had already reached the prewar levels of $45 million per year. In 1816 imports of merchandise reached a record $151 million, as Britain returned to its previous position as America’s primary trade partner.

E. Michael Young
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Trimble, Allen

Birth Date: November 24, 1783

Death Date: February 23, 1870

Ohio Militia officer and Federalist politician. Allen Trimble was born in Augusta County, Virginia, on November 24, 1783. When Trimble was quite young, he moved with his family to Lexington, Kentucky. In 1804 he acquired land near Hillsboro, Ohio, and relocated his family there. Trimble became a successful farmer, became involved in local politics, and joined the militia, rising to the rank of colonel by 1812.

When the War of 1812 began, Trimble joined Major General William Henry Harrison’s Army of the Northwest, which had been charged primarily with protecting the western frontier from Indian attack. Trimble witnessed the relief of Fort Wayne in September 1812 and for the rest of the year had patrol duty in the Indiana Territory. In November 1812 Harrison sent a force of some 500 men under Trimble’s command to raid and destroy an Indian village in the Michigan Territory. The mission was a failure largely because many of the militiamen under Trimble’s charge refused to travel far from their home bases. Trimble tried to raise his own regiment in 1813, but Harrison’s triumph at the October 5, 1813, Battle of the Thames negated the need for a new regiment. Trimble remained with Harrison’s army until the war’s end.

After the war Trimble entered state politics as a Federalist, being elected to the Ohio House of Representatives in 1815. Two years later he was elected to the state senate. Trimble served in the senate until 1826, and in 1822 he served briefly as interim governor. In 1826, he was elected governor and won reelection easily in 1828, now as a Whig. In 1830 Trimble did not seek reelection and left office that same year. As governor, Trimble championed public education and improvement to his state’s transportation network. He later ran unsuccessfully for another term as Ohio governor. Trimble died on February 23, 1870, in Hillsboro, Ohio.
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Trimble, William Allen

Birth Date: April 4, 1786

Death Date: December 13, 1821

U.S. Army officer and Democratic Republican politician. William Allen Trimble was born on April 4, 1786, in Woodford, Kentucky. He graduated from Transylvania University, read for the law, and was admitted to the bar in 1811. Trimble commenced a law practice in Highland County, Ohio, and in early 1812 was an adjutant during a military campaign waged against the Pottawatomis. At the beginning of the War of 1812, Trimble was commissioned as a major of Ohio Volunteers and inducted into the U.S. army. In August 1812 Trimble was at Detroit when Brigadier General William Hull surrendered that place, and Trimble was taken prisoner. Exchanged the following winter, he joined the 26th U.S. Infantry in March 1813. In May 1814 he transferred to the 19th U.S. Infantry.

During the summer of 1814 Trimble was dispatched to the Niagara front, where he helped garrison Fort Erie after the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25, 1814. On August 15 the British attacked the redoubt, and Trimble’s detachment repelled a British force that had nearly entered one of the bastions, killing Lieutenant Colonel William Drummond. In September, Major General Jacob Brown placed the 19th Infantry, including Trimble, under the command of Colonel James Miller. Miller’s force was charged with assaulting a British artillery battery nearby. On September 17 Miller’s division successfully seized two batteries, and Trimble, severely wounded, was brevetted to lieutenant colonel for his role in the action that day.

When the war ended Trimble stayed in the army, seeing action under Major General Andrew Jackson in Florida in 1818. Trimble resigned his commission in 1819, the same year he was elected to the U.S. Senate, representing Ohio. He died while still in office on December 13, 1821, in Washington, D.C.
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Troup, George Michael

Birth Date: September 8, 1780

Death Date: April 26, 1856

Lawyer, Democratic Republican politician, and War Hawk. George Michael Troup was born on September 8, 1780, at McIntosh’s Bluff, on the Tombigee River in what was then the Mississippi Territory, now part of present-day Alabama. Graduating from the College of New Jersey (now Princeton University) in 1797, he opened a law practice in Savannah, Georgia, and served in the Georgia House of Representatives during 1803–1805. From 1807 to 1815 he sat in the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican. During his tenure he became a War Hawk, or an avid supporter of the War of 1812. In the autumn of 1812 he openly criticized the war effort, asserting that America’s prosecution of it had been too timid. As chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs, Troup continuously advocated stronger military measures against the British and the Red Stick Creeks, but he refused to abide by Secretary of War James Monroe’s request that state militias be incorporated involuntarily into federal service. Troup saw this as an infringement on states’ rights and a political red herring.

Troup subsequently served as a U.S. senator during 1816–1818. Five years later he became governor of Georgia, serving from 1823 to 1827. As governor, he helped negotiate the Indian Springs Treaty with the Creeks in which they ceded most of their Georgia lands to the United States on February 12, 1825. The land cession led to the death of his first cousin, Creek leader William McIntosh, at the hands of irate Creeks who opposed the treaty. President John Quincy Adams subsequently sought to replace the Indian Springs Treaty with a federal agreement more favorable to the Creeks. However, when a showdown between federal troops and the Georgia Militia, mobilized by Troup, nearly occurred, the treaty remained in force. Governor Troup also worked to convince the Cherokees to cede their land to Georgia.

After his gubernatorial service ended in 1827, Troup returned to his extensive landholdings and was again elected to the U.S. Senate in 1829 as a Jacksonian Democrat. He now became an ardent supporter of states’ rights and served until 1833. Troup died on April 26, 1856, while visiting one of his plantations in Montgomery County, Georgia, southeast of present-day Macon, Georgia.
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Tuckabatchee

One of four principal Creek towns, Tuckabatchee was the residence of Upper Creek chief Big Warrior. Located along the Tallapoosa River east of present-day Montgomery, Alabama, Tuckabatchee became the seat of the Creek government led by Big Warrior around 1810.

Shawnee leader Tecumseh spoke at Tuckabatchee’s sacred squared ground during the annual Creek Council in 1811, imploring the Creeks to repudiate Anglo-American influences and join his Pan-Indian alliance against the Americans. Big Warrior rejected Tecumseh’s overtures; however, Tecumseh’s message and perceived supernatural powers appealed to many Creeks and split the tribe, despite Big Warrior’s best efforts to maintain peace. The New Madrid earthquakes of 1811–1812 damaged Tuckabatchee, and many Creeks feared Tecumseh’s promise to destroy any tribe opposing him had been fulfilled.

Big Warrior and the Creek Council superseded clan jurisdiction by executing members of the pro-Tecumseh Red Stick Creek war parties suspected of attacking Americans during 1812–1813, sparking a Creek civil war. In retaliation for Big Warrior’s opposition to their cause, the Red Stick faction laid siege to Tuckabatchee and pillaged the surrounding area in August 1813. Big Warrior managed to escape and sought reinforcements from neighboring Creek towns and arms from the Americans but returned to find Tuckabatchee in ruins.

The Americans constructed Fort Decatur as a crucial supply depot across the Tallapoosa River from Tuckabatchee in March 1814 in order to strike deep into Red Stick territory. The Creeks briefly reoccupied the Tuckabatchee site until their removal to Indian Territory (Oklahoma) in the 1830s.
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Tuscaroras

Iroquoian-speaking Indians whose original territory included most of eastern North Carolina during the colonial period. The Tuscaroras were a loose confederacy of three tribes with an estimated population of around 25,000 people prior to European contact. The Tuscarora Nation was the most powerful in a vast region of the Southeast running from Virginia to South Carolina. The Tuscaroras were also the sixth nation to join the Iroquois Confederacy in 1722.

The Tuscaroras had been trading with Europeans since the early 17th century but developed more of an affinity with the English by midcentury. The Tuscaroras’ relationship with the English deteriorated in the early 18th century, however. In 1710 Baron Christoph von Graffenried founded the German and Swiss colony of New Bern, North Carolina. Not content to stay there, he continued surveying along the Trent and Neuse Rivers, the heart of Tuscarora country. Graffenried’s bold encroachments, combined with abuses on the part of colonial traders in South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia, forced the Tuscaroras to war in 1711.

In what became known as the Tuscarora War (1711–1713), the Tuscaroras raided white settlements, killing some 200 Europeans. The war had two phases. The first was a conflict between the Tuscaroras and English settlers, and the second witnessed the Tuscaroras fighting Europeans and rival tribes, including their northern Tuscarora kindred, the Creeks and the Yamasees.

The war ended in March 1713 with a Tuscarora capitulation. After that, in 1715 a number of Tuscaroras were forced onto a small North Carolina reservation. Some 2,000 others fled northward to live among tribes of the Iroquois Confederacy. The Tuscaroras were officially recognized as the confederation’s sixth nation in 1722. The Tuscaroras tried to remain neutral during the course of the American Revolutionary War, but most ended up siding with the Patriots.

After the war, New York State confiscated land there that the Tuscaroras shared with the Oneidas and forcibly removed them to the Seneca Reservation, near present-day Lewiston, New York. There the Tuscaroras eventually purchased land in 1796 and in 1804, where their descendants live today. The Tuscaroras who had sided with the British eventually moved to the Six Nations Reserve in Ontario, Canada. Although only a few Tuscaroras actually took up arms during the War of 1812, a band of Tuscarora warriors heroically tried to fend off a brutal British attack on Lewiston, New York, on December 19, 1813. That assault resulted in the burning of the town and numerous civilian deaths and injuries. In the spring of 2010 in preparation for the bicentennial of the War of 1812, the town of Lewiston and surrounding areas announced plans to erect an eight-foot-tall bronze Tuscarora Heroes Monument to commemorate the Tuscaroras’ bravery.

Raeschelle Potter-Deimel

See also

Iroquois; Lewiston, New York, Destruction of; Native Americans

Further Reading


Simonson, Lee, and Cindy Sanchez. Tuscarora Heroes: The War of 1812 British Attack on Lewiston, New York, December 19, 1813. Lewiston, NY: Historical Association of Lewiston, 2010.

Swanton, John R. The Indians of the Southeastern United States. Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1979.

Wright, J. Leitch, Jr. The Only Land They Knew: American Indians in the Old South. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1999.





U

Uncle Sam

Uncle Sam is a personification of the United States, in particular the U.S. government. The image of Uncle Sam dates from the War of 1812. Although the exact origin of the contemporary image remains subject to historical debate, most scholars trace it to a group of U.S. Army soldiers stationed in upstate New York during the War of 1812. The soldiers, supplied with barrels of meat stamped with the initials “U.S.” on the lid, jokingly claimed that the markings referred to “Uncle” Samuel Wilson of Troy, New York, who supplied quantities of meat to the U.S. Army. The suggestion that Uncle Sam provided the meat soon led to the tongue-in-cheek belief that Uncle Sam symbolized the federal government. In 1961 the U.S. Congress officially resolved that Wilson was the progenitor of this American national symbol.

Ironically, the image of stern-faced Uncle Sam, with a white goatee, long gray hair, and a red, white, and blue suit, bears no resemblance to the clean-shaven Wilson. The contemporary image of Uncle Sam is entirely an invention of artists and political cartoonists. During the American Civil War (1861–1865), earlier representative figures of the United States, such as Yankee Doodle, Brother Jonathan, and Columbia, were superseded by Uncle Sam. Thomas Nast, one of the most famous political cartoonists of the 19th century, is credited with drawing the earliest depictions of Uncle Sam, perhaps in the 1850s. After the Civil War, Nast, most likely in homage to President Abraham Lincoln, added whiskers to Uncle Sam. The most famous rendition of Uncle Sam, by artist James Montgomery Flagg, is the “I Want You for the U.S. Army” World War I recruitment poster. To this day, Uncle Sam remains the most recognizable personification of the United States. Next to “The Star-Spangled Banner,” Uncle Sam is the most significant popular imagery to originate from the War of 1812.
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Underwood, Joseph Rogers

Birth Date: October 24, 1791

Death Date: August 23, 1876

Lawyer, Whig Party politician, and Kentucky Militia officer. Joseph Rogers Underwood was born in Goochland County, Virginia, on October 24, 1791, but moved to Barren County, Kentucky, in 1803, where he lived with an uncle. Graduating from Transylvania University in 1811, Underwood began reading for the law, but in late 1812 he joined the Kentucky Militia’s 13th Infantry Regiment as a private. He was soon elected a lieutenant for his company and was dispatched to join Kentucky Militia brigadier general Green Clay’s expedition to relieve Fort Meigs (on the Maumee River in northeastern Ohio), which was being besieged by British and Indian forces. The expedition set out from Kentucky in late April 1813.

Arriving by boat around May 5, Clay sent part of his force, including Underwood’s company, to the opposite side of the river to spike or capture British artillery. The mission was a success, but the men were distracted by a group of British-allied Indians, who lured them into a trap at the margin of a forest. In short order Clay’s raiding party was decimated, with many killed, wounded, or captured. When Underwood’s company captain was wounded, command fell to him. Trying valiantly to get his troops out of harm’s way, he was wounded by musket fire and taken prisoner.
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Joseph Underwood served in the Kentucky militia during the War of 1812. Taken prisoner in early May 1813 during the Siege of Fort Meigs, Lieutenant Underwood was saved from execution by the personal intervention of Shawnee chief Tecumseh and was paroled by the British shortly thereafter. He was later a U.S. Senator. (Library of Congress)

More militiamen were killed by the Indians as they marched them to a holding area, and several were beaten savagely. Once the Kentuckians arrived at the Indian village, Underwood watched in horror as more of his men were summarily executed and scalped. The bloodshed did not end until Shawnee chief Tecumseh arrived on the scene and personally halted the massacre. On May 9 the British lifted the siege and set the captive Kentuckians free, including Underwood.

Shortly thereafter Underwood left the militia, finished his law studies, was admitted to the bar in late 1813, and opened a law practice in Glasgow, Kentucky. Underwood then held a series of political positions at the local and state level, including service in the Kentucky House of Representatives (1816–1819, 1825–1826) and as an appeals judge (1828–1835). Elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Whig in 1834, he served from 1835 to 1843 and then in 1846 again served in the Kentucky House of Representatives. From 1847 to 1853 Underwood was a U.S. senator. During 1861–1863 he served yet another stint in the Kentucky House of Representatives before returning to his law practice and agricultural pursuits. Underwood died on August 23, 1876, near Bowling Green, Kentucky.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Uniforms and Accoutrements

During the War of 1812, military attire reflected the current uniform trends of the Napoleonic age: martial and appealing but bascially impractical for use in the field. As in the Revolutionary War, most American military uniforms were dark blue in color. However, regular rifle units wore green coats with black collars and cuffs, while some state cavalry corps had red coats. The small U.S. Army went to war in June 1812 clad in the 1810 model uniform. For infantry regiments, this consisted of a cylindrical felt shako; a dark blue coat with red collar, cuffs, and turnbacks; and white metal buttons set on each side of the breast connected by white lace. The buttons and lace were yellow for gunners. Trousers were usually dark blue in winter and white in summer. There was also a plain white linen jacket to wear in hot weather.

In February 1812 a new uniform was ordered for the regular army. This new outfit employed the same colors but was now single-breasted. However, endemic supply problems ensured that most new regiments did not receive the new uniform. Indeed, desperate supply officials bought any cloth they could get that seemed suitable, so by the later part of 1812 many infantry units could be seen wearing drab brown, black, and gray coats instead of dark blue. Regular artillerymen, dragoons, and riflemen generally managed to secure their regulation uniforms.

In May 1813 the U.S. Army issued new regulations that simplified its uniforms. Henceforth it was completely dark blue, the only remaining ornaments consisting of wool lace at the collar and no lace at all for officers; their only outstanding decorations were the epaulets, of silver or gold depending on the corps. The cyclindrical felt shako also gave way to a leather cap of the popular Belgic design with a high false front, not unlike those worn by the British in Spain. In 1814 the three new rifle regiments adopted gray uniforms trimmed with black cords. There were still shortages of blue cloth, and gray jackets were often the only coats available to some infantry regiments. These were most famously distributed to General Winfield Scott’s 1st Brigade at Buffalo, which went on to acquire distinction in battles along the Niagara frontier. Popular mythology implies that modern cadets at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point wear gray today as a tribute to these soldiers, but in fact West Point had previously authorized “cadet gray” uniforms out of sheer necessity.
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Officers and men in the U.S. Army Regiment of Riflemen in field uniforms. (H. Charles McBarron, Army Art collection, NMUSA)

American state militia units generally wore the same uniform colors as the regular army (often with red lapels), but some militiamen also appeared in civilian-style clothes and round hats. By 1814, many states adopted the uniform style worn by the regular army since May 1813. There were also frontier militiamen from Kentucky and Tennessee who wore their own peculiar frontier clothing rather than prescribed military attire.

The famous red coat was worn by British infantrymen (Redcoats) and by many Canadian soldiers or militiamen. However, gunners and light cavalrymen had blue coats. Some light infantry, or fencible, regiments units were clad in dark green uniforms, as were men of the British 60th and 95th Rifle Regiments. On the whole, British infantryman’s coats were far more complicated in detail, since each regiment was made distinctive by a combination facing colors, special designs, and color lines for the buttonhole lace. In 1812 the usual headdress was a stovepipe shako with a brass plate in front along with white breeches and long black gaiters. These items were ordered changed at that time, but it was not until 1814 that the new Belgic shakos along with gray trousers and short gaiters were worn by most troops in North America. The Canadian Voltigeurs and several other Lower Canada volunteer light infantry corps frequently wore gray uniforms.

Canadian embodied militia battalions were initially dressed in green coats with red collars and cuffs and white buttonhole lace until 1814, when all wore red coats (with blue, yellow, and green facings trimmed with white buttonhole lace) sent from England. Inactive militiamen in British North America generally wore civilian clothes when called up on duty for emergencies. Some in the Niagara area had white armbands. In Upper Canada, officers were prescribed a scarlet uniform faced with dark blue and trimmed with gold buttons, but in Lower Canada, facing colors varied. Volunteer militia companies in American and Canadian cities tended to be well appointed and wear finely tailored uniforms.

A soldier’s equipment for both the American and the British forces were generally the same. Soldiers had cross belts that held the cartridge box and the bayonet. These were overwhelmingly made of white leather in all armies, but because of supply problems, many American regulars and militiamen utilized those made of black leather. Americans also employed plain brass belt plates, while those of British troops bore ornate regimental designation and badges. Infantry cartridge boxes were of black leather, with those of Americans containing 38 rounds and those of British troops holding 60 rounds. Rifle, artillery, and cavalry units had accoutrements peculiar to their specialties.
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United Kingdom

See Great Britain

United States

Although the United States, located on the North American continent, currently consists of 50 states, a federal district, 5 overseas territories, and a number of smaller islands, in June 1812 it consisted of only 18 states, all east of the Mississippi River except for the newly organized state of Louisiana, and several outlaying territories. The latter included the Louisiana, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Mississippi Territories. Florida at this time was an object of considerable American attention, but it remained nominally under Spanish control. The 1810 census indicated a U.S. population of 7.234 million people, of whom 1.191 million were slaves. The United States bordered on British-held Canada to the north, the Atlantic Ocean to the east, Spanish-held Florida and the Gulf of Mexico to the south, and New Spain to the west and southwest.

Various Native American groups had inhabited vast areas of the United States prior to Europe’s exploration and settlement of North American. Spain had established colonies in the American South and Southwest, France had established colonies primarily in the Mississippi Valley and parts of the Old Northwest, and England had founded colonies along the Atlantic coast, from Georgia through Maine. Eventually English colonists, in protest against perceived violations of their civil and political rights, began the American Revolution in 1775, which ended in 1783 with the independent United States of America.

With settlements initially stretching along the Atlantic coast to the Mississippi River’s east bank, the Americans lost no time in settling previously unsettled regions and later seeking to add more territory. The nation was initially governed under the Articles of Confederation, ratified on March 1, 1781, during the American Revolutionary War. That document established a weak central government lacking real authority over the actions of the various states with no power to appropriate sufficient funds to manage the young nation.

Between May 25 and September 17, 1787, delegates from the various states met in Philadelphia to revise the Articles of Confederation. Instead they promulgated a new constitution, which significantly strengthened the central government and formally established the nation as a democratic federal republic. Ratified on June 21, 1788, the U.S. Constitution became the law of the land and has remained the basis for governance ever since. General George Washington was elected the first president and established many of the policies, precedents, and traditions of future chief executives. Although Washington represented no political party and wished to remain above political factions, his vice president, John Adams, and numerous cabinet officials eventually developed two competing political factions: the Federalists and the Democratic Republicans, the latter under Thomas Jefferson. Although Washington wanted the nation to remain neutral in international affairs, his administration’s major foreign policy achievement, the 1794 Jay’s Treaty, temporarily reduced tensions with Great Britain by resolving many unsettled issues arising from the American Revolution. The agreement, however, was viewed negatively by France, which had been the Americans’ erstwhile ally and was now in the throes of a destructive revolution of its own.

Federalist candidates largely dominated the federal government between 1788 and 1800, controlling the Senate for the entire era and the House of Representatives for 8 of the 12 years. John Adams, a Federalist, won the 1796 presidential election, serving from 1797 until 1801. Relations with France grew steadily worse during his administration for two reasons. First was the 1797–1798 XYZ Affair in which French agents demanded a bribe before continuing negotiations with U.S. diplomats; the second was the ongoing French seizure of U.S. commercial ships on the high seas, which culminated in the 1798–1800 Quasi-War. Lacking major naval forces, Adams pushed for the expansion of the U.S. Navy, and Congress provided for the completion of three previously authorized warships, and a number of merchant ships were converted to warships; other warships were secured by subscription. The Quasi-War also resulted in the passage of the Alien and Sedition Acts in 1798, which represented serious challenges to Americans’ civil liberties and ultimately helped the Democratic Republicans sweep the Federalists, including Adams, from office in 1800.

Democrat Republican Thomas Jefferson won the controversial 1800 election. During his administration relations with France improved, while those with England steadily worsened. Jefferson’s greatest foreign policy success was the Louisiana Purchase from France for $15 million, which doubled the territory of the United States. The Tripolitan War (1801–1805) was also waged and settled during his administration, but despite his desire to maintain neutrality, Jefferson had to confront the ongoing Napoleonic Wars and their adverse impact on American shipping and commerce.

Both France and Great Britain, which were at war with each other, blatantly harassed and seized U.S. ships on the high seas. Britain took this a step further through the practice of impressment, seizing numerous American citizens to serve in the Royal Navy. One of the more outrageous examples of such confrontations was the June 22, 1807, Chesapeake-Leopard Affair off Norfolk, Virginia, when the British fourth-rate warship Leopard attacked the U.S. frigate Chesapeake. Jefferson, however, was determined to avert war, and he convinced the Democratic Republican–controlled Congress to pass the Embargo Act of 1807, hoping to arrest French and British attacks against American shipping. Britain’s policy of impressment accelerated, however, resulting in the seizure of U.S. sailors from American warships and merchant ships. France and the United Kingdom also declared economic war against each other, which brought about France’s Continental System and Britain’s Orders in Council. These overlapping policies imposed de facto blockades that seriously threatened the U.S. economy and resulted in the seizure of more U.S. ships, crews, and cargoes.

Between 1809 and 1812 the Democrat Republican Congress and the executive branch, now dominated by President James Madison, had been no more successful than Jefferson in protecting America’s shipping rights. American concerns over continued British harassment of U.S. ships, perceived British incitement of Native Americans in the Old Northwest Territory, and the continuing economic blockade culminated in a declaration of war from the U.S. Congress in June 1812. Ironically, Britain had recently revoked its Orders in Council, but the information failed to arrive before war was declared. However, the ensuing War of 1812 found the U.S. Navy infinitesimally small and U.S. military forces wholly unprepared for the conflict.

Americans now found themselves fighting against the English, Canadians, and various Native Americans along the Canadian boundary and the westernmost reaches of their own nation. Most battles were fought along the Canadian periphery and in the Great Lakes regions, the southern United States, and the Chesapeake Bay region. New England remained essentially untouched, at least by combat, although its economy was profoundly affected as well. The 1813–1814 Creek War, an unexpected offshoot of the War of 1812 in the South, saw the eventual subjugation of that tribe, which ended up losing most of its ancestral lands throughout the lower South.

The war was unpopular with many Americans. New Englanders, many of them Federalists, generally opposed America’s involvement in the war and limited their involvement as much as possible. Dissent here culminated in the Hartford Convention of 1814, where delegates discussed stricter limits on government authority; some even hinted at secession from the Union. The war ended, however, before any action could be taken.

The Treaty of Ghent, signed on December 24, 1814, ended the war, with both sides essentially reverting to the status quo ante bellum. This favorable outcome was due more to British security concerns relative to post-Napoleonic Europe than any particular prowess on the part of the Americans. Little of substance was gained by the nearly three-year conflict beyond the acquisition of Mobile in West Florida, yet the United States emerged from the war with a profound psychological reaffirmation of itself and a renewed national spirit. Indeed, the conflict proved that the young nation could withstand bullying from a major power and strike back. Many historians later concluded that the War of 1812 was really America’s Second American Revolution, as it freed the nation permanently from alleged British intrigues and real depredations.

Subsequently, Major Generals Andrew Jackson and William Henry Harrison parlayed their successful military careers during the war into victorious presidential campaigns in 1826 and 1840, respectively. America’s naval forces were significantly strengthened after the war, which had painfully demonstrated the need for greater naval power. The U.S. Army, while still small in the postwar period, grew more capable and professional with adoption of modern administration and training practices and a greater influx of West Point–trained cadres. Native Americans allied with Great Britain, however, paid heavily for their involvement in both lives and territory lost. Several thousand slaves also gained their freedom during the war either by joining British forces or by simply leaving their owners and migrating to Canada or the Caribbean. Politically, the war raised the status of the Democratic Republicans and led to the collapse of the Federalists, many of whom were now viewed as unpatriotic and even traitorous.

Relations between northerners and southerners remained strained over several issues, including the limited northern support for the war, tariffs, and slavery. America’s only territorial gain resulted when U.S. troops captured Mobile, Alabama, from the Spanish in 1813, which satisfied many southerners. Further American expansion followed, with the acquisition of Florida during James Monroe’s presidency, the Oregon Territory in 1846, and Texas and the southwestern United States during the 1846–1848 Mexican-American War. These acquisitions, however, heightened debates and sectional tensions over the expansion of slavery, an all-encompassing issue that eventually sparked the American Civil War of 1861–1865.

Wyndham E. Whynot
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United States, Enemy Aliens in

While other parts of the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798 had been repealed, the Alien Enemies Act of 1798 remained on the books, and the War of 1812 allowed President James Madison to enforce it on July 7, 1812. Approximately 10,000 male British aliens over the age of 14, residing primarily in New York and Pennsylvania, were now required to register with the local federal marshal. Orders from the president in April and May 1813 required other British aliens engaged in commerce to relocate 40 miles from the Tidewater region of Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania. Aliens could apply for exceptions to the relocation, and those married to Americans or soon to become citizens did win exemption.

New regulations in November 1813 required enemy aliens in the interior not to make contact with the enemy and limited their travel. The new regulations also required each alien to make an oath of allegiance; approximately 7,000 complied. Petitions by some British citizens, however, challenged these rules, asserting that American actions violated the right of political asylum. Dozens of appeals ended up on the desks of John Mason, commissary general for prisoners, or Secretary of State James Monroe. Certainly, enemy aliens greatly resented the limitations imposed on their movements and liberty. In July 1813, however, Congress authorized both the naturalization of enemy aliens and the detention and expulsion of those not seeking naturalization, reaffirming both a liberal naturalization policy and the Federalist-inspired Enemy Alien Act. Marshals had limited resources to monitor the aliens, and few records survive of either significant evasions of the law or abuses by public officials toward them. Historians consider the treatment of enemy aliens during the War of 1812 rather lenient for wartime.

Two noteworthy judicial decisions emerged from cases involving enemy aliens. A British alien living in Philadelphia, Charles Lockington, refused to relocate to Reading, Pennsylvania. His case reached the Pennsylvania Supreme Court in November 1813. Two justices upheld his right to appeal detention but upheld the legality of his relocation; the third justice argued that the court did not have jurisdiction to review the detention. In the second case, United States v. Thomas Williams, U.S. Supreme Court chief justice John Marshall and St. George Tucker, a district judge, presided on December 4, 1813, at the U.S. Circuit Court for the District of Virginia. Thomas Williams had been sent to county jail on November 20, 1813, and Marshall issued a writ of habeas corpus to the jailer to produce Williams. On December 4, 1813, the two judges ordered his release. Marshall agreed with the Lockington majority that enemy aliens had the right of judicial review and that civilian courts had jurisdiction in such cases. The two cases suggested that enemy aliens residing in the United States during wartime can indeed challenge their detentions in court, that civilian courts have jurisdiction in such instances, and that executive authority does not exempt such cases from judicial review.
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United States, USS, vs. HMS Macedonian

Event Date: October 25, 1812

Stunning second American frigate victory of the War of 1812. U.S. Navy commodore Stephen Decatur Jr. commanded a squadron consisting of the frigates United States (55 guns) Chesapeake (48 guns) and the brig Argus (20 guns). With the Chesapeake unready, Decatur sailed from Boston on October 8, 1812, with only the United States and Argus but in company with Commodore John Rodgers’s frigates President (55 guns) and Congress (44 guns). On October 11 the two American squadrons separated. Several days later the United States and Argus also parted, each to cruise independently.

Decatur hoped to intercept British shipping from the East Indies and South America. No ships were sighted until daybreak on October 25 when, near the island of Madeira, lookouts spotted a large sail to the southwest. Decatur then closed. The stranger turned out to be the British frigate Macedonian. One of the finest of its type in the Royal Navy and having recently undergone a refit, the Macedonian was rated at 38 guns but actually mounted 49. John S. Carden, its captain, was regarded as one of the top frigate captains in the Royal Navy.

Carden’s ship had the wind, and Carden ordered course changed for the United States while at the same time keeping the windward position that would allow him to control the course of the engagement. As the two ships closed, both hoisted their national colors.

The Macedonian mounted 28 long 18-pounders, 2 long 12-pounders, 2 long 8-pounders, 16 32-pounder carronades, and 1 shifting 18-pounder carronade. The United States and its three sisters were the largest and most powerful frigates of any navy in the world. Stronger and faster than prevailing British classes, they mounted 24-pounder long guns. (The prevailing opinion in the Royal Navy was that 18-pounders could be loaded faster than 24-pounders and thus inflict the same damage.) The United States mounted 30 long 24-pounders, 22 42-pounder carronades, 2 long 24-pounders, and 1 shifting 18-pounder carronade on the quarterdeck and forecastle. The American guns could thus throw a heavier broadside (1,710 pounds vs. 1,074) and at a longer range than the British. Offsetting a possible faster rate of fire for the lighter British guns was the fact that the United States had a significantly larger crew: 478 men and boys to between 297 and 306 for the Macedonian.

Evidently unaware that he was coming up against the most powerful American class of frigate, Carden rejected the suggestion advanced by his first lieutenant, Richard Hope, that he use his own ship’s superior speed to close as rapidly as possible and attempt to cross the American frigates’s bows and rake it. Carden preferred to maintain long range for his long guns, beyond that of the American ship’s short carronades. The ships were thus sailing on parallel tracks when the engagement began.

The battle opened at about 9:00 a.m., with Decatur having the advantage at long range with his heavier guns. As Carden gradually closed the range, the heavier 24-pounders on the American ship began to tell. Within a half hour the Macedonian had lost both the mizzen topmast and gaff, reducing it to only two masts. Much of the standing rigging on the British ship was then shot away and a number of its carronades disabled. The only damage on the United States was the loss of the mizzen topgallant mast. Carden then tried to close to attempt to take the American ship by boarding, but his ship soon lost both fore and mizzen masts. With Decatur now able to maneuver the United States at will and his own ship virtually unmanageable, Carden had no choice but to surrender.
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Capture of the British Navy frigate Macedonian by the U.S. Navy frigate United States near Madeira in the North Atlantic on October 25, 1812. The Americans were subsequently able to repair the British frigate and bring it back to the United States. (Library of Congress)

In the 90-minute battle the Macedonian had taken more than 100 cannonballs in its hull. The British ship also sustained 36 dead and 68 wounded. In contrast, the United States lost only 5 dead and 7 wounded, 2 of whom subsequently died.

When Carden came aboard the United States, Decatur recognized him and refused to accept his sword. Decatur sent a prize crew to the British ship and then decided to attempt to bring the ship to New York, 2,200 miles distant. Although it had sustained major damage, the Macedonian was still structurally sound, and both crews were able to work together to rig jury masts so that the captured frigate could sail independently rather than be towed. Decatur was fortunate, for the two ships encountered no British warships on sailing west. They also successfully made it through the British blockade, the Macedonian arriving at Newport on December 4 and the United States putting into New London that same day. The Macedonian was then repaired and incorporated into the U.S. Navy. Decatur and his crew were treated as national heroes.
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United States Army

Since the election of the so-called War Hawk Congress in the autumn of 1811, the prewar American military establishment underwent, at least on paper, a dramatic expansion. The authorized strength of 10,000 officers and men rose to a new ceiling of 35,603, with the addition of 17 additional infantry regiments (numbered 8–25), two artillery regiments (numbered 2–3), and a light dragoon regiment. A rifle regiment and a small but efficient Corps of Engineers were also organized. These troops were to be augmented by 30,000 federal volunteers, drawn from the state establishments. Various organizational entities existed between the prewar and wartime units, however, and it was not until June 23, 1812, that Congress standardized infantry formations at 10 companies of 90 privates each. Some of these units also maintained a two-battalion structure for several months into the war, whereas the majority of formations fielded only one battalion.

Significantly, the initial recruitment bounty of $16 plus 160 acres of land failed to attract the manpower anticipated, so by the time war commenced in June 1812, the U.S. Army numbered only 11,744 men, nearly half of whom were recent arrivals and were poorly trained. Attempts to improve overall military administration were also made through creation of a new quartermaster general, a commissary general of purchase, and an Ordnance Department. Unfortunately, in practice the authority of each department overlapped, as the responsibilities were poorly defined and staffed by individuals who lacked meaningful staff experience. Thus, throughout the course of the war, the army’s housekeeping affairs were inefficient and a hindrance to overall performance in the field. One of the biggest sources of incompetence was the secretary of war, William Eustis, who proffered nothing in terms of strategy, leadership, or organized planning. The war effort was accordingly hobbled in the extreme from the onset, and embarrassing defeats were manifest.

More pressing, from a command standpoint, was the selection of senior military leaders. The prewar cadre, consisting of Brigadier Generals James Wilkinson, Wade Hampton, Peter Gansevoort, and Morgan Lewis (the quartermaster general) possessed a modicum of ability but little else. The new appointees—Joseph Bloomfield, John Chandler, Alexander Smyth, and William Hull—also lacked meaningful military experience and enjoyed little cache beyond close ties with the political establishment. Matters were equally gloomy at the highest levels of command, as the two major generals, Henry Dearborn and Thomas Pinckney, were old, frequently sidelined by illness, and clearly past their prime. Thus situated, the goal of conquering, or even occupying, Canada remained beyond the capacity of American arms to achieve from the onset of hostilities. This glaring fact remained an operational constant throughout the conflict, despite dramatic improvements registered by the U.S. Army in terms of technical and tactical competence.

Comparison between American and British Military Capabilities at the Start of the War of 1812





	
	Soldiers
	Warships




	
	Soldiers
	Warships


	U.S. military
	 11,744
	16 (6 frigates, 3 sloops, 3 brigs, and 4 schooners) along with 62 small gunboats. Another 3 frigates (2 of which were unseaworthy), 4 bomb vessels, and some 100 gunboats were in ordinary.


	British military
	
	



	Total worldwide
	243,000
	500


	Troops stationed in North America; ships on the American Station
	  8,125
	81 (5 ships of the line, 19 frigates, 41 brigs, and 16 schooners)




The principal U.S. strategic aim was the conquest of Upper Canada. Toward that end, as the War of 1812 unfolded, the main concentrations of army regulars evolved into the right and left divisions stationed at Albany and Niagara, New York, respectively. By contrast, the western and southern theaters were more or less dominated by militia forces of widely varying quality. In the autumn of 1812, regulars were at the forefront of fighting at Queenston Heights under New York Militia major general Stephen Van Rensselaer, but the entire brigade of Brigadier General Alexander Smyth deliberately held back, thereby ensuring a British victory. Shortly afterward a force of 5,000 soldiers (brigades of Joseph Bloomfield and John Chandler), volunteers, and militia under Major General Henry Dearborn made a halfhearted thrust up the Champlain Valley but stopped short after the levies stood on their constitutional scruples by refusing to cross into Canada. Dearborn’s invasion sputtered out following some inconclusive skirmishing.

The unsatisfactory conclusion of the first year’s fighting, which included the surrender of Detroit by Brigadier General William Hull, spurred Congress into another round of military expansion in the spring of 1813. This included the raising of an additional 21 infantry regiments, for a total of 46, and new manpower ceilings of 60,000 men. A new secretary of war, John Armstrong, also labored to improve military administration by creating a general staff, which was approved by Congress on March 3, 1813. This body consisted of an adjutant and inspector general, an assistant inspector general, the quartermaster general, the commissary general of ordnance, and a paymaster. Armstrong also introduced the first systematized attempt at disseminating military regulations by authorizing The Military Laws and Rules and Regulations for the Armies of the United States. This seminal text did place military administration on a sounder footing, but its overall impact was diluted in the hands of an officer corps that remained essentially amateurish. Finally, to better facilitate movement and supplying of troops, the entire country was divided into nine military districts.

Armstrong’s selection of new brigadier generals, most of whom arose from the prewar regulars, also proved critically important. These men included Zebulon M. Pike, George Izard, Thomas Parker, Robert Swartwout, William H. Winder, Duncan McArthur, Lewis Cass, Benjamin Howard, and Jacob Brown. The senior leadership still consisted of three retreads, Wilkinson, Hampton, and Morgan, but also William Henry Harrison, easily the best of the lot. The war remained unpopular, however, and recruiting efforts lagged, so only about 35,000 men joined the colors during 1813, still short of the authorized total of 57,351. This was despite the fact that the recruiting bounty was raised to $24, with three months’ pay in advance, in addition to the previous 160 acres of land. Organizationally, the army remained at critically low personnel levels, with many battalions in the field best described as skeletal in terms of manpower. The Americans were also hobbled tactically by the lack of a standardized drill system. The authorized drill manual, William Duane’s Handbook for Infantry, was an abridged version of the famous French Reglement of 1791, but was completely rejected by the military establishment. In the absence of an official text, many commanders went on to adopt a variety of differing systems on their own, depending on the officers in charge.

The campaign season began with two technically competent amphibious assaults on Lake Ontario, which captured York (and occasioned the death of Pike) and Fort George, Upper Canada. However, at this critical juncture the lethargic senior leadership of Dearborn and his leading subordinates robbed the Americans of any chance to achieve a decisive victory, and British forces that should have been captured lived to fight another day. This folly was painfully underscored on June 6, 1813, when a sharp British riposte surprised the American army at Stoney Creek and resulted in the capture of Chandler and Winder. Dearborn was subsequently relieved later that summer following a minor disaster at Beaver Dams. Secretary Armstrong then concocted an ambitious strategy to capture Montreal and possibly win the war, but the army, consisting of four brigades under now Major General Wilkinson, was soundly thrashed at Crysler’s Farm in November 1813 and returned to winter quarters. By year’s end, Harrison had recaptured Detroit and cleared the British from western Ontario, but the Americans were no closer to their goal of seizing Canada. Moreover, their army remained poorly clothed, fed, and equipped and was seemingly incapable of facing down veteran British troops across an open field.

By 1814 the hard school of war had shaken the U.S. Army free of the chaff occupying its higher echelons, and Armstrong appointed a bevy of younger and more talented senior officers. The three new major generals included Brown, Izard, and a newcomer, Andrew Jackson, all of whom represented marked improvements over their predecessors in terms of skill and determination. Among the new brigadiers appointed were Daniel Bissell, Thomas Adams Smith, Winfield Scott, Eleazar W. Ripley, and Alexander Macomb, a talented group of leaders who had distinguished themselves in the previous year. Organizationally, the army consolidated its three line artillery regiments into the new Corps of Artillery of 12 battalions and also added three additional regiments of riflemen, for a new authorized strength of 62,500. Recruiting nonetheless lagged even with a recruitment bounty of $124 and 320 acres, then the highest in the world. Hence, the final year of the war found the U.S. Army operating at two-thirds (45,000) of its authorized strength (62,500) despite a dramatic influx of new British troops into the region following Napoleon’s downfall.

The final year of the war was characterized by costly fighting on a scale not experienced by the American military since the Revolutionary War. This was because of better military leadership from more capable leaders and two systematized attempts to impart professional military drill upon the soldiers. The best-known attempt at this occurred at Buffalo, New York, under the aegis of Brigadier General Winfield Scott, who incessantly drilled the 2,000 men of the left division in the French manual of arms. Consequently his soldiers could maneuver with precision under fire, and they greatly distinguished themselves in the Battles of Chippawa, Lundy’s Lane, and Fort Erie through the summer and early autumn. In fact, the 1814 Niagara campaign completely vindicated the reputation of American regulars, much as New Orleans achieved for the militia in January 1815. Less known but equally impressive was Major General George Izard’s resurrection of the right division at Plattsburgh. The 7,000 men present were drilled with von Steuben’s Blue Book and constituted the largest body of regulars soldiers assembled during the war. Unfortunately, Secretary Armstrong ordered them on a fool’s errand to Niagara, and they arrived too late for serious campaigning. Nonetheless, in October 1814 Bissell’s brigade won the skirmish at Cook’s Mills, Upper Canada, proving that Izard’s men could fight as well as Brown’s. In the South, the newly raised 39th U.S. Infantry also acquitted itself well in the Creek War, while the 7th and 44th Infantries, along with several Corps of Artillery batteries, successfully shored up Major General Andrew Jackson’s right flank at the battle of New Orleans.

The U.S. Army made impressive strides in terms of proficiency over the course of the final year and finally acquired tactical parity with its talented professional opponents, but these gains occurred far too late to influence the outcome of events. By war’s end, the United States had been decisively defeated in its stated goal of conquering Canada. This was overwhelmingly due to the stark reality that for most of the conflict, American forces more resembled an armed mob with malicious intent than a bonafide standing army. The ideological baggage constricting Democratic (Jeffersonian) Republican measures before the war, the nascent officer corps and soldiery recruited during the war, and the prolonged process of acquiring even a veneer of military professionalism in the course of the war all militated against its success in the field. In light of all these detriments, at no time during the War of 1812 did Canada—the object of American strategy—face any realistic prospects of invasion, let alone conquest. The U.S. Army’s deficiencies were too many, its learning curve too pronounced, and the time frame too short for meaningful change.

John C. Fredriksen
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United States Flag (15 States)

The official flag of the United States at the time of the War of 1812 consisted of 15 white stars in the blue field located in the upper left corner of the pendant and 15 alternating red and white stripes. On June 14, 1777, the Continental Congress passed the first Flag Act, which established the first official flag of the new nation. It provided for a flag of 13 alternating red and white stripes and 13 white stars in the blue field in the upper left of the flag. At the time, both the stripes and stars represented the 13 new states of the nation.

On January 13, 1794, the U.S. Congress passed a second Flag Act, which added two stars and two stripes, representing the admission of Vermont as the 14th state on March 4, 1791, and Kentucky as the 15th state on June 1, 1792. The new flag with 15 stripes and 15 stars became effective on May 1, 1795.

This flag, which remained unchanged despite the addition of other states, was the flag that flew over Fort McHenry, Maryland, during the British bombardment on September 13–14, 1814, and was immortalized by Francis Scott Key in his poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry.” That poem later became “The Star-Spangled Banner,” the national anthem of the United States. The Fort McHenry flag is now preserved in the Smithsonian Institution Museum.

Congress had originally intended to add a star and stripe to the flag as a new state entered the union. By 1818, however, Congress realized that the growing United States would make such a flag unwieldy. Therefore, the Flag Act of April 4, 1818, set the number of stripes at 13 to represent the original 13 states and added 1 star for each new state on the Fourth of July after its admission to the union. Since 1959, the U.S. flag has had 13 stripes and 50 stars.

Robert B. Kane
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United States Marine Corps

The United States Marine Corps played a limited role in War of 1812 but nevertheless distinguished itself in key battles. Established as the Continental Marines in 1775 as shipboard infantry to provide security, small arms support during engagements at sea, and a limited amphibious capability, the Marine Corps was disbanded after the Revolutionary War when the government sold off the ships of the navy. Congress reestablished the new Marine Corps in 1798 during the Quasi-War with France (1798–1800). Major (later lieutenant colonel) William Ward Burrows was the first commandant (1785–1804). Marines participated in the Barbary Wars (1801–1805), garnering renown in the Derna Expedition of 1805. They also participated in gunboat operations on the St. Marys River between Georgia and Florida during 1811–1812 and supported the American-inspired revolt in Spanish East Florida.

When the United States declared war against Great Britain on June 18, 1812, the Marine Corps was desperately short of personnel. Lieutenant Colonel Franklin Wharton was commandant, having succeeded Burrows in 1804. With lower pay than navy seamen and a smaller enlistment bounty than that available for army recruits, the Marine Corps could do little to compete with the other services. This forced the Marine Corps to rely on a more unsavory pool of recruits. Authorized at a strength of 1,800 men in 1812 and at 2,700 men in 1814, the Marine Corps maintained barely 1,000 men throughout the conflict. A high desertion rate forced Wharton to send his men to sea quickly, which meant that there was little time for formal training.

An overabundance of missions exacerbated the manpower shortage. The Department of the Navy assigned the marines to perform many of the same missions executed by their British counterparts, such as serving as shipboard police and riflemen, guarding prisoners, garrisoning coastal forts, and protecting naval property. Strapped for manpower, Wharton resented the overcommitment of his forces and preferred that they serve solely at sea.

In sea combat, marines served primarily to provide small arms firepower, often from the fighting tops of warships. They also took part in boarding operations against enemy ships and in repelling enemy boarders. Occasionally they augmented gun crews or took part in amphibious landings. Evidence of their effectiveness in individual engagements on the high seas during the war is inconclusive, although some detachments did distinguish themselves in certain naval battles, such as the two-ship engagement between the U.S. frigate Chesapeake and the British frigate Shannon on June 1, 1813. The marine contingent in this sanguinary sea fight suffered three-fourths of its number as casualties. Marines also contributed to the American victory in the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813. Overall, the Marine Corps boosted its reputation for its fighting spirit, but marine ship contingents were necessarily small and thus probably did little to change outcomes.

Marine Corps forces did make major contributions in the fighting on land, particularly in two key engagements. In the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814, the marines of Wharton’s headquarters detachment joined sailors of Captain Joshua Barney’s Chesapeake Flotilla in a vain effort to prevent the British from reaching the federal capital of Washington, D.C. These were the only U.S. forces to distinguish themselves that day. Three times the 500 or so sailors and marines repelled the light infantry brigade leading the attack before being forced to retire under the press of superior British numbers; one-quarter of the marine-sailor force were casualties.

A detachment of 50 marines also took part in the defense of the city of New Orleans under Major General Andrew Jackson and helped repulse the British attack there on January 8, 1815. Although their contribution was limited, marine involvement in that legendary battle added further luster to their reputation. Marines also participated in the brief war between the United States and Algiers of 1815 that immediately followed the War of 1812.

Although they received much public recognition for their gallantry during the War of 1812, not long thereafter the marines returned to their prewar status as the most neglected branch of the nation’s defense. It would take the long and vibrant leadership of Lieutenant Colonel (later brigadier general) Commandant Archibald Henderson, himself a War of 1812 veteran, to revitalize the Marine Corps and prove its value to the U.S. military.

Bradford Wineman
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United States Military Academy, West Point

The United States Military Academy was established at West Point, New York, in 1802 at the behest of President Thomas Jefferson to provide the U.S. Army with a corps of trained officers. Neglected by the government and the public in its early years, West Point was in a state of disarray by 1812. Although the War of 1812 was a time of instability for the military academy, the war ultimately saved West Point by conclusively demonstrating that military education produced better officers.

The decade prior to the outbreak of the War of 1812 was a difficult period for West Point. There was no standard curriculum, and instruction was limited to mathematics with occasional lectures in science and military fortifications. Cadets arrived at the academy at different times of the year and graduated whenever the faculty decided they were ready. There were no real standards of admission, and the Corps of Cadets included boys as young as 10 years old and married men with children of their own. Most of the academy’s buildings were in a dilapidated condition.

The policies of William Eustis, President James Madison’s secretary of war, further undermined West Point’s ability to carry out its mission. Eustis made significant cuts in funding for the academy. He also issued orders that West Point graduates serve in the army as enlisted soldiers before receiving their commissions, although he later reversed this decision at the academy’s urging. Most damaging to the academy was Eustis’s practice of ordering cadets to active duty with army units in the field while sharply limiting the number of new cadet appointments. In 1811 Eustis did not appoint any new cadets.

With increased tensions between the United States and Great Britain, Congress expanded the army and began to pay closer attention to West Point. On April 29, 1812, Congress passed legislation to expand and improve the military academy. The expanded faculty included professors and assistant professors of mathematics, natural and experimental philosophy (physics), and engineering. The number of cadets was set at 250. The act required the academy to organize the cadets into companies and have them participate in an annual three-month encampment for military training. Candidates for admission had to be between the ages of 14 and 21 and had to have demonstrated proficiency in reading, writing, and arithmetic. Upon graduation, cadets would receive commissions as officers for whichever branch of the army the faculty judged them most competent. Congress also provided $25,000 in appropriations for buildings, books, and scientific equipment.

Turning the provisions of this act into reality was a difficult task. In April 1812 there were only four cadets remaining at West Point. By June when the United States declared war against Britain, there was only one cadet in residence. During the war the needs of the army came first, and cadets received commissions after only a short amount of time. Attempts to create a more comprehensive course of studies had only limited success. Physical improvements to West Point were more successful, however. During the war, construction began on a new cadet mess hall, a barracks, and a new academic building.

At the beginning of the War of 1812 the army performed poorly, and only a relatively small number of officers with West Point training served in the war. Most of the army’s officers received their appointments based on political connections rather than competence or prior military experience. Although West Point officers were not a significant factor in the war because of their small number of only slightly more than 100 and their relatively junior ranks, on the whole they performed significantly better than officers commissioned from civilian life. Their demonstrated professionalism led to calls for expansion of West Point and the establishment of similar military academies in the South and Midwest to ensure that the army would have a sufficient number of trained officers for any future wars. Among the war’s most distinguished alumni were two engineer officers, William McRee and Eleazar Derby Wood, both of whom acquired distinction during the siege of Fort Erie in 1814.

Captain Alden Partridge became West Point’s new superintendent near the end of the war, replacing Colonel Joseph Gardner Swift, who had been superintendent since 1812. Although popular with the cadets, Partridge had a stormy relationship with the faculty. In 1817 President James Monroe replaced Partridge with Major Sylvanus Thayer, a War of 1812 veteran who had spent the previous two years in France studying French Army practices. Thayer was determined to reform West Point using the École Polytechnique, France’s premier military and engineering school, as a model. Thayer’s reforms, many of which are still in practice today, transformed West Point into a prestigious military academy and engineering school.

William P. Leeman
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United States Navy

Following the end of the American Revolutionary War in 1783, Congress sold off the entire Continental Navy. In order to practice their profession, naval officers such as John Paul Jones were obliged to do so in the service of other nations, such as France or Russia. The United States limped along without a regular naval establishment until 1794. In that year under the twin pressures of merchant shipping losses to the North African (Barbary) states of Algiers, Tunis, and Tripoli and the United States being caught up in a naval war between France and Britain, Congress passed of an act calling for the construction of six frigates.

This act of 1794 effectively marked the birth of the U.S. Navy. The new frigates included some of the most famous ships in American history, among them the Constitution, President, and United States. They entered service beginning in 1797 and were specifically designed to be the most powerful of their class in the world. They and converted merchant ships of the new U.S. Navy enjoyed success not only in a brief undeclared naval war with France (the Quasi-War of 1798–1800) but also, after some fits and starts, in fighting against Tripoli during 1801–1805.

After victory over Tripoli, Congress reverted to the now-established U.S. practice of downsizing the military establishment. President Thomas Jefferson (1801–1809), ironically the only U.S. president to spend more money on the navy than the army, cut the size of the navy dramatically. In April 1806 Congress authorized the president to maintain in service such frigates and other warships as he considered necessary but also restricted to only 928 the total number of seamen and boys to man them. This came at a time of increasing tensions with Great Britain over maritime matters, but Jefferson and Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin shrank from the expense of a larger navy and feared that such a force would actually encourage hostilities with Britain or France.

Jefferson chose to rely on a defensive system of seacoast fortifications and flotillas of small gunboats to protect the nation’s harbors and coastal communications. Ultimately Congress authorized up to 160 of these vessels, mounting only one to two guns each. Even in the best of circumstances the gunboats would not be able to contest an enemy naval force employing a loose blockade, and they suffered from numerous drawbacks from a tactical point of view as well. While the gunboats did prove useful in shoal waters along the Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic coasts during the War of 1812, against large warships even a number of them operating together were all but useless.

On June 18, 1812, the United States declared war on Britain. The issues were chiefly maritime: the impressment of U.S. seamen into the Royal Navy and the British government’s Orders in Council that restricted U.S. trade and led to confiscation of American merchant ships. Despite at least a decade of acrimony with the British leading up to the war, the U.S. Navy on the eve of the Second American Revolution was, by any standard, minuscule. Jefferson’s successor, President James Madison (1809–1817), planned to contest Britain not on the high seas but rather on land in an invasion of Canada. Despite the maritime causes of the war, Congress failed to pass legislation to increase the size of the navy until early 1813.

In many ways, the War of 1812 was a repeat of the American Revolutionary War, only this time there was no direct assistance from France. Consequently, on the high seas the Royal Navy enjoyed even greater domination than in 1775. Britain could put to sea 130 ships of the line, along with 600 frigates and smaller vessels. With even a small portion of its navy, Britain could transport land forces at will along the American coasts without fear of naval intervention. By contrast, the United States had not added a single frigate (let alone a ship of the line) to its navy during the 11-year period before the war, while several frigates had been allowed to fall into disrepair. For all practical purposes, the navy numbered only 9 frigates, 6 of which were in commission; 3 sloops; 3 brigs; 4 schooners; and 62 gunboats. Many vessels listed in service actually needed extensive repairs, and few were ready for sea. Another 3 frigates (2 of which were unseaworthy), 4 bomb vessels, and some 100 gunboats were in ordinary (reserve status). Historian Howard Chapelle speculated that 6 74-pounders might have prevented war. Alfred Thayer Mahan reached the same conclusion, although at greater cost: 12 to 20 ships of the line with due proportion of frigates and smaller vessels. This, of course, is conjecture and assumes no preemptive British attack. In any case, it was not up to Jefferson or Madison to decide; a majority of the U.S. population and its representatives in Congress believed that a navy was too expensive. Even if Jefferson had wanted to, it is unlikely that he could have persuaded Congress to build anything more than gunboats. Federalists also saw the navy as essentially a coastal defense force, and few Americans thought that U.S. Navy warships might be successful against the Royal Navy and as commerce destroyers.

Typical U.S. Navy Ship Armaments during the War of 1812





	Type
	Rate*
	Armament




	* Rate does not necessarily correspond to a vessel’s total armament.




	Type
	Rate*
	Armament


	Frigate
	44
	30 long 24-pounders


	
	
	2 long 24-pounder bow chasers


	
	
	20 32-pounder carronades


	Frigate
	38
	28 long 18-pounders


	
	
	1 long shifting 18-pounder


	
	
	20 32-pounder carronades


	Ship sloop
	18
	18 32-pounder carronades


	
	
	2 18-pounders


	Brig
	16
	16 24-pounder carronades


	
	
	2 12-pounders


	Brig
	14
	16 18-pounder carronades


	Brig
	12
	12 18-pounder carronades


	
	
	2 9-pounders


	Gunboats and galleys
	—
	Usually 1 to 2 guns: long 18- to 32-pounders or carronades




Fortunately for the United States at the beginning of the war, Britain was then locked in a life-and-death struggle against Napoleonic France, and it was 1813 before the Royal Navy could shift substantial assets to North America. In the meantime, much to the surprise and chagrin of the British, the U.S. Navy won a series of two-ship engagements. In dramatic encounters, the Constitution defeated the British frigate Guerriere and then pounded the frigate Java into a useless hulk, the sloop of war Wasp defeated the British sloop Frolic, the brig Hornet sank the Peacock, and the frigate United States captured the frigate Macedonian. Given the disparity of strength between the two powers, these victories hardly impaired the Royal Navy, but their rapid succession took the British, long complacent by a string of easy victories against other opponents, by surprise.

These victories also led Congress on January 2, 1813, to pass appropriations to increase the U.S. Navy’s size by four ships of the line rated at 74 guns each and six frigates rated at 44 guns each. These additions, however, came too late for the War of 1812; their construction would not be completed until after the conclusion of hostilities. From June to December, the navy was slightly increased by the addition of the Macedonian and the British sloop Alert, captured by the U.S. frigate Essex. Two schooners—the Carolina and Nonsuch—and the sloop Louisiana were added by purchase and conversion to warships, and some of the larger revenue cutters were also taken into the navy. At the same time, a naval-builders’ war raged on the Great Lakes, where the Americans sought to build ships to make possible an invasion of Canada and the British to prevent this.

Although the American crews were well trained and their gunnery was in most cases superior to that of the British (the notable exception being the untrained crew of the U.S. Navy frigate Chesapeake in the two-ship duel with the British frigate Shannon), part of this success was because the chief armament of the American frigates were 24-pounder long guns. The British Admiralty favored the smaller 18-pounder long gun for its frigates, believing that its faster rate of fire would offset the smaller shot size. Following their early frigate defeats, the British took steps to rectify this, assigning to the North American Station larger frigates with 24-pounders, such as the Endymion. They also razeed (cut down) small ships of the line to that same end.

By mid-1813 when sufficient British warships had arrived to impose an effective coastal blockade, the U.S. Navy was for all practical purposes confined to port. Only occasionally did a warship escape the blockade, as with the Constitution near the end of the conflict. Thus, the situation at sea for the United States in 1813–1814 was much as it had been during the American Revolutionary War. The British were able to move land forces virtually at will, and the U.S. warships were unable to stop British depredations along the American coastline, such as in the Chesapeake Bay.

The U.S. Navy did win dramatic success on inland waters, however. In September 1813 the Americans won the Battle of Lake Erie, securing control of that important lake, and in September 1814 the navy was also victorious at Plattsburgh on Lake Champlain, which caused a British invasion force to withdraw from upper New York state. These two inland victories represented the first time that entire British squadrons had been captured, fortifying the backdoor of the United States and strengthening its bargaining position in peace talks abroad. Meanwhile, the large number of American gunboats was concentrated to protect ports and to convoy merchantmen on the coastal waterways. Efforts to use the gunboats in squadrons to attack and sink individual British frigates proved a failure. The New Orleans gunboats did secure Mobile, Alabama, in April 1813—the only major territorial gain for the United States in the war—and destroyed the Baratarian pirate stronghold the following year. Although defeated in the Battle of Lake Borgne, gunboats did delay the British advance on New Orleans during December 1814 and helped make possible the ultimate American victory early the following month.

As in the Revolutionary War, the Americans were basically reduced to waging a guerre de course on the high seas, utilizing both warships and privateers to prey on British shipping. Of 22 U.S. Navy ships, 18 were engaged in commerce warfare, and these took 165 prizes. Of 526 registered privateers, only some 200 engaged in extended operations on the high seas, taking 1,344 prizes. This effort grew in intensity during the conflict, for 1,054 of the prizes were taken in the last 18 months of the war, an average of 2 per day. As a result, British insurance rates rose dramatically. While such commerce raiding could not win the war for the United States, it did produce a strong financial incentive for war-weary Britain to conclude peace.

Immediately after the ratification of the December 1814 Treaty of Ghent that ended the war, Commodore Stephen Decatur sailed with a nine-ship U.S. Navy squadron to the Mediterranean to punish Algiers for seizing American merchant ships. He concluded peace with that state and also forced Tunis and Tripoli to agree to respect U.S. merchant trade in the Mediterranean.

The navy’s performance during the War of 1812 and the Algerine conflict endeared it to the American public. Consequently, in April 1816 Congress passed the Gradual Increase Act. The first real naval construction act in the nation’s history, it came at a time when there was no major foreign threat to the United States. The act mandated creation of a permanent naval force of 9 74-gun ships of the line, 12 44-gun frigates, and 3 steam-powered coastal defense batteries. This would have meant a navy of some consequence, but economic reality of the postwar period led to fiscal retrenchment. The U.S. Navy remained a small but highly effective force until the American Civil War in 1861, when it experienced its first period of rapid expansion.

Robert B. Kane and Spencer C. Tucker
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United States Revenue Cutter Service

Established in 1790, the U.S. Revenue Cutter Service (RCS) served with distinction in every major American combat operation up to 1915, when it was combined with the U.S. Life-Saving Service to form the modern Coast Guard. The War of 1812 provided yet another test of the RCS’s naval warfare capability.

When Congress declared war on Great Britain in June 1812, the RCS had 16 ships armed and ready for service. Nine of these cutters actively pursued the war effort against the British, and within a week of the declaration of war the cutter Jefferson fired the first naval shots of the conflict by capturing the British brig Patriot.

While the men of the RCS were ready, willing, and able to carry the fight to the enemy, the diminutive size of the cutters required caution on the part of their captains. Designed primarily to guard against smuggling into America’s major ports, the cutters measured little more than 100 feet in length and carried between 6 and 10 light cannon and small crews of 15 to 30 officers and men.

During the war the cutters typically operated out of American-controlled ports against British merchantmen, privateers, and small Royal Navy ships. During the latter half of 1812 and into 1813 the RCS vessels met with great success. The cutter Jefferson captured three Royal Navy barges manned by more than 60 enemy personnel and, together with the cutter Gallatin, seized the British merchant vessels General Blake, Active, and Georgiana. Operating independently, the cutter Gallatin captured a British brig, while the cutter Surveyor captured a valuable British prize bound from Jamaica. The cutters James Madison and Eagle each captured three British vessels.

Based at Newport, Rhode Island, the Vigilant boasted the most impressive seizure by an RCS cutter. Throughout much of 1813 the British privateer sloop Dart operated in Long Island Sound, capturing some 25 American merchantmen. On October 4, 1813, the Dart appeared off Newport, and the Vigilant gave chase. The swifter Vigilant gained on the heavily armed privateer and opened fire, but the privateer returned a heavier broadside. Realizing that he was outgunned and would lose a ship-to-ship gun duel, the Vigilant’s captain ordered his ship to close with the Dart and captured the privateer by boarding.

Despite early successes enjoyed by the RCS, the small cutters proved too small to defend themselves against larger Royal Navy warships. In August 1812 the British captured the Commodore Barry, trapping the cutter in an inlet on the Maine coast. That same month the cutter James Madison was taken by the British frigate Barbadoes while attacking a British convoy off Savannah, Georgia.

On a rainy and foggy night in June 1813, the cutter Surveyor was trapped by Royal Navy warships in an estuary of the Chesapeake Bay. The British sent barges with 50 men against the Surveyor, hoping to take it by boarding. The Surveyor’s crew of only 15 men discovered the attackers, killing 3 boarders and wounding 7 more; however, the Surveyor’s crew simply succumbed to larger British numbers. The captain of the British frigate Narcissus subsequently returned the sword of the Surveyor’s captain as a mark of his crew’s valor.

In October 1814 after receiving word that an American merchantman was in danger of capture by the British, the New Haven–based cutter Eagle sailed into Long Island Sound to assist the hapless vessel. The next morning the Eagle found itself in light airs not far from the British brig Dispatch. With only 6 cannon, the cutter faced a warship with 18 guns of larger caliber. The captain of the Eagle then ran his ship ashore. The crew moved its guns ashore to fire on the British ship from the heights overlooking the sound. The Eagle was later refloated, but the British warship closed in to capture it before the crippled cutter could reach New Haven and safety.

In the War of 1812, as throughout its history, the RCS demonstrated the bravery and resourcefulness vital to a small sea service in time of war. News of the RCS’s hard-fought battles buoyed American spirits at a time when combat successes were few and far between.

William H. Thiesen
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Upper Canada

Western province of Canada during the War of 1812 (now the southern tier of the Province of Ontario) and chief target of U.S. military operations. Created in 1791, Upper Canada was a collection of villages scattered from Cornwall in the east to Amherstburg in the west, with the capital at York (present-day Toronto) on Lake Ontario. The inhabitants, mostly subsistence farmers, numbered approximately 95,000 in 1814.

Much of the population of Upper Canada consisted of Loyalist refugees who had migrated from the United States after the American Revolution. Others were recent immigrants lured there by the promise of cheap land. The loyalty of the latter group to Britain was clearly suspect. Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of Canada, believed that the potential strength of the militia in Upper Canada was 11,000 men, but he thought that it might be imprudent to arm more than 4,000 of them. Despite his pessimism, as the war wore on many Upper Canadians joined a number of militia and special units, such as the Glengarry Light Infantry Fencible Regiment, the Michigan Fencibles, and the Corps of Canadian Voyageurs.

Major General Isaac Brock, British administrator and commander of Upper Canada in 1812, was well aware of American influences throughout his charge. From the first, he had difficulty persuading the legislative assembly to accept his war preparations. In February 1812 he requested a strengthening of the Militia Act. Brock also wanted the power to suspend habeas corpus and impose limited martial law in wartime. The legislature, sensitive to civil rights, refused his request. By the end of July, a month after war with the United States had begun, Brock was still wrangling—unsuccessfully—with the legislature about these matters. Disgusted, he finally suspended the assembly on August 3.

Meanwhile, the provincial militia was in disarray, and Upper Canada was threatened by invasions at both Niagara and Detroit. While most Upper Canadians were not enthusiastically pro-British and some were neutral, few relished an American occupation. They were therefore pleased when American brigadier general William Hull surrendered Detroit on August 16 and then when Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer was defeated on October 13 at Queenston Heights on the Niagara River. Brock was killed in the latter battle.

On October 20 Major General Sir Roger Sheaffe replaced Brock as administrator and commander of Upper Canada. An unpopular leader, Sheaffe faced numerous difficulties during his short tenure. Wartime austerities, poor crops, and militia troubles plagued him. The legislature continued to refuse the executive martial law powers, and the province was financially strapped. Sheaffe’s worst problem, however, was the capture, looting, and partial burning of York by American invaders on April 27, 1813. Many Canadian dissidents were also complicit in the destruction that followed. On June 19 Major General Sir Francis Rottenburg replaced Sheaffe as administrator and commander, and on July 31 York was again attacked and public properties looted. Other battles were also being fought in the province near Detroit and the Niagara River, but the American invaders were contained near the border.

In August and September 1813 Rottenburg was confronted with growing unrest in Upper Canada over a lack of money and a steep commercial decline. He responded by arresting people for treason and requesting that he be given stronger martial law powers. On November 22 he declared limited martial law in the Johnstown and Eastern Districts, only to have the legislature declare his action arbitrary and unconstitutional.

On December 13 Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond replaced Rottenburg as administrator and commander. Drummond promptly repealed his predecessor’s martial law edicts but regretted this action as civil unrest continued to grow. Drummond was finally empowered by the legislature on April 12, 1814, to suspend habeas corpus and establish limited martial law.

On May 23 John Beverley Robinson, acting attorney general of the province, convened a Special Court of Oyer and Terminer at Ancaster, later called the Bloody Assize, to try 19 turncoat residents for high treason. Fifteen were convicted, and 8 were hanged on July 20. The others died or escaped or were pardoned. These tumultuous conditions continued in Upper Canada until the end of the war on December 24, 1814. Thereafter, the province prospered and by 1824 had a population of 150,066 people.

Paul David Nelson
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Upper Great Lakes Campaign

Start Date: 1812

End Date: 1814

The loss of Mackinac Island in July 1812 and Detroit the following August were major upsets to the overall war strategy of President James Madison’s government. The results caused Madison’s cabinet to realize that it needed naval forces on the Great Lakes to support military activity there. For this reason, at the end of August, Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton ordered Commodore Isaac Chauncey to the Great Lakes to achieve this goal. He was to develop squadrons on Lakes Ontario and Erie, but as Hamilton noted in September, “Of the two lakes, if either is to be considered as the greatest object, it is Erie.”

William Jones replaced Hamilton in January 1813 and in his first correspondence with Chauncey stressed the importance of going beyond Lake Erie and obtaining control of Lakes Huron and Michigan and Georgian Bay. This would involve the recapture of Mackinac Island which would secure a financial hold on the fur trade as well as weaken British ties with the aboriginal nations. Chauncey responded positively to Jones’s instructions as he helped shape the first operational plans for the spring. They included his work with the army to capture York and the forts on the Niagara Peninsula and then a blockade of Kingston, after which he intended to head for the newly developed naval base at Erie, Pennsylvania. Master Commandant Oliver Perry was assigned to that post, but Chauncey fully expected to be able to take over, beat the British squadron on Lake Erie, and then head for Mackinac and the northern waterways to achieve Jones’s objectives. Military difficulties and the arrival of Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo with a powerful Royal Navy detachment belayed Chauncey’s plans, however. Perry won the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813, and fully supported Major General William Harrison’s invasion and capture of southwestern Upper Canada, but the season was too advanced for an expedition into Lake Huron. Perry consequently received permission to leave the Great Lakes.

The loss of the British Lake Erie Squadron prompted the Admiralty to ponder how to reestablish a naval force on the upper Great Lakes. Ideas about sending prefabricated vessels to Georgian Bay for construction proved impractical. The British did maintain a route from York to Georgian Bay, where a depot was established on the Nottawasaga River. From there a Royal Navy detachment sailed the merchant schooner Nancy to Mackinac Island with supplies.

Rumors reached Washington, D.C., that the British were building a new squadron on Georgian Bay, and added to the list of goals that Jones had explained to Chauncey, control of the upper Great Lakes became a priority once Madison’s cabinet finalized its campaign strategy in June 1814. Jones had already appointed Captain Arthur Sinclair to take command of the squadron at Erie, independent of Chauncey’s authority, and gave him the mission of recapturing Mackinac Island and establishing full control of the upper Great Lakes. Destined to carry a military detachment of 750 troops under Lieutenant Colonel George Croghan, Sinclair sailed from Erie on June 18, 1814, with the brig sloops Lawrence and Niagara, the brig Caledonia, and the schooners Tigress and Scorpion, all of which had participated in Perry’s victory. Croghan came aboard at Detroit, and the squadron ventured northward into the upper Great Lakes.

Because of a lack of charts, navigation of the upper Great Lakes was difficult, and it was not until July 20 that the Americans reached St. Joseph Island. On the way there they captured a small merchantman with a cargo of flour that was to be transshipped to Fort William on Lake Superior. An American landing party then took the just-abandoned British fur-trading post on St. Joseph Island, carrying off such goods as it could and then setting fire and destroying the buildings. The Americans then raided the post on the St. Mary River, which ran down from Lake Superior (near present-day Sault Ste. Marie), burning it as well. There the withdrawing British had set afire a merchant ship that was to receive the cargo of flour from the ship earlier taken by the Americans. The Americans managed to extinguish the flames and captured that ship as well.

On July 26 the squadron appeared off Mackinac, but the assault did not take place until August 4 and was a failure. Sinclair sent the Lawrence and Caledonia back to Erie crowded with casualties and other troops, while he headed for Georgian Bay in search of the new British dockyard. All he found was the Nancy, which his force destroyed in the Nottawasaga River on August 14. Sinclair then made for Erie, leaving the Tigress and Scorpion to watch over the waterways between Georgian Bay and Lake Huron.

Lieutenant Miller Worsley and his small crew of Royal Navy seamen who had escaped from the Nancy proceeded by open boat with supplies to Mackinac but saw the two American schooners en route. Worsley formed a plan to capture them and, with full support from Lieutenant Colonel Robert McDouall at Mackinac, took them both during the first week of September.

The American goal to gain control of the upper Great Lakes had failed completely, although there was one effort at Mackinac that ended in success. This was the appeal made by John Jacob Astor, the American merchant and financier who had helped lend large amounts of money to the government, to obtain the cargoes of fur that the British seized at Mackinac in July 1812. With the support of both governments, he was able to have a private agent obtain the furs at Mackinac during the same time that Sinclair and Croghan were unable to take the island.

Lieutenant Worsley used the two American schooners to supply Mackinac through the rest of the season, while McDouall was able to continue supporting the expedition that had set out from the island to cross Lake Michigan and regain control of the British fur-trading post at Prairie du Chien on the distant Mississippi River. That winter the British began work to establish a dockyard at Penetanguishene Harbor on Georgian Bay to build a frigate, but news of the signing of a peace treaty stopped the construction scheme.

Robert Malcomson

See also

Chauncey, Isaac; Croghan, George; Jones, William (1760–1831); Lake Erie Campaign; Mackinac Island; Nancy, HMS, Destruction of; Perry, Oliver Hazard; Sinclair, Arthur; Worsley, Miller; Yeo, James Lucas

Further Reading


Gough, Barry J. Fighting Sail on Lake Huron and Georgian Bay: The War of 1812 and Its Aftermath. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2002.



Upper Marlboro, Maryland

Capital of the Maryland jurisdiction of Prince George’s County, located approximately 16 miles from Washington, D.C. When British forces under Major General Robert Ross numbering some 4,500 men landed at Benedict, Maryland, on the Patuxent River on August 19, 1814, they marched parallel to the river to shadow the American Chesapeake Flotilla of Commodore Joshua Barney, then pursued by British naval forces under Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn. On August 22 as instructed by Secretary of the Navy William Jones, Barney ordered his men to scuttle the flotilla north of Pig Point to the east of Upper Marlboro to prevent its capture by the enemy.

On August 23 Cockburn, who had debarked with some 400 sailors and marines, met with Ross in Upper Marlboro to discuss their next move. Cockburn was anxious to press an attack against Washington and/or Annapolis. Ross was hesitant, however, believing that his men might be cut off as they moved on the U.S. capital. However, Cockburn convinced him that an attack on Washington was not only viable but would wreak much havoc on U.S. morale.

On August 22 Ross camped with much of his army at Upper Marlboro. Dr. William Beanes, a respected local physician with a home on Academy Hill, near the present-day county law courts in downtown Upper Marlboro, allowed Ross to use his home as headquarters. The British stayed one night in the town before marching to the Melwood Estate several miles farther west, where they bivouacked on the night preceding the Battle of Bladensburg and the capture and sacking of Washington, D.C.

Following their departure from a partially burned Washington on the night of August 24–25, the British marched back to the Patuxent to rejoin the fleet before a move against Baltimore. Angered by the British torching of the capital, Beanes and several other townspeople were instrumental in apprehending and jailing several British stragglers. This outraged Ross, who ordered the physician’s arrest. Beanes’s arrest set in motion a mission by U.S. agent for prisoner exchange Colonel John Stuart Skinner and Georgetown lawyer Francis Scott Key to try to negotiate his release. Although Skinner and Beanes successfully negotiated this, they were forced to remain with the British squadron during the unsuccessful British bombardment of Fort McHenry in Baltimore Harbor, which prompted Key to write the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry” from which “The Star-Spangled Banner,” the U.S. national anthem, was derived.

Christopher T. George and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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V

Van Buren, Martin

Birth Date: December 5, 1782

Death Date: July 24, 1862

Democratic Party politician, U.S. senator (1821–1828), secretary of state (1829–1831), vice president (1833–1837); and president (1837–1841). Martin Van Buren was born on December 5, 1782, in Kinderhook, New York. In 1803 he passed the state bar and established his own successful law practice in Kinderhook, and he soon became deeply interested in politics as a Democratic Republican. In 1812 he was elected to the New York Senate and went on to play a major role in the state’s contributions to the War of 1812.

Van Buren enthusiastically supported the war effort and helped guide important war legislation through the state legislature. Van Buren, having joined the U.S. Army as a judge advocate general, also acted as one of the prosecutors during the court-martial of Brigadier General William Hull, who was tried for cowardice for his precipitous surrender at Detroit in August 1812. Van Buren worked hard to strengthen the Democratic Republican coalition in New York and took every chance he could to sabotage the Federalists. He also worked closely with Governor Daniel D. Tompkins and shares much of the credit for the large Democratic Republican gains in the 1814 statewide elections.

In the late summer of 1814 when many New Yorkers feared a British assault on New York City, Van Buren was largely responsible for legislation that enabled a major new defensive effort in southern New York. The resulting so-called Classification Bill, which engendered much Federalist derision, authorized the mobilization of 12,000 more militiamen, created a brigade of militia marines, increased militia pay, and permitted the state to issue letters of marque to privateers. After the war Van Buren served as New York’s attorney general from 1815 until 1819.
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As a New York state senator in 1812, future U.S. president Martin Van Buren strongly supported James Madison administration policies during the War of 1812 and had a major impact on that state’s contributions to the war effort. (Library of Congress)

When Van Buren set out for Washington, D.C., in 1821 to begin his national political career as a U.S. senator, he left behind a well-organized political machine in New York based on patronage and known as the Albany Regency. In the Senate, Van Buren earned the title the “Red Fox of Kinderhook” because of his shrewd political acumen and the care he exercised to avoid taking a stand on controversial issues. Returned for another term to the Senate in 1827, Van Buren became an avid supporter of Andrew Jackson. To ensure the success of the Jackson presidential ticket in New York, Van Buren gave up his seat in the Senate and ran for governor. Although elected governor, he quickly resigned in 1829 after only two and a half months in office in order to become President Jackson’s secretary of state.

While secretary of state, Van Buren reached a settlement with England on West Indian trade, negotiated with the Ottoman Empire to secure U.S. access to the Black Sea, and persuaded France to pay American damage claims from the Napoleonic Wars. His greatest accomplishment, however, was not in foreign policy but instead at home in managing to replace John C. Calhoun as Jackson’s vice president. In 1831 Jackson appointed Van Buren minister to Great Britain while Congress was in recess. When Congress reconvened, the Senate refused to confirm his appointment by one vote, cast by a vengeful Calhoun. Calhoun’s action prevented Van Buren’s appointment but backfired by encouraging Jackson to choose Van Buren to be his vice presidential running mate in 1832.

Four years later Van Buren, running as Jackson’s designated successor against a fragmented field of several opposition candidates, easily defeated his rivals, garnering 170 electoral votes to his nearest rival William Henry Harrison’s 73. In Van Buren’s inaugural address he promised to adhere to Jackson’s policies, but a severe economic depression, the Panic of 1837, lasted throughout his administration and quickly undermined his popularity.

In many ways the campaign of 1840 was a reverse replay of the campaign that Van Buren had helped Jackson win in 1828. The Whig Party successfully portrayed Van Buren as an effete, insensitive aristocrat, as opposed to “Log Cabin and Hard Cider” military hero William Henry Harrison, portrayed as Jackson had been. Van Buren won only 60 electoral votes to Harrison’s 234.

In March 1841 Van Buren returned to Kinderhook, New York. In 1848 two splinter political parties nominated Van Buren as their presidential candidate: the so-called Barnburners (Democrats from New York state) and the Free Soil Party. Van Buren reluctantly accepted but garnered few votes.

Following the 1848 election, Van Buren spent several years traveling in Europe. Back in Kinderhook in 1855, he lived in relative obscurity until his death there on July 24, 1862.

Steven G. O’Brien
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Van Cortlandt, Pierre, Jr.

Birth Date: August 29, 1762

Death Date: July 13, 1848

Lawyer, Democratic Republican from New York, member of the Clintonian faction, and opponent of the War of 1812. Pierre Van Cortlandt Jr. was born at Croton, Westchester County, New York, on August 29, 1762, to a prominent and affluent family. After pursuing a classical education, he graduated from Queen’s College (Rutgers University) in 1783, studied law under Alexander Hamilton, was admitted to the bar, and briefly practiced law before returning to his family’s large landholdings in Westchester County. Van Cortlandt entered state politics in 1811 when he was elected to the New York State Assembly.

As tensions grew between the United States and Great Britain, Van Cortlandt became concerned that a conflict between the two nations would seriously harm New York’s interests, both economically and militarily. He certainly found the talk of an invasion of Canada through upstate New York quite alarming. Van Cortlandt also suspected that leaders in Virginia, the home state of President James Madison, were attempting to usurp the American political stage and were pushing for war against the British.

In 1811 Van Cortlandt was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, where he served until 1813, as a Democratic Republican. He was, however, a member of the Clintonians, a faction that backed New Yorker DeWitt Clinton’s bid for the presidency. Thus, Van Cortlandt had little use for the James Madison administration and opposed the War of 1812.

In June 1812 Van Cortlandt voted against the war declaration. Later that year he campaigned vigorously for Clinton’s presidential bid, which proved unsuccessful. In early 1813 just before Van Cortlandt vacated his House seat, he signed a Clintonian manifesto that excoriated the anti-Clinton faction, accusing its members of aiding and abetting Virginia’s dynastic machinations.

After leaving Washington in March 1813, Van Cortlandt returned to his estate in New York and remained out of the political spotlight until 1840, when he served as elector for the Benjamin Harrison presidential ticket. From 1833 until 1848 Van Cortlandt served as the president of the Westchester County Bank, which he had also founded. He died in Peekskill, New York, on July 13, 1848.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Van Rensselaer, Solomon

Birth Date: August 6, 1774

Death Date: April 23, 1852

New York Militia officer who played a key role in the campaign that culminated in the October 13, 1812, Battle of Queenston Heights. Solomon Van Rensselaer was born on August 6, 1774, at Greenbush, New York, the fourth child of Revolutionary War veteran Major General Henry R. Van Rensselaer. At age 17 the younger Van Rensselaer received an appointment as a cornet, the lowest commissioned rank in a dragoon unit. His first task was to recruit more dragoons for the Legion of the United States, forming under Major General Anthony Wayne to subdue the Indian threat in the Old Northwest. By the time Van Rensselaer was 19, he was commanding a company of dragoons. His concern for the well-being of his men quickly earned him their respect and confidence.

Van Rensselaer fought in the Battle of Fallen Timbers on August 20, 1794, where he led a charge that helped break up a Native American attack. While slashing at a warrior firing from behind a tree, Van Rensselaer himself was struck by a bullet, which passed through his right lung. Bleeding profusely, he refused to dismount until the Indians had been routed. The surgeons gave him up for dead. While other casualties moved by wagon to the nearest fortification, Van Rensselaer insisted on riding his mount. Recovery was slow, and two years passed before he could resume active duty.

Van Rensselaer was discharged in 1800 when Congress eliminated his regiment. In 1801 Governor John Jay of New York appointed Van Rensselaer adjutant general for the state militia. He served in that capacity from 1801 to 1811 and again from 1813 to 1821. Van Rensselaer was a staunch Federalist, and in the heated partisan politics of the day, violence was almost inevitable. In what became known as the State Street Affray, on April 21, 1807, Van Rensselaer beat a man who had publicly called him a liar. Within hours two of the victim’s associates accosted Van Rensselaer, striking and kicking him on a public street. He never fully recovered from the beating.

Van Rensselaer opposed the War of 1812, believing that the James Madison administration had failed to prepare the nation adequately for it. Nonetheless, as a staunch patriot, Van Rensselaer was determined to serve in the war. When New York governor Daniel D. Tompkins appointed New York Militia major general Stephen Van Rensselaer, Solomon’s second cousin, to command on the Niagara frontier, Stephen accepted the command on the condition that Solomon would be his aide-de-camp, with the rank of lieutenant colonel. General Van Rensselaer, who had no military experience of his own, came to depend upon his cousin for advice.

[image: image]

New York Federalist politician Stephen Van Rensselaer led U.S. troops as a major general on the Niagara frontier early in the War of 1812. His poorly trained force came to grief in the Battle of Queenston Heights on October 13, 1812. (Library of Congress)

As thousands of militiamen poured into camp, Solomon Van Rensselaer organized the daily routine of training. Known as a strong disciplinarian, he was also fair in dealing with the raw militiamen, earning their respect and admiration. He also assisted the commanding general in planning an attack across the Niagara River, aimed at the towering escarpment overlooking the village of Queenston, Upper Canada.

Van Rensselaer led the first attack wave in the early hours of October 13, 1812. His force of fewer than 200 men landed in the dark and clawed its way up the embankment. The Americans formed up but were almost immediately taken under fire. Van Rensselaer, leading from the front, received five wounds and was weakened by the loss of blood. Borrowing a greatcoat from his aide, he hid his injuries from his men. Realizing that he was incapable of maintaining command, Van Rensselaer turned responsibility over to Captain John E. Wool, with orders to continue up Queenston Heights. Eventually Van Rensselaer was evacuated back to the New York shore. The attack on Queenston Heights ended in catastrophic defeat for the Americans, with hundreds of soldiers taken prisoner.

Van Rensselaer returned to Cherry Hill, his home in Albany, New York, to recover. Despite active lobbying by influential friends, he was unable to secure a commission in the regular army. In 1818 Van Rensselaer was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives and served during 1819–1822. He resigned in January 1822 when he received the political sinecure as postmaster of Albany, New York, and held that position until 1839. Van Rensselaer became a Whig in 1839 and campaigned for William Henry Harrison in the 1840 elections. Harrison restored Van Rensselaer to the postmastership at Albany, but he was then removed again by President John Tyler. Van Rensselaer wrote an account of the Battle of Queenston Heights. He died at Cherry Hill on April 23, 1852.

Richard V. Barbuto
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Van Rensselaer, Stephen

Birth Date: November 1, 1764

Death Date: January 26, 1839

Prominent New York landowner, politician, and militia officer. Stephen Van Rensselaer was born in New York City on November 1, 1764, the fifth-generation descendant of a Dutch merchant who was among the first to open trade on the Hudson River in the mid-1660s. Van Rensselaer inherited the traditional title of patroon of the family’s vast landholdings on both sides of the Hudson River near Albany, New York. Raised in luxury, he attended the College of New Jersey (Princeton University) and Yale College, was elected to the New York Senate in 1790, served as lieutenant governor of the state in the mid-1790s, and made an unsuccessful bid for the governorship in 1801. He was elected to the state assembly as a Federalist in 1807 and was part of the committee that examined the course of the proposed Erie Canal in 1810. Van Rensselaer obtained a commission as major in the militia in 1786 and by 1812 had risen to the senior post of major general.

In July 1812 New York governor Daniel D. Tompkins appointed Van Rensselaer to command the growing numbers of militia and regulars on the Niagara frontier. It has been suggested that the governor picked his political rival for this post in order to put him in a compromising position, politically and militarily. As the senior militia officer next to Tompkins, the appointment of Van Rensselaer was an appropriate one, and he accepted without hesitation as a show of his patriotism, despite his personal antipathy toward the war. Van Rensselaer insisted, however, that his second cousin, Soloman Van Rensselaer, be simultaneously appointed as his aide-de-camp, with rank of lieutenant colonel. Tompkins readily agreed.

With no practical military experience, Van Rensselaer was ineffective in the field, and when he was ordered to invade Upper Canada, his indecisive leadership and poor operational planning resulted in an ignominious defeat at the Battle of Queenston Heights in Canada on October 13, 1812. Van Rensselaer even neglected to stand at the head of his troops on the battlefield.

Following the Battle of Queenston Heights, Tompkins quickly accepted Van Rensselaer’s resignation, but the general’s popularity remained strong enough for him to nearly unseat Tompkins in the 1813 gubernatorial election. Tompkins’s narrow victory also reflected the unpopularity of the war in the state.

Van Rensselaer had no more dealings with martial matters, but remained an influential participant in the political and social life of New York. He served in the U.S. Congress during 1822–1829, casting the vote that gave John Quincy Adams the presidency over Andrew Jackson in 1824. Van Rensselaer was regent of the State University of New York from 1819 to 1839, but he is perhaps best known for establishing in 1824 with Amos Eaton the Rensselaer School (now Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in Troy, New York). Van Rensselaer died on January 26, 1839, in Albany, New York.

Robert Malcomson
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Vermont

State in northern New England bordered by New Hampshire to the east, New York and Lake Champlain to the west, Massachusetts to the south, and Canada to the north. Vermont covers 9,614 square miles, and its population in the 1810 census was 217,895. The War of 1812 proved highly unpopular in Vermont, due largely to a significant presence of antiwar Federalists and a sizable number of farmers whose livelihoods were threatened by incessant interruptions in trade. Throughout the war, Vermonters actively engaged in smuggling produce and livestock to Canada. Indeed, by 1814, two-thirds of the beef used to victual the British Army came from New York and Vermont. Vermont’s economic survival required trade with Canada, and British authorities encouraged such illicit trade.

Vermonters shipped goods via Lake Champlain or over new land routes into Canada. Even the state legislature formally approved of the Canadian trade in 1813. The trade along the Lake Champlain–Richelieu corridor became so important to Vermonters, in fact, that even in 1814, when there were sufficient numbers of troops along the lake to halt the smuggling, military authorities hesitated to take action and risk rebellion in Vermont. Militia units also often helped the smugglers.

In 1812 when Brigadier General Henry Dearborn asked New England states to send state militia units to the Canadian frontier, Democratic Republican governor Jonas Galusha readily complied. His action was underwritten by the state legislature, which was then controlled by his own party. Vermont’s Federalists, however, were outraged. Many of them believed it unconstitutional to employ state militias in this way, and others feared further economic strains as farmers and merchants were called away for federal duty. In the autumn of 1813 Galusha answered another federal call for militia troops, which resulted in the Federalists winning control of the state legislature and the governorship in the autumn 1813 elections.

The following autumn when the British launched an invasion of upper New York state along the western shores of Lake Champlain, some Vermonters began to change their opinion toward cooperating with federal authorities as the threat of attack loomed large. When Brigadier General Alexander Macomb, commanding at Plattsburgh, New York, requested that Vermont’s new governor—Federalist Martin Chittenden—send militia to fortify the Canadian frontier, Chittenden encouraged militiamen to volunteer for federal service. In this way, he skirted the delicate issue of mandatory placement of militiamen in federal service while still appearing to be patriotic. The ploy worked; some 2,500 Vermonters volunteered for duty.

At the same time, Chittenden did not believe that he had the power to appoint delegates to the December 1814–January 1815 Hartford Convention. Many Vermonters now seemed somewhat ambivalent toward the meeting, especially as they faced a direct military threat. As a result, only one Vermont town sent one delegate to the meeting.

Harvey Strum and Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Villeré Plantation, Battle of

Event Date: December 23, 1814

British Army headquarters and site of preliminary engagements during the 1814–1815 New Orleans campaign. The Villeré Plantation, also referred to as Conseil, was the home of Jacques Phillippe Villeré, a French artillerist who later served as an official in the French and American governments of New Orleans and Louisiana. About nine miles downriver from New Orleans on the Mississippi River’s left-descending bank, Villeré Plantation included a single-story French-style house surrounded by a broad veranda situated on high ground along the levee road leading to New Orleans.

In mid-December 1814 the British vanguard under Major General John Keane surprised the American pickets patrolling the plantation. Afterward Villeré’s son escaped to alert the Americans in New Orleans of the British presence. The British, exhausted after an arduous trek through the bayous, failed to pursue and established their headquarters at Villeré Plantation, perhaps missing an opportunity to seize New Orleans with only light resistance. When Major General Andrew Jackson was informed of the British arrival, he resolved to cobble together his forces and attack immediately.

American forces, supported by fire from the schooner Carolina and two gunboats, attacked the British bivouac at dusk on December 23, 1814. Although initially surprised, the defenders, all veterans of the Duke of Wellington’s victorious Peninsula Campaign, quickly rallied and put up fierce resistance. On the American side, a French-speaking Haitian contingent under Major Jean Baptiste Savary also distinguished itself in the wild melee that followed. Five hours of night fighting, often at close quarters, compelled both sides to withdraw after losing roughly 500 men apiece. The Villeré Plantation engagement bolstered the Americans’ confidence and made Major General Keane believe that he was vastly outnumbered, so he did not pursue. British lieutenant general Edward Pakenham, who did not arrive on the scene until December 25, subsequently led another British advance toward the city. However, the impasse allowed Major General Andrew Jackson time to prepare his final defensive positions upriver at Chalmette Plantation. By the end of December the British had about 4,000 men encamped on the plantation. The decisive January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans took place some two miles west of Villeré Plantation. Villeré Plantation survived the war but was destroyed by fire in the 1930s.
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Vincent, John

Birth Date: 1764

Death Date: January 21, 1848

British Army officer and field commander. John Vincent was born in Ireland in 1764 and joined the British Army in 1781 as an ensign in the 66th Regiment of Foot. By 1783 he was a captain in the 49th Regiment of Foot. He then served in Haiti, in the expedition to North Holland in 1799, and in the expedition to Copenhagen in 1801. Vincent was promoted to major on September 1, 1795, and to brevet lieutenant colonel on January 1, 1800. In 1802 Vincent’s regiment was dispatched to Lower Canada, and the following year it moved into the upper province, where he served in various garrison locations. On July 25, 1810, Vincent became a brevet colonel.

Vincent was commanding the troops at Kingston when ships of the Provincial Marine were chased into the harbor by the American Lake Ontario Squadron on November 10, 1812. Vincent had the militia ready and opened fire from several batteries, exchanging fire with the Americans for two hours. The British squadron afterward moved farther up the harbor to be under the protection of Vincent’s guns. Praised for his quick actions, Vincent was promoted to brigadier general on February 8, 1813, and given command of the Niagara Peninsula. Anticipating the American landings near Fort George on May 27, 1813, he planned a withdrawal route back to Burlington Heights should his troops be overwhelmed. With his force numbering only 1,800 men compared to an American force of some 4,000, he abandoned Fort George that same day. On June 4 Vincent was promoted to major general.

At Burlington Heights, Vincent regrouped and received reinforcements. He supported Colonel John Harvey’s suggestion of raiding the American camp at Stoney Creek, some 10 miles distant, and although Vincent chose to accompany the expedition, he entrusted operational command to the aggressive Harvey. During the approach on the American camp on June 6, Vincent went forward without an escort, was thrown from his horse, and went missing for several hours. His aggressive reoccupation of the Niagara Peninsula made up for this ignominious disappearance. Vincent then tightened the blockade against the Americans now at Fort George.

After the British defeat at the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813, Vincent feared that the Americans might advance as far as Burlington Heights, and he withdrew there; he considered withdrawing farther to York, which drew the ire of Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, the governor in chief of British North America. In December 1814 Vincent was replaced by Major General Phineas Riall and sent to command at Kingston. In June 1814 Vincent took command of the garrison at Montreal. Poor health precipitated his departure from Canada on July 18, 1814. Vincent never saw active service again and was promoted to lieutenant general on May 27, 1825, and general on November 23, 1841. He died in London on January 21, 1848.

John R. Grodzinski
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Viper, USS
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Virginia

The largest U.S. state in area in 1812, Virginia was an important participant in the War of 1812. Virginia’s 1810 population was some 878,000, of whom perhaps half were African American slaves. At the time, Virginia encompassed all of the area that later became West Virginia, meaning that the state spanned an area from the Atlantic coast all the way to Ohio. State forces, 80,000 strong, were poorly trained and equipped, and only some 60,000 militiamen actually served in the conflict. Although Virginia was a Democratic Republican stronghold and home state to President James Madison, only about 3,000 Virginians enlisted in the U.S. Army.

Virginia governor James Barbour was elected by the legislature on January 3, 1812, to a one-year term of office. Restricted in power by the state’s constitution, he did command the state’s militia. He did so over the objections of Federalists and Old Republicans, such as John Randolph and John Taylor, who believed that the war would be ruinous. Barbour was nevertheless twice reelected during the war, remaining in office until December 1814.

On February 11, 1812, Barbour prevailed upon the legislature to increase appropriations for training and arming the militia. A month later he called up 12,000 militiamen for service. Touring the Norfolk and lower James River areas in May, he successfully urged that Craney Island be fortified to defend Norfolk and the nearby Gosport Navy Yard. On June 18 the war began, and in September Barbour dispatched 1,200 militiamen under Brigadier General Joel Leftwich to fight in the Northwest Territory. Seeing action at Fort Meigs, Ohio, they were sent home in May 1813. In February 1813 British warships and soldiers began invading Chesapeake Bay. Ultimately some 75 British ships and 3,000 soldiers deployed there. Barbour and the legislature responded by organizing an army of 1,000 men, in addition to militia forces, to defend the Tidewater region. In 1814 the legislature also approved the recruitment of 10,000 troops for federal service, but the war ended before they were embodied. On June 22, 1813, a British detachment of 1,500 men attacked the fort on Craney Island but was repulsed by 737 militiamen. Three days later the British assaulted Hampton with 2,500 troops, routing 450 raw militia. After looting and violent behavior, they withdrew on June 27.

In 1814 the British established a base on Tangier Island and enticed some 5,000 Virginia slaves to abandon their masters. The British temporarily occupied Alexandria in August 1814 and continued to raid Virginia maritime targets until the end of the war. In September 1814 Barbour sent 1,753 Virginians to assist in the defense of Baltimore.

The cost of the war to Virginia was great. The British Army and the Royal Navy had inflicted considerable damage upon Tidewater towns, and the state’s commerce was all but ruined. By 1814, Virginia merchants were exporting only $17,851 worth of goods annually. Some Virginians made money on privateering and government contracts, but not enough to compensate for other losses. The state spent $440,000 on the war directly and borrowed $2 million. In January 1814 the legislature raised taxes by one-third, amid much grumbling among the state’s citizens. Despite these dislocations and hardships, when the war ended in December 1814 Virginians experienced a sense of state and national pride and were nearly unanimous in their praise for Barbour’s strong and effective wartime leadership.

Paul David Nelson
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War Hawks

Term coined by Virginia congressman John Randolph of Roanoke and referring to Democratic Republicans of the Twelfth U.S. Congress who advocated waging war against Great Britain. Many of the War Hawks were elected to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1810. They were predominately from midwestern and southern states and actively promoted military action rather than diplomatic measures to solve the ongoing problems with Great Britain. They also viewed the potential military conflict as a viable means of defending America’s neutral shipping rights, addressing economic grievances, restoring the nation’s prestige and honor, and ending Native American hostilities in the Old Northwest. Additionally, many War Hawks believed that defeating the British would enable the United States to take possession of Canada and Spanish Florida.

When the Twelfth U.S. Congress convened on March 4, 1811, the War Hawks demanded redress from Britain’s injustices. One of their most influential advocates was U.S. representative Henry Clay of Kentucky. Serving as the Speaker of the House, Clay appointed other War Hawks to key congressional committees. For example, Langdon Cheves of South Carolina served as a member of the Committee on the Naval Establishment, while Ezekiel Bacon of Massachusetts was chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means. Additionally, John C. Calhoun of South Carolina, Felix Grundy of Tennessee, Peter B. Porter of New York, and John Adams Harper of New Hampshire served as members of the Foreign Affairs Committee. During the next two years the War Hawks would push the nation toward military conflict with Great Britain.

As congressional leaders debated the building foreign crisis, the War Hawks maintained that Britain’s Orders in Council were preventing midwesterners and southerners from exporting their agricultural products to foreign markets. Aside from these commercial restrictions, Great Britain had also renewed its policy of impressment of American seamen. The War Hawks argued that the conquest of Canada would serve as just retaliation for Britain’s violation of American maritime rights.

Meanwhile, during the early 1800s Shawnee chief Tecumseh and religious prophet Tenskwatawa had established a Pan-Indian confederation, which utilized British arms and supplies to resist white settlers in the Old Northwest. After Tecumseh urged Indians to raid American frontier settlements, the War Hawks accused Great Britain of inciting these attacks. Addressing the midwestern settlers’ grievances, Representative Felix Gundy of Tennessee recommended that the United States invade Canada and annex it, eliminating British influence over area tribes.

With the War Hawks moving President James Madison closer toward a military conflict with the British and with grievances against Great Britain mounting, Madison finally conceded to the War Hawks’ demands when he sent a war message to Congress in early June 1812. By a vote of 79 to 49, the House of Representatives passed a war declaration against Great Britain on June 4. Fourteen days later the Senate approved the measure by a vote of 19 to 13, a much smaller margin. The War Hawks helped create a war fever throughout America, and after the conflict began they kept up their pressure; some even criticized Madison for not pursuing the conflict more vigorously.

Kevin M. Brady
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Warren, Sir John Borlase

Birth Date: September 2, 1753

Death Date: February 27, 1822

British admiral. Born in Stapleford, Nottinghamshire, on September 2, 1753, John Borlase Warren intended to enter the clergy and attended Emmanuel College, Cambridge, in 1769. However, his older brothers died in 1771, and as a result he entered the navy, although he initially served only during vacations from Cambridge. After earning his bachelor’s degree in 1773, Warren stood for Parliament and was elected to the seat of Great Marlow in 1774. He served until 1784. Meanwhile, he received a master’s degree from Cambridge in 1776.

Warren returned to the navy in 1777 during the American Revolutionary War and became a lieutenant in July 1778, a commander in August 1779, and a post captain in April 1781. After the war he went on half pay until 1793, when Britain was again at war with France. In 1794 he commanded a frigate squadron, and on April 23 his ships engaged a French squadron off the Channel Islands, capturing 3 of the 4 French frigates. In August he drove 3 French warships ashore near the Pentmarks, and in 1795 he commanded the naval part of the expedition to land French Royalists at Quiberon Bay. Although this venture failed, Warren was not to blame, and in 1796 his squadron disrupted French coastal trade, capturing 220 ships, of which 37 were armed.

Warren continued to serve in the Channel Fleet during 1797, and on October 12, 1798, with his flag in the Canada (74 guns), he commanded a squadron that intercepted a French squadron of the Hoche (74 guns) and eight frigates off Ireland supporting a French expedition to Killala Bay. Warren’s squadron captured the Hoche and one frigate, and only one French frigate and a schooner escaped. Advanced to rear admiral in February 1799, he continued his service in the Channel Fleet, where he generally commanded detached squadrons.

In 1801 Warren oversaw operations in the western Mediterranean while the fleet commander sailed off the coast of Egypt. Following the Peace of Amiens in 1802, Warren traveled to St. Petersburg as ambassador-extraordinary. He then returned to naval service and was promoted to vice admiral in November 1805. While in command of the ships of the line London (98 guns) and Foudroyant (80 guns) and the frigate Amazon (36 guns), on March 13, 1806, Warren intercepted and captured a French squadron returning from the East Indies under Admiral Charles Alexandre Linois consisting of the Marengo (74 guns) and the frigate Belle Poule (40 guns). Meanwhile, Warren served as a member of Parliament for Nottingham (1797–1806) and Buckingham (1807).

Warren was commander in chief of the Halifax Station from November 1807 to July 1810, when he was promoted to admiral. Following the beginning of the War of 1812, in August 1812 Warren was appointed to command a new North American Station that combined the three previous commands of Halifax, Jamaica, and the Leeward Islands.

Warren reached his station at Halifax at the end of September 1812, only to find his squadron widely dispersed. He immediately called on all British seamen in the United States to return to the colors, with promise of full pardon if they did so. And, on British government authority, he dispatched a communication to the U.S. government urging the suspension of hostilities because the British government had repealed the Orders in Council. If not, he threatened to open negotiations with disaffected parts of the United States, that is, New England. U.S. secretary of state James Monroe responded a month later, informing Warren that before hostilities could end, Britain would also have to give up impressment. That ended the exchange.

Warren entertained ambitious plans. In addition to beginning a selective naval blockade of the American coasts, he called for forbearance toward disaffected New England, with British military and naval operations to be directed against the southern United States. Warren also called for warship construction on the Great Lakes and agitated a British effort on land for Canada to retake Indian territory in the Old Northwest for use as a buffer. Warren also advocated an expedition against New Orleans. He favored the arming of African Americans in the South, seeing this as an ideal way to humiliate southern whites. Warren hoped that once captured, New Orleans might be garrisoned by African American troops. He could then direct a “flying army and squadron” in attacking ports along the Eastern Seaboard.

American privateers were making their mark, and in November 1812 the Admiralty added substantially to Warren’s duties by ordering him to provide escorts for convoys and to blockade Delaware and Chesapeake Bays. The Admiralty did provide additional ships to accomplish these goals. The early American frigate victories came as a shock to the Admiralty and resulted in the censure of Warren.

During March–May 1813 Warren took personal charge of British operations to harass shipping in Chesapeake Bay. He directed Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn to operate up the rivers in the northern part of the bay to disrupt trade between Washington and Philadelphia. British forces reached to within 25 miles of Washington, but Warren believed that he lacked sufficient manpower to operate against the American capital.

In May 1813 Warren sailed to Bermuda, where he picked up British troop reinforcements under Colonel Sir John Beckwith, returning with these to Chesapeake Bay in mid-June for operations against Norfolk. Following a failure off Craney Island, Warren considered, but did not attempt, an assault on Washington. He then directed operations against the Eastern Shore. Returning to Halifax in September, he proclaimed the Chesapeake campaign a great success. In December he sailed to Bermuda.

Meanwhile, in November 1813 the ministry decided to relieve Warren, again decentralizing the command into the three separate commands of Halifax, Jamaica, and the Leeward Islands. Warren protested to no avail. He did not actually depart North America for Britain, however, until April 1814. Warren died in Greenwich, England, on February 27, 1822.
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Warrington, Lewis

Birth Date: November 3, 1782

Death Date: October 12, 1851

U.S. Navy officer. Born in Williamsburg, Virginia, on November 3, 1782, Lewis Warrington attended the College of William and Mary before entering the navy. He was appointed a midshipman on January 6, 1800, and his first assignment was aboard the frigate Chesapeake in the West Indies. In 1802 he sailed to the Mediterranean, where he served the next five years. He was promoted to lieutenant on February 7, 1807.

At the commencement of the War of 1812, Warrington was first lieutenant of the frigate Congress. He remained in this capacity as part of Commodore John Rodgers’s squadron between June and August 1812 and then again during a second cruise between October and December 1812. Promoted to master commandant (commander) on July 24, 1813, Warrington soon assumed command of the Peacock, a new 22-gun ship sloop.

Proceeding to sea in March 1814, the Peacock ferried supplies to the American naval station at St. Marys, Georgia. Warrington then patrolled off Cape Canaveral, where on April 18 he intercepted a British convoy. Although the convoy escaped, the Peacock engaged and defeated the convoy’s lone escort, the brig sloop Epervier (18 gun). The Peacock and its prize then both made for Savannah.

Warrington quickly oversaw repairs to the Peacock, which again sailed on June 4. During the next months Warrington took 14 prizes before making New York on October 29, 1814. Still in command of the Peacock, he sailed from New York on January 23, 1815, accompanied by the sloop Hornet and the storeship Tom Bowline, their orders to join the frigate President and raid British commerce in the Indian Ocean; unknown to them, however, the President had earlier been taken by the ships of the British squadron off New York.

Also unaware of the Treaty of Ghent, Warrington proceeded toward the Indian Ocean. Chased by a British ship of the line on April 27, the Hornet and Peacock separated. The British warship continued after the Hornet, while the Peacock went on to raid British commerce in the Straits of Sunda. After capturing three prizes, the Peacock encountered the Nautilus, a 14-gun brig of the British East India Company, on June 30. Although the British claimed that they tried to inform the Americans that the war was over and evidence exists that Warrington had obtained some knowledge of the Treaty of Ghent from earlier captures, the Peacock fired on the Nautilus, causing several casualties and forcing its surrender. Shortly thereafter, additional information led Warrington to conclude that the war was indeed over. He then gave up his prize and sailed for the United States, where he arrived in October.

Between 1816 and 1826, Warrington commanded a series of American warships and became commodore of the West India Squadron in 1825. From 1826 he held shore postings, including that of chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks. During February–March 1844 he was acting secretary of the navy following the death of Secretary Thomas W. Gilmer until the appointment of John Y. Mason. Warrington died in Washington, D.C., on October 12, 1851.
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U.S. Navy lieutenant Lewis Warrington commanded the sloop Peacock in its defeat of the British Navy sloop Epervier on April 18, 1814. (Library of Congress)
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Washington, D.C.

Capital of the United States located on the north bank of the Potomac River between Maryland and Virginia. The City of Washington, in the District of Columbia, officially became the capital of the United States on December 1, 1800, when the seat of government was transferred from Philadelphia. At the time of the 1810 census, the population of the new capital included 10,066 whites, 793 free African Americans, and 3,244 African American slaves.

By the start of the war in June 1812 the city was not only the administrative center of the national government but was also a logistics center. The Washington Navy Yard built and maintained ships and served as a central supply depot for the U.S. Navy. Henry Foxall’s Columbian (or Columbia) cannon foundry was also active in Georgetown, immediately adjacent to Washington.

On March 19, 1813, as the war progressed, the War Department reorganized the U.S. Army’s geographical commands into nine military districts. On July 2, 1814, as the British attacked on several fronts, the department increased the number of districts to ten. Brigadier General William H. Winder immediately assumed command of the Tenth Military District, which embraced the defenses of Washington and Baltimore and included Washington, D.C.; Maryland; and that part of Virginia north of the Rappahannock River. He held that position until September 1814 and again after the end of the war in January 1815.

The army maintained an artillery battery at Greenleaf’s Point on the Potomac to guard Washington against any attack from the river. Downstream in Maryland, Fort Warburton also guarded the Potomac. But there were no defenses prepared against an attack from the land sides of the District of Columbia. The mobilization of the District of Columbia militia hindered efforts to evacuate government records as the British approached in August 1814, and some government records were lost in the ensuing destruction. On the evening of August 24, 1814, the British easily overwhelmed the hastily assembled American defenders at the Battle of Bladensburg and marched into Washington, which they vacated after partially burning public buildings the next day.

The brief British occupation of Washington nonetheless resulted in the defenders’ destruction of many defensive works, including Fort Warburton and the spiking of the guns at Greenleaf’s Point as well as the destruction of the Washington Navy Yard and a number of ships there. Curiously, the invaders showed no interest in destroying the foundry in Georgetown, although they did burn several government buildings in the District of Columbia, including the Capitol and the White House.

After the war ended the U.S. government rebuilt the battery at Greenleaf’s Point, which houses Fort Lesley J. McNair. A new defensive works, Fort Washington, was built next to the destroyed Fort Warburton. The Washington Navy Yard was rebuilt and is still an active facility. Several politicians and newspaper editors debated moving the seat of government farther west to a more secure location, but nothing came of those discussions. Washington, D.C., has remained the center of the national government since 1800.
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Washington, D.C., British Capture of

Start Date: August 24, 1814

End Date: August 25, 1814

Successful British assault on the U.S. capital city that resulted in the burning of many public facilities and buildings, including the White House. After having confused the Americans as to their ultimate objective and defeating a larger mostly American militia force in the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814, British forces under Major General Robert Ross immediately marched on Washington, arriving in the American capital city at about twilight on August 22. Ross and Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn, technically in overall command of the British expeditionary force, led the first units into Washington. The British forces included regular army and navy forces and both Royal Marines and Colonial Marines, composed of escaped slaves the British had recruited into their armed forces.

As the British entered the city, some Americans opened fire on them from nearby buildings. They were probably sailors and soldiers who had retreated from the fighting at Bladensburg. They managed to hit four of the British, killing one of them instantly. American gunfire also hit Ross’s horse. The advance party immediately called up reinforcements and broke into the Sewall mansion searching for the snipers but found the house empty. After the search the British fired Congreve rockets into the house, setting it on fire. Soon thereafter they heard an explosion and saw flames on the skyline as U.S. Navy captain Thomas Tingey torched the Washington Navy Yard, hoping to prevent the capture by the British of its supplies, weapons, and ammunition.
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Contemporary print depicting the capture of Washington, D.C., by British forces led by Major General Robert Ross on August 24, 1814. (Library of Congress)

Ross and Cockburn then entered the undefended Capitol building, ordering government buildings in the city burned. The men were instructed to spare private dwellings unless their inhabitants physically resisted the British. In an effort to confine the destruction, they used fire instead of explosives. Many residents had pleaded with Ross not to use explosives so their houses would not be damaged.

The invaders moved down Pennsylvania Avenue to the White House. The president’s wife, Dolley Madison, had already fled, taking with her the Gilbert Stuart painting of George Washington that had been hanging in the White House. She also had packed and moved out wagonloads of official papers but had left behind most of the Madison family’s personal belongings. The British arrived to find the executive mansion empty but the table set for dinner. Souvenir hunting followed the invaders’ enjoyment of the meal still in the kitchen. The invaders then set the White House on fire and bivouacked for the night in the city. A summer thunderstorm soon began and kept the fires from doing more damage.

The next day, August 25, the British continued their destruction. That afternoon Ross sent a detachment to the abandoned American defenses at Greenleaf’s Point, a strategic location where American artillery could defend Washington against an attack up the Potomac River. The British planned to destroy the gunpowder that the fleeing garrison had left behind. As the troops were dumping the powder into a well on the site, however, the powder ignited. There are several possible explanations for the explosion, none of them proven conclusively. In any case, the blast killed 30 British soldiers and injured another 40, some of them badly.

The raiders continued their assault on public buildings, sparing the Marine Barracks at the request of nearby residents who were afraid the flames would engulf their homes. They also spared the Government Patent Office after Dr. William Thornton, the patent commissioner, asserted that history would consider the British barbarians if they destroyed the culture and technology that the patents represented. Ross also spared other structures, frequently as a result of listening to the pleas of inhabitants. He also had looters flogged.

There are several explanations for the British burning of the official buildings and selected other structures in Washington. Traditional beliefs posit that the destruction was in retaliation for the American burning of York, Upper Canada, in 1813. Some recent accounts have argued that it was a spur-of-the-moment decision in retaliation for resistance to their arrival in Washington. Still others believe that the action was undertaken to inhibit the American government’s administrative capabilities. Cockburn, for his part, was keen on the destruction of the offices of the National Intelligencer, which had disparaged him routinely over the previous year.

The British departed on the evening of August 25. Fearing an American attack, exhausted, without cavalry and artillery, and short of supplies, they knew that they would be vulnerable to a U.S. counterattack in force. Leaving campfires burning to camouflage their departure, seizing what wagons and supplies they could find, the British returned to their ships, there to plan their next move, against the city of Baltimore.

The British were pleased with what they had accomplished. The Americans began a search for scapegoats, with Secretary of War John Armstrong the principal victim. Embarrassed by the British success, Americans did rally as never before behind the war effort. The capture did little to affect the course of the war but certainly boosted support for it on both sides of the Atlantic.

Martin K. Gordon
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Wasp, USS, vs. HMS Avon

Event Date: September 1, 1814

Following its sanguinary victory over the British brig sloop Reindeer (18 guns) on June 28, 1814, the U.S. Navy sloop Wasp put into the French port of Lorient to refit. Captained by Master Commandant Johnston Blakeley (also spelled Blakely), it was rated at 18 guns but actually carried 22: 2 long 12-pounders and 20 32-pounder carronades. When it put to sea again on August 27 it had an additional piece of ordnance, the Reindeer’s 12-pounder carronade.

The Wasp took two prizes in its first three days at sea. On September 1 it encountered a 10-ship British convoy escorted by the third-rate ship of the line Armada (74 guns). Blakeley, however, used his ship’s superior speed and handling ability to cut out one of the convoy, a ship laden with military supplies.

That same afternoon in the English Channel the Wasp came upon four ships. Blakeley believed that all were warships, but they turned out to be HMS Tartarus (20 guns) and brig sloops Avon and Castilian (both 18 guns) chasing an American privateer. Blakeley was determined to engage one of the British ships after nightfall. The privateer meanwhile outsailed its pursuers, which in turn had become greatly distanced from each other. Late in the afternoon, the Wasp closed on the Avon, the nearest British ship, which was then some 9 miles from the Castilian.

The brig sloop Avon, captained by Commander Sir James Arbuthnot, carried 20 guns: 2 long guns as bow chasers, 1 6-pounder as a stern chaser, 16 32-pounder carronades, and 1 light shifting carronade. The Wasp thus enjoyed an advantage of 5 to 4 in weight of broadside. Not wishing to engage the Wasp by itself, the Avon frantically signaled its consorts, first by lantern and then by gun, but in vain. The battle began at about 8:30 p.m., with the Wasp on the starboard quarter of the Avon, when the British ship fired its stern chaser. The ensuing engagement occurred at very close range. Although 2 men in the Wasp were killed in four hull shots from the Avon and 1 more man was wounded, most of the British ship’s shots went high, doing little more than damaging the Wasp’s rigging. The Wasp’s shots, on the other hand, struck home with deadly precision. After 45 minutes, with 10 men killed and 32 wounded, seven feet of water in his ship’s hold, the Avon’s main mast over the side, its rigging cut to pieces, and 5 of its guns dismounted, Arbuthnot surrendered.

Alerted by the battle in progress, the Castilian first and then the Tartarus now arrived on the scene under a press of sail. When the Castilian came up Blakeley made ready to engage it as well, but with the Tartarus coming up at the same time the odds were too great, and he sought escape. At first the Castilian pursued, but with the Avon firing minute guns as a distress sign, the Castilian wore and fired off one broadside that did little damage and then turned back. In fact, the Avon soon sank.

Blakeley continued his cruise, taking other prizes before the Wasp mysteriously disappeared at sea from unknown causes. It was last seen on October 9.
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Wasp, USS, vs. HMS Frolic

Event Date: October 18, 1812

On October 13, 1812, the American ship sloop Wasp departed the Delaware River and sailed southeast for the West Indies. Rated at 18 guns, it mounted 20: 2 long 12-pounders and 18 32-pounder carronades. Master Commandant Jacob Jones commanded a crew of 135.

On October 16 the Wasp encountered a gale that carried away the jibboom and two of the men on it. The next day several ships were sighted in the distance. They turned out to be part of a 14-ship British convoy that had sailed from Honduras, escorted by HMS Frolic. A brig sloop, it was rated at 18 guns but carried 19: 2 long 6-pounders, 16 32-pounder carronades, and 1 shifting 12-pounder carronade. Captain Thomas Whinyates commanded a crew of 110. The ships of the convoy had been dispersed by the same storm that the Wasp had encountered earlier and that had carried away the Frolic’s main yard and shredded its top sails. The Frolic had spent the next day repairing damage, and by that evening six ships of its convoy had joined it.
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Capture of the British sloop Frolic by the U.S. Navy sloop Wasp on October 18, 1812. Unfortunately for the Americans, as they were undertaking repairs, the British ship of the line Poictiers arrived on the scene and the Wasp was forced to surrender to it. (National Archives)

Jones judged it prudent not to close during the night, but dawn on October 18 found the convoy and the Frolic ahead and to leeward of his own ship. The Wasp now closed, and both warships readied for action, the Frolic hoisting Spanish colors in an effort to draw the Americans under its guns while the convoy crowded on canvas to escape.

The engagement began at 11:32 a.m. The two ships were evenly matched. They were running parallel at about 60 yards’ distance, with the Frolic firing its starboard guns and the Wasp firing its port guns. The Frolic had a faster rate of fire: three broadsides in the space of time that it took the American ship to fire but two.

There was still a strong wind, and the sea was heavy. The British, however, fired on the crests of the waves, which meant that their shots tended to go high and be directed at masts, sails, and rigging; the Americans fired as their ship was descending, which meant that their shots were for the most part hull hits. As the fighting went on, the ships continued to close the range until the American gunners’ rammers actually struck the side of the Frolic as the guns were loaded.

Both ships were soon badly damaged. The Wasp lost much of its rigging and had several masts shot away; its braces were also severed, making the ship almost unmanageable. The Frolic suffered even greater damage and heavy casualties.

The Wasp then drew slightly ahead of its opponent, enabling Jones to get off several raking broadsides with terrible effect. The American crew then leapt aboard the Frolic and took possession. The battle ended at 12:15. Thirty members of the Frolic’s crew were dead or fatally wounded; another 60 were wounded. Every British officer was a casualty, with Captain Whinyates severely wounded. The Americans had sustained only 5 dead and 5 wounded.

Shortly after the Americans took possession of the British ship, the Frolic’s masts fell. A few hours later as the American prize crew attempted to repair the rigging, the Royal Navy third-rate (74-gun) ship of the line Poictiers, commanded by Captain John Poer Beresford, appeared on the scene. It easily reclaimed the Frolic and ran down the still-damaged Wasp, which was forced to surrender to overwhelming force.

The American prisoners were soon repatriated, and Jones was promoted to captain and given command of the U.S. frigate Macedonian, which had been captured from the British in October. The Frolic had been too badly damaged to be repaired and was broken up in November 1813. The Wasp was taken into the Royal Navy as HMS Peacock but was wrecked off the southern coast of the United States on August 29, 1814.
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Wasp, USS, vs. HMS Reindeer

Event Date: June 28, 1814

The U.S. Navy sloop Wasp entered service in May 1814. Named for the brig of the same name captured by the British ship of the line Poictiers (74 guns) in October 1812, it was rated at 18 guns but carried 22: 2 long 12-pounders and 20 32-pounder carronades. Captained by the very capable Master Commandant Johnston Blakeley (also spelled Blakely), the Wasp sailed from Portsmouth, Virginia, on May 1, 1814, with a seasoned crew of 173 men on a commerce raiding mission off the British Isles. Slipping past a screen of British frigates, the sloop arrived in the English Channel and, during a span of several weeks, took five British prizes, burning and scuttling them.

On the morning of June 28, 1814, the British brig sloop Reindeer approached, armed with 2-long 6-pounders and a main battery of 18 24-pounder carronades (unusual in that its class usually mounted 32-pounders). It also carried a 12-pounder carronade boat gun. Although the Wasp could throw a heavier weight of broadside by a ratio of 3 to 2, the Reindeer’s crew of 118 men was well trained, and its captain, William Manners, was not one to shrink from a fight, even with the odds against him. The Reindeer made for the Wasp, with the latter’s stern nearly bow on. There was only a light breeze. Both captains sought to keep the weather gauge.

Battle was joined at about 3:15 p.m., with the Reindeer initiating the fight with grapeshot and cannister shot at a range of some 60 yards from its shifting 12-pounder carronade, the only gun of either ship that could be brought to bear. It fired at the Wasp five times before, at 3:26, with the two ships less than a ship’s length apart, Blakeley put his own ship’s helm alee, firing the aft carronade on the starboard side and then successive carronades as each came to bear. The two ships came to be side by side at very close range. The heavier shot on the American guns told, and Manners was soon mortally wounded but refused to leave his post. The Reindeer’s carronades were triple-shotted, and Manners was able to get his own ship into position to rake the Wasp’s bow. British 24-pounder shot dismounted two of the Wasp’s guns, and one shot holed its foremast. But because they had been triple-shotted, the Reindeer’s projectiles lacked penetrating power; single-shotted projectiles might have passed through the length of the ship and effected terrible damage.

Finally, Manners called boarders forward and ran his ship into the Wasp on its port quarter. Blakeley had anticipated the move, and the British borders were cut down or forced back into their own ship. Manners climbed into the rigging, again urging his men forward, only to be hit in the head by a musket ball fired from aloft on the Wasp and falling dead.

Blakeley then ordered his own crew to board the Reindeer, and the senior British officer remaining, the captain’s clerk, surrendered the ship. The battle had lasted just 18 minutes, but losses were heavy. The Reindeer sustained half its crew as casualties: 25 killed and 42 wounded. The Wasp suffered 11 killed or mortally wounded and 15 wounded.

A prize crew went aboard the Reindeer, but the next day the brig’s foremast gave way, and because the ship was so heavily damaged, Blakeley ordered it burned. Putting some of the British wounded aboard a neutral ship, on July 8 Blakeley sailed the Wasp into the French port of Lorient to refit. When the Wasp again sailed in August, it was with an additional piece of ordnance: the Reindeer’s 12-pounder boat carronade.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Depiction of the battle between the new U.S. Navy sloop Wasp and the British sloop Reindeer on June 28, 1814. The Wasp, which had entered service only the month before, was victorious. (National Archives)
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Watteville, Louis de

Birth Date: 1776

Death Date: June 16, 1836

British general. Louis de Watteville was born in Bern, Switzerland, in 1776. He followed his father’s profession by joining a Swiss regiment in 1793 and served several years in the Dutch and Austrian armies. On May 1, 1801, Watteville entered the English service as lieutenant colonel of the De Watteville Regiment, named after his uncle and proprietor, Frederic de Watteville.

Louis de Watteville proved himself a competent administrator and combat leader, winning a gold medal for his actions at Maida, Italy, on July 4, 1806. He rose to lieutenant colonel in 1810, and on May 7, 1812, he replaced his uncle as regimental proprietor. The unit was by now was composed of Germans, Italians, Poles, Spanish, and French prisoners of war, along with a sprinkling of Swiss officers.

Watteville remained in garrison at Cádiz, Spain, until March 1813, when orders transferred him to Canada for service in the War of 1812. He arrived at Quebec with his regiment, 1,414 strong, on June 4, 1813. Following an introduction to Governor in Chief Sir George Prevost, another officer of Swiss extraction, Watteville gained appointment as commander of Kingston, Upper Canada. He rose to major general the following August, skipping the rank of brigadier general. That autumn Watteville commanded troops during the Châteauguay campaign in Lower Canada, and he was deployed defensively in the vicinity of that battle on October 26, 1813. He arrived after all combat had ceased and was roundly criticized in some quarters for not pursuing the Americans vigorously. Watteville remained on station in Lower Canada until August 1814, when he transferred to the British right division under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond. Watteville was active during the ill-fated siege of Fort Erie, Upper Canada, and helped repulse the determined American sortie of September 17, 1814. After a brief reunion with his family at Montreal that autumn, Watteville returned to the Niagara frontier, where he remained until war’s end. On October 7, 1815, he was appointed commander in chief of British forces in Upper Canada but was allowed to retire from active duty the following year. After a period in London, England, Watteville settled back at his ancestral home of Bern, where he died on June 16, 1836.
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Weatherford, William

Birth Date: 1780

Death Date: March 9, 1824

Creek leader during the Creek War (1813–1814), which is considered an ancillary part of the War of 1812. Born in Creek territory (present-day Alabama) in 1780, William Weatherford (also known as Red Eagle) was the son of Charles Weatherford, a prominent Scottish trader from Georgia, and Sehoy III, a member of the influential Creek Tribe of the Wind. Although only part Creek, Weatherford was raised among the Creeks and rejected white culture and civilization.
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William Weatherford, the mixed-race leader of the Red Stick Creeks, surrenders to Major General Andrew Jackson after Jackson’s victory in the Battle of Tohopeka during the Creek War of 1813–1814. (Library of Congress)

By 1812 the Creek Confederacy had badly fragmented. Encouraged by the incendiary preaching of Tecumseh and the outbreak of the War of 1812, the Creek faction known as the Red Sticks demanded war against American settlers in Creek territory. Initially counseling neutrality, by the summer of 1813 Weatherford reversed his position and sided with the Red Sticks.

On August 30, 1813, Weatherford, along with Red Stick leader Peter McQueen, led 729 warriors against Fort Mims, roughly 40 miles north of Mobile, Alabama. The fort had become a refuge for white settlers—men, women, and children—attempting to escape the Red Sticks. Although their force successfully captured the fort, neither McQueen nor Weatherford was able to maintain control of their men. The unhappy result was the massacre or brutalization of 250–500 settlers. Upon receiving news of the massacre, Tennessee governor Willie Blount dispatched the state militia under Major General Andrew Jackson to defend white settlers in the area, which sparked the Creek War.

Following the Fort Mims Massacre, Jackson and his forces pursued Weatherford and the Red Sticks, striking them at the Battles of Tallushatchee (November 2, 1813) and Talladega (November 9, 1813). Finding himself one of the last defenders at the Battle of the Holy Ground on December 23, 1813, Weatherford managed to elude capture by charging his horse off a 100-foot bluff into the Alabama River below. Weatherford was not present for the final defeat of the Red Sticks at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend on March 27, 1814.

With the defeat of the Red Sticks, Weatherford refused to flee south into Spanish Florida. In April 1814, he rode unrecognized into Fort Jackson in Alabama, approached General Jackson, and offered his surrender for the lives of the Creek women and children still hiding in the woods. Impressed by Weatherford’s bravery, Jackson spared him. Weatherford lived out the remainder of his life as a successful planter in Monroe Country, Alabama. He died on March 9, 1824, at his Monroe County home.

Robert W. Malick
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Webster, Daniel

Birth Date: January 18, 1782

Death Date: October 24, 1852

U.S. politician and one of the members of the great triumvirate of politicians of the antebellum period, along with Henry Clay and John C. Calhoun. Born on January 18, 1782, in Salisbury, New Hampshire, Daniel Webster attended Dartmouth College, where his intellectual gifts were readily apparent. Following graduation in 1801, Webster studied and taught law. He joined a prominent Boston law firm and rose to prominence on the basis of his oratory and legal skills. Webster then became active in politics and returned to New Hampshire, where he was elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Federalist in 1812.

Almost immediately after taking his seat, Webster called for an investigation into the James Madison administration’s handling of Napoleon’s alleged revocation of the Berlin and Milan Decrees, which the Democratic Republicans agreed to, certain that Madison had nothing to hide. Webster refused to vote for the war in June 1812 and thereafter was a constant critic of U.S. war policies. He especially condemned the failed effort to defend Washington from attack in August 1814 and accused Madison of cowardice for leaving the capital city. Webster actively encouraged the Hartford Convention of 1814–1815 and on December 9, 1814, gave an impassioned speech that called for state nullification of federal acts and legislation that were antithetical to state or regional interests.

Following two terms in the U.S. House of Representatives, Webster left politics and returned to law, moving to Boston. In 1822 he was again elected to the U.S. House of Representatives, this time representing Massachusetts. He became chairman of the House Judiciary Committee and was responsible for the effort to increase the number of U.S. Supreme Court justices from seven to nine. In 1826 Webster was elected a U.S. senator, serving until 1841. During his tenure he was known for his pro-Union stance and his opposition to the states’ rights arguments advocated by individuals such as Calhoun; this was a distinct reversal of his stance during the War of 1812. Webster played a prominent role in the 1832 Nullification Crisis and led the opposition to President Andrew Jackson’s decision to abolish the national bank.

In 1841 Webster became secretary of state, a post he held until 1843. Once in office, he settled boundary disputes with Great Britain over the Canadian border and worked to promote U.S. expansion. He also negotiated an agreement through which U.S. Navy vessels would join the Royal Navy in antislavery patrols off the coast of Africa.

Webster then returned to the Senate (1845–1850), working with Clay to secure passage of the Compromise of 1850. After the death of President Zachary Taylor in 1850, President Millard Fillmore appointed Webster to a second stint as secretary of state. Webster was able to convince the British to abandon protectorates in Central America and initiated an aborted effort to purchase Cuba from Spain. He was also involved in unsuccessful negotiations with Mexico to allow the United States to build a railroad across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec. In 1852 Webster resigned his office and began a campaign for the presidency, but ill health forced him to retire to his home in Marshfield, Massachusetts, where he died on October 24, 1852.
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Webster, Noah

Birth Date: October 16, 1758

Death Date: May 28, 1843

Influential editor, author of popular spelling and grammar books and dictionaries, and cousin of noted Federalist politician Daniel Webster. Noah Webster was born in West Hartford, Connecticut, on October 16, 1758. Although his family was not wealthy, in 1774 Webster’s father scraped together sufficient funds to enroll his son in Yale College.

After graduating in 1778 and trying his hand as a school teacher, Webster pursued legal studies in Litchfield, Connecticut, qualifying for the bar in 1781. Unable to make a living at the law, Webster returned to the classroom and published his first speller in 1783. This was followed by a reader published in 1784 and a grammar book published in 1785.

In 1787 Webster moved to Philadelphia. Revised editions of his instructional works followed, including An American Spelling Book (1787). Webster also turned his pen to explicitly political publications, including Sketches of American Polity (1785) and An Examination (1787). Before the end of the year he had moved to New York City. There as the party struggle between the Federalists and Democratic Republicans heated up, Webster edited the short-lived American Magazine. In the early 1790s, with the help of Federalist Alexander Hamilton, Webster established and edited a pro-Federalist newspaper in New York City, which was that town’s first daily newspaper. Webster served as its editor for four years, writing frequent editorials that supported the Federalists’ agenda and denigrated that of the emerging Democratic Republicans.

The best remembered of all of Webster’s publications is An American Dictionary of the English Language (1828). That work built upon his earlier A Compendious Dictionary (1806) and was partly composed as the events of the War of 1812 unfolded. Those were trying times for Webster. In heavy debt, he sold his New Haven home in September 1812 and relocated his large family to Amherst, Massachusetts, a move designed in part to secure for him rural seclusion in which to write his American Dictionary. However, local Federalists called on Webster to oppose the War of 1812 and to support efforts to revisit the U.S. Constitution in such a way that northern states would have more say in the direction of national politics. Elected as an Amherst selectman and to the Massachusetts General Court, Webster supported the calling of the 1814 Hartford Convention but was not a delegate.

Webster thereafter eschewed politics, placing his energies increasingly toward his American Dictionary and its successors. Webster died in New Haven, Connecticut, on May 28, 1843.

Mark G. Spencer
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Wellesley, Arthur, First Duke of Wellington

Birth Date: May 1, 1769

Death Date: September 14, 1852

Politician and preeminent British soldier whose reluctance to take command of Royal troops in North America likely influenced the outcome of the War of 1812. Arthur Wellesley, first Duke of Wellington, was born in Dublin, Ireland, on May 1, 1769. Educated at Brown’s Preparatory School and Eton College, he entered the British Army on March 7, 1787, as an ensign. He advanced to lieutenant on December 25, 1787, and to captain on June 30, 1791. From November 1787 to March 1793 he was aide-de-camp to the lord lieutenant of Ireland, first the Marquis of Buckingham and afterward the Earl of Westmorland. Rising rapidly in the army, Wellesley was promoted to colonel in 1796.

Wellesley served in the Irish Parliament from 1790 to 1795 and was in India from 1797 to 1804, where his elder brother, Richard Wellesley, second Earl Mornington, was governor in chief and greatly advanced Arthur Wellesley’s career. Serving there with distinction, Wellesley was promoted to major general on April 29, 1802. In the English Parliament from 1806 to 1809 he was chief secretary for Ireland during 1807–1809. From 1809 to 1814 he fought successfully against Napoleonic France, most notably in Spain; in 1813 he was promoted field marshal.

Devoting his attention to the war in Europe, Wellesley paid little heed to the American conflict except to resent it as a drain upon his own resources. Occasionally, however, when queried by Prime Minister Lord Liverpool or Lord Bathurst, secretary of state for war and the colonies, about conditions in America, Wellesley would volunteer advice. On February 10, 1813, he asserted to Bathurst that Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of Canada, should prosecute a defensive war because any ground that the general might be able to seize from the Americans could never be held. In January, 1814, as the war against Napoleon drew to a close, Liverpool informed Wellesley that he was transferring army units from Spain to America, and asked for advice about the war there. Wellesley replied on February 22 that if offensive operations against the United States were to be carried out, it was essential for the Royal Navy to dominate the Great Lakes. No large military operations could be conducted at any distance from navigable rivers, the lakes, or the ocean. Even then, he believed it doubtful that British military forces could compel the Americans to sue for peace on punitive terms.

In the summer of 1814 the Liverpool ministry began planning an expedition against New Orleans, hoping to gain leverage in peace negotiations. In October, Liverpool appointed Major General Sir Edward Pakenham, Wellesley’s brother-in-law, as commander. Wellesley heartily approved of the choice; however, he was subsequently highly critical of Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane’s strategy, inferring that it was based more on securing plunder than on sound military considerations. In November, however, before Pakenham departed for America, Liverpool queried Wellesley about going himself as military commander or peace negotiator. Wellington replied that he held no grudges against Americans, nor did he believe that much leverage in peace negotiations would accrue from the New Orleans campaign. Nevertheless, he understood that the British public expected him to go there, and he would be free to do so after April 15, 1815. Later he specified that he would accept the command only if serious efforts were being made to secure peace without annexing territory. The Treaty of Ghent, signed on December 24, 1814, preempted such considerations.
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One of the greatest of British generals, Sir Arthur Wellesley, Duke of Wellington, commanded Allied forces on the Iberian Peninsula during 1808–1814 and Allied forces during the Battle of Waterloo on June 18, 1815. (Engraving by W. Say after Thomas Phillips from British Military Prints by Ralph Nevill, 1909.)

On June 18, 1815, Wellesley defeated Napoleon in the Battle of Waterloo, further cementing his status as national hero. In 1818 Wellesley was given a post in Lord Liverpool’s Tory government and in 1827 became commander in chief of the British Army. Reluctantly, Wellesley accepted the office of prime minister in 1828. A believer in authoritarian government, he was adamantly opposed to parliamentary reform. His ministry fell in 1830, but he returned to power as interim prime minister in 1834. He served as foreign minister in Robert Peel’s cabinet during 1834–1835 and retired in 1846. Wellesley died at Walmer Castle, Deal, on September 14, 1852.

Paul David Nelson
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Wellesley, Richard Colley, Earl of Mornington, Marquess Wellesley

Birth Date: June 20, 1760

Death Date: September 26, 1842

British politician and diplomat. Richard Colley Wellesley was born on June 20, 1760, at Dangan Castle, County Meath, Ireland. He was the eldest of six sons and brother to Arthur Wellesley, later Duke of Wellington. Wellesley used the name Mornington until 1789. He was educated at Harrow and Eton, but his studies were cut short following the death of his father in 1781, whom he succeeded as second Earl of Mornington. Young Wellesley served briefly in the Irish Parliament before going to the House of Commons, where he became associated with a radical agenda. In 1786 Wellesley was made junior lord in the Treasury and in June 1793 was transferred to the Board of Control for India.

In 1797 Wellesley was appointed governor in chief of Bengal, India, during a decisive phase in the establishment of British dominion over the subcontinent. His governorship proved extremely successful, and he was created Marquess Wellesley in December 1799.

Wellesley returned to England in 1806 and found it difficult to transition into the intricate world of British politics. In 1809 he became ambassador-extraordinary to Spain, where his brother Arthur led British forces against the French. Upset with the vacillation of British policy toward Spain and the Iberian campaign, Wellesley soon resigned.

In 1810 Wellesley joined Spencer Perceval’s government as foreign secretary. This was not a good time for British interests, however. Emperor Napoleon’s position appeared strong, the war in the Iberian Peninsula was bogged down, and war with the United States loomed. Perceval was seen as a weak leader, and Wellesley did not help by conducting foreign policy without reference to his colleagues. He also differed from his colleagues in that he favored a conciliatory policy toward America, holding that while the Orders in Council were justified, they were inexpedient. His temperamental indolence brought a lack of urgency in discussions with Minister Plenipotentiary William Pinkney, who urged acceptance of Napoleon’s supposed revocation of the Berlin and Milan Decrees as announced in the Cadore Letter of August 1810 and also urged that Britain should accordingly withdraw the Orders in Council. Wellesley waited until December 4, 1810, to reply that he saw no need of revocation.

Because Pinkney could not provide evidence to the contrary, the talks stalled. On January 4, 1811, Pinkney informed Wellesley that the United States would no longer send a minister plenipotentiary to London, but his departure was delayed by King George III’s derangement and institution of the regency, allowing Wellesley to invite Pinkney to reconsider his decision. Pinkney departed, and a new British minister to Washington was appointed. Another round of diplomacy would commence under the cloud of the pending revival of the American Non-Intercourse Act against Britain.

Wellesley resigned in March 1812, two months before Perceval’s assassination. The new ministry was formed by Lord Liverpool, with Lord Castlereagh as foreign minister. Between 1812 and 1821 Wellesley was out of public office. In 1821 he became the lord lieutenant of Ireland and held that post until 1828 and again from 1833 to 1835. Thereafter Wellesley spent most of his remaining years at Kingston House, Brompton, where he died on September 26, 1842.

John R. Grodzinski
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Wellington, First Duke of

See Wellesley, Arthur, First Duke of Wellington

Wells, William

Birth Date: ca. 1770

Death Date: August 15, 1812

U.S. Indian agent. William Wells was born circa 1770 in western Pennsylvania and moved to Kentucky in 1779. In 1784 Wells and several other boys were captured by Miami Indians while out hunting. Although the other boys eventually escaped and returned to Kentucky, Wells remained for more than eight years among the Miami and Wea tribes, making no effort to escape or return to his relatives. As a young man he took part in battles against whites during Little Turtle’s War (Northwest Indian War). At the same time Wells married Sweet Breeze, the daughter of Miami chief Little Turtle. Sometime in the early 1790s, Wells rejoined white society and made contact with his family. Toward the end of Little Turtle’s War he served as a scout and spy for Major General Anthony Wayne and was wounded several times.

In 1801 Wells was named Indian agent at Fort Wayne in the Indiana Territory, a post he held until the winter of 1809, when he was compelled to resign because of partisan political bickering. He spent the spring and part of the summer of 1809 trying to clear his name and regain his position. As it turned out, Indian territorial governor William Henry Harrison needed Wells’s influence and language skills to negotiate a treaty at Fort Wayne in September 1809 and employed him as an interpreter.

Following the signing of the treaty, Wells decided to retire to Kentucky, where his children could receive proper education, but Harrison, determined to keep Wells involved in Indian affairs, appointed him as a subagent in 1811. In mid-May 1812 Harrison sent him on a mission council with various tribes near Prophetstown. Among the participants was Shawnee leader Tecumseh. Despite Wells’s efforts to keep the Indians neutral in a potential war with Great Britain, Tecumseh was determined to side with the British. A month later, war was declared.

In August 1812 Major General William Hull ordered the garrison at Fort Dearborn (at present-day Chicago) to be evacuated to Fort Detroit via Fort Wayne. Hull ordered Wells, then at Fort Wayne, to go to Fort Dearborn to effect the evacuation. Without delay, Wells left for Dearborn with 30 Miami Indians and arrived there on August 13.

On the morning of August 15 the garrison and its dependents departed along the shore of Lake Michigan for Fort Wayne. Half the Miamis were deployed at the front and the other half in the rear under the direction of Wells, who rode ahead of the column. About one and a half miles south of the fort, he discovered hostile Pottawatomis preparing to attack. While the commanding officer took immediate action by marching the company to close the distance, Wells remained on the beach along with the local militia and the Miami warriors. The Indians opened fire on the company, which returned fire. As the soldiers charged, the Indians broke away and circled around to the shore to attack the dependents on the beach. The Miamis did not assist. Wells was shot and killed. He was dressed in native fashion, his face reportedly painted black in anticipation of death. Such was his reputation among the Pottawatomi that they allegedly cut out and devoured his heart to obtain some of his courage.

Sally E. Colford Bennett
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West Indies

A large conglomeration of more than 7,000 islands, islets, cays, and reefs located along the eastern and northern edges of the Caribbean Sea. Included in the West Indies are the important island groups known as the Greater and Lesser Antilles. The West Indies lies entirely in the subtropics and tropics.

At the beginning of the 19th century, many American merchant ships operated in the Caribbean. With war declared in June 1812, American privateers swarmed to the West Indies, raided the small and undefended Bahamian island settlements and, as late as 1813, were seen off the Jamaican coast. British warships from the large Royal Navy bases in Jamaica and Barbados promptly sought to capture them. Local privateers also sought out American prizes, while dozens of American ships in British West Indies harbors were seized. With no significant warships to protect them, American ships around the islands largely vanished as the British blockade of the U.S. coast became increasingly effective.

The United States had no territorial ambitions in the West Indies, and in any event, its regular navy and army could not carry out meaningful raids in the region. The defenses in place to protect some of the British islands were, in fact, formidable. It should be recalled that the two previous decades had seen enormous military activity in the West Indies involving sizable British and French naval and ground forces, which had only ended in 1810 when Guadeloupe, the last of Napoleon’s French-held islands, was taken by the British. Thus, the intricate system of shore batteries at Kingston, Jamaica, and the mighty citadel of Brimstone Hill in St. Kitts would have been far too strong for U.S. forces.

The British West Indies territory closest to the American coast was the Bahamas, a sparsely populated chain of coral islands whose capital was Nassau, on the island of New Providence. This small town was nevertheless protected by Fort Charlotte, a recently built and outstandingly strong position that was augmented by secondary works. Besides its British garrison, it also had a well-organized militia force of some 500 men. After seizing a dozen American ships when news of the declaration of war reached Nassau, Bahamian sailors, perhaps taking a page from their somewhat piratical forebears, armed several privateers that did rather well capturing American prizes during the rest of the war.

Apart from the Bahamas, the military impact of the conflict in all of the West Indies was negligible. The disappearance of American merchant vessels from the West Indies caused some temporary shortages in goods, especially in the Bahamas, but the cost of lost trade was essentially borne by American businessmen. With the Spanish territories now allied with the British, only the newly independent Haiti remained, but its government wisely rallied to the British, whose warships completely controlled the Caribbean.

René Chartrand
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West Point

See United States Military Academy, West Point

Wharton, Franklin

Birth Date: July 23, 1767

Death Date: September 1, 1818

Commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps during the early national period and the War of 1812. Born in Philadelphia on July 23, 1767, to a wealthy family, Franklin Wharton enjoyed a life of privilege as a rising merchant and socialite before accepting a commission as a captain of marines on August 3, 1798, on the outbreak of the Quasi-War with France. During the conflict he commanded the marine contingent aboard the frigate United States in several individual ship actions. After the war he returned to Philadelphia to command the Marine Barracks. While at this post Wharton assisted his old friend, Commandant Lieutenant Colonel William Ward Burrows, in acquiring new equipment and uniforms for the Marine Corps by utilizing his old merchant and social connections in the city.

Frustrated by the obstructions in his plans for institutional reform and his declining health, Burrows resigned his post on March 6, 1804. Although Congress considered abolishing the position of commandant, President Thomas Jefferson named Wharton the third commandant of the Marine Corps. As commandant, Wharton continued many of the reform policies initiated by Burrows. A disciplinarian, Wharton strictly enforced regulations, adopted the hand salute, and established the first formal training, at the Marine Corps headquarters, for officers and enlisted personnel in 1808. While Wharton succeeded in convincing the Department of the Navy to allow the Marine Corps to utilize U.S. Army regulations and customs for much of its daily operations, he spent much of his time as commandant battling with the U.S. Navy over various issues, primarily the command of marines assigned to protect naval yards.

Wharton also oversaw the deployment of marines with Commodore Edward Preble’s fleet during the Barbary Wars (1801–1805). In 1804 Wharton sent 100 marines under the command of Captain Daniel Carmick to New Orleans to protect forts around the newly acquired city. Six years later Wharton dispatched 50 marines to the naval station on Cumberland Island to interdict smugglers, raiders, and Indians along the Georgia-Florida border. The success of the marines in these operations helped revitalize the reputation of the Marine Corps for bravery and dependability, in spite of its limited numbers.

The outbreak of the War of 1812 exacerbated Wharton’s already woeful recruiting problems. Congress authorized an expansion of the Marine Corps to 1,800 men in 1812 and to 2,700 men in 1814; however, the Marine Corps only met about half of its quota during the course of the war. Wharton could not compete with the other services, which offered both better pay and higher enlistment bounties. His marines, however, earned distinction serving on U.S. warships in engagements with the Royal Navy throughout the war and in fighting as infantry on land in the Battle of Bladensburg in 1814 and the Battle of New Orleans in 1815.

Wharton’s performance in the defense of the nation’s capital eventually destroyed his career. Another Marine Corps officer, Brevet Major Archibald Henderson, accused the commandant of cowardice and incompetence for withdrawing the majority of his forces from the city. Many thought at the time that Henderson actively sought the position of commandant for himself. Although Wharton was exonerated by an 1817 court-martial of charges of neglect of duty and conduct unbecoming an officer, in effect his reputation was ruined. In addition, the officer corps was now sharply divided, and already-fierce struggles over postwar downsizing were intensified. Depressed and exhausted by events, Wharton died in New York City on September 1, 1818.

Bradford Wineman
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Wheaton, Henry

Birth Date: November 27, 1785

Death Date: March 18, 1848

Lawyer, journalist, legal scholar, and diplomat. Henry Wheaton was born on November 27, 1785, in Providence, Rhode Island. He graduated from Brown University in 1802, was admitted to the bar in 1805, studied in Europe during 1805–1807, and opened a law practice in Providence that same year. In 1812 he moved to New York, where he assumed the editorship of the National Advocate and continued his law practice.

During Wheaton’s tenure as editor, the newspaper served as an unofficial mouthpiece for President James Madison’s administration, with Wheaton releasing administration statements, offering editorials in support of the war against Great Britain, and condemning such groups as the New England Federalists, who bitterly opposed the conflict.

Wheaton was perhaps most interested in international maritime principles, in particular the legal precedents associated with the search and seizure of vessels and the internment of cargo and crews, especially contentious issues before and during the during the War of 1812. At the urging of Supreme Court justice Joseph Story, Wheaton put considerable effort into reconciling the corpus of prize law emerging from the courts of several countries, and in 1815 to critical acclaim, he published the seminal work A Digest of the Law of Maritime Capture and Prizes.

From 1816 to 1827 Wheaton served as the official reporter of the U.S. Supreme Court and edited 12 volumes of reports of the Court. He left the Court in 1827 to serve as a diplomat, first as chargé d’affaires in Denmark and later as minister to Prussia. Upon his return to the United States in 1845 he became a lecturer on international law at Harvard University. Wheaton died in Dorchester, Massachusetts, on March 11, 1848.
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White, James

Birth Date: 1747

Death Date: August 14, 1821

Farmer, lawyer, politician, and brigadier general in the Tennessee Militia during the Creek War (1813–1814). James White was born in 1747 in Rowan County, North Carolina. He moved briefly to Virginia around 1784 before settling in 1785 on the French Broad River in Hawkins County, Tennessee, soon to be included in Knox County. There he established White’s Fort, which eventually became the site of Knoxville.

White read for the law and was admitted to the bar in 1790. He immersed himself in local politics and was elected senator in the first Tennessee General Assembly in 1796, where he became that body’s Speaker in 1797. White served in the General Assembly during 1796–1797 and 1801–1805.

White’s military career began during the American Revolution, when he served as a captain in the North Carolina Militia for two years beginning in 1779. He was subsequently a major in the Hawkins County Militia and lieutenant colonel in the Knox County Militia in the 1790s. White successfully conducted a spirited defense of Knoxville in 1793 against a superior force of Cherokees and Creeks. In 1796 he became brigadier general of the Hamilton District Militia.

Although well into his 60s, James White took to the field during the Creek War (1813–1814), in which the Tennessee forces played a major role. At the time, leadership of the Tennessee Militia consisted of two major generals, Andrew Jackson and John Cocke, who disliked each other. White found himself in the middle of the Jackson-Cocke feud in November 1813 when he was ordered by his superior officer Cocke to attack the Creek village occupied by the Hillabee tribe. Jackson had been in negotiations with the Upper Creeks and was about to conclude peace with them. He informed Cocke, who either chose to ignore this information or failed to receive it in time to avert the attack. Jackson had requested that White and his brigade rendezvous with Jackson’s army at Fort Strother (on the Coosa River in present-day Alabama) to resupply his starving troops.

On November 18, 1813, White’s brigade of eastern Tennessee militia, accompanied by a force of Cherokees, attacked the Hillabee village. In the resulting engagement, 70 Creeks were killed and more than 250 taken prisoner. Reportedly, the village residents did not resist. In any case, White’s force suffered no casualties. The success of this victory was tempered by the fact that the villagers now believed that they had been betrayed by the Americans and became their fiercest opponents for the rest of the war.

After the war White returned to Knoxville, where he was a charter member of the Board of Trustees at Blount College. White died in Knoxville on August 14, 1821.

Tom Kanon
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White House

The official residence and office of the president of the United States that became a principal target of the British in their occupation of Washington, D.C., on August 23, 1814. Construction of the White House began in October 1792. It was first occupied in November 1800 by President John Adams while portions of it were still under construction. The White House has had a number of names over the years, but contrary to popular legend, the burning of the house in 1814 did not give rise to the current name. Records dating at least to 1811 refer to the building as the “White House.”

On the night of August 24, 1814, British forces under Major General Robert Ross torched the executive mansion along with other government buildings in the nation’s capital. This was apparently in reprisal for the destruction of Canadian government buildings during an American attack on York (Toronto), Canada, on April 27, 1813.

After torching the Capitol building, British troops arrived at the White House just after 9:00 p.m. Hours earlier First Lady Dolley Madison had abandoned the residence to its fate, escaping to Virginia with a wagon loaded with valuables, including an invaluable portrait of George Washington painted by Gilbert Stuart. Inside the abandoned mansion, Ross, Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn, and his officers are said to have gathered souvenirs and dined on the president’s dinner, which was still warm in the kitchen. Then British marines surrounded the mansion and, on command, used large torches to set fire to each window. It took only a few minutes for billowing storm winds to fan the flames into a raging inferno, consuming the house and its contents. The blaze there and at other government buildings was so intense that British sailors reportedly saw the glow on the horizon from troopships 50 miles distant. Although the interior of the White House was gutted completely, the exterior still stood—scorched black—because it had been constructed of sandstone.

Once British forces had departed, President James Madison led a major effort to rebuild the capital. The White House was rebuilt to closely resemble the former structure. At the time, however, the burning of the president’s mansion was a powerful reminder of a humiliating American defeat and a stark reminder of the need for an adequate defense establishment in the postwar period.

Brian Clancy
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The president’s residence in Washington, D.C., after the conflagration of August 24, 1814. Engraving by William Strickland. (Library of Congress)
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Whitney, Eli

Birth Date: December 8, 1765

Death Date: January 8, 1825

Inventor of the cotton gin and creator of a system of modern manufacturing that used interchangeable mass-produced parts. This system marked one of the first instances by which unskilled workers could produce goods cheaper and faster than those systems previously used by artisans and master tradesmen. Eli Whitney was born on December 8, 1765, in Westboro, Massachusetts, to a family of farmers. After completing his education at Yale College in 1792, Whitney traveled to the South, where he befriended Katherine Greene, the widow of Major General Nathanael Greene of Revolutionary War fame. At her plantation, Greene and Whitney discussed cotton manufacturing and the need for a faster way to remove seeds from cotton bolls. At the time, cottonseed had to be separated by hand, a labor-intensive enterprise that made large-scale cotton cultivation impractical.

In 1793 Whitney proposed and built a device, called a cotton gin, that consisted of hooks mounted on a box with a revolving cylinder. Cotton bolls were forced through small openings that would squeeze the seeds from the lint. The machine was patented in 1794, but its simplicity allowed many others to copy Whitney’s design, thereby limiting the financial benefits to him. More important to the South, the cotton gin could produce 50 pounds of cotton per day. As a result cotton cultivation became a highly profitable industry, and vast new areas were planted in cotton. Whitney’s cotton gin also helped revitalize and extend the institution of slavery. Both the North and the South benefitted from Whitney’s invention. Cotton became king in the South, while the North built many new textile plants, particularly in New England, and profited from shipping products overseas.

In 1798 during the Quasi-war with France, which had been the traditional supplier of U.S. arms at the time, Whitney branched out to manufacture weapons. At that time the United States did not have enough gunsmiths, or skilled artisans who hand-crafted weapons, to fulfill the needs of the government. Whitney was thus awarded a contract to produce 10,000 muskets for the American government. Having never built a musket in his life, Whitney proposed using a new form of manufacturing technique. He decided to build tools that unskilled workers could use to mass-produce common parts. Those parts could then be put together to build a firearm. As a secondary benefit, by using exact specifications, the parts of the weapons would be interchangeable with other similarly manufactured weapons.

The factory that Whitney built for this purpose in New Haven, Connecticut, used an assembly-line system that would later be appropriated by Henry Ford and other industrialists around the world. The concept of interchangeability of parts revolutionized warfare and the manufacturing industry by making the process of building manufactured goods cheaper and faster than it had previously been. While others had proposed this concept, Whitney was the innovator who put it all together and demonstrated its practicality.

Whitney died on January 8, 1825, in New Haven, Connecticut. His system of weapons production was an important step forward for modern warfare by pointing the way for the means to equip the mass national armies of the succeeding centuries.

Tom Lansford
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Eli Whitney is best known as the inventor of the cotton gin, which revolutionized the American cotton industry. He also championed the idea of interchangeable parts for manufacturing systems, a key element of the Industrial Revolution. (Library of Congress)
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Wilkinson, James

Birth Date: January 1, 1757

Death Date: December 28, 1825

U.S. Army officer. Born on January 1, 1757, in Calvert County, Maryland, James Wilkinson studied medicine in Philadelphia. Ambitious, intelligent, and ingratiating, he rose quickly in the ranks of the Continental Army. In 1777 Congress brevetted Wilkinson to brigadier general. His later career in the Revolutionary War was marred, however, by his involvement in the Conway Cabal, an unsuccessful attempt to replace General George Washington.

In 1784 Wilkinson moved to the Kentucky Territory, where he began a long-running secret and treasonous relationship with Spanish authorities in New Orleans. Rejoining the U.S. Army in 1791 as a lieutenant colonel, he was a brigadier general in the Legion of the United States under Major General Anthony Wayne and commanded the right wing in the Battle of Fallen Timbers in 1792. Wilkinson became the ranking officer of the army on the death of Wayne in 1796 and also served as governor of the Louisiana Territory from 1805 to 1806. In that capacity Wilkinson dispatched U.S. Army officer Zebulon Pike on two separate exploratory missions, one during 1805–1806 in which was Pike principally tasked with locating the source of the Mississippi River and another during 1806–1807 in which Pike was tasked with exploring the Southwest, much of which still lay in Spanish hands.

Wilkinson was the ranking officer of the army, and as such his military service was blemished by continued flirtations with the Spanish, his deep involvement in the Aaron Burr Conspiracy, and his disastrous mismanagement of troops in the Terre aux Boeufs Scandal of 1809, when his poor troop dispositions led to the deaths of a great many of his men to disease. Wilkinson narrowly escaped official condemnation following investigations of his conduct in 1809 and 1811.

Wilkinson bears substantial responsibility for the pathetic lack of readiness of the army in 1812. At the opening of the War of 1812 he was in command of the Seventh Military District, headquartered in New Orleans, where much of his energy was devoted to quarrels with the Louisiana Militia and with Andrew Jackson, who was in charge of reinforcements from Tennessee. In March 1813 Wilkinson made his one significant contribution to the U.S. war effort when he received authorization to take control of Spanish Florida west of the Perdido River. Moving with unusual speed, Wilkinson occupied Mobile without a fight on April 15, 1813, in what was the only permanent acquisition of territory made by the United States during the War of 1812.

Under heavy criticism from Louisiana congressmen, Wilkinson gladly accepted promotion to major general and command of the Ninth Military District, encompassing Vermont and parts of New York and Pennsylvania. Despite Secretary of War John Armstrong’s injunctions to “hasten to the north… to renew the scene of Saratoga,” Wilkinson’s journey was slowed by numerous celebratory dinners. He did not arrive at Sackets Harbor, New York, until August 20, 1813.

There Wilkinson announced his intention to occupy Upper Canada in a single campaign. However, the principal military authorities on the scene—Wilkinson, Secretary Armstrong, and Major General Wade Hampton at Plattsburgh—quarreled over their tangled lines of authority. Hampton and Wilkinson had a long history of animus toward each other, and Wilkinson and Armstrong, initially allies, were soon feuding publicly. Additionally, Wilkinson’s planning proved erratic, as he specified his military objective to be first Fort Malden near Detroit and after that Montreal and then Kingston. To make matters worse, Wilkinson’s supply arrangements collapsed at his encampment, with inadequate sanitary conditions in particular felling many of the soldiers. Discouraged and physically sick himself, Wilkinson wrote to Secretary Armstrong that “in case of Misfortune[,] having no retreat, the army must surrender at discretion.”

In this unpromising state of mind, Wilkinson on October 17, 1813, finally left Sackets Harbor with more than 7,000 men for the St. Lawrence River. Autumn gales slowed the movement to a crawl, however, and Wilkinson’s behavior became increasingly erratic as he dosed himself with laudanum and whiskey. His discouraged officers asked Armstrong for a new commander.

On November 11, 1813, at Crysler’s Farm, Wilkinson’s army was repulsed by a British force of 800 men. The general was too sick to take the field himself, although his headquarters came under fire from British gunboats, and the battle was conducted by Brigadier General John P. Boyd. Learning the following day that Hampton’s column had abandoned its offensive in the bad weather, Wilkinson ordered his troops to winter quarters at French Mills. The fiasco of his campaign was so complete that Clintonians in New York cited it as proof of a conspiracy on the part of southern Democratic Republicans to depress the influence of the Northeast by failing to add Canada to the United States.

Wilkinson’s soldiers suffered through a harsh winter made worse by their commander’s neglect in providing for their material needs: the men were inadequately clothed and over six months behind in their pay. In March 1814 Wilkinson again crossed into Canada at the head of 4,000 men. Having advanced only a few miles north of the border, his force was held up by a tiny British garrison on the Lacolle River. Fighting behind the thick walls of a stone mill, the 180 defenders withstood Wilkinson’s artillery and inflicted 150 casualties on his infantry. Wilkinson abandoned his offensive and, with the spring thaw turning the roads to mud, retreated to Plattsburgh. He found there an order from Armstrong relieving him of his command.

Wilkinson ultimately faced a court of inquiry in Troy, New York, that leveled a number of charges, including neglect of duty, conduct unbecoming an officer, drunkenness, and encouraging disobedience of orders. Surprisingly, he was acquitted on all counts. Many blamed the failure of the autumn 1813 campaign equally on Armstrong and Hampton.

Wilkinson never again held an active command. After the war he oversaw his plantation south of New Orleans and died on December 28, 1825, in Mexico City, where he had traveled in hopes of obtaining a Texas land grant.

Malcolm Muir Jr.

See also

Armstrong, John, Jr.; Clintonians; Crysler’s Farm, Battle of; Hampton, Wade; Jackson, Andrew; Lacolle Mill, Second Battle of; Mobile, Battles of; Sackets Harbor, New York

Further Reading


Fredriksen, John C. The United States Army in the War of 1812. Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 2009.

Kross, Peter. “James Wilkinson, Alias ‘Agent 13’: Was One of the Most Consummate Spies and Double-Dealing Scoundrels in American History.” Military Heritage 11(2) (October 2009): 18–21, 70.

Linklater, Andro. An Artist in Treason: The Extraordinary Double Life of General James Wilkinson. New York: Walker, 2009.

Posey, John T. “Rascality Revisited: In Defense of General James Wilkinson.” Filson Club Quarterly 74(4) (2000): 309–351.



Willcocks, Joseph

Birth Date: 1773

Death Date: September 5, 1814

British politician, journalist, and traitor. Joseph Willcocks was born in Palmerston, Ireland, in 1773. He immigrated to join a relative in Canada, arriving at York (present-day Toronto) in March 1799. He then held several posts in the provincial government. Willcocks unabashedly sought favor from a number of patrons, but in 1806 his fortunes changed when his chief patron, Chief Justice Henry Allcock, left the province, and Willcocks became identified with a political faction critical of provincial administration.

Willcocks then took up residence at Newark on the Niagara Peninsula, where he published an antimonarchist newspaper. He also won a seat in the provincial legislature, but his political views soon brought charges of libel and brief imprisonment. He was reelected in 1809 and continued publishing outspoken statements in his newspaper.

Willcocks’s indifferent attitude toward the government changed with the reversal of British fortunes during the spring of 1813. The Americans occupied the provincial capital at York in April, and British forces evacuated the Niagara Peninsula following American landings in May. The American military success brought forth a large number of civilians and local militiamen offering their word not to fight. Believing that Upper Canada would soon fall to the Americans and sensing an opportunity for himself, on July 10, 1813, Willcocks headed a deputation that visited Major General Henry Dearborn’s headquarters, offering to form a corps of volunteers to fight alongside the American army in Upper Canada.

Dearborn agreed, granted Willcocks a commission as major, and authorized the formation of the Canadian Volunteers, a mounted unit of Canadians supporting the American cause. Willcocks soon recruited 9 officers and 54 men. The volunteers scouted throughout the Niagara Peninsula, providing the Americans with fairly accurate information on British troop movements and plans. The volunteers also earned the enmity of loyal Canadians.

When Brigadier General George McClure withdrew his men from Fort George on December 10, 1813, Willcocks and his men burned the town of Newark. This led to immediate retribution by British forces, who laid waste to the American frontier along the Niagara River, where the most active defense was led by a group of renegade Canadians.

In January 1814 Willcocks received permission to increase the size of his corps, and he was promoted to lieutenant colonel. That summer the Canadian Volunteers, now about 50 strong, were attached to the American left division and were present at the Battles of Chippawa and Lundy’s Lane and the siege of Fort Erie. Willcocks also held temporary command of Brigadier General Peter Porter’s brigade. At Fort Erie on September 5, 1814, Willcocks led a detachment to reinforce an outlying picket. The party came under fire, and Willcocks was shot in the chest and instantly killed. Major Benajah Mallory took command of the few remaining renegades; the corps was finally disbanded in 1815.

John R. Grodzinski
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Williams, David Rogerson

Birth Date: March 8, 1776

Death Date: November 17, 1830

Democratic Republican politician, War Hawk, and brigadier general in the U.S. Army (1813–1814). David Rogerson Williams was born in Robbins Neck, South Carolina, on March 8, 1776, but spent most of his youth in Charleston. He attended Rhode Island College (now Brown University), withdrawing in 1795 and then reading for the law. Admitted to the bar in 1797, he practiced law for three years in Providence, Rhode Island, returning to Charleston in 1800, where he served briefly as an editor of two newspapers. In 1803 Williams moved to Darlington County, where he engaged in agriculture on his family’s plantation and in manufacturing. He later built South Carolina’s first cottonseed oil mill. Elected to the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democratic Republican in 1804, he served from 1805 until 1809 and again from 1811 until 1813.

Williams fully supported President James Madison’s policies vis-à-vis the British, and although Williams believed that a war might harm the United States economically and his own personal business dealings, he concluded that the United States might well have to fight to maintain its neutral rights. By the time he began his second stint in the House in 1811, Williams had aligned himself with the War Hawks, and he immediately began lobbying Congress to appropriate more money to enlarge and train the U.S. Army. A forceful speaker, Williams was respected for his oratory and clearly delineated arguments in favor of war. After the War of 1812 began, Williams routinely exhorted his colleagues not to become bogged down in petty politics and hypothetical arguments; instead, he urged pragmatic clear-headed approaches to finance and fight the war.

Recognizing Williams’s usefulness and political loyalty, the Madison administration appointed him a brigadier general in the U.S. Army in the spring of 1813. Williams participated in the capture of Fort George in May 1813 but was chagrined when U.S. forces failed to pursue the retreating British into Canada. He requested—and was denied—a transfer to the southern theater and resigned his commission in April 1814.

Williams served as South Carolina’s governor during 1814–1816 and served in the South Carolina Senate from 1824 until 1830. He continued to pursue agricultural and manufacturing concerns and died during a construction accident on November 17, 1830, at Witherspoon’s Ferry, near Georgetown, South Carolina.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Williams, John

Birth Date: August 24, 1765

Death Date: September 29, 1812

U.S. Marine Corps officer killed in an ambush near St. Augustine, Florida, during the so-called Patriot War. John Williams, a native of Stafford County, Virginia, was born on August 24, 1765. He was commissioned as a Marine Corps second lieutenant on August 20, 1805. Already in his 40s and stationed at the Washington Marine Barracks, Williams enjoyed a close relationship with new Marine Corps commandant Lieutenant Colonel Franklin Wharton. Williams was promoted to first lieutenant on March 2, 1807, and to captain on January 31, 1811.

In the spring of 1811 Wharton ordered Williams to Georgia. There he led a detachment of 47 marines to bolster Georgian Patriots, who coveted Spanish-held East Florida as war with Spain’s ally Great Britain appeared imminent. Williams’s force suffered in this tedious assignment for almost a year before hostilities commenced.

On March 16, 1812, Georgian Patriots, spurred by covert federal support to prevent British staging areas in Spanish Florida, attacked the Spanish town of Fernandina. Two days later Fernandina surrendered, and American forces, including the marines, occupied the town. Soldiers, commanded by U.S. Army lieutenant colonel Thomas Adams Smith, then advanced to the outskirts of the Spanish provincial capital of St. Augustine. The American attacks outraged the Spanish, who had pledged their neutrality in the Anglo-American conflict. President James Madison then publicly denounced the attacks and ordered a withdrawal, although he quietly continued to encourage future efforts to acquire Florida.

The Patriots and Smith’s troops refused to withdraw, however. Although ordered to return to Georgia, Captain Williams decided to continue occupying Fernandina rather than abandon Smith’s supply line to St. Augustine. Meanwhile, Spanish authorities arranged with local Seminoles, free blacks, and escaped slaves to expel the Americans. Employing guerrilla tactics, these indigenous forces had placed the demoralized Americans on the defensive by July 1812, and Smith requested reinforcements as the situation deteriorated. Despite his doubts about Smith’s competency and the operation’s legitimacy, Williams reluctantly left Fernandina to support Smith in the unhealthy and unpleasant environs of St. Augustine.

On September 12, 1812, an indigenous force of about 50 men ambushed an American supply train inside Twelve Mile Swamp while it was en route to the Davis Creek blockhouse northwest of St. Augustine. Williams fell wounded at the beginning of the battle; however, he managed to rally the survivors and dispersed the attackers with a bayonet charge. Suffering from eight wounds himself, he sent his men onward and hid for the night. His men returned the next morning and carried him to a nearby plantation. There Williams submitted his report to Wharton and vowed to return to duty within a few months. Williams died two weeks later, on September 29, 1812. By May 1813 the Patriot War was over, and the Spanish retook Fernandina.

Derek W. Frisby
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Williams, Jonathan

Birth Date: May 26, 1750

Death Date: May 16, 1815

Engineering officer and first U.S. Military Academy superintendent. Jonathan Williams was born in Boston, Massachusetts, on May 26, 1750, a nephew of noted scientist Benjamin Franklin. Like his uncle, Williams had a flair for science and during the Revolutionary War accompanied Franklin to France as an arms agent. After the war Williams returned to the United States and graduated from Harvard College with honors in 1787. He then gained admission into Philadelphia’s prestigious American Philosophical Society. As a member, Williams published several well-respected scientific tracts, which brought him to the attention of President John Adams.

Williams consequently was commissioned a major in the 2nd Regiment of Artillery and Engineers in 1800 toward the end of the Quasi-War with France. Williams’s reputation as a scientist also caught the eye of newly elected president Thomas Jefferson in 1801, who consequently appointed him superintendent of the military depot at West Point, New York. The following year Williams was installed as the first superintendent of the new U.S. Military Academy, based on his scientific acumen and apparent compatibility with Jeffersonian republicanism. In truth, Jefferson founded West Point to infuse the military with scientifically trained officers who could assist society as a whole, particularly in the realm of frontier development.
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Scientist and U.S. Army officer Jonathan Williams was the first superintendent of the United States Military Academy at West Point, established in March 1802. (BiographicalImages.com)

Thus situated, Williams established an appropriate curriculum for his initial cadre of 10 cadets, but he subsequently resigned from office in a 1803 due to archaic rules forbidding engineers from commanding line troops. Before departing, he was also instrumental in founding the U.S. Military Philosophical Society, which functioned as a conduit for the latest military writings and practices from Europe. Williams then transferred to New York City and advised local authorities on the construction of numerous fortifications and defenses.

When the War of 1812 erupted in June 1812, Williams requested command of Castle Williams on Governors Island, which he helped to construct. However, owing to his status an engineer, his request was refused, and Williams angrily tendered his resignation from the U.S. Army. Thereafter he served as brigadier general of the New York Militia while his position at West Point was filled by Colonel Joseph G. Swift.

The war years passed uneventfully for Williams except for the death of his son, Captain Alexander John Williams, who was killed on August 15, 1814, during the British attack on Fort Erie. Soon after Jonathan Williams resigned his militia commission, relocated to Philadelphia, and successfully ran for the U.S. House of Representatives. He died there on May 16, 1815, before taking his seat.

John C. Fredriksen
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Winchester, James

Birth Date: February 26, 1752

Death Date: July 26, 1826

U.S. military officer in the Revolutionary War and the War of 1812, and political and economic leader in early Tennessee. Born on February 26, 1752, in what is now Carroll County, Maryland, James Winchester served as a junior officer in the American Revolution and ended the conflict as a captain. In 1785 he moved to central Tennessee, where he quickly rose to economic and political prominence and became a brigadier general in the state militia.

At the start of the War of 1812, Winchester received a commission as a brigadier general in the regular army and went north to command forces being gathered in Kentucky to supplement those headed by Brigadier General William Hull in Detroit. With Hull’s surrender of Detroit in August, Winchester became the senior regular army officer in the Old Northwest, but he immediately ran into opposition from the governors of Kentucky and Ohio, who desired that William Henry Harrison, governor of the Indiana Territory, be appointed. They believed that Winchester was too aristocratic and haughty to command frontiersmen with success.

Even though Harrison held a major generalcy in the Kentucky Militia, he deferred to Winchester until he himself received a regular army major general’s commission. At Harrison’s direction, Winchester then advanced from a post near present-day Defiance, Ohio, to the rapids of the Maumee River (present-day Perrysburg, Ohio). Harrison expressly ordered Winchester not to move toward Detroit until other columns of troops arrived at the rapids. However, residents of Frenchtown, Michigan Territory (present-day Monroe), pleaded with him for protection from British foragers. Therefore, on January 18, 1813, Winchester’s party drove out a small British detachment and established itself in the hamlet on the Raisin River.

From Fort Amherstburg, British colonel Henry Procter organized a counterattack on Frenchtown with troops of the 41st Regiment of Foot, Canadian militiamen, and Indians headed by Wyandot chief Roundhead. Procter had artillery towed on sleds across the ice-covered Detroit River. Altogether, Procter mustered 1,300 men to Winchester’s 934. Worse, the Americans failed to secure their perimeter, with the result that Procter’s men surprised them on the morning of January 22. The regulars on the right collapsed, and the British captured Winchester as he was trying to join his forces from his comfortable farmhouse quarters some distance from the battlefield. The British focused on Winchester’s fears of a massacre and convinced him that if his still doggedly resisting left wing did not capitulate, the British would be unable to control the Indians in the battle’s aftermath. Even though as a prisoner he was not technically in command, Winchester surrendered his entire force. Of the Americans engaged, only 33 escaped death or capture.

When Procter withdrew, he left the wounded prisoners with the Native Americans, who executed between 30 and 60 (depending on the sources) of the captives. Known as the Raisin River Massacre, the event became a rallying cry for midwesterners seeking revenge. General Winchester’s conduct infuriated frontiersmen and increased anti–regular army sentiment in the Old Northwest. As a result of Winchester’s defeat, Harrison canceled his winter campaign to retake Detroit and went on the defensive.

Winchester and his men were imprisoned in Canada for a year before being exchanged. Subsequently, Winchester received command of the Mobile district during the last months of the war. There he ignored repeated pleas from Lieutenant Colonel William Lawrence, commander of Fort Bowyer, for reinforcements. When the British finally captured Fort Bowyer at the entrance to Mobile Bay in February 1815, General Winchester prepared for the defense of the city, but the news of the Treaty of Ghent arrived before a battle could occur. Winchester then resigned his commission and returned to Tennessee. There he became involved in heated disputations with his detractors, especially Harrison, over who was responsible for the Raisin River debacle.

Winchester remained an important figure in Tennessee economic affairs and was a principal founder of Memphis in 1819. He was one of several political generals of the War of 1812 who never lived up to the expectations that the James Madison administration had in their leadership abilities. Winchester died on July 26, 1826, at his plantation, Cragfont, in Sumner County, Tennessee.

David C. Skaggs

See also

Fort Bowyer; Frenchtown, Battle of; Harrison, William Henry; Hull, William; Procter, Henry

Further Reading


Antal, Sandy. A Wampum Denied: Procter’s War of 1812. Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1997.

Durham, Walter T. James Winchester, Tennessee Pioneer. Gallatin, TN: Sumner County Library Board, 1979.

Fredriksen, John C. The United States Army in the War of 1812. Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 2009.



Winder, Levin

Birth Date: September 4, 1757

Death Date: July 1, 1819

Governor of Maryland. Levin Winder was born in Somerset County, Maryland, on September 4, 1757, the scion of one of the oldest colonial families in America. His legal education was interrupted by the onset of the Revolutionary War, and he joined the Continental Army as a lieutenant, served capably, and mustered out in 1781 as a lieutenant colonel. After engaging in agriculture for several years, he began his political career by standing for a seat in the state House of Representatives in 1794, and he functioned as Speaker there during 1809–1812.

By this time Winder had established his credentials as a staunch Federalist, and he waxed critically of Thomas Jefferson and James Madison and their domestic and international policies. Maryland at the time was politically split between the Republicans, who controlled the executive branch and the Senate, and the Federalists, who ran the House. However, the so-called Baltimore Riots of 1812, conducted by a Republican mob against a Federalist newspaper editor, considerably altered the political landscape by turning public opinion against Governor Robert Bowie, a zealous Republican advocate. Consequently, Levin was elected governor by the General Assembly in November 1812 and handily reelected in 1813 and 1814.

Winder came to power at an unenviable time in Maryland history. The War of 1812 had begun, and the following spring the Royal Navy began making its unwelcome presence felt throughout Chesapeake Bay. Baltimore was then home to many active and successful privateers and was considered a natural target for retaliation. Winder, his antiwar sentiments notwithstanding, dutifully orchestrated defensive measures throughout Maryland while at the same time appealing to Secretary of War John Armstrong for federal assistance. The government, not wishing to reward Winder for his Federalist posturing before he assumed office, vindictively declined to help, so the governor energetically mustered the militia, raised money and loans to arm and equip them, and helped secure Maryland’s largely defenseless coastline.

The British appeared in even larger numbers by the summer of 1814, and Winder again broached the issue of federal assistance to President Madison, but the latter proved noncommital. However, perhaps through no small coincidence, the administration appointed the governor’s nephew, Brigadier General William H. Winder, to command the newly created 10th Military District, which encompassed the capital and Baltimore areas and relied heavily on the Maryland Militia. With Washington, D.C., burned and his capital now threatened, Governor Winder appointed the capable and competent U.S. senator Samuel Smith to take charge of the city’s defenses. On balance, the people of Maryland responded with patriotic fervor and cooperated closely with local authorities. The British were decisively repulsed, thanks in large measure to Winder’s prior preparations, and the city was secured. Overall, this was one of the best showings of citizen-soldiery during the entire war.

In 1816 Winder quit the governorship and won a seat in the state senate. He died in office at Baltimore on July 1, 1819.

John C. Fredriksen

See also

Baltimore, Battle of; Baltimore Riots; Jefferson, Thomas; Madison, James; Smith, Samuel; Washington, D.C., British Capture of; Winder, William Henry

Further Reading


Brooks, Lester S. “Sentinels of Federalism: Rhetoric and Ideology of the Federalist Party in Maryland, 1800–1815.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Michigan, 1986.

Garitee, Jerome R. “Maryland on the Eve of the War of 1812.” Unpublished master’s thesis, American University, 1963.

Johnson, Robert W. Winders of America. Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1902.



Winder, William Henry

Birth Date: February 18, 1775

Death Date: May 24, 1824

U.S. lawyer and army general. William Henry Winder was born in Somerset County on the Eastern Shore of Maryland on February 18, 1775. A graduate of the University of Pennsylvania, Winder practiced law in Baltimore from 1798 and soon established a reputation as one of the leading lawyers in the state.

On the approach of the War of 1812, Winder was commissioned a lieutenant colonel and assigned to the 14th U.S. Infantry. Shortly after the declaration of war, he was advanced to colonel and assigned to the Niagara frontier, where he served under Brigadier General Alexander Smyth. Appointed brigadier general in March 1813, Winder took part in Major General Henry Dearborn’s invasion of Upper Canada. Winder and John Chandler were acting commanders of U.S. forces opposing British brigadier general John Vincent in the Battle of Stoney Creek on June 5, 1813. Vincent learned the American countersign and ordered his men to attack the American camp early that morning, bayoneting the sentries and taking it by surprise. During the fighting both Winder and Chandler wandered into the British lines and were taken prisoner and held in Canada.

Winder was exchanged the following year, and on July 4, 1814, with fears increasing that the British intended a major campaign in the Chesapeake Bay area, President James Madison named him to command the defenses of Washington and Baltimore. Winder correctly believed that Annapolis, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C., were possible targets for British forces under Vice Admiral Sir George Cockburn and Major General Robert Ross, but neither he nor Secretary of War John Armstrong made any concerted effort to defend the capital. Winder was much handicapped, however, by Armstrong’s general apathy and refusal to provide counsel.

Although many more men were called up, Winder had available only 6,000 militia and 500 regulars. This number was still superior to the British land force under Ross, which was a professional force that had been battle-hardened by fighting in Spain. Winder’s inexperience in command manifested when he spread his force around to try to defend all three cities. The British were able to mask their actual objective of Washington, and it was not until the morning of August 24 that Winder learned of Ross’s march to Bladensburg, Maryland. Winder did not demonstrate effective leadership in the August 24 Battle of Bladensburg, and he arrayed his troops in three separate lines that were not mutually supporting. With the British advancing he ordered a retreat, hoping to regroup, but this caused the militia to flee the field in what became known as the Bladensburg Races. Only sailors and marines under Commodore Joshua Barney made a serious defense, and they were soon overwhelmed. Winder retired to Capitol Hill in hopes of rallying his men there. When this proved impossible, he left the city.
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U.S. Army brigadier general William H. Winder commanded American forces in the Battle of Bladensburg, Maryland, on August 24, 1814. The American defeat in this battle led to the British occupation of Washington, D.C., that same day. (Library of Congress)

The British went on to occupy Washington and burn many of its public buildings and facilities before moving against Baltimore. Winder then went to that place, but Maryland Militia major general Samuel Smith successfully asserted his right to command there. Winder agreed to serve under Smith as commander of the forces on the American left. Following the successful repulse of the British, Winder was dispatched to the northern frontier, where he served the remainder of the war. Court-martialed for his performance in the Battle of Bladensburg, he was acquitted of all blame. Honorably discharged in 1815, he resumed the practice of law. Winder died in Baltimore, Maryland, on May 24, 1824.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Wirt, William

Birth Date: November 8, 1772

Death Date: February 18, 1834

Prominent lawyer, author, and U.S. attorney general in the James Monroe and John Quincy Adams administrations. William Wirt was born on November 8, 1772, in Bladensburg, Maryland. Orphaned at age eight, he enjoyed the assistance of a number of local benefactors who ensured that he received a classical education. He read law under William P. Hunt and moved to Culpeper County, Virginia, to begin the practice of law in 1792.

Wirt began moving up the social ladder in 1795 when he married Mildred Gilmer, the daughter of Thomas Jefferson’s personal physician. Wirt’s law practice soon blossomed, and his affinity for writing resulted in a number of published works, including eventually a biography of Patrick Henry. Wirt moved to Richmond after the death of his wife in 1799, and served several terms in the Virginia House of Delegates. Declining Jefferson’s offer to run for Congress, Wirt remarried and took on several legal cases prior to the War of 1812 that led to national prominence. His argument in a libel action against his client, James Callendar, that the Federalist-inspired Alien and Sedition Acts were unconstitutional made Wirt popular in Democratic Republican Virginia. But it was his eloquence as a member of the prosecution team in Aaron Burr’s 1807 treason trial that brought Wirt to the attention of the nation.

War with Great Britain beginning in 1812 saw the Chesapeake Bay and Virginia waterways threatened by British military incursions. Eschewing a regular army commission, Wirt formed an artillery militia company. However, lack of horses, arms, and munitions put an end to the organization, and Wirt was soon relegated to a militia officer position and posted on the York River. Seeing no action, his unit was recalled to Richmond.

Wirt subsequently visited Washington, D.C., after its capture by the British in 1814. He wrote evocatively of his depressing conversations with government officials and President James Madison in the aftermath of the British attack. Wirt’s observations revealed a distaste for government work and a scorn for public officials who placed their interests above the public good. However, he soon found himself in the government, appointed by Madison as U.S. district attorney for Virginia in 1816. Wirt’s service as U.S. attorney general under the Monroe and Adams administrations during 1817–1829 saw him litigating on behalf of the government several significant U.S. Supreme Court cases, including McCulloch v. Maryland (1819), Gibbons v. Ogden (1824), and the African slave trade case, The Antelope (1827). He resigned upon Andrew Jackson’s assumption of the presidency in 1829.

Wirt’s subsequent career included further advocacy before the Supreme Court challenging Jackson’s populist and states’ rights views. Wirt’s growing distrust of Jackson led him to reluctantly accept the presidential nomination of the Anti-Masonic Party in 1831. Wirt returned to the practice of law in Washington after his defeat in the 1832 election and died there on February 18, 1834.

Mark F. Leep
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Wolfe Island, Upper Canada

Island situated at the confluence of Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence River, creating the northern and southern channels of the river. Wolfe Island is 18 miles long and 5 miles wide and has an area of 48 square miles. Kingston, Upper Canada, is located opposite the northwestern shore of the island, while New York state is just off its southern shore. The island was first visited by Europeans in 1615 and was known by several names until 1792, when it was given its modern name, in honor of British major general James Wolfe. The island saw some use as a transit point for Loyalist settlers during the American Revolutionary War and was afterward settled by several Loyalist families.

Despite its strategic location, Wolfe Island was not fortified or occupied, nor was it the scene of any actions during the War of 1812. Nearby Carleton Island, which was an important British base during the American Revolutionary War, was still occupied by the British at the commencement of the War of 1812, when a handful of American civilians captured the sergeant and three soldiers of the 10th Royal Garrison Battalion garrisoning the island on June 26, 1812.

Nevertheless, the shoals around Wolfe Island were favored passages for the vessels of the British Provincial Marine and the Lake Ontario Squadrons of the Royal Navy and U.S. Navy and British gunboats and bateaux moving between Prescott and Kingston. During the November 5–6, 1813, passage of Major General James Wilkinson’s campaign on the St. Lawrence River, the naval squadrons under Commodores Sir James Lucas Yeo and Isaac Chauncey readied for action off the gap between Wolfe Island and Grindstone Island, but no fighting took place there.

John R. Grodzinski
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Women

Women made many important contributions during the War of 1812. Although not official combatants, their efforts were nevertheless significant, ranging from those of national and symbolic consequence to those of more a private nature. Women had demonstrated their activism during the years preceding the Revolutionary War by producing homespun cloth to be used in place of imported British textiles. In the years of crisis preceding the War of 1812, southern women were requested to once again produce homespun in support of the Non-Importation Act of 1806, which prohibited the importation of certain English goods, and the Embargo Act of 1807, which extended that prohibition to all nations in an effort to protect American ships, seamen, and cargo. The women were well aware of the crisis and the role they played in supporting the endeavor to maintain American independence and neutrality.

Women’s past and potential contributions to the war effort were clearly valued throughout the country. Pamphlets circulated in New York in the months preceding the declaration of war in June 1812 encouraged women to exhibit the same “generosity” they had displayed during the American Revolution when they had cultivated fields and supplied the army in battle. Every woman was called upon to “become the asserter of her country’s rights; the avenger of her country’s wrongs.”

Notable women such as Dolley Madison, the wife of President James Madison, took the role of “asserter of her country’s rights” very seriously. Although her actions have been exaggerated, she clearly represented the independent spirit of the American people. When the British invaded Washington, D.C., on August 24, 1814, she stayed in the White House until the last possible moment, ensuring the safety of Gilbert Stuart’s famed portrait of George Washington, President Madison’s papers, and other important government documents. It was in large part through Dolley Madison’s efforts that the national capital was rebuilt in Washington, D.C., rather than returning to Philadelphia after having been burned and looted by the British.

Mary Pickersgill led a group of women who made a symbolic contribution to the war effort and to American patriotism in general. In June 1813 Major George Armistead, the commander of Fort McHenry, commissioned Mary Pickersgill to sew a garrison flag for the fort. With her mother, daughter, two nieces, and an African American indentured servant girl, Piskersgill created the flag that was immortalized in Francis Scott Key’s poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry,” from which the U.S. national anthem “The Star-Spangled Banner” was derived. The women fashioned the 30- by 42-foot symbol that was raised to celebrate the American victory at the Battle of Baltimore on September 14, 1814.

There are several popular accounts of women who allegedly dressed as men and fought as soldiers during the war. For the most part these accounts are fictional. It is true that in areas where the home front and the battlefield collided women were often treated with brutality, including rape, physical assault, and deprivation. Even though there is documented evidence of women disguised as men fighting as soldiers in the American Revolution and the American Civil War, the evidence is inconclusive regarding the War of 1812. However, there were several wildly popular fictional accounts regarding women soldiers during this war. The most famous is Nathan Coverly’s The Female Marine. This story is about a young woman, Lucy Brewer, who—after an unhappy love affair and the death of her infant—fled life as a prostitute. She disguised herself as a man, joined the U.S. Marine Corps, and served on the frigate Constitution during the war. The story was published in 1815. Although a work of fiction, it proved to be very popular with young men and women, running through 19 printings in just three years.

Far more common than the woman soldier, however, were the average women: the wives, daughters, sisters, and mothers who contributed to prewar boycotts and maintained the day-to-day work and family life while the men were away. Publicly their contributions were often ignored or even disparaged because of their subordinate status. These women oversaw farms and businesses, made do with less, lived with uncertainty, and managed households on their own. In letters and diaries they communicated their concerns about the conflict, contemplated the economic future of the country, and worried about the safety of loved ones who were in the midst of battle. The women cared for the victims of war: the displaced and injured civilian populations as well as the ill and injured soldiers. Although women did not take up arms on the battlefield, at least not in any sizable number, they made an important, if unheralded, contribution throughout this conflict.

Lisa Miles Bunkowski
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Wood, Eleazer Derby

Birth Date: 1783

Death Date: September 7, 1814

U.S. Army officer and engineer. Eleazer Derby Wood was born in Lunenburg, Massachusetts, in 1783 and was among the earliest matriculates at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, graduating in 1806. A skilled engineer and artillerist, he had been promoted to captain by the beginning of the War of 1812.

Wood was promptly dispatched to the Northwestern Army, commanded by Major General William Henry Harrison, and was assigned the design and construction of two outposts: Fort Meigs, on the Maumee River in northwestern Ohio, and Fort Stephenson, on the Sandusky River near present-day Fremont, Ohio. Both redoubts came under attack during the war by the British and their Indian allies, but both held up well under pressure. For Wood’s work, Harrison brevetted him to major.

Wood also served as Harrison’s principal artillery officer and his de facto operations officer during the campaign into Canada in 1813. Wood was transferred to the Niagara front after the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813, where he served under Major General Jacob Brown as assistant engineer. Wood then designed an addition for Fort Erie, which mimicked his work at Fort Meigs. During the Battles of Chippawa (July 5, 1814) and Lundy’s Lane (July 25, 1814), Wood directed the artillery admirably and was brevetted to lieutenant colonel for his performance at Lundy’s Lane.

In late July 1814 U.S. forces withdrew to Fort Erie, where Wood was tasked with commanding a battalion-sized defense force. On August 15 the fort came under attack by a combined British-Indian force, and Wood put up a spirited defense that repelled them. On September 17 as he led a detachment outside the fort to engage the British, he was killed by musket fire. Wood thereafter became a celebrated war hero, and his alma mater erected a monument to his memory after the war ended.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.
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Wool, John Ellis

Birth Date: February 29, 1784

Death Date: November 10, 1869

U.S. Army officer. John Wool was born at Newburgh, New York, on February 29, 1784. Wool had only a brief education before going to work at age 12 for a merchant in Troy, New York. He made his way successfully enough to begin reading for the law and to secure an ensign’s commission in a New York Militia rifle battalion in June 1811. It is said that he ran unsuccessfully for election and had connections with the politically influential Clinton family, which probably helped secure him a commission as captain of a company in the 13th U.S. Infantry in April 1812.

The 13th U.S. Infantry, one of the regiments newly created by Congress as part of its prewar legislation, was raised in New York during the spring and summer and sent to the Niagara frontier in September, having completed only rudimentary training. Approximately 400 officers and men of the regiment, led by Lieutenant Colonel John Chrystie, reached Fort Niagara on October 10, whereupon Chrystie convinced Major General Stephen Van Rensselaer that they were ready to join his impending invasion. Chrystie marched his men to Lewiston on October 12, and early the next morning they surged ahead of the militia and filled most of the bateaux that formed the first wave of the landing at Queenston, Upper Canada. Chrystie’s boat lost its way during the crossing, and when Lieutenant Colonel Solomon Van Rensselaer, who led the attack with him, was badly wounded during the first phase of the battle, command devolved onto Wool. Like everyone else in the regiment Wool had no combat experience but, being the oldest officer on the ground, accepted Solomon’s order to scale the gorge wall of the Niagara River and capture the British battery on the hillside below Queenston Heights. Despite bleeding from wounds to his thighs, Wool successfully led the detachment, took the battery, and then held it during two British counterattacks; in the first of these one of the Americans shot and killed British major general Isaac Brock. Later in the morning, Wool passed command to a senior officer and returned to Lewiston for medical treatment.

Wool received public recognition for his efforts at the Battle of Queenston Heights, but he became involved in one of several disputes that erupted among the officers following the American defeat. Newspaper accounts gave credit for capturing the British battery to Captain Peter Ogilvie of the 13th U.S. Infantry, an inaccuracy that Wool and his friends went to some length to have corrected in the public record.

After recovering from his wound, Wool returned to the Niagara frontier and was promoted to major of the recently created 29th Infantry on April 13, 1813. He was present during the successful American attack on Fort George on May 27, although he does not appear to have seen any action. During the summer he joined his new regiment encamped at Burlington, Vermont. It was part of Major General Wade Hampton’s expedition that set out in September to meet Major General James Wilkinson’s army for an attack on Montreal.

[image: image]

Brevet lieutenant colonel John Wool was one of the more competent U.S. Army junior officers of the War of 1812. Wool remained in the army after the war. A hero of the Mexican-American War, he did not retire from the army until 1863. (Library of Congress)

Wool commanded one of the detachments of light infantry during the Battle of Châteauguay on October 26, 1813, a British victory that abruptly ended Hampton’s march toward Canada. Afterward Wool remarked that the engagement “was from its inception to its termination a disgrace to the United States army.”

Wool and his regiment returned to Plattsburgh and Burlington and remained there until September 1814, when Sir George Prevost marched a large invasion force south from Canada. Brigadier General Alexander Macomb, commanding at Plattsburgh, ordered Wool on September 6 to take a detachment and attempt to retard the progress of the advance elements of the British column. Wool met the British with approximately 250 regulars at a river crossing at Beekmantown, five miles north of Plattsburgh, and conducted a series of defensive actions as he gradually retraced his steps. He was later brevetted to lieutenant colonel for his role in this action. When the naval battle of Lake Champlain occurred on September 11, Wool was posted at one of the land batteries and helped fight off the British infantry, which began a simultaneous land attack before being summarily withdrawn by Prevost.

Wool remained in the U.S. Army after the war and pursued a long and successful career. He was promoted to colonel in the 6th U.S. Infantry in April 1816 and was also appointed inspector general of the army. He received a brevet to brigadier general in 1826 and was sent to Europe to gather information on fortifications. He also took part in the Cherokee relocation and in 1841 was promoted to brigadier general. He subsequently earned wide acclaim for his leadership during the Mexican-American War, especially the Battle of Buena Vista in 1847, and received a brevet to major general. Wool held important commands through the 1850s and was still on duty during the American Civil War. He was promoted to major general in May 1862 and finally retired in August 1863. Wool died at Troy, New York, on November 10, 1869.

Robert Malcomson
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Woolsey, Melancthon Taylor

Birth Date: June 5, 1782

Death Date: May 18, 1838

U.S. Navy officer. Melancthon Taylor Woolsey was born on June 5, 1782, near Plattsburgh, New York. After studying law, he received a midshipman’s warrant on April 9, 1800. His first duty was in the frigate Adams in the West Indies during 1800–1801. His years in the navy were uneventful except for a brief period in the Mediterranean Squadron at the end of the Barbary Wars. Promoted to lieutenant on February 14, 1807, he was stationed at the Navy Yard in Washington, D.C., where he developed signal codes for the navy. In 1808 Woolsey was ordered to Sackets Harbor, New York, on Lake Ontario, where he supervised the construction of the brig Oneida and the naval yard there. Two years later he selected the site as a naval base on Lake Ontario.

On July 19, 1812, shortly after the beginning of the War of 1812, a Provincial Marine squadron of five ships attacked Sackets Harbor. Woolsey tried to get to open water in the Oneida, but the British ships blocked him. Woolsey then landed part of his crew and some of his guns and was able to fight off the British in a sharp two-hour engagement. In early October, Commodore Isaac Chauncey arrived to take command at Sackets Harbor. Woolsey remained there as second-in-command, his duties split between command of the Oneida and the effort to build and equip warships.

On November 8, 1812, Woolsey was involved in a running fight with the British sloop of war Royal George. The Oneida and four other American warships chased the British sloop to Kingston, Ontario, where they bombarded it. In April and May 1813, Woolsey participated in the attack on and capture of York, Ontario, and Fort George.

Woolsey was promoted to master commandant (commander) on July 24, 1813. He then took command of the new schooner Sylph. After participating in another running battle with the British squadron under Commodore James

Lucas Yeo in late September, Woolsey helped capture four British ships near False Duck Island on October 5.

During the winter of 1813–1814, Woolsey concentrated on the construction and outfitting of vessels at Sackets Harbor. In May 1814 he took the Sylph to Oswego, New York, to pick up cannon and other supplies. During the voyage his ship was cornered by the British squadron. Using the advantage of a moonless night, Woolsey was able to slip away, but the British caught up with the Sylph at Sandy Creek. Working with riflemen under Captain Daniel Appling, Woolsey was able to repulse the British and returned safely to Sackets Harbor with the guns and supplies.

Woolsey remained in command at the naval yard at Sackets Harbor through the final months of the war and continued in the same capacity after the war. He was promoted to captain on April 27, 1816. In late 1824 he took command of the frigate Constellation until 1827, when he assumed command of the Pensacola Navy Yard. He took command of the Brazilian Squadron in 1832. In 1836 he took charge of surveys of Chesapeake Bay. Woolsey died at Utica, New York, on May 18, 1838.

Jeffery Seymour
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Worsley, Miller

Birth Date: July 8, 1791

Death Date: May 2, 1835

Royal Navy officer. There is scant biographical information available on Miller Worsley. The Trafalgar Roll gives his date and place of birth as July 8, 1791, at the village of Kingston on the Isle of Wight, England. He was a midshipman in the third-rate ship of the line Swiftsure of 74 guns (and thus shipmate of Lieutenant Robert Heriot Barclay) at the Battle of Trafalgar on October 21, 1805. Worsley had joined that ship during the previous May from the frigate Decade, which had been in the Mediterranean and was said to have entered the navy as a volunteer.

Worsley passed his lieutenant’s exam in October 1810 but was still a midshipman in February 1813 in Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren’s squadron at Bermuda when Warren gave him a lieutenant’s commission and assigned him to follow Commander Barclay to the Great Lakes. Lieutenant Worsley was among the first Royal Navy officers to reach the Great Lakes, and he continued to serve on Lake Ontario under Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo, participating in all the events of the campaigns of 1813 and 1814.

In July 1814 Yeo ordered Worsley to the upper Great Lakes to replace Lieutenant Newdigate Poyntz, who had quarreled with Colonel Robert McDouall, commanding at Mackinac Island. Worsley reached Georgian Bay early in August and took command of the schooner Nancy. He set sail for Mackinac but turned back when warned of the advance of an American squadron under Captain Arthur Sinclair. Worsley dismantled the Nancy and towed it partway up the Nottawasaga River, but Sinclair arrived and attacked the British on August 14, destroying the schooner. After Sinclair departed, Worsley set out in two bateaux to deliver supplies to Mackinac and along the way saw the U.S. Navy schooners Tigress and Scorpion. Obtaining men and arms from Mackinac, Worsley traveled back to find the schooners, capturing the Tigress on September 3 and the Scorpion three days later.

Worsley’s success in supplying the outpost and removing the blockading schooners won him praise and eventual promotion to commander in July 1815. He did not receive another command afloat, however, other than being made the inspecting commander of preventive boats on the Isle of Wight in 1817, a position he appears to have held through the 1830s. He died on May 2, 1835.

Robert Malcomson
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Worth, William Jenkins

Birth Date: March 1, 1794

Death Date: May 7, 1849

U.S. Army general. William Jenkins Worth was born in Hudson, New York, on March 1, 1794, and worked as a local merchant. During the War of 1812 he joined the army on March 19, 1813, as a first lieutenant in the 23rd U.S. Infantry. He then became a secretary for Major General (of volunteers) Morgan Lewis. By early 1814 Worth’s good work had drawn the attention on Brigadier General Winfield Scott, who made Worth his aide-de-camp. Scott thereafter became a lifelong friend and mentor. Worth joined Scott’s brigade just before the second U.S. expedition into Canada began in the summer of 1814. Worth performed well at the July 5, 1814, Battle of Chippawa, for which he was brevetted captain. At the Battle of Lundy’s Lane on July 25 he conducted himself with similar prowess and was brevetted major. During the latter engagement Worth, Scott, and Major General Jacob Brown were slightly wounded.

Worth remained in the army after the war. Beginning in 1820 he served for a year as commandant of cadets at the U.S. Military Academy, West Point. In 1835 he was promoted to colonel and assigned command of the 8th U.S. Infantry. During the Second Seminole War (1835–1842) he distinguished himself under Major General Zachary Taylor.

By 1841 Worth had charge of the U.S. forces in Florida. His strategy of carrying the fight to the Seminoles by the destruction of their crops and dwellings and campaigning in the hot summer months, even at high cost to his own men in sickness and disease, helped bring the war to a victorious conclusion. His accomplishment brought a brevet promotion to brigadier general.

In 1845 Worth was assigned to Taylor’s Army of Occupation in southern Texas on the Mexican border. There Worth became engaged in a feud with Colonel David E. Twiggs over seniority in rank. When President James K. Polk ruled in favor of Twiggs, Worth resigned his commission. Learning of the outbreak of hostilities, Worth withdrew his resignation.

Rejoining the army on the Rio Grande, Worth commanded a division in Taylor’s army and became his second-in-command as a brigadier general. Worth distinguished himself in fighting for the city of Monterrey in September 1846 and was brevetted major general. As the city’s military governor, he established order and secured the rights and property of Mexican civilians.

In January 1847 Worth transferred to Major General Winfield Scott’s forces preparing for the invasion of Veracruz and march on Mexico City. On March 9, 1847, Worth led the first division ashore at Collado Beach south of the city. Appointed military governor of Veracruz, he instituted the same effective occupation policies as at Monterrey.

Once the march to Mexico City began, Worth was angered to learn that his division was third in the column and that it was to act as a reserve unit, while his rival Twiggs commanded the vanguard. This was probably the beginning of what would become a bitter rift between Worth and his former close friend Scott. The relationship between the two men worsened following the Battle of Cerro Gordo on April 18, 1847, when Worth believed that he had been slighted in Scott’s after-action report.

On May 15 Worth secured Puebla in advance of Scott’s army but under terms that allowed the Mexican courts jurisdiction over crimes by Mexicans against U.S. personnel. When Scott arrived at Puebla he countermanded the terms by instituting martial law. Scott also ordered Worth to withdraw a flyer warning that Mexicans might attempt to poison food and water supplies in the Puebla markets. Worth demanded a court of inquiry, which found in favor of Scott and called on the latter to reprimand Worth.

On August 20, 1847, Worth’s division bore most of the fighting at Churubusco and then sustained heavy casualties in the bloodbath of the Battle of Molino del Rey on September 8. Worth’s division also played a key role in the final assault on and capture of Mexico City.

The feud between Scott and Worth continued, even though hostilities with Mexico had ended. As Scott awaited the conclusion of a peace treaty, Worth became involved with Major General Gideon Pillow in criticism of Scott. An anonymous letter appeared in the press praising Worth, not Scott, for having been responsible for the successful plan to approach Mexico City from the south. Scott issued an order reminding officers that it was a violation of military orders to publish accounts of military operations, mentioning “scandalous letters” and “false credit” given to certain officers. Worth believed this to be directed at him. When Scott failed to reply to a letter, Worth appealed to Polk, accusing Scott of conduct “unbecoming an officer and a gentleman.” When Scott learned that both Worth and Pillow had broken the chain of command, he reacted by ordering their arrest and that of another critic, Colonel James Duncan.

Polk, no friend of Scott, met with his cabinet and ordered Scott to release the three officers and ordered a court of inquiry to meet in Mexico to deal with their charges. Polk also relieved Scott from command. Meanwhile, Scott and Worth had arranged an uneasy truce. Restored to command, Worth oversaw the final withdrawal of U.S. troops from Mexico City on June 12, 1848.

Worth then commanded the Department of Texas. He died of cholera in San Antonio, Texas, on May 7, 1849. The city of Fort Worth, Texas, is named for him.

Robert W. Malick and Spencer C. Tucker
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Worthington, Thomas

Birth Date: July 16, 1773

Death Date: June 27, 1827

Influential Democratic Republican politician from Ohio. Thomas Worthington was born on July 16, 1773, in Jefferson County, Virginia (now West Virginia). After undertaking preparatory studies, he spent two years at sea before studying surveying and moving to Ross County, Ohio, in 1796. He became involved in local and territorial politics and was a member of the territorial legislature during 1799–1803; he was highly influential in lobbying for Ohio statehood, which occurred in 1803. Elected as a Democratic Republican to the U.S. Senate, Worthington served from 1803 to 1807. He again served in the Senate during 1810–1814.

Despite his political affiliation, Worthington was loath to see the United States pursue war with Great Britain, chiefly because he believed that the nation was ill-prepared for war with its powerful adversary. Once the fighting began in 1812, however, he threw his support behind the conflict, particularly with his work as chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs and the Committee on Militia. That same year, President James Madison sent Worthington to parley with the Indians in the Old Northwest Territory in hopes of reaching an accommodation with them. Although formal agreement was not reached, Worthington had successfully negotiated with the tribes in the past, particularly at Greenville in 1807, where he received assurances of neutrality in the building conflict with the British. He had also previously entertained Indian luminaries such as Blue Jacket and Tecumseh at his home in Chillicothe.

Resigning his Senate seat in December 1814, the popular Worthington was elected governor of Ohio and served from 1814 to 1818. As governor, he championed social reform initiatives, a strong militia, and internal improvements, including the construction of canals. From 1818 until his death, he served as Ohio’s canal commissioner and served in the Ohio House of Representatives during 1821–1822. Worthington died in New York City on June 27, 1827, and was interred near his home in Chillicothe.

Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr.

See also

Ohio; Tecumseh

Further Reading


Nelson, Marion C. “Power in Motion: Western Success Stories of the Jeffersonian Republic.” Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 2006.

Sears, Alfred B. Thomas Worthington: Father of Ohio Statehood. Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1958.



Wyandots

Group of Native Americans comprising a broad section of peoples, also known as the Hurons, who lived in the upper Great Lakes region in both British Canada and the United States. By the mid-1700s the Wyandots had claimed most of the area between Lake Erie and the Ohio River. The Wyandots were a successor tribe to the Huron Confederacy, which was destroyed in 1650 and had consisted of four or five tribes.

In the 16th century the Wyandots lived in the upper St. Lawrence River Valley. By 1600 at the latest they inhabited an area known as Huronia, which included land between Georgian Bay (Lake Huron) and Lake Ontario. From a high of between 16,000 and 30,000 people in the early 17th century, the Wyandot population dropped to about 10,000 in the mid-17th century and to fewer than 200 in Canada in the early 19th century.

Land cessions to Europeans began in 1745 and continued into the 19th century. The Wyandots sold their lands on the Canadian side of the Detroit River in 1790 in exchange for reserves, most of which were ceded in the early 19th century; the rest were allotted in severalty later in the century.

The Wyandots sided with the French during the French and Indian War and the British in the Revolutionary War. Because the Wyandots lived on both sides of the border during the War of 1812, they split their allegiance during that conflict. When the American-allied Wyandots tried to persuade the Canadian faction to join the U.S. side in August 1812, Chief Roundhead rebuffed the offer and declared his fealty to the British. Numerous Wyandots fought alongside British forces, but British military reversals and Tecumseh’s death in October 1813 caused many to withdraw their support. That same month, many British-allied Wyandots agreed to an armistice with the Americans; on July 22, 1814, 16 Wyandot chiefs signed the Second Treaty of Greenville.

The Wyandots’ land in Ohio and Michigan was recognized by the United States after the War of 1812, but the tribe ceded most of it by 1819. With the decline of the fur trade, many Wyandots began farming and acculturating to nonnative society. More land was ceded in 1832, and in 1842 the people had ceded all Ohio and Michigan. Most then moved to Kansas.

Barry M. Pritzker
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Y

Yankee, American Privateer Brig

American privateer. Said to be the most successful privateer of the War of 1812, the Yankee was a brig of 168 tons, mounting 14 guns and with a crew of 120 men, and was owned by James De Wolf. Sailing from Bristol, Rhode Island, beginning on July 15, 1812, the Yankee went out on six cruises and during the war was at sea for approximately 18 months, averaging one capture every 12 days.

The most memorable cruise began on October 17, 1812, and lasted five months. During that cruise the Yankee sailed the west coast of Africa, taking eight prizes carrying in all 62 guns and 196 men and said to be worth an aggregate $296,000. After distributing the captured goods in order to ensure the likelihood of their arrival, the Yankee returned to Naragansett Bay in the spring of 1813, bringing in its own hold six tons of ivory, 32 bales of fine goods, and $40,000 in gold.

By the end of the war the Yankee was said to have taken 40 or 41 ships, of which 34 were ships or brigs, the whole with cargoes worth an astonishing $3 million and making De Wolf, later a U.S. senator, one of the richest men in Rhode Island.

Spencer C. Tucker
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Yeo, James Lucas

Birth Date: October 7, 1782

Death Date: August 28, 1818

Royal Navy commodore of the British fleet on the Great Lakes. James Lucas Yeo was born in Southampton, England, on October 7, 1782. He joined the Royal Navy as a midshipman in 1793, before his 11th birthday. He was promoted to lieutenant on February 20, 1797.

Yeo participated in numerous sea battles during the French Revolution and Napoleonic Wars. While serving on the 46-gun Loire on June 4, 1805, he led a landing party of 50 men against Muros, a small fortified port on the northwest coast of Spain, defeating a numerically superior opposition force and capturing the ships in harbor. As a reward, Yeo received command of the former 22-gun French privateer Confiance, one of the ships taken in the harbor, and was promoted to commander on June 21, 1805.

In 1807 as the French were preparing to invade Portugal, Yeo assisted British vice admiral William Sidney Smith in the evacuation of the Portuguese royal family to Brazil. For this Yeo was promoted to captain on December 19, 1807. During the winter of 1808–1809 he led a joint British-Portuguese force of 400 men against 1,200 French troops in fortified Cayenne, French Guiana. His subsequent victory there, which displaced the French from South America, earned him a Portuguese knighthood on August 17, 1809, and a British knighthood on June 20, 1810. While in French Guiana, he contracted malaria. Following several months of convalescence in England, Yeo was assigned to the 32-gun frigate Southampton and sent to Jamaica. In this capacity he captured the U.S. Navy brig Vixen on November 22, 1812, but subsequently lost his own ship and his prize when both vessels struck a reef. A court of inquiry cleared Yeo of any responsibility for the mishap.

[image: image]

A skillful and determined naval officer, Captain James Yeo commanded the British squadron on the Great Lakes and secured control of Lake Ontario late in 1814. (Mahan, A.T. Sea Power in its Relations to the War of Eighteen Hundred and Twelve, Little, Brown, and Company. Boston: 1905. vol. 2.)

On March 19, 1813, Yeo was appointed commodore of the British squadron on the Great Lakes. He was, however, subordinate to Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, governor in chief of Canada. A series of naval battles between Yeo and Commodore Isaac Chauncey transpired on Lake Ontario in 1813 and 1814, the most significant being the failed May 28–29, 1813, attack on Sackets Harbor, New York. A naval construction contest ensued between the two men, yet neither the British nor the Americans were able to secure complete control of Lake Ontario.

This dynamic, however, changed in the final months of the war. A skillful and determined leader, Yeo occasionally took control of Lake Ontario, the most crucial supply line for military operations in Canada. Because Lake Ontario was landlocked to all but the smallest ships as a consequence of its relatively shallow water and the rapids on the St. Lawrence River downstream and Niagara Falls upstream, British warships had to be built at either the Royal Navy dockyards in Kingston, Ontario, or the American naval dockyards in Sackets Harbor, New York. The British and Americans also used their shipyards to refit merchant ships already on Lake Ontario for battle.

In late 1813 Yeo initiated construction of the St. Lawrence, a 112-gun ship of the line, at Kingston. Once launched on October 15, 1814, the St. Lawrence on Lake Ontario deterred the U.S. squadron from leaving port, which ensured the British uncontested control of Lake Ontario for the remainder of the war. Little came of this, however, and a strategic impasse continued as before.

After the war Yeo held commands in West Africa and the Caribbean. On August 28, 1818, Yeo died on board the fifth-rate 36-gun Semiramis while en route from Jamaica to England.

Michael R. Hall
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York, Battle of

Event Date: April 27, 1813

The U.S. capture of York (present-day Toronto), Canada, was the first major American land victory of the war as well as being the first combined operation in history for the U.S. Army and U.S. Navy. British major general Isaac Brock was among the officers who recommended to Canadian governor in chief Sir George Prevost that the headquarters of the Provincial Marine be moved to York. It was less susceptible to attack than Kingston, site of the main dockyard.

Prevost ordered the change to be made in stages, beginning in the spring of 1812. Six months later he called for a new ship to built at Kingston, while a new dockyard was created at York for the construction of two brigs (later reduced to one small frigate). It was also intended that all the Provincial Marine vessels would anchor there for the winter, but only two schooners arrived in the autumn of 1812 before ice gathered. Unwittingly, Prevost had drawn a bull’s-eye on a town that previously possessed no significant military assets.

The American strategy for 1813 relied heavily on plans presented by Major General Henry Dearborn and Commodore Isaac Chauncey. Both officers recommended an attack on Kingston, and in February 1813 the James Madison administration chose it for the first operation of the spring.

The thaw was slow in arriving, and rumors reached Sackets Harbor about a troop buildup at Kingston. Chauncey also learned about two brigs being built at York, other ships at anchor, and the collection of a considerable quantity of naval stores and equipment. Reasoning that capture of the warships and supplies would cement his control of Lake Ontario while gaining a relatively easy victory against what was said to be a lightly defended town, he secured Dearborn’s support for a change in plans and sent the proposal to Washington. It was accepted, and the Americans turned their eyes toward York.

The British began improving the fortifications near the entrance to the bay at York during 1812, but progress on this was slow. By April 1813 only four batteries had been constructed, along with a new grand magazine and an earthen curtain wall on the west side of Garrison Creek. Across the creek, the old stockaded garrison stood relatively unchanged. Prevost sent only a pair of 12-pounder long guns to York, so to arm the batteries guns were taken from shipping interests. Other pieces brought to York by Simcoe were also mounted, including two 18-pounder long guns that had been declared obsolete.

Work on the new frigate, already named the Sir Isaac Brock, was far behind schedule due to the incompetence of the superintendent, Thomas Plucknett, whom Prevost had hired as part of the change to the Provincial Marine. The senior commanding officer in Upper Canada, Major General Sir Roger Hale Sheaffe, was weighed down by the press of his post and did little to push the work forward.

Chauncey’s squadron set sail with the American land force on April 25. The latter consisted of about 1,800 men drawn from the 6th, 13th, 14th, 15th, 16th and 21st U.S. Infantries; the Light and 3rd Artilleries; a company from the Regiment of Riflemen; and two companies of federal volunteers. Chauncey’s squadron was composed of 13 warships and 1 storeship, all manned by approximately 860 sailors and marines. The squadron anchored about one mile west of the garrison before dawn on Tuesday, April 27.

Sheaffe later reported his strength at York as approximately 600 men, but documentary evidence shows that it was closer to 1,100 and included more than 400 regulars of the Royal Newfoundland Regiment of Fencibles, the Glengarry Fencibles, and the 8th Foot, plus a few Royal Artillery troops and men from the 41st and 49th Regiments. There were also approximately 500 militia, 85 dockyard workers, 10 town volunteers, and 50 Ojibwe Mississauga and Chippewa warriors.

Dearborn gave command of the landing to Brigadier General Zebulon Pike, whose plan was to go ashore at a clearing around the ruins of a French trading post. Easterly winds blew the boats off course, and they landed about half a mile farther west just before 7:30 a.m. Sheaffe made the fatal decision of dividing his force, sending the Indians to oppose the landing first, followed by the Glengarries. Then he sent the grenadier company of the 8th Foot forward. Meanwhile, the Glengarries had been led astray by an aging veteran officer commanding the militia.

Pike had wisely sent the Regiment of Rifle company ashore first, under command of Major Benjamin Forsyth. Fighting in the forest along the lakeshore, it effectively routed the warriors and then picked the grenadiers to pieces, inflicting 70 percent casualties and causing them to break. Pike had landed with most of the 15th U.S. Infantry, who helped beat the British back.

Sheaffe was slow in forming a column, taking only some of the regulars and militia and attempting to stop Pike’s advance at the clearing but failing after two advances. He withdrew to the batteries near the garrison by 9:00, while the remainder of the American infantry and artillery came ashore and the ships then sailed up to engage the British batteries. The westernmost battery accidently blew up, causing more chaos among the defenders.

Pike then began a slow advance through the woods toward the garrison. It was past noon when a detachment easily captured the western battery. Around 1:00 p.m. Pike had advanced to another battery, within 400 yards of Garrison Creek, and had opened fire with his artillery. Only a few British were to be seen, because Sheaffe had withdrawn toward town after several hours of indecision. He did give orders for the detonation of the grand magazine, and when this exploded after 1:00 p.m. the debris rained down on Pike’s column, injuring or killing more than 260 men; Pike received a mortal wound and died a short time later on board Chauncey’s flagship, the sloop Madison.

Sheaffe ordered his regulars to begin a retreat to Kingston, leaving militia officers to arrange terms of surrender with the Americans, who had re-formed under command of Colonel Cromwell Pearce. Sheaffe then sent a party to burn the Sir Isaac Brock and the dockyard stores. This caused problems in the negotiations, which were not settled until the next day.

The Americans occupied the town until May 1, filling their ships with captured provisions, equipment, and matériel. Their only naval prize was the worn-out Provincial Marine schooner Duke of Gloucester. Many American soldiers plundered private homes, and someone set a fire that consumed the Parliament buildings. They were apparently assisted in this arson by several renegade Canadians, whom Major Forsyth had released from prison without authorization. The Americans also destroyed most of the fortifications on shore before weighing anchor. Inclement weather prevented the squadron’s departure, and it lay pinned to the Canadian shore until May 8, during which time the wounded suffered horribly and many others took sick. The men were greatly weakened by the time they reached Fort Niagara, and plans for an immediate attack on Fort George and the village of Niagara were postponed.

In the fighting for York the British suffered 200 killed or wounded, some of whom were among the 340 taken prisoner. There was a disturbing outbreak of disloyalty and civil unrest after the battle, which civil officials struggled to contain, and nearly everyone castigated Sheaffe for his mishandled defense and ignoble abandonment of the town. Prevost was also an object of blame, but he defended his own actions to his superiors and blamed the setback on Sheaffe, who was removed to Lower Canada and then sent home in the autumn of 1813. The defeat was the first major turn of the tide against the British during the war in the northern theater.

In the United States the battle was hailed as a great victory, made more poignant by Pike’s heroic death. In reality Dearborn’s force was badly depleted by the operation, and Chauncey’s captured naval stores went up in flames during the battle of Sackets Harbor on May 29, 1813. The oft-repeated claim that Chauncey’s capture of the guns for the new British shipbuilding at Amherstburg contributed to the eventual British defeat at the Battle of Lake Erie on September 10, 1813, is untrue, as Chauncey discarded all but 16 assorted guns taken at York, and these proved too light for use in even his squadron.

Robert Malcomson
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York, Town of

York (present-day Toronto, Ontario) was the capital of Upper Canada, the center of government business, and, in 1812, home to about 700 people. Colonel John Graves Simcoe, the first lieutenant governor of the province, selected this site for the capital in 1793. Although it was then only a wooded shoreline where the Ojibwe Mississauga peoples camped during the summers, it was situated on the north shore of Lake Ontario and was therefore safer from attack than the town of Niagara, the current capital, which stood across from New York state at the mouth of the Niagara River. The proposed town site lay in a region that had been traditionally known by forms of the word “Toronto,” derived from the Mohawk term tkaronto, meaning “where there are trees standing in the water,” a reference to fish weirs. As part of his program to anglicize the province’s towns and waterways, Simcoe named the new capital after the Duke of York.

In 1812 York was still very much a frontier town, stretching for about a mile along the shoreline of the vast bay enclosed by a sprawling sandy peninsula. Simcoe had hoped that the bay would become the anchorage of a potent squadron of warships, backed up by defenses and depots, but this had not occurred. A weakly manned garrison, not yet known as Fort York, was located at the mouth of the bay and consisted of a blockhouse, some wooden barracks, and storehouses but not a single battery. Two single-story brick buildings at the extreme other end of town comprised the legislative buildings. The population was a mix of merchants, tradesmen, farmers, and government officials. Although it was the governmental center, York trailed both Kingston and Niagara in commercial and military activity.

Sir George Prevost’s strategic decision in 1812 to turn York into a grand depot and the headquarters of the Provincial Marine made it a target for American attack. He inadequately improved the town’s defenses, and the town was captured by a combined U.S. Army and U.S. Navy force on April 27, 1813. During the occupation the Americans plundered private dwellings and destroyed fortifications, the dockyard, and, by most accounts, the Parliament buildings. The citizens were stunned by the attack and by the civil unrest that erupted in its wake. During a second assault on July 31, 1813, the Americans burned the rest of the fortifications and seized more goods and arms.

A stronger fort was built beginning in 1813, but the garrison and town were mainly used as a hospital and transfer post throughout the rest of the war.

Robert Malcomson
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You, Dominique

Birth Date: ca. 1770

Death Date: November 14, 1830

Baratarian pirate who fought prominently on the American side in the December 1814–January 1815 battles for New Orleans. Little is known of Dominique You’s early life. The date and place of his birth are variously given as Port-au-Prince, Santo Domingo, circa 1770, or St. Jean d’Angély, France, circa 1772. Most accounts have You as a sailor, possibly in the French Navy, and later serving in the artillery during the French Revolutionary Wars and taking part in French general Charles Leclerc’s 1802 expedition to Haiti.

Following an unsuccessful foray into privateering, sometime around 1810 You settled in New Orleans. The next year he joined Jean and Pierre Lafitte at their pirate stronghold at Barataria Bay. You became a close friend of Jean Lafitte and was soon his principal lieutenant.

You reportedly captured a number of Spanish ships in the Gulf of Mexico, including slavers. In any case, his activities led a New Orleans grand jury in 1814 to indict him for piracy, although he remained at large. In September 1814, however, Master Commandant Daniel T. Patterson led a successful U.S. Navy raid on the Baratarian stronghold. You was among those captured.

When British forces under Lieutenant General Sir Edward Pakenham mounted a military assault on New Orleans, Jean Lafitte offered his services to Major General Andrew Jackson. The Americans then released from imprisonment and armed the Baratarians they held, among them You, who was given command of one of two 24-pounder cannon manned by Baratarian gunners in Line Jackson. The Baratarians took part in battles on December 28, 1814, and January 1 and 8, 1815. Jackson so valued their services during the Battle of New Orleans on January 8 that, in his general order of January 21, he specifically commended both “Captain Dominique” and Renato Beluché, who commanded the other Baratarian battery.

In recognition of their role in the American victory, all proceedings against You and the other Baratarians were dropped, and in February 1815 President James Madison pardoned them. After the war when the Lafittes set up their operations on Galveston Island, You parted company with them and returned to New Orleans. In 1817 You settled permanently in New Orleans, where he became quite popular and helped rally some of the more lawless elements of the population to the United States.

In 1820 You was involved in a plot with Nicholas Girod, former millionaire mayor of New Orleans, to rescue Napoleon Bonaparte from Saint Helena and bring him to New Orleans. You was to have had actual charge of the attempt. Three days before You was to sail in the schooner Serpentine for Saint Helena, however, word was received in New Orleans of Napoleon’s death. You died in poverty in New Orleans a decade later, on November 14, 1830. His tombstone proclaims him as an “intrepid warrior on land and sea in a hundred combats.”

Spencer C. Tucker
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Documents

1. Thomas Jefferson, Letter to James Madison on the “Need for a Little Rebellion Now and Then,” January 30, 1787

Introduction

Thomas Jefferson, primary author of the Declaration of Independence, was serving the new nation as minister to France when he wrote a letter on January 30, 1787, in response to news of Shays’ Rebellion. In August 1786, a Continental Army veteran named Daniel Shays had led an armed revolt in western and central Massachusetts. The rebellion exposed Congress’s inability under the Articles of Confederation to intervene in a state disorder, even though it threatened a national armory. From his vantage point in France, Jefferson was less concerned than many about the threat posed by Shays’ Rebellion. Writing to fellow Virginian James Madison, Jefferson argued that such rebellions served the beneficial purpose of restraining governments from abusing their power. Jefferson would consistently be suspicious of federal authority. When he returned to the United States, he organized Anti-­Federalists into a new Republican Party that supported states’ rights. Running as the Anti-Federalist candidate in the bitterly contested race of 1800, Jefferson won election as president of the United States. He exercised federal authority by imposing the 1807 trade embargo against both France and Great Britain over the objections of the Federalist-dominated New England

states. These Federalist states, economically harmed by the embargo, defied federal authority before and during the War of 1812

Primary Source

My last to you was of the 16th of December; since which, I have received yours of November 25 and December 4, which afforded me, as your letters always do, a treat on matters public, individual, and economical. I am impatient to learn your sentiments on the late troubles in the Eastern states. So far as I have yet seen, they do not appear to threaten serious consequences. Those states have suffered by the stoppage of the channels of their commerce, which have not yet found other issues. This must render money scarce and make the people uneasy. This uneasiness has produced acts absolutely unjustifiable; but I hope they will provoke no severities from their governments. A consciousness of those in power that their administration of the public affairs has been honest may, perhaps, produce too great a degree of indignation; and those characters, wherein fear predominates over hope, may apprehend too much from these instances of irregularity. They may conclude too hastily that nature has formed man insusceptible of any other government than that of force, a conclusion not founded in truth nor experience.

Societies exist under three forms, sufficiently distinguishable: (1) without government, as among our Indians; (2) under governments, wherein the will of everyone has a just influence, as is the case in England, in a slight degree,

and in our states, in a great one; (3) under governments of force, as is the case in all other monarchies, and in most of the other republics.

To have an idea of the curse of existence under these last, they must be seen. It is a government of wolves over sheep. It is a problem, not clear in my mind, that the first condition is not the best. But I believe it to be inconsistent with any great degree of population. The second state has a great deal of good in it. The mass of mankind under that enjoys a precious degree of liberty and happiness. It has its evils, too, the principal of which is the turbulence to which it is subject. But weigh this against the oppressions of monarchy, and it becomes nothing. Malo periculosam libertatem quam quietam servitutem. Even this evil is productive of good. It prevents the degeneracy of government and nourishes a general attention to the public affairs.

I hold it that a little rebellion now and then is a good thing, and as necessary in the political world as storms in the physical. Unsuccessful rebellions, indeed, generally establish the encroachments on the rights of the people which have produced them. An observation of this truth should render honest republican governors so mild in their punishment of rebellions as not to discourage them too much. It is a medicine necessary for the sound health of government.

If these transactions give me no uneasiness, I feel very differently at another piece of intelligence, to wit, the possibility that the navigation of the Mississippi may be abandoned to Spain. I never had any interest westward of the Allegheny; and I never will have any. But I have had great opportunities of knowing the character of the people who inhabit that country; and I will venture to say that the act which abandons the navigation of the Mississippi is an act of separation between the Eastern and Western country. It is a relinquishment of five parts out of eight of the territory of the United States; an abandonment of the fairest subject for the payment of our public debts, and the chaining those debts on our own necks, in perpetuum.

I have the utmost confidence in the honest intentions of those who concur in this measure; but I lament their want of acquaintance with the character and physical advantages of the people, who, right or wrong, will suppose their interests sacrificed on this occasion to the contrary interests of that part of the confederacy in possession of present power. If they declare themselves a separate people, we are incapable of a single effort to retain them. Our citizens can never be induced, either as militia or as soldiers, to go there to cut the throats of their own brothers and sons, or rather,

to be themselves the subjects instead of the perpetrators of the parricide.

Nor would that country quit the cost of being retained against the will of its inhabitants, could it be done. But it cannot be done. They are able already to rescue the navigation of the Mississippi out of the hands of Spain, and to add New Orleans to their own territory. They will be joined by the inhabitants of Louisiana. This will bring on a war between them and Spain; and that will produce the question with us, whether it will not be worth our while to become parties with them in the war in order to reunite them with us and thus correct our error. And were I to permit my forebodings to go one step further, I should predict that the inhabitants of the United States would force their rulers to take the affirmative of that question. I wish I may be mistaken in all these opinions.

Source: H. A. Washington, ed., The Writings of Thomas Jefferson: Being His Autobiography, Correspondence, Reports, Messages, Addresses, and Other Writings, Official and Private, 9 vols. (New York: J. C. Riker, 1853–1854).

2. An Ordinance for the Government of the Territory of the United States Northwest of the River Ohio, July 13, 1787

Introduction

In 1763, the British government barred colonists from settling the Northwest Territory (the area covered by the present-day states of Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin). After the newly formed United States took over the territory in 1783, Virginia and other states ceded their territorial claims to the national government. Congress passed the Northwest Ordinance on July 13, 1787. The Northwest Ordinance opened the territory for settlement, provided for territorial government, established civil rights for its inhabitants, and gave lip service to Indian property rights. It also prohibited slavery in the territory and provided for the eventual admission of three to five states from those territories. Congress renewed the ordinance in 1789 and again in 1790, and extended it to the territory south of the Ohio River. However, the slavery prohibition did not apply south of the Ohio. The ordinance did little to settle lingering conflicts among American settlers, the territory’s Indians, and British traders who wielded influence from neighboring Canada and incited

Indians to resist American settlement. The Northwest Territory became a major battleground of the War of 1812.

Primary Source

Be it ordained by the United States in Congress assembled, That the said territory, for the purposes of temporary government, be one district, subject, however, to be divided into two districts, as future circumstances may, in the opinion of Congress, make it expedient.

Be it ordained by the authority aforesaid, That the estates, both of resident and nonresident proprietors in the said territory, dying intestate, shall descent to, and be distributed among their children, and the descendants of a deceased child, in equal parts; the descendants of a deceased child or grandchild to take the share of their deceased parent in equal parts among them: And where there shall be no children or descendants, then in equal parts to the next of kin in equal degree; and among collaterals, the children of a deceased brother or sister of the intestate shall have, in equal parts among them, their deceased parents’ share; and there shall in no case be a distinction between kindred of the whole and half blood; saving, in all cases, to the widow of the intestate her third part of the real estate for life, and one third part of the personal estate; and this law relative to descents and dower, shall remain in full force until altered by the legislature of the district. And until the governor and judges shall adopt laws as hereinafter mentioned, estates in the said territory may be devised or bequeathed by wills in writing, signed and sealed by him or her in whom the estate may be (being of full age), and attested by three witnesses; and real estates may be conveyed by lease and release, or bargain and sale, signed, sealed and delivered by the person being of full age, in whom the estate may be, and attested by two witnesses, provided such wills be duly proved, and such conveyances be acknowledged, or the execution thereof duly proved, and be recorded within one year after proper magistrates, courts, and registers shall be appointed for that purpose; and personal property may be transferred by delivery; saving, however to the French and Canadian inhabitants, and other settlers of the Kaskaskies, St. Vincents and the neighboring villages who have heretofore professed themselves citizens of Virginia, their laws and customs now in force among them, relative to the descent and conveyance, of property.

Be it ordained by the authority aforesaid, That there shall be appointed from time to time by Congress, a governor, whose commission shall continue in force for the term of three years, unless sooner revoked by Congress; he shall reside in the district, and have a freehold estate therein in 1,000 acres of land, while in the exercise of his office.

There shall be appointed from time to time by Congress, a secretary, whose commission shall continue in force for four years unless sooner revoked; he shall reside in the district, and have a freehold estate therein in 500 acres of land, while in the exercise of his office. It shall be his duty to keep and preserve the acts and laws passed by the legislature, and the public records of the district, and the proceedings of the governor in his executive department, and transmit authentic copies of such acts and proceedings, every six months, to the Secretary of Congress: There shall also be appointed a court to consist of three judges, any two of whom to form a court, who shall have a common law jurisdiction, and reside in the district, and have each therein a freehold estate in 500 acres of land while in the exercise of their offices; and their commissions shall continue in force during good behavior.

The governor and judges, or a majority of them, shall adopt and publish in the district such laws of the original States, criminal and civil, as may be necessary and best suited to the circumstances of the district, and report them to Congress from time to time: which laws shall be in force in the district until the organization of the General Assembly therein, unless disapproved of by Congress; but afterwards the Legislature shall have authority to alter them as they shall think fit.

The governor, for the time being, shall be commander in chief of the militia, appoint and commission all officers in the same below the rank of general officers; all general officers shall be appointed and commissioned by Congress.

Previous to the organization of the general assembly, the governor shall appoint such magistrates and other civil officers in each county or township, as he shall find necessary for the preservation of the peace and good order in the same: After the general assembly shall be organized, the powers and duties of the magistrates and other civil officers shall be regulated and defined by the said assembly; but all magistrates and other civil officers not herein otherwise directed, shall during the continuance of this temporary government, be appointed by the governor.

For the prevention of crimes and injuries, the laws to be adopted or made shall have force in all parts of the district, and for the execution of process, criminal and civil, the governor shall make proper divisions thereof; and he shall proceed from time to time as circumstances may require, to lay out the parts of the district in which the Indian titles shall have been extinguished, into counties and townships, subject, however, to such alterations as may thereafter be made by the legislature.

So soon as there shall be five thousand free male inhabitants of full age in the district, upon giving proof thereof to the governor, they shall receive authority, with time and place, to elect a representative from their counties or townships to represent them in the general assembly: Provided, That, for every five hundred free male inhabitants, there shall be one representative, and so on progressively with the number of free male inhabitants shall the right of representation increase, until the number of representatives shall amount to twenty five; after which, the number and proportion of representatives shall be regulated by the legislature: Provided, That no person be eligible or qualified to act as a representative unless he shall have been a citizen of one of the United States three years, and be a resident in the district, or unless he shall have resided in the district three years; and, in either case, shall likewise hold in his own right, in fee simple, two hundred acres of land within the same; Provided, also, That a freehold in fifty acres of land in the district, having been a citizen of one of the states, and being resident in the district, or the like freehold and two years residence in the district, shall be necessary to qualify a man as an elector of a representative.

The representatives thus elected, shall serve for the term of two years; and, in case of the death of a representative, or removals from office, the governor shall issue a writ to the county or township for which he was a member, to elect another in his stead, to serve for the residue of the term.

The general assembly or legislature shall consist of the governor, legislative council, and a house of representatives. The Legislative Council shall consist of five members, to continue in office five years, unless sooner removed by Congress; any three of whom to be a quorum: and the members of the Council shall be nominated and appointed in the following manner, to wit: As soon as representatives shall be elected, the Governor shall appoint a time and place for them to meet together; and, when met, they shall nominate ten persons, residents in the district, and each possessed of a freehold in five hundred acres of land, and return their names to Congress; five of whom Congress shall appoint and commission to serve as aforesaid; and, whenever a vacancy shall happen in the council, by death or removal from office, the house of representatives shall nominate two persons, qualified as aforesaid, for each vacancy, and return their names to Congress; one of whom congress shall appoint and commission for the residue of the term. And every five years, four months at least before the expiration of the time of service of the members of council, the said house shall nominate ten persons, qualified as aforesaid, and return their names to Congress; five of whom Congress shall appoint and commission to serve as members

of the council five years, unless sooner removed. And the governor, legislative council, and house of representatives, shall have authority to make laws in all cases, for the good government of the district, not repugnant to the principles and articles in this ordinance established and declared. And all bills, having passed by a majority in the house, and by a majority in the council, shall be referred to the governor for his assent; but no bill, or legislative act whatever, shall be of any force without his assent. The governor shall have power to convene, prorogue, and dissolve the general assembly, when, in his opinion, it shall be expedient.

The governor, judges, legislative council, secretary, and such other officers as Congress shall appoint in the district, shall take an oath or affirmation of fidelity and of office; the governor before the president of congress, and all other officers before the Governor. As soon as a legislature shall be formed in the district, the council and house assembled in one room, shall have authority, by joint ballot, to elect a delegate to Congress, who shall have a seat in Congress, with a right of debating but not voting during this temporary government.

And, for extending the fundamental principles of civil and religious liberty, which form the basis whereon these republics, their laws and constitutions are erected; to fix and establish those principles as the basis of all laws, constitutions, and governments, which forever hereafter shall be formed in the said territory: to provide also for the establishment of States, and permanent government therein, and for their admission to a share in the federal councils on an equal footing with the original States, at as early periods as may be consistent with the general interest:

It is hereby ordained and declared by the authority aforesaid, That the following articles shall be considered as articles of compact between the original States and the people and States in the said territory and forever remain unalterable, unless by common consent, to wit:

Article 1. No person, demeaning himself in a peaceable and orderly manner, shall ever be molested on account of his mode of worship or religious sentiments, in the said territory.

Article 2. The inhabitants of the said territory shall always be entitled to the benefits of the writ of habeas corpus, and of the trial by jury; of a proportionate representation of the people in the legislature; and of judicial proceedings according to the course of the common law. All persons shall be bailable, unless for capital offenses, where the proof shall be evident or the presumption great. All fines

shall be moderate; and no cruel or unusual punishments shall be inflicted. No man shall be deprived of his liberty or property, but by the judgment of his peers or the law of the land; and, should the public exigencies make it necessary, for the common preservation, to take any person’s property, or to demand his particular services, full compensation shall be made for the same. And, in the just preservation of rights and property, it is understood and declared, that no law ought ever to be made, or have force in the said territory, that shall, in any manner whatever, interfere with or affect private contracts or engagements, bona fide, and without fraud, previously formed.

Article 3. Religion, morality, and knowledge, being necessary to good government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged. The utmost good faith shall always be observed towards the Indians; their lands and property shall never be taken from them without their consent; and, in their property, rights, and liberty, they shall never be invaded or disturbed, unless in just and lawful wars authorized by Congress; but laws founded in justice and humanity, shall from time to time be made for preventing wrongs being done to them, and for preserving peace and friendship with them.

Article 4. The said territory, and the States which may be formed therein, shall forever remain a part of this Confederacy of the United States of America, subject to the Articles of Confederation, and to such alterations therein as shall be constitutionally made; and to all the acts and ordinances of the United States in Congress assembled, conformable thereto. The inhabitants and settlers in the said territory shall be subject to pay a part of the federal debts contracted or to be contracted, and a proportional part of the expenses of government, to be apportioned on them by Congress according to the same common rule and measure by which apportionments thereof shall be made on the other States; and the taxes for paying their proportion shall be laid and levied by the authority and direction of the legislatures of the district or districts, or new States, as in the original States, within the time agreed upon by the United States in Congress assembled. The legislatures of those districts or new States, shall never interfere with the primary disposal of the soil by the United States in Congress assembled, nor with any regulations Congress may find necessary for securing the title in such soil to the bona fide purchasers. No tax shall be imposed on lands the property of the United States; and, in no case, shall nonresident proprietors be taxed higher than residents. The navigable waters leading into the Mississippi and St. Lawrence, and the carrying places between the same, shall be common highways and forever free, as

well to the inhabitants of the said territory as to the citizens of the United States, and those of any other States that may be admitted into the confederacy, without any tax, impost, or duty therefor.

Article 5. There shall be formed in the said territory, not less than three nor more than five States; and the boundaries of the States, as soon as Virginia shall alter her act of cession, and consent to the same, shall become fixed and established as follows, to wit: The western State in the said territory, shall be bounded by the Mississippi, the Ohio, and Wabash Rivers; a direct line drawn from the Wabash and Post Vincents, due North, to the territorial line between the United States and Canada; and, by the said territorial line, to the Lake of the Woods and Mississippi. The middle State shall be bounded by the said direct line, the Wabash from Post Vincents to the Ohio, by the Ohio, by a direct line, drawn due north from the mouth of the Great Miami, to the said territorial line, and by the said territorial line. The eastern State shall be bounded by the last mentioned direct line, the Ohio, Pennsylvania, and the said territorial line: Provided, however, and it is further understood and declared, that the boundaries of these three States shall be subject so far to be altered, that, if Congress shall hereafter find it expedient, they shall have authority to form one or two States in that part of the said territory which lies north of an east and west line drawn through the southerly bend or extreme of Lake Michigan. And, whenever any of the said States shall have sixty thousand free inhabitants therein, such State shall be admitted, by its delegates, into the Congress of the United States, on an equal footing with the original States in all respects whatever, and shall be at liberty to form a permanent constitution and State government: Provided, the constitution and government so to be formed, shall be republican, and in conformity to the principles contained in these articles; and, so far as it can be consistent with the general interest of the confederacy, such admission shall be allowed at an earlier period, and when there may be a less number of free inhabitants in the State than sixty thousand.

Article 6. There shall be neither slavery nor involuntary servitude in the said territory, otherwise than in the punishment of crimes whereof the party shall have been duly convicted: Provided, always, That any person escaping into the same, from whom labor or service is lawfully claimed in any one of the original States, such fugitive may be lawfully reclaimed and conveyed to the person claiming his or her labor or service as aforesaid.

Be it ordained by the authority aforesaid, That the resolutions of the 23rd of April, 1784, relative to the subject of

this ordinance, be, and the same are hereby repealed and declared null and void.

Source: Francis Newton Thorpe, ed., The Federal and State Constitutions, Colonial Charters, and Other Organic Laws of the States, Territories, and Colonies Now or Heretofore Forming the United States of America, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1909).

3. Fugitive Slave Act, February 12, 1793

Introduction

Enacted on February 12, 1793, and signed into law by President George Washington, the Fugitive Slave Act implemented Article IV, Section 2, of the Constitution, which prohibited states from freeing persons “held to Service or Labour” and required states to return fugitives to the state from which they had fled. The Fugitive Slave Act made it a federal offense to assist escapees and permitted the seizure of escaped slaves—as well as any children subsequently born to them—in any state of the union for as long as they lived. The act also specifically recognized the role of agents—known as slave-catchers—in securing escaped slaves, and it authorized judges and magistrates to approve the transfer of slaves. Under the act, slave-catchers were able to seize free blacks and sell them into slavery. No longer safe in any state in the union, increasing numbers of runaway slaves began migrating to Canada, where British law protected the freedom of any blacks reaching Canadian soil. During the War of 1812, blacks living in Canada volunteered for military service, and many served as sailors in naval campaigns on the Great Lakes. In the south, British forces promised freedom to American slaves as an inducement to join the British side. However, after the war, some British officers sold blacks back into slavery in the West Indies.

Primary Source

An act respecting fugitives from justice, and persons escaping from the service of their masters.

Section 1. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That whenever the executive authority of any state in the Union, or of either of the territories northwest or south of the river Ohio, shall demand any person as a fugitive from justice, of the executive authority of any such state or territory to which such person shall have fled, and

shall moreover produce the copy of an indictment found, or an affidavit made before a magistrate of any state or territory as aforesaid, charging the person so demanded, with having committed treason, felony or other crime, certified as authentic by the governor or chief magistrate of the state or territory from whence the person so charged fled, it shall be the duty of the executive authority of the state or territory to which such person shall have fled, to cause him or her to be arrested and secured, and notice of the arrest to be given to the executive authority making such demand, or to the agent of such authority appointed to receive the fugitive, and to cause the fugitive to be delivered to such agent when he shall appear: But if no such agent shall appear within six months from the time of the arrest, the prisoner may be discharged. And all costs or expenses incurred in the apprehending, securing, and transmitting such fugitive to the state or territory making such demand, shall be paid by such state or territory.

Sec. 2. And be it further enacted, That any agent, appointed as aforesaid, who shall receive the fugitive into his custody, shall be empowered to transport him or her to the state or territory from which he or she shall have fled. And if any person or persons shall by force set at liberty, or rescue the fugitive from such agent while transporting, as aforesaid, the person or persons so offending shall, on conviction, be fined not exceeding five hundred dollars, and be imprisoned not exceeding one year.

Sec. 3. And be it also enacted, That when a person held to labour in any of the United States, or in either of the territories on the northwest or south of the river Ohio, under the laws thereof, shall escape into any other of the said states or territory, the person to whom such labour or service may be due, his agent or attorney, is hereby empowered to seize or arrest such fugitive from labour, and to take him or her before any judge of the circuit or district courts of the United States, residing or being within the state, or before any magistrate of a county, city or town corporate, wherein such seizure or arrest shall be made, and upon proof to the satisfaction of such judge or magistrate, either by oral testimony or affidavit taken before and certified by a magistrate of any such state or territory, that the person so seized or arrested, doth, under the laws of the state or territory from which he or she fled, owe service or labour to the person claiming him or her, it shall be the duty of such judge or magistrate to give a certificate thereof to such claimant, his agent or attorney, which shall be sufficient warrant for removing the said fugitive from labour, to the state or territory from which he or she fled.

Sec. 4. And be it further enacted, That any person who shall knowingly and willingly obstruct or hinder such claimant, his agent or attorney in so seizing or arresting such fugitive from labour, or shall rescue such fugitive from such claimant, his agent or attorney when so arrested pursuant to the authority herein given or declared; or shall harbor or conceal such person after notice that he or she was a fugitive from labour, as aforesaid, shall, for either of the said offences, forfeit and pay the sum of five hundred dollars. Which penalty may be recovered by and for the benefit of such claimant, by action of debt, in any court proper to try the same; saving moreover to the person claiming such labour or service, his right of action for or on account of the said injuries or either of them.

Approved, February 12, 1793.

Source: National Archives.

4. George Washington, Proclamation of Neutrality, April 22, 1793

Introduction

When the framers debated the new constitution, one subject of controversy concerned when and how the nation should go to war. Everyone feared becoming involved in European wars even when the nation’s interests were not at stake. America could afford this isolationist position because, unlike in Europe, no powerful foreign nation sat along its borders. After consulting with his cabinet, President George Washington issued this proclamation of U.S. neutrality in the ongoing Anglo-French wars on April 22, 1793. The British and the French had been fighting each other for years. Although popular sentiment in the United States backed up Washington’s statement of neutrality, the American population was split between sympathy with France, who had been recent allies in the Revolutionary War, and sympathy with the Great Britain, the original homeland for many Americans. Most agreed, however, that the country was better off without getting entangled in European affairs. When Washington retired from office in 1796, he reiterated his belief in the importance of avoiding entangling foreign alliances. The proclamation set a precedent for U.S. isolationism that remained strong well into the 20th century. Nonetheless, the United States eventually became entangled in the Anglo-French conflict in 1812.
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Whereas it appears that a state of war exists between Austria, Prussia, Sardinia, Great Britain, and the United

Netherlands, of the one part, and France on the other; and the duty and interest of the United States require, that they should with sincerity and good faith adopt and pursue a conduct friendly and impartial toward the belligerant Powers;

I have therefore thought fit by these presents to declare the disposition of the United States to observe the conduct aforesaid towards those Powers respectfully; and to exhort and warn the citizens of the United States carefully to avoid all acts and proceedings whatsoever, which may in any manner tend to contravene such disposition.

And I do hereby also make known, that whatsoever of the citizens of the United States shall render himself liable to punishment or forfeiture under the law of nations, by committing, aiding, or abetting hostilities against any of the said Powers, or by carrying to any of them those articles which are deemed contraband by the modern usage of nations, will not receive the protection of the United States, against such punishment or forfeiture; and further, that I have given instructions to those officers, to whom it belongs, to cause prosecutions to be instituted against all persons, who shall, within the cognizance of the courts of the United States, violate the law of nations, with respect to the Powers at war, or any of them.

In testimony whereof, I have caused the seal of the United States of America to be affixed to these presents, and signed the same with my hand. Done at the city of Philadelphia, the twenty-second day of April, one thousand seven hundred and ninety-three, and of the Independence of the United States of America the seventeenth.

GEORGE WASHINGTON

April 22, 1793

Source: National Archives.

5. Jay Treaty, November 19, 1794

Introduction

The Jay Treaty was an attempt to settle outstanding grievances between the United States and Great Britain following the American Revolution. It was signed on November 19, 1794, by representatives from both countries, with U.S. Supreme Court chief justice John Jay acting for the United States. Not only had the British defied the terms of the Treaty of Paris by removing slaves from American soil, but it had also left troops in several frontier outposts.

Diplomatic correspondence had accomplished nothing. Then in 1793, British ships began seizing dozens of American trading vessels bound for French-controlled islands in the Caribbean. Fearing the outbreak of another war with Great Britain, which the United States could ill afford, President Washington sent Jay to London to negotiate. Washington’s pro-French political opponents objected to Jay’s mission. Jay’s treaty provided for the British to vacate their last few trading posts on American soil but did not address the more important issues of ship seizures and impressment of American seamen. The treaty sparked intense debate in the United States, but the Senate eventually ratified the treaty on June 24, 1795. The entire episode heightened tensions between the two newly formed political parties in the United States, the Federalist and the Anti-Federalist or Jeffersonian Republicans.
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Treaty of Amity Commerce and Navigation, between His Britannick Majesty; and The United States of America, by Their President, with the advice and consent of Their Senate.

His Britannick Majesty and the United States of America, being desirous by a Treaty of Amity, Commerce and Navigation to terminate their Differences in such a manner, as without reference to the Merits of Their respective Complaints and Pretensions, may be the best calculated to produce mutual satisfaction and good understanding: And also to regulate the Commerce and Navigation between Their respective Countries, Territories and People, in such a manner as to render the same reciprocally beneficial and satisfactory; They have respectively named their Plenipotentiaries, and given them Full powers to treat of, and conclude, the said Treaty, that is to say; His Britannick Majesty has named for His Plenipotentiary, The Right Honourable William Wyndham Baron Grenville of Wotton, One of His Majesty’s Privy Council, and His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs; and The President of the said United States, by and with the advice and Consent of the Senate thereof, hath appointed for Their Plenipotentiary The Honourable John Jay, Chief Justice of the said United States and Their Envoy Extraordinary to His Majesty, who have agreed on, and concluded the following Articles:

ARTICLE 1.

There shall be a firm inviolable and universal Peace, and a true and sincere Friendship between His Britannick Majesty, His Heirs and Successors, and the United States of America; and between their respective Countries, Territories, Cities, Towns and People of every Degree, without Exception of Persons or Places.

ARTICLE 2.

His Majesty will withdraw all His Troops and Garrisons from all Posts and Places within the Boundary Lines assigned by the Treaty of Peace to the United States. This Evacuation shall take place on or before the first Day of June One thousand seven hundred and ninety six, and all the proper Measures shall in the interval be taken by concert between the Government of the United States, and His Majesty’s Governor General in America, for settling the previous arrangements which may be necessary respecting the delivery of the said Posts: The United States in the mean Time at Their discretion extending their settlements to any part within the said boundary line, except within the precincts or Jurisdiction of any of the said Posts. All Settlers and Traders, within the Precincts or Jurisdiction of the said Posts, shall continue to enjoy, unmolested, all their property of every kind, and shall be protected therein. They shall be at full liberty to remain there, or to remove with all or any part of their Effects; and it shall also be free to them to sell their Lands, Houses, or Effects, or to retain the property thereof, at their discretion; such of them as shall continue to reside within the said Boundary Lines shall not be compelled to become Citizens of the United States, or to take any Oath of allegiance to the Government thereof, but they shall be at full liberty so to do, if they think proper, and they shall make and declare their Election within one year after the Evacuation aforesaid. And all persons who shall continue there after the expiration of the said year, without having declared their intention of remaining Subjects of His Britannick Majesty, shall be considered as having elected to become Citizens of the United States.

ARTICLE 3.

It is agreed that it shall at all Times be free to His Majesty’s Subjects, and to the Citizens of the United States, and also to the Indians dwelling on either side of the said Boundary Line freely to pass and repass by Land, or Inland Navigation, into the respective Territories and Countries of the Two Parties on the Continent of America (the Country within the Limits of the Hudson’s Bay Company only excepted) and to navigate all the Lakes, Rivers, and waters thereof, and freely to carry on trade and commerce with each other. But it is understood, that this Article does not extend to the admission of Vessels of the United States into the Sea Ports, Harbours, Bays, or Creeks of His Majesty’s said Territories; nor into such parts of the Rivers in His Majesty’s said Territories as are between the mouth thereof, and the highest Port of Entry from the Sea, except in small vessels trading bona fide between Montreal and Quebec, under such regulations as shall be established to prevent the possibility of any Frauds in this respect. Nor to the admission of British vessels from the Sea into the Rivers

of the United States, beyond the highest Ports of Entry for Foreign Vessels from the Sea. The River Mississippi, shall however, according to the Treaty of Peace be entirely open to both Parties; And it is further agreed, That all the ports and places on its Eastern side, to whichsoever of the parties belonging, may freely be resorted to, and used by both parties, in as ample a manner as any of the Atlantic Ports or Places of the United States, or any of the Ports or Places of His Majesty in Great Britain.

All Goods and Merchandize whose Importation into His Majesty’s said Territories in America, shall not be entirely prohibited, may freely, for the purposes of Commerce, be carried into the same in the manner aforesaid, by the Citizens of the United States, and such Goods and Merchandize shall be subject to no higher or other Duties than would be payable by His Majesty’s Subjects on the Importation of the same from Europe into the said Territories. And in like manner, all Goods and Merchandize whose Importation into the United States shall not be wholly prohibited, may freely, for the purposes of Commerce, be carried into the same, in the manner aforesaid, by His Majesty’s Subjects, and such Goods and Merchandize shall be subject to no higher or other Duties than would be payable by the Citizens of the United States on the Importation of the same in American Vessels into the Atlantic Ports of the said States. And all Goods not prohibited to be exported from the said Territories respectively, may in like manner be carried out of the same by the Two Parties respectively, paying Duty as aforesaid.

No Duty of Entry shall ever be levied by either Party on Peltries brought by Land, or Inland Navigation into the said Territories respectively, nor shall the Indians passing or repassing with their own proper Goods and Effects of whatever nature, pay for the same any Impost or Duty whatever. But Goods in Bales, or other large Packages unusual among Indians shall not be considered as Goods belonging bona fide to Indians. No higher or other Tolls or Rates of Ferriage than what are, or shall be payable by Natives, shall be demanded on either side; And no Duties shall be payable on any Goods which shall merely be carried over any of the Portages, or carrying Places on either side, for the purpose of being immediately reimbarked, and carried to some other Place or Places. But as by this Stipulation it is only meant to secure to each Party a free passage across the Portages on both sides, it is agreed, that this Exemption from Duty shall extend only to such Goods as are carried in the usual and direct Road across the Portage, and are not attempted to be in any manner sold or exchanged during their passage across the same,

and proper Regulations may be established to prevent the possibility of any Frauds in this respect.

As this Article is intended to render in a great Degree the local advantages of each Party common to both, and thereby to promote a disposition favourable to Friendship and good neighbourhood, It is agreed, that the respective Governments will mutually promote this amicable Intercourse, by causing speedy and impartial Justice to be done, and necessary protection to be extended, to all who may be concerned therein.

ARTICLE 4.

Whereas it is uncertain whether the River Mississippi extends so far to the Northward as to be intersected by a Line to be drawn due West from the Lake of the woods in the manner mentioned in the Treaty of Peace between His Majesty and the United States, it is agreed, that measures shall be taken in Concert between His Majesty’s Government in America, and the Government of the United States, for making a joint Survey of the said River, from one Degree of Latitude below the falls of St Anthony to the principal Source or Sources of the said River, and also of the parts adjacent thereto, And that if on the result of such Survey it should appear that the said River would not be intersected by such a Line as is above mentioned; The two Parties will thereupon proceed by amicable negotiation to regulate the Boundary Line in that quarter as well as all other Points to be adjusted between the said Parties, according to Justice and mutual Convenience, and in Conformity, to the Intent of the said Treaty.

ARTICLE 5.

Whereas doubts have arisen what River was truly intended under the name of the River st Croix mentioned in the said Treaty of Peace and forming a part of the boundary therein described, that question shall be referred to the final Decision of Commissioners to be appointed in the following Manner, Viz.

One Commissioner shall be named by His Majesty, and one by the President of the United States, by and with the advice and Consent of the Senate thereof, and the said two Commissioners shall agree on the choice of a third, or, if they cannot so agree, They shall each propose one Person, and of the two names so proposed one shall be drawn by Lot, in the presence of the two original Commissioners. And the three Commissioners so appointed shall be Sworn impartially to examine and decide the said question according to such Evidence as shall respectively be laid before Them on the part of the British Government and of the United States. The said Commissioners shall meet at

Halifax and shall have power to adjourn to such other place or places as they shall think fit. They shall have power to appoint a Secretary, and to employ such Surveyors or other Persons as they shall judge necessary. The said Commissioners shall by a Declaration under their Hands and Seals, decide what River is the River St Croix intended by the Treaty.

The said Declaration shall contain a description of the said River, and shall particularize the Latitude and Longitude of its mouth and of its Source. Duplicates of this Declaration and of the State meets of their Accounts, and of the Journal of their proceedings, shall be delivered by them to the Agent of His Majesty, and to the Agent of the United States, who may be respectively appointed and authorized to manage the business on behalf of the respective Governments. And both parties agree to consider such decision as final and conclusive, so as that the same shall never thereafter be called into question, or made the subject of dispute or difference between them.

ARTICLE 6.

Whereas it is alleged by divers British Merchants and others His Majesty’s Subjects, that Debts to a considerable amount which were bona fide contracted before the Peace, still remain owing to them by Citizens or Inhabitants of the United States, and that by the operation of various lawful Impediments since the Peace, not only the full recovery of the said Debts has been delayed, but also the Value and Security thereof, have been in several instances impaired and lessened, so that by the ordinary course of Judicial proceedings the British Creditors, cannot now obtain and actually have and receive full and adequate Compensation for the losses and damages which they have thereby sustained: It is agreed that in all such Cases where full Compensation for such losses and damages cannot, for whatever reason, be actually obtained had and received by the said Creditors in the ordinary course of Justice, The United States will make full and complete Compensation for the same to the said Creditors; But it is distinctly understood, that this provision is to extend to such losses only, as have been occasioned by the lawful impediments aforesaid, and is not to extend to losses occasioned by such Insolvency of the Debtors or other Causes as would equally have operated to produce such loss, if the said impediments had not existed, nor to such losses or damages as have been occasioned by the manifest delay or negligence, or wilful omission of the Claimant.

For the purpose of ascertaining the amount of any such losses and damages, Five Commissioners shall be appointed and authorized to meet and act in manner following, viz.

Two of them shall be appointed by His Majesty, Two of them by the President of the United States by and with the advice and consent of the Senate thereof, and the fifth, by the unanimous voice of the other Four; and if they should not agree in such Choice, then the Commissioners named by the two parties shall respectively propose one person, and of the two names so proposed, one shall be drawn by Lot in the presence of the Four Original Commissioners. When the Five Commissioners thus appointed shall first meet, they shall before they proceed to act respectively, take the following Oath or Affirmation in the presence of each other, which Oath or Affirmation, being so taken, and duly attested, shall be entered on the Record of their Proceedings, viz. I, A. B. One of the Commissioners appointed in pursuance of the 6th Article of the Treaty of Amity, Commerce and Navigation between His Britannick Majesty and The United States of America, do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will honestly, diligently, impartially, and carefully examine, and to the best of my Judgement, according to Justice and Equity decide all such Complaints, as under the said Article shall be preferred to the said Commissioners: and that I will forbear to act as a Commissioner in any Case in which I may be personally interested.

Three of the said Commissioners shall constitute a Board, and shall have power to do any act appertaining to the said Commission, provided that one of the Commissioners named on each side, and the Fifth Commissioner shall be present, and all decisions shall be made by the Majority of the Voices of the Commissioners then present. Eighteen Months from the Day on which the said Commissioners shall form a Board, and be ready to proceed to Business are assigned for receiving Complaints and applications, but they are nevertheless authorized in any particular Cases in which it shall appear to them to be reasonable and just to extend the said Term of Eighteen Months, for any term not exceeding Six Months after the expiration thereof. The said Commissioners shall first meet at Philadelphia, but they shall have power to adjourn from Place to Place as they shall see Cause.

The said Commissioners in examining the Complaints and applications so preferred to them, are impowered and required in pursuance of the true intent and meaning of this article to take into their Consideration all claims whether of principal or interest, or balances of principal and interest, and to determine the same respectively according to the merits of the several Cases, due regard being had to all the Circumstances thereof, and as Equity and Justice shall appear to them to require. And the said Commissioners shall have power to examine all such Persons as shall come before them on Oath or Affirmation touching

the premises; and also to receive in Evidence according as they may think most consistent with Equity and Justice all written positions, or Books or Papers, or Copies or Extracts thereof. Every such Deposition, Book or Paper or Copy or Extract being duly authenticated either according to the legal Forms now respectively existing in the two Countries, or in such other manner as the said Commissioners shall see cause to require or allow.

The award of the said Commissioners or of any three of them as aforesaid shall in all Cases be final and conclusive both as to the Justice of the Claim, and to the amount of the Sum to be paid to the Creditor or Claimant. And the United States undertake to cause the Sum so awarded to be paid in Specie to such Creditor or Claimant without deduction; and at such Time or Times, and at such Place or Places, as shall be awarded by the said Commissioners, and on Condition of such Releases or assignments to be given by the Creditor or Claimant as by the said Commissioners may be directed; Provided always that no such payment shall be fixed by the said Commissioners to take place sooner than twelve months from the Day of the Exchange of the Ratifications of this Treaty.

ARTICLE 7.

Whereas Complaints have been made by divers Merchants and others, Citizens of the United States, that during the course of the War in which His Majesty is now engaged they have sustained considerable losses and damage by reason of irregular or illegal Captures or Condemnations of their vessels and other property under Colour of authority or Commissions from His Majesty, and that from various Circumstances belonging to the said Cases adequate Compensation for the losses and damages so sustained cannot now be actually obtained, had and received by the ordinary Course of Judicial proceedings; It is agreed that in all such Cases where adequate Compensation cannot for whatever reason be now actually obtained, had and received by the said Merchants and others in the ordinary course of Justice, full and Complete Compensation for the same will be made by the British Government to the said Complainants. But it is distinctly understood, that this provision is not to extend to such losses or damages as have been occasioned by the manifest delay or negligence, or wilful omission of the Claimant. That for the purpose of ascertaining the amount of any such losses and damages Five Commissioners shall be appointed and authorized to act in London exactly in the manner directed with respect to those mentioned in the preceding Article, and after having taken the same Oath or Affirmation (mutatis mutandis). The same term of Eighteen Months is also assigned for the reception of Claims, and they are in like manner authorised to

extend the same in particular Cases. They shall receive Testimony, Books, Papers and Evidence in the same latitude, and exercise the like discretion, and powers respecting that subject, and shall decide the Claims in question, according to the merits of the several Cases, and to Justice Equity and the Laws of Nations. The award of the said Commissioners or any such three of them as aforesaid, shall in all Cases be final and conclusive both as to the Justice of the Claim and the amount of the Sum to be paid to the Claimant; and His Britannick Majesty undertakes to cause the same to be paid to such Claimant in Specie, without any Deduction, at such place or places, and at such Time or Times as shall be awarded by the said Commissioners and on Condition of such releases or assignments to be given by the Claimant, as by the said Commissioners may be directed. And whereas certain merchants and others, His Majesty’s Subjects, complain that in the course of the war they have sustained Loss and Damage by reason of the Capture of their Vessels and Merchandize taken within the Limits and Jurisdiction of the States, and brought into the Ports of the same, or taken by Vessels originally armed in Ports of the said States:

It is agreed that in all such cases where Restitution shall not have been made agreeably to the tenor of the letter from Mr. Jefferson to Mr. Hammond dated at Philadelphia September 5th 1793. A Copy of which is annexed to this Treaty, the Complaints of the parties shall be, and hereby are referred to the Commissioners to be appointed by virtue of this article, who are hereby authorized and required to proceed in the like manner relative to these as to the other Cases committed to them, and the United States undertake to pay to the Complainants or Claimants in specie without deduction the amount of such Sums as shall be awarded to them respectively by the said Commissioners and at the times and places which in such awards shall be specified, and on Condition of such Releases or assignments to be given by the Claimants as in the said awards may be directed: And it is further agreed that not only to be now existing Cases of both descriptions, but also all such as shall exist at the Time, of exchanging the Ratifications of this Treaty shall be considered as being within the provisions intent and meaning of this article.

ARTICLE 8.

It is further agreed that the Commissioners mentioned in this and in the two preceding articles shall be respectively paid in such manner, as shall be agreed between the two parties, such agreement being to be settled at the Time of the exchange of the Ratifications of this Treaty. And all other Expences attending the said Commissions shall be defrayed jointly by the Two Parties, the same being

previously ascertained and allowed by the Majority of the Commissioners. And in the case of Death, Sickness or necessary absence, the place of every such Commissioner respectively, shall be supplied in the same manner as such Commissioner was first appointed, and the new Commissioners shall take the same Oath, or Affirmation, and do the same Duties.

ARTICLE 9.

It is agreed, that British Subjects who now hold Lands in the Territories of the United States, and American Citizens who now hold Lands in the Dominions of His Majesty, shall continue to hold them according to the nature and Tenure of their respective Estates and Titles therein, and may grant Sell or Devise the same to whom they please, in like manner as if they were Natives; and that neither they nor their Heirs or assigns shall, so far as may respect the said Lands, be and the legal remedies incident thereto, be regarded as Aliens.

ARTICLE 10.

Neither the Debts due from Individuals of the one Nation, to Individuals of the other, nor shares nor monies, which they may have in the public Funds, or in the public or private Banks shall ever, in any Event of war, or national differences, be sequestered, or confiscated, it being unjust and impolitick that Debts and Engagements contracted and made by Individuals having confidence in each other, and in their respective Governments, should ever be destroyed or impaired by national authority, on account of national Differences and Discontents.

ARTICLE 11.

It is agreed between His Majesty and the United States of America, that there shall be a reciprocal and entirely perfect Liberty of Navigation and Commerce, between their respective People, in the manner, under the Limitations, and on the Conditions specified in the following Articles.

ARTICLE 12.

His Majesty Consents that it shall and may be lawful, during the time hereinafter Limited, for the Citizens of the United States, to carry to any of His Majesty’s Islands and Ports in the West Indies from the United States in their own Vessels, not being above the burthen of Seventy Tons, any Goods or Merchandizes, being of the Growth, Manufacture, or Produce of the said States, which it is, or may be lawful to carry to the said Islands or Ports from the said States in British Vessels, and that the said American Vessels shall be subject there to no other or higher Tonnage Duties or Charges, than shall be payable by British Vessels, in the Ports of the United States; and that the Cargoes

of the said American Vessels, shall be subject there to no other or higher Duties or Charges, than shall be payable on the like Articles, if imported there from the said States in British vessels. And His Majesty also consents that it shall be lawful for the said American Citizens to purchase, load and carry away, in their said vessels to the United States from the said Islands and Ports, all such articles being of the Growth, Manufacture or Produce of the said Islands, as may now by Law be carried from thence to the said States in British Vessels, and subject only to the same Duties and Charges on Exportation to which British Vessels and their Cargoes are or shall be subject in similar circumstances.

Provided always that the said American vessels do carry and land their Cargoes in the United States only, it being expressly agreed and declared that during the Continuance of this article, the United States will prohibit and restrain the carrying any Melasses, Sugar, Coffee, Cocoa or Cotton in American vessels, either from His Majesty’s Islands or from the United States, to any part of the World, except the United States, reasonable Sea Stores excepted. Provided also, that it shall and may be lawful during the same period for British vessels to import from the said Islands into the United States, and to export from the United States to the said Islands, all Articles whatever being of the Growth, Produce or Manufacture of the said Islands, or of the United States respectively, which now may, by the Laws of the said States, be so imported and exported. And that the Cargoes of the said British vessels, shall be subject to no other or higher Duties or Charges, than shall be payable on the same articles if so imported or exported in American Vessels.

It is agreed that this Article, and every Matter and Thing therein contained, shall continue to be in Force, during the Continuance of the war in which His Majesty is now engaged; and also for Two years from and after the Day of the signature of the Preliminary or other Articles of Peace by which the same may be terminated.

And it is further agreed that at the expiration of the said Term, the Two Contracting Parties will endeavour further to regulate their Commerce in this respect, according to the situation in which His Majesty may then find Himself with respect to the West Indies, and with a view to such Arrangements, as may best conduce to the mutual advantage and extension of Commerce. And the said Parties will then also renew their discussions, and endeavour to agree, whether in any and what cases Neutral Vessels shall protect Enemy’s property; and in what cases provisions and other articles not generally Contraband may become such. But in the mean time their Conduct towards each other in

these respects, shall be regulated by the articles hereinafter inserted on those subjects.

ARTICLE 13.

His Majesty consents that the Vessels belonging to the Citizens of the United States of America, shall be admitted and Hospitably received in all the Sea Ports and Harbours of the British Territories in the East Indies: and that the Citizens of the said United States, may freely carry on a Trade between the said Territories and the said United States, in all articles of which the Importation or Exportation respectively to or from the said Territories, shall not be entirely prohibited; Provided only, that it shall not be lawful for them in any time of War between the British Government, and any other Power or State whatever, to export from the said Territories without the special Permission of the British Government there, any Military Stores, or Naval Stores, or Rice. The Citizens of the United States shall pay for their Vessels when admitted into the said Ports, no other or higher Tonnage Duty than shall be payable on British Vessels when admitted into the Ports of the United States. And they shall pay no other or higher Duties or Charges on the importation or exportation of the Cargoes of the said Vessels, than shall be payable on the same articles when imported or exported in British Vessels. But it is expressly agreed, that the Vessels of the United States shall not carry any of the articles exported by them from the said British Territories to any Port or Place, except to some Port or Place in America, where the same shall be unladen, and such Regulations shall be adopted by both Parties, as shall from time to time be found necessary to enforce the due and faithful observance of this Stipulation: It is also understood that the permission granted by this article is not to extend to allow the Vessels of the United States to carry on any part of the Coasting Trade of the said British Territories, but Vessels going with their original Cargoes, or part thereof, from one port of discharge to another, are not to be considered as carrying on the Coasting Trade. Neither is this Article to be construed to allow the Citizens of the said States to settle or reside within the said Territories, or to go into the interior parts thereof, without the permission of the British Government established there; and if any transgression should be attempted against the Regulations of the British Government in this respect, the observance of the same shall and may be enforced against the Citizens of America in the same manner as against British Subjects, or others transgressing the same rule. And the Citizens of the United States, whenever they arrive in any Port or Harbour in the said Territories, or if they should be permitted in manner aforesaid, to go to any other place therein, shall always be subject to the Laws, Government and Jurisdiction, of what nature, established in such Harbour, Port or Place according

as the same may be: The Citizens of the United States, may also touch for refreshment, at the Island of st Helena, but subject in all respects to such regulations, as the British Government may from time to time establish there.

ARTICLE 14.

There shall be between all the Dominions of His Majesty in Europe, and the Territories of the United States, a reciprocal and perfect liberty of Commerce and Navigation. The people and Inhabitants of the Two Countries respectively, shall have liberty, freely and securely, and without hindrance and molestation, to come with their Ships and Cargoes to the Lands, Countries, Cities, Ports, Places and Rivers within the Dominions and Territories aforesaid, to enter into the same, to resort there, and to remain and reside there, without any limitation of Time: also to hire and possess, Houses and ware houses for the purposes of their Commerce; and generally the Merchants and Traders on each side, shall enjoy the most complete protection and Security for their Commerce; but subject always, as to what respects this article, to the Laws and Statutes of the Two Countries respectively.

ARTICLE 15.

It is agreed, that no other or higher Duties shall be paid by the Ships or Merchandize of the one Party in the Ports of the other, than such as are paid by the like vessels or Merchandize of all other Nations. Nor shall any other or higher Duty be imposed in one Country on the importation of any articles, the growth, produce, or manufacture of the other, than are or shall be payable on the importation of the like articles being of the growth, produce or manufacture of any other Foreign Country. Nor shall any prohibition be imposed, on the exportation or importation of any articles to or from the Territories of the Two Parties respectively which shall not equally extend to all other Nations.

But the British Government reserves to itself the right of imposing on American Vessels entering into the British Ports in Europe a Tonnage Duty, equal to that which shall be payable by British Vessels in the Ports of America: And also such Duty as may be adequate to countervail the difference of Duty now payable on the importation of European and Asiatic Goods when imported into the United States in British or in American Vessels.

The Two Parties agree to treat for the more exact equalization of the Duties on the respective Navigation of their Subjects and People in such manner as may be most beneficial to the two Countries. The arrangements for this purpose shall be made at the same time with those mentioned at the Conclusion of the 12th Article of this Treaty, and

are to be considered as a part thereof. In the interval it is agreed, that the United States will not impose any new or additional Tonnage Duties on British Vessels, nor increase the now subsisting difference between the Duties payable on the importation of any articles in British or in American Vessels.

ARTICLE 16.

It shall be free for the Two Contracting Parties respectively, to appoint Consuls for the protection of Trade, to reside in the Dominions and Territories aforesaid; and the said Consuls shall enjoy those Liberties and Rights which belong to them by reason of their Function. But before any Consul shall act as such, he shall be in the usual forms approved and admitted by the party to whom he is sent, and it is hereby declared to be lawful and proper, that in case of illegal or improper Conduct towards the Laws or Government, a Consul may either be punished according to Law, if the Laws will reach the Case, or be dismissed or even sent back, the offended Government assigning to the other, Their reasons for the same.

Either of the Parties may except from the residence of Consuls such particular Places, as such party shall judge proper to be so excepted.

ARTICLE 17.

It is agreed that, in all Cases where Vessels shall be captured or detained on just suspicion of having on board Enemy’s property or of carrying to the Enemy, any of the articles which are Contraband of war; The said Vessel shall be brought to the nearest or most convenient Port, and if any property of an Enemy, should be found on board such Vessel, that part only which belongs to the Enemy shall be made prize, and the Vessel shall be at liberty to proceed with the remainder without any Impediment. And it is agreed that all proper measures shall be taken to prevent delay, in deciding the Cases of Ships or Cargoes so brought in for adjudication, and in the payment or recovery of any Indemnification adjudged or agreed to be paid to the masters or owners of such Ships.

ARTICLE 18.

In order to regulate what is in future to be esteemed Contraband of war, it is agreed that under the said Denomination shall be comprized all Arms and Implements serving for the purposes of war by Land or Sea; such as Cannon, Muskets, Mortars, Petards, Bombs, Grenades Carcasses, Saucisses, Carriages for Cannon, Musket rests, Bandoliers, Gunpowder, Match, Saltpetre, Ball, Pikes, Swords, Headpieces, Cuirasses, Halberts, Lances, Javelins, Horsefurniture, Holsters, Belts and, generally all other Implements of war, as also Timber for Ship building, Tar or Rosin,

Copper in Sheets, Sails, Hemp, and Cordage, and generally whatever may serve directly to the equipment of Vessels, unwrought Iron and Fir planks only excepted, and all the above articles are hereby declared to be just objects of Confiscation, whenever they are attempted to be carried to an Enemy.

And Whereas the difficulty of agreeing on the precise Cases in which alone Provisions and other articles not generally contraband may be regarded as such, renders it expedient to provide against the inconveniences and misunderstandings which might thence arise: It is further agreed that whenever any such articles so becoming Contraband according to the existing Laws of Nations, shall for that reason be seized, the same shall not be confiscated, but the owners thereof shall be speedily and completely indemnified; and the Captors, or in their default the Government under whose authority they act, shall pay to the Masters or Owners of such Vessels the full value of all such Articles, with a reasonable mercantile Profit thereon, together with the Freight, and also the Demurrage incident to such Detension.

And Whereas it frequently happens that vessels sail for a Port or Place belonging to an Enemy, without knowing that the same is either besieged, blockaded or invested; It is agreed, that every Vessel so circumstanced may be turned away from such Port or Place, but she shall not be detained, nor her Cargo, if not Contraband, be confiscated; unless after notice she shall again attempt to enter; but She shall be permitted to go to any other Port or Place She may think proper: Nor shall any vessel or Goods of either party, that may have entered into such Port or Place before the same was besieged, block aced or invested by the other, and be found therein after the reduction or surrender of such place, be liable to confiscation, but shall be restored to the Owners or proprietors thereof.

ARTICLE 19.

And that more abundant Care may be taken for the security of the respective Subjects and Citizens of the Contracting Parties, and to prevent their suffering Injuries by the Men of war, or Privateers of either Party, all Commanders of Ships of war and Privateers and all others the said Subjects and Citizens shall forbear doing any Damage to those of the other party, or committing any Outrage against them, and if they act to the contrary, they shall be punished, and shall also be bound in their Persons and Estates to make satisfaction and reparation for all Damages, and the interest thereof, of whatever nature the said Damages may be.

For this cause all Commanders of Privateers before they receive their Commissions shall hereafter be obliged to

give before a Competent Judge, sufficient security by at least Two responsible Sureties, who have no interest in the said Privateer, each of whom, together with the said Commander, shall be jointly and severally bound in the Sum of Fifteen hundred pounds Sterling, or if such Ships be provided with above One hundred and fifty Seamen or Soldiers, in the Sum of Three thousand pounds sterling, to satisfy all Damages and Injuries, which the said Privateer or her Officers or Men, or any of them may do or commit during their Cruize contrary to the tenor of this Treaty, or to the Laws and Instructions for regulating their Conduct; and further that in all Cases of Aggressions the said Commissions shall be revoked and annulled.

It is also agreed that whenever a Judge of a Court of Admiralty of either of the Parties, shall pronounce sentence against any Vessel or Goods or Property belonging to the Subjects or Citizens of the other Party a formal and duly authenticated Copy of all the proceedings in the Cause, and of the said Sentence, shall if required be delivered to the Commander of the said Vessel, without the smallest delay, he paying all legal Fees and Demands for the same.

ARTICLE 20.

It is further agreed that both the said Contracting Parties, shall not only refuse to receive any Pirates into any of their Ports, Havens, or Towns, or permit any of their Inhabitants to receive, protect, harbour conceal or assist them in any manner, but will bring to condign punishment all such Inhabitants as shall be guilty of such Acts or offences.

And all their Ships with the Goods or Merchandizes taken by them and brought into the port of either of the said Parties, shall be seized, as far as they can be discovered and shall be restored to the owners or their Factors or Agents duly deputed and authorized in writing by them (proper Evidence being first given in the Court of Admiralty for proving the property,) even in case such effects should have passed into other hands by Sale, if it be proved that the Buyers knew or had good reason to believe, or suspect that they had been piratically taken.

ARTICLE 21.

It is likewise agreed that the Subjects and Citizens of the Two Nations, shall not do any acts of Hostility or Violence against each other, nor accept Commissions or Instructions so to act from any Foreign Prince or State, Enemies to the other party, nor shall the Enemies of one of the parties be permitted to invite or endeavour to enlist in their military service any of the Subjects or Citizens of the other party; and the Laws against all such Offences and Aggressions shall be punctually executed. And if any Subject or Citizen of the

said Parties respectively shall accept any Foreign Commission or Letters of Marque for Arming any Vessel to act as a Privateer against the other party, and be taken by the other party, it is hereby declared to be lawful for the said party to treat and punish the said Subject or Citizen, having such Commission or Letters of Marque as a Pirate.

ARTICLE 22.

It is expressly stipulated that neither of the said Contracting Parties will order or Authorize any Acts of Reprisal against the other on Complaints of Injuries or Damages until the said party shall first have presented to the other a Statement thereof, verified by competent proof and Evidence, and demanded Justice and Satisfaction, and the same shall either have been refused or unreasonably delayed.

ARTICLE 23.

The Ships of war of each of the Contracting Parties, shall at all times be hospitably received in the Ports of the other, their Officers and Crews paying due respect to the Laws and Government of the Country. The officers shall be treated with that respect, which is due to the Commissions which they bear. And if any Insult should be offered to them by any of the Inhabitants, all offenders in this respect shall be punished as Disturbers of the Peace and Amity between the Two Countries.

And His Majesty consents, that in case an American Vessel should by stress of weather, Danger from Enemies, or other misfortune be reduced to the necessity of seeking Shelter in any of His Majesty’s Ports, into which such Vessel could not in ordinary cases claim to be admitted; She shall on manifesting that necessity to the satisfaction of the Government of the place, be hospitably received, and be permitted to refit, and to purchase at the market price, such necessaries as she may stand in need of, conformably to such Orders and regulations as the Government of the place, having respect to the circumstances of each case shall prescribe. She shall not be allowed to break bulk or unload her Cargo, unless the same shall be bona fide necessary to her being refitted. Nor shall be permitted to sell any part of her Cargo, unless so much only as may be necessary to defray her expences, and then not without the express permission of the Government of the place. Nor shall she be obliged to pay any Duties whatever, except only on such Articles, as she may be permitted to sell for the purpose aforesaid.

ARTICLE 24.

It shall not be lawful for any Foreign Privateers (not being Subjects or Citizens of either of the said Parties) who have Commissions from any other Prince or State in Enmity with either Nation, to arm their Ships in the Ports of either

of the said Parties, nor to sell what they have taken, nor in any other manner to exchange the same, nor shall they be allowed to purchase more provisions than shall be necessary for their going to the nearest Port of that Prince or State from whom they obtained their Commissions.

ARTICLE 25.

It shall be lawful for the Ships of war and Privateers belonging to the said Parties respectively to carry whithersoever they please the Ships and Goods taken from their Enemies without being obliged to pay any Fee to the Officers of the Admiralty, or to any Judges what ever; nor shall the said Prizes when they arrive at, and enter the Ports of the said Parties be detained or seized, neither shall the Searchers or other Officers of those Places visit such Prizes (except for the purpose of preventing the Carrying of any part of the Cargo thereof on Shore in any manner contrary to the established Laws of Revenue, Navigation or Commerce) nor shall such Officers take Cognizance of the Validity of such Prizes; but they shall be at liberty to hoist Sail, and depart as speedily as may be, and carry their said Prizes to the place mentioned in their Commissions or Patents, which the Commanders of the said Ships of war or Privateers shall be obliged to shew. No Shelter or Refuge shall be given in their Ports to such as have made a Prize upon the Subjects or Citizens of either of the said Parties; but if forced by stress of weather or the Dangers of the Sea, to enter therein, particular care shall be taken to hasten their departure, and to cause them to retire as soon as possible. Nothing in this Treaty contained shall however be construed or operate contrary to former and existing Public Treaties with other Sovereigns or States. But the Two parties agree, that while they continue in amity neither of them will in future make any Treaty that shall be inconsistent with this or the preceding article.

Neither of the said parties shall permit the Ships or Goods belonging to the Subjects or Citizens of the other to be taken within Cannon Shot of the Coast, nor in any of the Bays, Ports or Rivers of their Territories by Ships of war, or others having Commission from any Prince, Republic or State whatever. But in case it should so happen, the party whose Territorial Rights shall thus have been violated, shall use his utmost endeavours to obtain from the offending Party, full and ample satisfaction for the Vessel or Vessels so taken, whether the same be Vessels of war or Merchant Vessels.

ARTICLE 26.

If at any Time a Rupture should take place (which God forbid) between His Majesty and the United States, the Merchants and others of each of the Two Nations, residing

in the Dominions of the other, shall have the privilege of remaining and continuing their Trade so long as they behave peaceably and commit no offence against the Laws, and in case their Conduct should render them suspected, and the respective Governments should think proper to order them to remove, the term of Twelve Months from the publication of the order shall be allowed them for that purpose to remove with their Families, Effects and Property, but this Favor shall not be extended to those who shall act contrary to the established Laws, and for greater certainty it is declared that such Rupture shall not be deemed to exist while negotiations for accommodating Differences shall be depending nor until the respective Ambassadors or Ministers, if such there shall be, shall be recalled, or sent home on account of such differences, and not on account of personal misconduct according to the nature and degrees of which both parties retain their Rights, either to request the recall or immediately to send home the Ambassador or Minister of the other; and that without prejudice to their mutual Friendship and good understanding.

ARTICLE 27.

It is further agreed that His Majesty and the United States on mutual Requisitions by them respectively or by their respective Ministers or Officers authorized to make the same will deliver up to Justice, all Persons who being charged with Murder or Forgery committed within the Jurisdiction of either, shall seek an Asylum within any of the Countries of the other, Provided that this shall only be done on such Evidence of Criminality as according to the Laws of the Place, where the Fugitive or Person so charged shall be found, would justify his apprehension and commitment for Tryal, if the offence had there been committed. The Expence of such apprehension and Delivery shall be borne and defrayed by those who make the Requisition and receive the Fugitive.

ARTICLE 28.

It is agreed that the first Ten Articles of this Treaty shall be permanent and that the subsequent Articles except the Twelfth shall be limited in their duration to Twelve years to be computed from the Day on which the Ratifications of this Treaty shall be exchanged, but subject to this Condition that whereas the said Twelfth Article will expire by the Limitation therein contained at the End of two years from the signing of the Preliminary or other Articles of Peace, which shall terminate the present War, in which His Majesty is engaged; It is agreed that proper Measures shall by Concert be taken for bringing the subject of that article into amicable Treaty and Discussion so early before the Expiration of the said Term, as that new Arrangements on that head may by that Time be perfected and ready to

take place. But if it should unfortunately happen that His Majesty and the United States should not be able to agree on such new Arrangements, in that case, all the Articles of this Treaty except the first Ten shall then cease and expire together.

Lastly. This Treaty when the same shall have been ratified by His Majesty, and by The President of the United States, by and with the advice and Consent of Their Senate, and the respective Ratifications mutually exchanged, shall be binding and obligatory on His Majesty and on the said States, and shall be by Them respectively executed and observed with punctuality, and the most sincere regard to good Faith. And Whereas it will be expedient in order the better to facilitate Intercourse and obviate Difficulties that other Articles be proposed and added to this Treaty, which Articles from want of time and other circumstances cannot now be perfected; It is agreed that the said Parties will from Time to Time readily treat of and concerning such Articles, and will sincerely endeavour so to form them, as that they may conduce to mutual convenience, and tend to promote mutual Satisfaction and Friendship; and that the said Articles after having been duly ratified, shall be added to, and make a part of this Treaty.

In Faith whereof We the Undersigned, Ministers Plenipotentiary of His Majesty The King of Great Britain; and the United States of America, have signed this present Treaty, and have caused to be affixed thereto, the Seal of Our Arms.

Done at London, this Nineteenth Day of November, One thousand seven hundred and ninety Four.

GRENVILLE [Seal]

JOHN JAY [Seal]

Source: Library of Congress, A Century of Lawmaking for a New Nation: U.S. Congressional Documents and Debates, 1774–1875.

6. George Washington, Farewell Address, September 17, 1796 [Excerpt]

Introduction

President George Washington presented his farewell address to the American people on September 17, 1796, shortly before he finished his second term of office. Political parties had developed during his administration. The

two main parties were the Federalists and the Anti-Federalists, or Jeffersonian Republicans. No one could clearly see the consequences of this development. In Washington’s view, the political parties had become a divisive influence. One of his main motives when he delivered this address was to warn the nation about the pitfalls of “factionalism,” or party politics. He also feared that partisan politics could drag the nation into war. So, in his address he indirectly attacked the pro-French political opposition by reporting French machinations in the nation’s capital. He warned that alliances with foreign nations would curtail America’s freedom to act in its own interest. Washington’s conduct established several precedents that Americans honored for decades, including the tradition of presidents only serving two terms in office and the strong maintenance of isolationist policies in the United States. The Farewell Address was read in Congress annually for decades after it was first given. Its influence became so powerful that whenever politicians debated whether the nation should engage in foreign wars, people would cite this address. Isolationists cited Washington’s views as late as World War II.

Primary Source

Friends and Fellow Citizens:

The period for a new election of a citizen to administer the executive government of the United States being not far distant, and the time actually arrived when your thoughts must be employed in designating the person who is to be clothed with that important trust, it appears to me proper, especially as it may conduce to a more distinct expression of the public voice, that I should now apprise you of the resolution I have formed to decline being considered among the number of those out of whom a choice is to be made.

I beg you, at the same time, to do me the justice to be assured that this resolution has not been taken without a strict regard to all the considerations appertaining to the relation which binds a dutiful citizen to his country; and that, in withdrawing the tender of service which silence in my situation might imply, I am influenced by no diminution of zeal for your future interest, no deficiency of grateful respect for your past kindness, but act under... a full conviction that the step is compatible with both.

The acceptance of and continuance hitherto in the office to which your suffrages have twice called me have been a uniform sacrifice of inclination to the opinion of duty and to a deference for what appeared to be your desire. I constantly hoped that it would have been much earlier in my power, consistently with motives which I was not at liberty

to disregard, to return to that retirement from which I had been reluctantly drawn. The strength of my inclination to do this, previous to the last election, had even led to the preparation of an address to declare it to you; but mature reflection on the then perplexed and critical posture of our affairs with foreign nations, and the unanimous advice of persons entitled to my confidence, impelled me to abandon the idea.

I rejoice that the state of your concerns, external as well as internal, no longer renders the pursuit of inclination incompatible with the sentiment of duty or propriety; and am persuaded, whatever partiality may be retained for my services, that, in the present circumstances of our country, you will not disapprove my determination to retire.

The impressions with which I first undertook the arduous trust, were explained on the proper occasion. In the discharge of this trust, I will only say that I have, with good intentions, contributed toward the organization and administration of the government the best exertions of which a very fallible judgment was capable. Not unconscious, in the outset, of the inferiority of my qualifications, experience in my own eyes, perhaps still more in the eyes of others, has strengthened the motives to diffidence of myself; and every day the increasing weight of years admonishes me more and more that the shade of retirement is as necessary to me as it will be welcome. Satisfied that, if any circumstances have given peculiar value to my services, they were temporary, I have the consolation to believe that, while choice and prudence invite me to quit the political scene, patriotism does not forbid it....

If benefits have resulted to our country from these services, let it always be remembered to your praise, and as an instructive example in our annals, that, under circumstances in which the passions agitated in every direction were liable to mislead, amidst appearances sometimes dubious, vicissitudes of fortune often discouraging, in situations in which not unfrequently want of success has countenanced the spirit of criticism, the constancy of your support was the essential prop of the efforts and a guarantee of the plans by which they were effected.

Profoundly penetrated with this idea, I shall carry it with me to the grave as a strong incitement to unceasing vows that Heaven may continue to you the choicest tokens of its beneficence; that your Union and brotherly affection may be perpetual; that the free Constitution, which is the work of your hands, may be sacredly maintained; that its administration in every department may be stamped with wisdom and virtue; that, in fine, the happiness of the people

of these States, under the auspices of liberty, may be made complete by so careful a preservation and so prudent a use of this blessing as will acquire to them the glory of recommending it to the applause, the affection, and adoption of every nation which is yet a stranger to it.

Here, perhaps, I ought to stop. But a solicitude for your welfare, which cannot end but with my life, and the apprehension of danger natural to that solicitude, urge me, on an occasion like the present, to offer to your solemn contemplation, and to recommend to your frequent review, some sentiments which are the result of much reflection, of no inconsiderable observation, and which appear to me all-important to the permanency of your felicity as a people. These will be offered to you with the more freedom as you can only see in them the disinterested warnings of a parting friend who can possibly have no personal motive to bias his counsels. Nor can I forget, as an encouragement to it, your indulgent reception of my sentiments on a former and not dissimilar occasion.

Interwoven as is the love of liberty with every ligament of your hearts, no recommendation of mine is necessary to fortify or confirm the attachment.

The unity of government which constitutes you one people is also now dear to you. It is justly so, for it is a main pillar in the edifice of your real independence; the support of your tranquillity at home, your peace abroad; of your safety; of your prosperity in every shape; of that very liberty which you so highly prize. But as it is easy to foresee that, from different causes and from different quarters, much pains will be taken, many artifices employed to weaken in your minds the conviction of this truth; as this is the point in your political fortress against which the batteries of internal and external enemies will be most constantly and actively (though often covertly and insidiously) directed, it is of infinite moment that you should properly estimate the immense value of your national Union to your collective and individual happiness; that you should cherish a cordial, habitual, and immovable attachment to it, accustoming yourselves to think and speak of it as of the palladium of your political safety and prosperity, watching for its preservation with jealous anxiety, discountenancing whatever may suggest even a suspicion that it can in any event be abandoned, and indignantly frowning upon the first dawning of every attempt to alienate any portion of our country from the rest or to enfeeble the sacred ties which now link together the various parts.

For this you have every inducement of sympathy and interest. Citizens by birth or choice of a common country, that

country has a right to concentrate your affections. The name of American, which belongs to you, in your national capacity, must always exalt the just pride of patriotism more than any appellation derived from local discriminations. With slight shades of difference, you have the same religion, manners, habits, and political principles. You have in a common cause fought and triumphed together. The independence and liberty you possess are the work of joint councils and joint efforts, of common dangers, sufferings, and successes.

But these considerations, however powerfully they address themselves to your sensibility, are greatly outweighed by those which apply more immediately to your interest. Here every portion of our country finds the most commanding motives for carefully guarding and preserving the Union of the whole.

The North, in an unrestrained intercourse with the South, protected by the equal laws of a common government, finds in the productions of the latter great additional resources of maritime and commercial enterprise and precious materials of manufacturing industry. The South, in the same intercourse, benefiting by the agency of the North, sees its agriculture grow and its commerce expand. Turning partly into its own channels the seamen of the North, it finds its particular navigation invigorated; and while it contributes, in different ways, to nourish and increase the general mass of the national navigation, it looks forward to the protection of a maritime strength, to which itself is unequally adapted.

The East, in a like intercourse with the West, already finds, and in the progressive improvement of interior communications by land and water will more and more find, a valuable vent for the commodities which it brings from abroad or manufactures at home. The West derives from the East supplies requisite to its growth and comfort, and, what is perhaps of still greater consequence, it must of necessity owe the secure enjoyment of indispensable outlets for its own productions to the weight, influence, and the future maritime strength of the Atlantic side of the Union, directed by an indissoluble community of interest, as one nation. Any other tenure by which the West can hold this essential advantage, whether derived from its own separate strength or from an apostate and unnatural connection with any foreign power, must be intrinsically precarious.

While then every part of our country thus feels an immediate and particular interest in Union, all the parts combined in the united mass of means and efforts cannot fail to find greater strength, greater resource, proportionably greater security from external danger, a less frequent interruption

of their peace by foreign nations; and—what is of inestimable value—they must derive from Union an exemption from those broils and wars between themselves which so frequently afflict neighboring countries not tied together by the same government, which their own rivalships alone would be sufficient to produce but which opposite foreign alliances, attachments, and intrigues would stimulate and embitter. Hence, likewise, they will avoid the necessity of those overgrown military establishments which under any form of government are inauspicious to liberty and which are to be regarded as particularly hostile to republican liberty. In this sense it is that your Union ought to be considered as a main prop of your liberty and that the love of the one ought to endear to you the preservation of the other.

These considerations speak a persuasive language to every reflecting and virtuous mind and exhibit the continuance of the Union as a primary object of patriotic desire. Is there a doubt whether a common government can embrace so large a sphere? Let experience solve it. To listen to mere speculation in such a case were criminal. We are authorized to hope that a proper organization of the whole, with the auxiliary agency of governments for the respective subdivisions, will afford a happy issue to the experiment. It is well worth a fair and full experiment. With such powerful and obvious motives to Union affecting all parts of our country, while experience shall not have demonstrated its impracticability, there will always be reason to distrust the patriotism of those who in any quarter may endeavor to weaken its bands.

In contemplating the causes which may disturb our Union, it occurs as matter of serious concern that any ground should have been furnished for characterizing parties by geographical discriminations: Northern and Southern; Atlantic and Western; whence designing men may endeavor to excite a belief that there is a real difference of local interests and views. One of the expedients of party to acquire influence, within particular districts, is to misrepresent the opinions and aims of other districts. You cannot shield yourselves too much against the jealousies and heart-burnings which spring from these misrepresentations. They tend to render alien to each other those who ought to be bound together by fraternal affection.

The inhabitants of our Western country have lately had a useful lesson on this head. They have seen, in the negotiation by the executive, and in the unanimous ratification by the Senate of the treaty with Spain, and in the universal satisfaction at that event throughout the United States, a decisive proof how unfounded were the suspicions propagated among them of a policy in the general government and in

the Atlantic states unfriendly to their interests in regard to the Mississippi. They have been witnesses to the formation of two treaties, that with Great Britain and that with Spain, which secure to them everything they could desire, in respect to our foreign relations, toward confirming their prosperity. Will it not be their wisdom to rely for the preservation of these advantages on the Union by which they were procured? Will they not henceforth be deaf to those advisers, if such there are, who would sever them from their brethren and connect them with aliens?

To the efficacy and permanency of your Union, a government for the whole is indispensable. No alliances, however strict between the parts, can be an adequate substitute. They must inevitably experience the infractions and interruptions which all alliances in all times have experienced. Sensible of this momentous truth, you have improved upon your first essay by the adoption of a Constitution of government better calculated than your former for an intimate Union and for the efficacious management of your common concerns. This government, the offspring of our own choice uninfluenced and unawed, adopted upon full investigation and mature deliberation, completely free in its principles, in the distribution of its powers, uniting security with energy, and containing within itself a provision for its own amendment, has a just claim to your confidence and your support.

Respect for its authority, compliance with its laws, acquiescence in its measures are duties enjoined by the fundamental maxims of true liberty. The basis of our political systems is the right of the people to make and to alter their constitutions of government. But the constitution which at any time exists, till changed by an explicit and authentic act of the whole people, is sacredly obligatory upon all. The very idea of the power and the right of the people to establish government presupposes the duty of every individual to obey the established government.

All obstructions to the execution of the laws, all combinations and associations, under whatever plausible character, with the real design to direct, control, counteract, or awe the regular deliberation and action of the constituted authorities, are destructive of this fundamental principle, and of fatal tendency. They serve to organize faction, to give it an artificial and extraordinary force, to put in the place of the delegated will of the nation the will of a party, often a small but artful and enterprising minority of the community; and, according to the alternate triumphs of different parties, to make the public administration the mirror of the ill-concerted and incongruous projects of faction rather than the

organ of consistent and wholesome plans digested by common councils and modified by mutual interests.

However combinations or associations of the above description may now and then answer popular ends, they are likely, in the course of time and things, to become potent engines by which cunning, ambitious, and unprincipled men will be enabled to subvert the power of the people and to usurp for themselves the reins of government, destroying afterward the very engines which have lifted them to unjust dominion.

Toward the preservation of your government and the permanency of your present happy state, it is requisite not only that you steadily discountenance irregular oppositions to its acknowledged authority but also that you resist with care the spirit of innovation upon its principles, however specious the pretexts. One method of assault may be to effect, in the forms of the Constitution, alterations which will impair the energy of the system and thus to undermine what cannot be directly overthrown. In all the changes to which you may be invited, remember that time and habit are at least as necessary to fix the true character of governments as of other human institutions; that experience is the surest standard by which to test the real tendency of the existing constitution of a country; that facility in changes upon the credit of mere hypothesis and opinion exposes to perpetual change, from the endless variety of hypothesis and opinion; and remember, especially, that for the efficient management of your common interests, in a country so extensive as ours, a government of as much vigor as is consistent with the perfect security of liberty is indispensable.

Liberty itself will find in such a government, with powers properly distributed and adjusted, its surest guardian. It is, indeed, little else than a name where the government is too feeble to withstand the enterprises of faction, to confine each member of the society within the limits prescribed by the laws and to maintain all in the secure and tranquil enjoyment of the rights of person and property.

I have already intimated to you the danger of parties in the state, with particular reference to the founding of them on geographical discriminations. Let me now take a more comprehensive view and warn you in the most solemn manner against the baneful effects of the spirit of party generally.

This spirit, unfortunately, is inseparable from our nature, having its root in the strongest passions of the human mind. It exists under different shapes in all governments, more

or less stifled, controlled, or repressed; but, in those of the popular form, it is seen in its greatest rankness and is truly their worst enemy.

The alternate domination of one faction over another, sharpened by the spirit of revenge natural to party dissension, which in different ages and countries has perpetrated the most horrid enormities, is itself a frightful despotism. But this leads at length to a more formal and permanent despotism. The disorders and miseries which result gradually incline the minds of men to seek security and repose in the absolute power of an individual; and sooner or later the chief of some prevailing faction, more able or more fortunate than his competitors, turns this disposition to the purposes of his own elevation on the ruins of public liberty.

Without looking forward to an extremity of this kind (which nevertheless ought not to be entirely out of sight), the common and continual mischiefs of the spirit of party are sufficient to make it the interest and duty of a wise people to discourage and restrain it.

It serves always to distract the public councils and enfeeble the public administration. It agitates the community with ill-founded jealousies and false alarms, kindles the animosity of one part against another, foments occasionally riot and insurrection. It opens the door to foreign influence and corruption, which find a facilitated access to the government itself through the channels of party passions. Thus the policy and the will of one country are subjected to the policy and will of another.

There is an opinion that parties in free countries are useful checks upon the administration of the government and serve to keep alive the spirit of liberty. This within certain limits is probably true, and, in governments of a monarchical cast, patriotism may look with indulgence, if not with favor, upon the spirit of party. But in those of the popular character, in governments purely elective, it is a spirit not to be encouraged. From their natural tendency, it is certain there will always be enough of that spirit for every salutary purpose. And, there being constant danger of excess, the effort ought to be, by force of public opinion, to mitigate and assuage it. A fire not to be quenched, it demands a uniform vigilance to prevent its bursting into a flame, lest instead of warming it should consume.

It is important, likewise, that the habits of thinking in a free country should inspire caution in those entrusted with its administration to confine themselves within their respective constitutional spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the powers of one department to encroach upon another. The

spirit of encroachment tends to consolidate the powers of all the departments in one and thus to create, whatever the form of government, a real despotism. A just estimate of that love of power and proneness to abuse it which predominates in the human heart is sufficient to satisfy us of the truth of this position.

The necessity of reciprocal checks in the exercise of political power, by dividing and distributing it into different depositories, and constituting each the guardian of the public weal against invasions by the others, has been evinced by experiments ancient and modern, some of them in our country and under our own eyes. To preserve them must be as necessary as to institute them. If, in the opinion of the people, the distribution or modification of the constitutional powers be in any particular wrong, let it be corrected by an amendment in the way which the Constitution designates. But let there be no change by usurpation; for, though this, in one instance, may be the instrument of good, it is the customary weapon by which free governments are destroyed. The precedent must always greatly overbalance in permanent evil any partial or transient benefit which the use can at any time yield.

Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality are indispensable supports. In vain would that man claim the tribute of patriotism who should labor to subvert these great pillars of human happiness, these firmest props of the duties of men and citizens. The mere politician, equally with the pious man, ought to respect and to cherish them. A volume could not trace all their connections with private and public felicity.

Let it simply be asked—Where is the security for property, for reputation, for life, if the sense of religious obligation desert the oaths, which are the instruments of investigation in courts of justice? And let us with caution indulge the supposition that morality can be maintained without religion. Whatever may be conceded to the influence of refined education on minds of peculiar structure, reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of religious principle.

It is substantially true that virtue or morality is a necessary spring of popular government. The rule indeed extends with more or less force to every species of free government. Who that is a sincere friend to it can look with indifference upon attempts to shake the foundation of the fabric?

Promote, then, as an object of primary importance, institutions for the general diffusion of knowledge. In proportion as the structure of a government gives force to

public opinion, it is essential that public opinion should be enlightened.

As a very important source of strength and security, cherish public credit. One method of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as possible, avoiding occasions of expense by cultivating peace, but remembering also that timely disbursements to prepare for danger frequently prevent much greater disbursements to repel it; avoiding likewise the accumulation of debt, not only by shunning occasions of expense but by vigorous exertions in time of peace to discharge the debts which unavoidable wars may have occasioned, not ungenerously throwing upon posterity the burden which we ourselves ought to bear. The execution of these maxims belongs to your representatives, but it is necessary that public opinion should cooperate.

To facilitate to them the performance of their duty, it is essential that you should practically bear in mind that toward the payment of debts there must be revenue; that to have revenue there must be taxes; that no taxes can be devised which are not more or less inconvenient and unpleasant; that the intrinsic embarrassment inseparable from the selection of the proper objects (which is always a choice of difficulties) ought to be a decisive motive for a candid construction of the conduct of the government in making it, and for a spirit of acquiescence in the measures for obtaining revenue which the public exigencies may at any time dictate.

Observe good faith and justice toward all nations. Cultivate peace and harmony with all. Religion and morality enjoin this conduct; and can it be that good policy does not equally enjoin it? It will be worthy of a free, enlightened, and, at no distant period, a great nation to give to mankind the magnanimous and too novel example of a people always guided by an exalted justice and benevolence. Who can doubt that in the course of time and things the fruits of such a plan would richly repay any temporary advantages which might be lost by a steady adherence to it? Can it be that Providence has not connected the permanent felicity of a nation with its virtue? The experiment, at least, is recommended by every sentiment which ennobles human nature. Alas! is it rendered impossible by its vices?

In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential than that permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular nations and passionate attachments for others should be excluded and that in place of them just and amicable feelings toward all should be cultivated. The nation which indulges toward another an habitual hatred or an habitual fondness is in some degree a slave. It is a slave to its

animosity or to its affection, either of which is sufficient to lead it astray from its duty and its interest. Antipathy in one nation against another disposes each more readily to offer insult and injury, to lay hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty and intractable when accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur.

Hence, frequent collisions, obstinate, envenomed, and bloody contests. The nation prompted by ill-will and resentment sometimes impels to war the government, contrary to the best calculations of policy. The government sometimes participates in the national propensity, and adopts, through passion, what reason would reject; at other times, it makes the animosity of the nation subservient to projects of hostility instigated by pride, ambition, and other sinister and pernicious motives. The peace often, sometimes perhaps the liberty, of nations has been the victim.

So, likewise, a passionate attachment of one nation for another produces a variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite nation, facilitating the illusion of an imaginary common interest in cases where no real common interest exists, and infusing into one the enmities of the other, betrays the former into a participation in the quarrels and wars of the latter without adequate inducement or justification. It leads also to concessions to the favorite nation of privileges denied to others, which is apt doubly to injure the nation making the concessions, by unnecessarily parting with what ought to have been retained, and by exciting jealousy, ill will, and a disposition to retaliate in the parties from whom equal privileges are withheld.

And it gives to ambitious, corrupted, or deluded citizens (who devote themselves to the favorite nation) facility to betray or sacrifice the interests of their own country, without odium, sometimes even with popularity, gilding with the appearances of a virtuous sense of obligation, a commendable deference for public opinion, or a laudable zeal for public good, the base or foolish compliances of ambition, corruption, or infatuation. As avenues to foreign influence in innumerable ways, such attachments are particularly alarming to the truly enlightened and independent patriot. How many opportunities do they afford to tamper with domestic factions, to practise the arts of seduction, to mislead public opinion, to influence or awe the public councils! Such an attachment of a small or weak toward a great and powerful nation dooms the former to be the satellite of the latter.

Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence, I conjure you to believe me, fellow citizens, the jealousy of a free people ought to be constantly awake, since history

and experience prove that foreign influence is one of the most baneful foes of republican government. But that jealousy, to be useful, must be impartial, else it becomes the instrument of the very influence to be avoided instead of a defense against it. Excessive partiality for one foreign nation and excessive dislike of another cause those whom they actuate to see danger only on one side and serve to veil and even second the arts of influence on the other. Real patriots, who may resist the intrigues of the favorite, are liable to become suspected and odious, while its tools and dupes usurp the applause and confidence of the people to surrender their interests.

The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations, is in extending our commercial relations to have with them as little political connection as possible. So far as we have already formed engagements, let them be fulfilled with perfect good faith. Here let us stop. Europe has a set of primary interests which to us have none, or a very remote relation. Hence she must be engaged in frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to our concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves, by artificial ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics or the ordinary combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities.

Our detached and distant situation invites and enables us to pursue a different course. If we remain one people, under an efficient government, the period is not far off when we may defy material injury from external annoyance; when we may take such an attitude as will cause the neutrality we may at any time resolve upon to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent nations, under the impossibility of making acquisitions upon us, will not lightly hazard the giving us provocation; when we may choose peace or war, as our interest guided by our justice shall counsel.

Why forgo the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why quit our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship, interest, humor, or caprice?

It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion of the foreign world. So far, I mean, as we are now at liberty to do it, for let me not be understood as capable of patronizing infidelity to existing engagements (I hold the maxim no less applicable to public than to private affairs that honesty is always the best policy). I repeat it, therefore: let those engagements be observed in their genuine sense. But, in my opinion, it is unnecessary and would be unwise to extend them.

Taking care always to keep ourselves, by suitable establishments, on a respectably defensive posture, we may safely trust to temporary alliances for extraordinary emergencies.

Harmony, liberal intercourse with all nations are recommended by policy, humanity, and interest. But even our commercial policy should hold an equal and impartial hand, neither seeking nor granting exclusive favors or preferences; consulting the natural course of things; diffusing and diversifying by gentle means the streams of commerce, but forcing nothing; establishing with powers so disposed, in order to give to trade a stable course, to define the rights of our merchants, and to enable the government to support them, conventional rules of intercourse, the best that present circumstances and mutual opinion will permit, but temporary and liable to be from time to time abandoned or varied, as experience and circumstances shall dictate; constantly keeping in view that it is folly in one nation to look for disinterested favors from another; that it must pay with a portion of its independence for whatever it may accept under that character; that, by such acceptance, it may place itself in the condition of having given equivalents for nominal favors and yet of being reproached with ingratitude for not giving more. There can be no greater error than to expect, or calculate, upon real favors from nation to nation. It is an illusion which experience must cure, which a just pride ought to discard.

In offering to you, my countrymen, these counsels of an old and affectionate friend, I dare not hope they will make the strong and lasting impression I could wish; that they will control the usual current of the passions or prevent our nation from running the course which has hitherto marked the destiny of nations. But if I may even flatter myself that they may be productive of some partial benefit, some occasional good; that they may now and then recur to moderate the fury of party-spirit, to warn against the mischiefs of foreign intrigue, to guard against the impostures of pretended patriotism, this hope will be a full recompense for the solicitude for your welfare by which they have been dictated.

In relation to the still subsisting war in Europe, my proclamation of the 22nd of April, 1793, is the index to my plan. Sanctioned by your approving voice and by that of your representatives in both houses of Congress, the spirit of that measure has continually governed me—uninfluenced by any attempts to deter or divert me from it.

After deliberate examination with the aid of the best lights I could obtain, I was well satisfied that our country, under all the circumstances of the case, had a right to take, and

was bound in duty and interest to take, a neutral position. Having taken it, I determined, as far as should depend upon me, to maintain it, with moderation, perseverance, and firmness....

The inducements of interest for observing that conduct will best be referred to your own reflections and experience. With me, a predominant motive has been to endeavour to gain time to our country to settle and mature its yet recent institutions, and to progress without interruption to that degree of strength and consistency which is necessary to give it, humanly speaking, the command of its own fortune.

Though, in reviewing the incidents of my administration, I am unconscious of intentional error, I am nevertheless too sensible of my defects not to think it probable that I may have committed many errors. Whatever they may be, I fervently beseech the Almighty to avert or mitigate the evils to which they may tend. I shall also carry with me the hope that my country will never cease to view them with indulgence, and that, after forty-five years of my life dedicated to its service, with an upright zeal, the faults of incompetent abilities will be consigned to oblivion as myself must soon be to the mansions of rest.

Relying on its kindness in this as in other things, and actuated by that fervent love toward it which is so natural to a man who views in it the native soil of himself and his progenitors for several generations, I anticipate with pleasing expectations that retreat in which I promise myself to realize, without alloy, the sweet enjoyment of partaking, in the midst of my fellow citizens, the benign influence of good laws under a free government, the ever favorite object of my heart, and the happy reward, as I trust, of our mutual cares, labors, and dangers.

Source: Library of Congress, “Washington’s Farewell Address.” Annals of Congress, 4th Congress, 2869–2880.

7. Alien and Sedition Acts, June–July 1798 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Bipartisan conflict over state and federal authority boiled over when Congress passed the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798. A series of four laws (Naturalization Act, passed June 18; Alien Act. passed June 25; Alien Enemies Act, passed July 6; and Sedition Act, passed July 14)

championed by the Federalists in Congress and President John Adams composed the Alien and Sedition Acts. They provided for the monitoring of foreign nationals, deportation of foreigners deemed to be dangerous, and suppression of written or spoken dissent. The acts also limited the rights of freedom of assembly and freedom of the press for U.S. citizens under the guise of preparing the United States for entry into the Napoleonic Wars against France. Democratic Republicans maintained that the acts were a weapon to suppress political dissent and a threat to civil liberties, and the acts themselves proved wildly unpopular. Southern Republican leaders sought to oppose this show of federal power with an assertion of state authority. Thomas Jefferson—while serving as vice president of the United States—anonymously drafted a set of resolutions denouncing the Alien and Sedition Acts as unconstitutional and asserting the right of states to annul laws that encroached on state authority. Virginia and Kentucky approached open rebellion by passing versions of these resolutions. When the War of 1812 broke out, however, it was the predominantly Federalist New England states that objected to the war and defied Federal authority.

Primary Source

Alien Act

SECTION 1. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That whenever there shall be a declared war between the United States and any foreign nation or government, or any invasion or predatory incursion shall be perpetrated, attempted, or threatened against the territory of the United States, by any foreign nation or government, and the President of the United States shall make public proclamation of the event, all natives, citizens, denizens, or subjects of the hostile nation or government, being males of the age of fourteen years and upwards, who shall be within the United States, and not actually naturalized, shall be liable to be apprehended, restrained, secured and removed, as alien enemies. And the President of the United States shall be, and he is hereby authorized, in any event, as aforesaid, by his proclamation thereof, or other public act, to direct the conduct to be observed, on the part of the United States, towards the aliens who shall become liable, as aforesaid; the manner and degree of the restraint to which they shall be subject, and in what cases, and upon what security their residence shall be permitted, and to provide for the removal of those, who, not being permitted to reside within the United States, shall refuse or neglect to depart therefrom; and to establish any other regulations which shall be found necessary in the premises and for

the public safety: Provided, that aliens resident within the United States, who shall become liable as enemies, in the manner aforesaid, and who shall not be chargeable with actual hostility, or other crime against the public safety, shall be allowed, for the recovery, disposal, and removal of their goods and effects, and for their departure, the full time which is, or shall be stipulated by any treaty, where any shall have been between the United States, and the hostile nation or government, of which they shall be natives, citizens, denizens or subjects: and where no such treaty shall have existed, the President of the United States may ascertain and declare such reasonable time as may be consistent with the public safety, and according to the dictates of humanity and national hospitality.

SEC. 2. And be it further enacted, That after any proclamation shall be made as aforesaid, it shall be the duty of the several courts of the United States, and of each state, having criminal jurisdiction, and of the several judges and justices of the courts of the United States, and they shall be, and are hereby respectively, authorized upon complaint, against any alien or alien enemies, as aforesaid, who shall be resident and at large within such jurisdiction or district, to the danger of the public peace or safety, and contrary to the tenor or intent of such proclamation, or other regulations which the President of the United States shall and may establish in the premises, to cause such alien or aliens to be duly apprehended and convened before such court, judge or justice; and after a full examination and hearing on such complaint. and sufficient cause therefor appearing, shall and may order such alien or aliens to be removed out of the territory of the United States, or to give sureties of their good behaviour, or to be otherwise restrained, conformably to the proclamation or regulations which shall and may be established as aforesaid, and may imprison, or otherwise secure such alien or aliens, until the order which shall and may be made, as aforesaid, shall be performed.

SEC. 3. And be it further enacted, That it shall be the duty of the marshal of the district in which any alien enemy shall be apprehended, who by the President of the United States, or by order of any court, judge or justice, as aforesaid, shall be required to depart, and to be removed, as aforesaid, to provide therefor, and to execute such order, by himself or his deputy, or other discreet person or persons to be employed by him, by causing a removal of such alien out of the territory of the United States; and for such removal the marshal shall have the warrant of the President of the United States, or of the court, judge or justice ordering the same, as the case may be.

APPROVED, July 6, 1798.

Sedition Act

SECTION. I Be it enacted..., That if any persons shall unlawfully combine or conspire together, with intent to oppose any measure or measures of the government of the United States, which are or shall be directed by proper authority, or to impede the operation of any law of the United States, or to intimidate or prevent any person holding a place or office in or under the government of the United States, from undertaking, performing or executing his trust or duty; and if any person or persons, with intent as aforesaid, shall counsel, advise or attempt to procure any insurrection, riot. unlawful assembly, or combination, whether such conspiracy, threatening, counsel, advice, or attempt shall have the proposed effect or not, he or they shall be deemed guilty of a high misdemeanor, and on conviction, before any court of the United States having jurisdiction thereof, shall be punished by a fine not exceeding five thousand dollars, and by imprisonment during a term not less than six months nor exceeding five years; and further, at the discretion of the court may be holden to find sureties for his good behaviour in such sum, and for such time, as the said court may direct.

SEC. 2. That if any person shall write, print, utter. Or publish, or shall cause or procure to be written, printed, uttered or published, or shall knowingly and willingly assist or aid in writing, printing, uttering or publishing any false, scandalous and malicious writing or writings against the government of the United States, or either house of the Congress of the United States, or the President of the United States, with intent to defame the said government, or either house of the said Congress, or the said President, or to bring them. or either of them, into contempt or disrepute; or to excite against them, or either or any of them, the hatred of the good people of the United States, or to excite any unlawful combinations therein, for opposing or resisting any law of the United States, or any act of the President of the United States, done in pursuance of any such law, or of the powers in him vested by the constitution of the United States, or to resist, oppose, or defeat any such law or act, or to aid, encourage or abet any hostile designs of any foreign nation against the United States, their people or government, then such person, being thereof convicted before any court of the United States having jurisdiction thereof, shall be punished by a fine not exceeding two thousand dollars, and by imprisonment not exceeding two years.

SEC. 3. That if any person shall be prosecuted under this act, for the writing or publishing any libel aforesaid, it shall be lawful for the defendant, upon the trial of the cause, to give in evidence in his defence, the truth of the matter contained in the publication charged as a libel. And the jury who shall try the cause, shall have a right to determine the law and the fact, under the direction of the court, as in other cases.

SEC. 4. That this act shall continue to be in force until March 3, 1801, and no longer....

Source: An Act Respecting Alien Enemies, U.S. Statutes at Large 1 (1798): 577. An Act for the Punishment of Certain Crimes against the United States, U.S. Statutes at Large 1 (1798): 596.

8. Louisiana Purchase Treaty, April 30, 1803

Introduction

Thomas Jefferson had long believed in limiting federal authority. In the early days of the United States, he played a key role in organizing Anti-Federalists into a new Republican party that supported states’ rights. Running as the Anti-Federalist candidate in the bitterly contested race of 1800, Jefferson won election as president of the United States and served for two terms. His election signified a changing of the guard, as the Federalist administration of John Adams gave way to Jeffersonian republicanism. Early in his presidency, Jefferson allowed the despised Alien and Sedition Acts to expire, and he began negotiations to buy New Orleans and West Florida from France. Needing funds for his wars, Napoleon offered to sell all of the Louisiana territory, a huge area extending from the Mississippi River to the Rocky Mountains. Aware that he might be overstepping his authority, Jefferson agreed to the purchase, but Senate approval soon followed. However, the New England states objected to the purchase because the new territory might outweigh their influence over national affairs. The purchase doubled the size of U.S. territory, and 15 states eventually filled the area. The Louisiana Purchase also gave the United States a longer border with British-controlled Canada and a larger territory to defend in the coming war.

Primary Source

Treaty between the United States of America and the French Republic

The President of the United States of America and the First Consul of the French Republic in the name of the French People desiring to remove all Source of misunderstanding relative to objects of discussion mentioned in the Second and fifth articles of the Convention of the 8th Vendémiaire on 30 September 1800 relative to the rights claimed by the United States in virtue of the Treaty concluded at Madrid the 27 of October 1795, between His Catholic Majesty & the Said United States, & willing to Strengthen the union and friendship which at the time of the Said Convention was happily reestablished between the two nations have respectively named their Plenipotentiaries to wit The President of the United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate of the Said States; Robert R. Livingston Minister Plenipotentiary of the United States and James Monroe Minister Plenipotentiary and Envoy extraordinary of the Said States near the Government of the French Republic; And the First Consul in the name of the French people, Citizen Francis Barbé Marbois Minister of the public treasury who after having respectively exchanged their full powers have agreed to the following Articles.

Article I

Whereas by the Article the third of the Treaty concluded at St Ildefonso the 9th Vendémiaire on 1st October 1800 between the First Consul of the French Republic and his Catholic Majesty it was agreed as follows.

“His Catholic Majesty promises and engages on his part to cede to the French Republic six months after the full and entire execution of the conditions and Stipulations herein relative to his Royal Highness the Duke of Parma, the Colony or Province of Louisiana with the Same extent that it now has in the hand of Spain, & that it had when France possessed it; and Such as it Should be after the Treaties subsequently entered into between Spain and other States.”

And whereas in pursuance of the Treaty and particularly of the third article the French Republic has an incontestible title to the domain and to the possession of the said Territory—The First Consul of the French Republic desiring to give to the United States a strong proof of his friendship doth hereby cede to the United States in the name of the French Republic for ever and in full Sovereignty the said territory with all its rights and appurtenances as fully and in the Same manner as they have been acquired by the French Republic in virtue of the above mentioned Treaty concluded with his Catholic Majesty.

Article II

In the cession made by the preceding article are included the adjacent Islands belonging to Louisiana all public lots

and Squares, vacant lands and all public buildings, fortifications, barracks and other edifices which are not private property.—The Archives, papers & documents relative to the domain and Sovereignty of Louisiana and its dependencies will be left in the possession of the Commissaries of the United States, and copies will be afterwards given in due form to the Magistrates and Municipal officers of such of the said papers and documents as may be necessary to them.

Article III

The inhabitants of the ceded territory shall be incorporated in the Union of the United States and admitted as soon as possible according to the principles of the federal Constitution to the enjoyment of all these rights, advantages and immunities of citizens of the United States, and in the mean time they shall be maintained and protected in the free enjoyment of their liberty, property and the Religion which they profess.

Article IV

There Shall be Sent by the Government of France a Commissary to Louisiana to the end that he do every act necessary as well to receive from the Officers of his Catholic Majesty the Said country and its dependances in the name of the French Republic if it has not been already done as to transmit it in the name of the French Republic to the Commissary or agent of the United States.

Article V

Immediately after the ratification of the present Treaty by the President of the United States and in case that of the first Consul’s shall have been previously obtained, the commissary of the French Republic shall remit all military posts of New Orleans and other parts of the ceded territory to the Commissary or Commissaries named by the President to take possession—the troops whether of France or Spain who may be there shall cease to occupy any military post from the time of taking possession and shall be embarked as soon as possible in the course of three months after the ratification of this treaty.

Article VI

The United States promise to execute Such treaties and articles as may have been agreed between Spain and the tribes and nations of Indians until by mutual consent of the United States and the said tribes or nations other Suitable articles Shall have been agreed upon.

Article VII

As it is reciprocally advantageous to the commerce of France and the United States to encourage the

communication of both nations for a limited time in the country ceded by the present treaty until general arrangements relative to commerce of both nations may be agreed on; it has been agreed between the contracting parties that the French Ships coming directly from France or any of her colonies loaded only with the produce and manufactures of France or her Said Colonies; and the Ships of Spain coming directly from Spain or any of her colonies loaded only with the produce or manufactures of Spain or her Colonies shall be admitted during the Space of twelve years in the Port of New-Orleans and in all other legal ports-of-entry within the ceded territory in the Same manner as the Ships of the United States coming directly from France or Spain or any of their Colonies without being Subject to any other or greater duty on merchandize or other or greater tonnage than that paid by the citizens of the United. States.

During that Space of time above mentioned no other nation Shall have a right to the Same privileges in the Ports of the ceded territory—the twelve years Shall commence three months after the exchange of ratifications if it Shall take place in France or three months after it Shall have been notified at Paris to the French Government if it Shall take place in the United States; It is however well understood that the object of the above article is to favour the manufactures, Commerce, freight and navigation of France and of Spain So far as relates to the importations that the French and Spanish Shall make into the Said Ports of the United States without in any Sort affecting the regulations that the United States may make concerning the exportation of the produce and merchandize of the United States, or any right they may have to make Such regulations.

Article VIII

In future and for ever after the expiration of the twelve years, the Ships of France shall be treated upon the footing of the most favoured nations in the ports above mentioned.

Article IX

The particular Convention Signed this day by the respective Ministers, having for its object to provide for the payment of debts due to the Citizens of the United States by the French Republic prior to the 30th Sept. 1800 (8th Vendémiaire an 9) is approved and to have its execution in the Same manner as if it had been inserted in this present treaty, and it Shall be ratified in the same form and in the Same time So that the one Shall not be ratified distinct from the other.

Another particular Convention Signed at the Same date as the present treaty relative to a definitive rule between the contracting parties is in the like manner approved and will

be ratified in the Same form, and in the Same time and jointly.

Article X

The present treaty Shall be ratified in good and due form and the ratifications Shall be exchanged in the Space of Six months after the date of the Signature by the Ministers Plenipotentiary or Sooner if possible.

In faith whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have Signed these articles in the French and English languages; declaring nevertheless that the present Treaty was originally agreed to in the French language; and have thereunto affixed their Seals.

Done at Paris the tenth day of Floreal in the eleventh year of the French Republic; and the 30th of April 1803.

Source: Louisiana Purchase Treaty, April 30, 1803, General Records of the U.S. Government; Record Group 11, National Archives.

9. John Kelsall, Essex Decision: Sentence of British Vice-Admiralty Court, May 1805

Introduction

During the years preceding the War of 1812, the United States was the world’s major neutral shipper. In May 1805, the highest British Admiralty court upheld the decision made by Judge John Kelsall regarding the American merchant vessel Essex. The Essex had undertaken a “broken voyage”: carrying wine from Spain, it stopped in Salem, Massachusetts, on its way to its true destination of Havana, Cuba. In other words, it had “broken” its voyage into two parts in order to evade the law. The British privateer Favourite captured the Essex and took it to a prize court in the Bahamas. The court’s job was to decide if the seizure was legitimate according to the prevailing laws. If it was legitimate, the crew of the vessel that captured the prize would be paid for the value of the prize. In a way, this was legalized piracy but it was accepted practice by all maritime nations. In the case of the Essex, the prize court decided that the seizure was legitimate. Since France and Spain were enemies of Britain, under the Rule of 1756 any trade between America, a neutral nation, and an enemy nation was considered a violation of neutrality. “Broken voyages” had been an accepted way of avoiding such violation. The 1805 ruling made broken voyages unacceptable and

thereby threatened $60 million of annual American trade. The United States regarded the British decision as part of an undeclared war on U.S. commerce. The decision joined a growing list of what America considered violations of its rights as a neutral nation. These violations became a major cause of the War of 1812.

Primary Source

This is the case of an American vessel, wholly laden with goods the produce of Spain, bound to a Spanish colony, having previously called in at a port on the continent of America, where the cargo was unladen, and there almost immediately after re-shipped: it is contended, on the part of the claimant, and that this act of landing the cargo, has worked so total a change on the voyage, as to take it altogether from the operation of those principles which the court had deemed its duty, in conformity to the old law, to make the rule of its decision, and to apply, until abrogated by more recent determinations, to all vessels sailing between Spain and its colonies.

The Goods, there cannot be the least doubt, were landed for the sole purpose of obviating or evading the danger to which, in a direct voyage, they would necessarily be exposed. Spanish produce on a voyage to America, or any other neutral nation, all the world knows runs no risk; it is to be presumed that such imports are designed for her internal consumption. Whether the neutrals can, consistently with the rights of belligerents, transport this produce from the neutral to the enemy’s territory, even supposing a bona fide transfer to have taken place from the actual importer in that neutral state, is a question of very great magnitude, and one on which I should feel a repugnance to decide otherwise than this court has uniformly done, without being more particularly certified than I am at present of those authorities on which it would seem that another Vice-admiralty court has acted. In the case now before the court, this however is not the point of consideration, for it is not pretended that the cargo is other than the identical one brought from Spain in this very vessel, nor that there has been any transfer of the property in America; in all its relations it is precisely as when it left Spain. It appears to me moreover perfectly clear and certain, that the intention was from the beginning to send this cargo to a Spanish colony, that this voyage (this second voyage as it has been so frequently termed in the documentary evidence, tho’ it seems to me that the epithet of third voyage would be more consistent with the principles attempted to be laid down) did not originate in finding unexpectedly a bad market for the goods at Salem, nor learning that there was a good one for them at Havanna. I am also as perfectly convinced that the cargo was not unladen for the purpose either of repairing the ship, or of trying to dispose of the goods at Salem, as the master would seem to insinuate. According then to my apprehension, this case resolves itself precisely into one of those, which the embarrassment of Spain, and the relative positions of the American States have rendered so common and frequent. The vessel has in fact touched in America solely to colour the true purpose; viewing then the asserted destination of this vessel to be falsified by the evidence, and that the voyage was in fact to the Havanna, touching at Salem.

I cannot hesitate in denying to a fraudulently circuitous voyage, those immunities which are withheld from a direct one. Without reference therefore to any other principle, I consider this as virtually a traffic between Spain and Cuba, and condemn the vessel and cargo accordingly. This decision renders it unnecessary to notice some parts of the evidence, which lead me to view Messrs Santa Maria y Cuesta as more concerned in this transaction than is acknowledged, and that this Mr. Orne is deeply engaged in covering Spanish property, or to animadvert on a method I observed very generally obtaining of neutrals carrying on traffic by means of bills drawn in Spain, and payable at the Havanna, and vice versa; surely this procedure is merely an evasion and the middle man, the neutral, can be considered on every principle of the law in no other light than as an agent or broker. With respect to the master’s adventure, it goes so far beyond the proportions of matters of this nature, that I really must view it as part of the cargo. Exempting adventures is a mere matter of comity, and when masters attempt on the presumption to screen very large sums, and to exceed the common bounds of this indulgence, they must be considered as merchants, and their property made liable to the same consequences. I shall however acquit his reaping-hooks if they be simply, as he states them, instruments of husbandry, as I do the adventures of the mate and crew.

(Signed) John Kelsall, Judge V.A.C. of N.P.

Naval Historical Center, The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. I (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Navy, 1985), 16–21.

10. Napoleon I, Berlin Decree, November 21, 1806

Introduction

In May 1806, Great Britain began a maritime blockade of the French empire, enforced by the Royal Navy’s invincible ships of the line. The blockade hit hard at the French

economy. Not only was France unable to trade with overseas markets but the nation was also unable to obtain raw materials from foreign sources. Since France’s Emperor Napoleon I lacked the military means to threaten Great Britain directly, he turned to commercial warfare. On November 21, 1806, Napoleon issued the Berlin Decree. He intended the Berlin Decrees to cause grave harm to the British economy while protecting French industry from cheap, mass-produced British goods, particularly textiles. The measure closed all coastlines and ports under French control to trade with Great Britain regardless of a ship’s country of origin. As time passed, Napoleon decreed an ever more comprehensive blockade, the so-called Continental System. Although it caused considerable dislocation to the British economy, the Continental System never worked as intended. Meanwhile, the British blockade against France was successful. The rival blockades annoyed American merchants who insisted on their rights, as citizens of a neutral country, to trade with whomever they pleased. This annoyance contributed to a buildup of friction between the United States and Great Britain.

Primary Source

ARTICLE I

The British islands are declared in a state of blockade.

ARTICLE II

All commerce and correspondence with the British islands are prohibited. In consequence, letters or packets, addressed either to England, to an Englishman, or in the English language, shall not pass through the post-office and shall be seized.

ARTICLE III

Every subject of England, of whatever rank and condition soever, who shall be found in the countries occupied by our troops, or by those of our allies, shall be made a prisoner of war.

ARTICLE IV

All magazines, merchandise, or property whatsoever, belonging to a subject of England, shall be declared lawful prize.

ARTICLE V

The trade in English merchandise is forbidden; all merchandise belonging to England, or coming from its manufactories and colonies, is declared lawful prize.

ARTICLE VI

One half of the proceeds of the confiscation of the merchandise and property, declared good prize by the preceding

articles, shall be applied to indemnify the merchants for the losses which they have suffered by the capture of merchant vessels by English cruisers.

ARTICLE VII

No vessel coming directly from England, or from the English colonies, or having been there since the publication of the present decree, shall be received into any port.

ARTICLE VIII

Every vessel contravening the above clause, by means of a false declaration, shall be seized, and the vessel and cargo confiscated, as if they were English property.

ARTICLE IX

Our tribunal of prizes at Paris is charged the definitive adjudication of all the controversies, which by the French army, relative to the execution of the present decree. Our tribunal of prizes at Milan shall be charged with the definitive adjudication of the said controversies, which may arise within the extent of our kingdom of Italy.

ARTICLE X

The present decree shall be communicated by our minister of exterior relations, to the kings of Spain, of Naples, of Holland, and of Etruria, and to our allies, whose subjects, like ours, are the victims of the injustice and the barbarism of the English maritime laws. Our finances, our police, and our post masters general, are charged each, in what concerns him, with the execution of the present decree.

Source: State Papers and Publick Documents of the United States: From the Accession of George Washington to the Presidency: Exhibiting a Complete View of Our Foreign Relations since that Time, 8 vols. (Boston: T.B. Wait & Sons, 1815), 5: 478.

11. British Orders in Council, January 7 and November 11, 1807 [Excerpt]

Introduction

In May 1806, Great Britain began a maritime blockade of the French empire, enforced by the Royal Navy. The blockade hit hard at the French economy. Since France’s Emperor Napoleon I lacked the military means to threaten Great Britain directly, he turned to commercial warfare. On November 21, 1806, Napoleon issued the Berlin Decree, thereby closing all coastlines and ports under French

control to trade with Great Britain regardless of a ship’s country of origin. The British government responded to Napoleon’s Berlin Decree with a series of Orders in Council throughout 1807. These orders required any neutral ship to unload its cargo in one of a list of designated British ports. They would have to pay customs duties and purchase a special license if they proposed to trade with the enemy. The objective of the Orders in Council was to favor British colonial trade and British shipping interests by preventing neutrals such as the United States from trading with France and its allies. During the years preceding the War of 1812, the United States was the world’s major neutral shipper. Consequently, the orders infuriated both American merchants and the U.S. government, which maintained that the United States was a neutral power in the Napoleonic Wars and not subject to either British or French decrees. This contributed to a buildup of friction between the United States and Great Britain.
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Whereas the French Government has issued certain orders, which, in violation of the usages of war, purport to prohibit the commerce of all neutral nations with His Majesty’s dominions, and also to prevent such nations from trading with any other countries in any articles, the growth, produce, or manufacture of His Majesty’s dominions; and whereas the said Government has also taken upon itself to declare all His Majesty’s dominions to be in a state of blockade, at the time when the fleets or France and her allies are themselves confined within their own ports by the superior valor and discipline of the British navy; and whereas such attempts, on the part of the enemy, would give to His Majesty an unquestionable right of retaliation, and would warrant His Majesty in enforcing the same prohibition of all commerce with France, which that power vainly hopes to effect against the commerce of his Majesty’s subjects, a prohibition which the superiority of His Majesty’s naval forces might enable him to support by actually investing the ports and coasts of the enemy with numerous squadrons and cruisers, so as to make the entrance or approach thereto manifestly dangerous; and whereas His Majesty, though unwilling to follow the example of his enemies by proceeding to an extremity so distressing to all nations not engaged in the war, and carrying on their accustomed trade, yet feels himself bound, by due regard to the just defense of the rights and interests of his people not to suffer such measures to be taken by the enemy, without taking some steps on his part to restrain this violence, and to retort upon them the evils of their own injustice; His Majesty is thereupon pleased, by and with the advice of his privy council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, that no vessels shall be permitted to trade from one port to another, other which ports shall belong to or

be in the possession of France or her allies, or shall be so far under their control as that British vessels may not trade freely thereat; and the commanders of His Majesty’s ships of war and privateers shall be and are hereby, instructed to warn every neutral vessel coming from any such port, and destined to another such port, to discontinue her voyage, and not to proceed to any such port. after a reasonable time shall have been afforded for receiving information of this His Majesty’s order, which shall be found proceeding to another such port, shall be captured and brought in, and together with her cargo shall be condemned as lawful prize; and His Majesty’s principal Secretaries of State, the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, and the Judges of the High Court of Admiralty, and the Courts of Vice-admiralty, are to take the necessary measures herein as to them shall respectively appertain.

11 November 1807

Whereas certain orders, establishing an unprecedented system of warfare against this kingdom, and aimed especially at the destruction of its commerce and resources, were, sometime since, issued by the government of France, by which “the British islands were declared to be in a state of blockade,” thereby subjecting to capture and condemnation all vessels, with their cargoes, which should continue to trade with his majesty’s dominions:

And whereas, by the same order, “all trading in English merchandise is prohibited, and every article of merchandise belonging to England, or coming from her colonies, or of her manufacture, is declared lawful prize:”

And whereas, the nations in alliance with France, and under her control, were required to give, and have given, and do give, effect to such orders:

And whereas, his majesty’s order of the 7th of January last has not answered the desired purpose, either of compelling the enemy to recall those orders, or of inducing neutral nations to interpose, with effect, to obtain their revocation, but, on the contrary, the same have been recently enforced with increased rigor:

And whereas, his majesty, under these circumstances, finds himself compelled to take further measures for asserting and vindicating his just rights....

His majesty is therefore pleased, by and with the advice of his privy council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, that all the ports and places of France and her allies, or of any country at war with his majesty, the British flag is excluded, and all ports or places in the colonies belonging to his

majesty’s enemies, shall, from henceforth, be subject to the same restrictions in point of trade and navigation, with the exceptions hereinafter mentioned, as if the same were actually blockaded by his majesty’s naval forces, in the most strict and rigorous manner: And it is hereby further ordered and declared, that all trade in the articles which are of the produce or manufacture of the said countries or colonies, shall be deemed and considered to be unlawful; and that every vessel trading from or to the said countries or colonies, together with all goods and merchandise on board, and all articles of the produce or manufacture of the said countries or colonies, shall be captured and condemned as prize to the captors....

And the commanders of his majesty’s ships of war and privateers, and other vessels acting under his majesty’s commission, shall be, and are hereby, instructed to warn every vessel which shall have commenced her voyage prior to any notice of this order, and shall be destined to any port of France, or of her allies, or of any other country at war with his majesty, or to any port or place from which the British flag, as aforesaid, is excluded, or to any colony belonging to his majesty’s enemies, and which shall not have cleared out as is hereinbefore allowed, to discontinue her voyage, and to proceed to some port or place in this kingdom, or to Gibraltar or Malta; and any vessel which, after having been so warned, or after a reasonable time shall have been afforded for the arrival of information of this his majesty’s order, at any port or place from which she has sailed, or which, after having notice of this order, shall be found in the prosecution of any voyage contrary to the restrictions contained in this order, shall be captured, and altogether with her cargo, condemned as lawful prize to the captors.

And whereas, countries not engaged in the war have acquiesced in these orders of France, prohibiting all trade in any articles the produce or manufacture of his majesty’s dominions; and the merchants of those countries have given countenance and effect to those prohibitions by accepting from persons, styling themselves commercial agents of the enemy, resident at neutral ports, certain documents, termed “certificates of origin,” being certificates obtained at the ports of shipment, declaring that the articles of the cargo are not of the produce or manufacture of his majesty’s dominions, or to that effect:

And whereas this expedient has been directed by France, and submitted to by such merchants, as part of the new system of warfare directed against the trade of this kingdom, and as the most effectual instrument of accomplished the same, and is therefore essentially necessary to resist it:

His majesty is therefore pleased by the advice of his privy council, to order, and it hereby ordered, that if any vessel, after reasonable time shall have been afforded for receiving notice of this his majesty’s order, at the port of place from which such vessel shall have cleared out, shall be found carrying any such certificate or documents as aforesaid, or any document referring to or authenticating the same, such vessel shall be adjudged lawful prize to the captor, together with goods laden therein, belonging to the person or persons by whom or on whose behalf, any such document was put on board.

And the right honorable the lords commissioners of his majesty’s treasury, his majesty’s principal secretaries of state, the lords commissioners of the admiralty, and the judges of the high court of admiralty and courts of vice admiralty, are to take the necessary measures herein as to them shall respectively appertain.

Source: American State Papers: Foreign Relations, 6 vols. (Washington, DC: Gales and Seaton, 1834), 3:267. Henry Steele, Commager, ed. Documents of American History, 7th ed. (New York: Appleton-­Century-Crofts, 1963), 200–201.

12. Sir George Berkeley, British Order to Search for Deserters on the Chesapeake, June 1, 1807

Introduction

In 1807 Great Britain and France were at war. The Royal Navy regularly violated the U.S. three-mile limit in order to inspect vessels and impress (forcibly draft) sailors. Several British frigates patrolled off the Virginia Capes hoping to intercept two French vessels that had sailed into the Chesapeake Bay. When the British needed fresh provisions they anchored in Hampton Roads and crewmen went ashore to Norfolk, Virginia. During the spring of 1807, several British sailors deserted and signed up for service with American ships. The British complained but the Americans refused to return the sailors. On June 22, the American frigate Chesapeake departed Chesapeake Bay and was intercepted by the British frigate Leopard. The captain of the Leopard, Salusbury Humphreys, sent an order he had received from Admiral Sir George Berkeley to the captain of the Chesapeake. This order, duplicated here, required Humphreys to halt the Chesapeake and search her for the deserters. Commodore James Barron, captain of the Chesapeake, refused. Without warning, the Leopard opened fire at close range. The unprepared Chesapeake could not fight back and soon

surrendered. The British boarded, removed four deserters, and allowed the Chesapeake to return to port. Three American sailors had been killed and 16 wounded. U.S. president Thomas Jefferson chose to respond to this act of war through diplomacy. However, American memories of the Chesapeake–Leopard affair contributed to a rising war fever as expressed in the American slogan, “Free trade and sailors rights.”
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Whereas many seamen, subjects of his Britannic Majesty, and serving in his ships and vessels as per margin, while at anchor in the Chesapeake, deserted, and entered on board the United States frigate called the Chesapeake, and openly paraded the streets of Norfolk, in sight of their officers, under the American flag, protected by the magistrates of, the town and the recruiting officer belonging to the above-mentioned. American frigate, which magistrates and naval officer refused giving them up, although demanded by his Britannic Majesty’s Consul, as well as the captains of the ships from which the said men had deserted.

The captains and commanders of his Majesty’s ships and vessels under my command are therefore hereby required and directed, in case of meeting with the American frigate Chesapeake at sea, and without the limits of the United States, to show to the captain of her this order, and to require to search his ship for the deserters from the before-mentioned ships, and to proceed and search for the same; and if a similar demand should be made by the American, he is to be permitted to search for any deserters from their service, according to the customs and usage of civilized nations on terms of peace and amity with each other.

Source: John Bach McMaster, A History of the People of the United States, from the Revolution to the Civil War, Vol. 3 (New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1892), 257.

13. Thomas Jefferson, Message to Congress on the Chesapeake-Leopard Affair, 1807 [Excerpt]

Introduction

In 1807, Great Britain and France were at war. Several British frigates patrolled off the Virginia Capes hoping to intercept two French vessels that had sailed into the Chesapeake Bay. During the spring of 1807, several British sailors deserted and signed up for service with American ships. The British complained but the Americans refused to

return the sailors. On June 22, the American frigate Chesapeake departed Chesapeake Bay and was intercepted by the British frigate Leopard. The British demanded the right to search the Chesapeake for any deserters. Commodore James Barron, captain of the Chesapeake, refused. Without warning, the British ship opened fire at close range. The unprepared Chesapeake could not fight back and soon surrendered. The British boarded, removed four deserters, and allowed the Chesapeake to return to port. Three American sailors had been killed and 16 wounded. The incident was seen by many as an act of war and aroused the American public against the British. However, President Thomas Jefferson chose to avoid war and instead seek a formal explanation from the British government. Jefferson knew that this request would take months to pass back and forth between the governments, and he correctly judged that this would provide time for American war passions to cool. The following is an excerpt of Jefferson’s message to Congress regarding the affair.
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... On the 22d day of June last, by a formal Order from a British Admiral, the frigate Chesapeak, leaving her port for a distant service, was attacked by one of those Vessels which had been lying in our harbours under the indulgences of hospitality, was disabled from proceeding, had several of her crew killed, and four taken away. On this Outrage no commentaries are necessary. Its character has been pronounced by the indignant Voice of our Citizens with an emphasis and unanimity never exceeded. I immediately by proclamation, interdicted our harbours and waters to all British armed vessels, forbade intercourse with them, and uncertain how far hostilities were intended, and the town of Norfolk indeed being threatened with immediate attack, a sufficient force was ordered for the protection of that place, and such other preparations commenced and pursued as the prospect rendered proper. An armed vessel of the United States was dispatched with instructions to our ministers at London, to call on that Government for the satisfaction and security required by the outrage. A very short interval ought now to bring the answer, which shall be communicated to you as soon as received. Then also, or as soon after as the public interests shall be found to admit, the unratified treaty, and proceedings relative to it, shall be made known to you.

The aggression, thus begun, has been continued on the part of the British Commanders, by remaining within our waters in defiance of the Authority of the Country; by habitual violations of its jurisdiction, and at length by putting to death one of the persons whom they had forcibly taken from on

board the Chesapeak. These Aggravations necessarily lead to the policy either of never admitting an armed vessel into our harbours, or of maintaining in every Harbour such an armed force as may constrain Obedience to the laws, and protect the lives and property of our citizens against their armed guests. But the expense of such a standing force, and its inconsistence with our principles, dispense with those courtesies which would necessarily call for it, and leave us equally free to exclude the Navy, as we are the Army of a foreign power, from entering our limits.

To former violations of maritime rights, another is now added of very extensive effect. The Government of that nation has issued an Order interdicting all trade by neutrals between ports not in Amity with them. And being now at war with nearly every nation on the Atlantic and Mediterranean seas, our vessels are required to sacrifice their cargoes at the first Port they touch, or to return home without the benefit of going to any other market. Under this new law of the Ocean, our trade on the Mediterranean has been swept away by seizures and condemnations, and that in other seas is threatened with the same fate....

The appropriations, of the last Session, for the defence of our seaport towns and harbours, were made under expectation that a continuance of our peace would permit us to proceed in that work according to our convenience. It has been thought better to apply the sums then given towards the defence of New York, Charleston, and New Orleans chiefly, as most open and most likely first to need protection; and to leave places less immediately in danger to the provisions of the present Session.

The Gunboats too already provided have on a like principle, been chiefly assigned to New York, New Orleans and the Chesapeak. Whether our moveable force on the water, so material in aid of the defensive works on the Land, should be augmented in this or any other form, is left to the wisdom of the Legislature. For the purpose of manning these vessels, in sudden attacks on our Harbours, it is a matter for consideration whether the Seamen of the U.S. may not justly be formed into a special militia, to be called on for tours of duty, in defence of the Harbours where they shall happen to be; the ordinary Militia of the place furnishing that portion which may consist of Landsmen.

The moment our peace was threatened, I deemed it indispensible to secure a greater provision of those articles of military stores, with which our magazines were not sufficiently furnished—to have awaited a previous and special sanction by law, would have lost occasions which might not be retrieved. I did not hesitate therefore to authorize engagements for such supplements to our existing Stock as would render it adequate to the emergencies threatening us; and I trust that the Legislature feeling the same anxiety for the safety of our country, so materially advanced by this precaution, will approve when done, what they would have seen so important to be done, if then assembled. Expenses, also unprovided for, arose out of the necessity of calling all our Gunboats into actual service for the defence of our Harbours, of all which Accounts will be laid before you....

Source: United States Congress, 1832, American State Papers: Documents, Legislative and Executive, of the Congress of the United States, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Gales and Seaton), 70.

14. Napoleon I, Milan Decree, December 17, 1807

Introduction

In May 1806, Great Britain began a maritime blockade of the French empire, enforced by the Royal Navy’s invincible ships of the line. The blockade hit hard at the French economy. Because France’s Emperor Napoleon I lacked the military means to threaten Great Britain directly, he turned to commercial warfare via a comprehensive blockade beginning with the Berlin Decree of 1806. The British government responded with the Orders in Council in 1807. These orders required any neutral ship to unload its cargo in one of a list of designated British ports. The ship would have to pay customs duties and purchase a special license if it proposed to trade with the enemy. On December 17, 1807, Napoleon reacted to the Orders in Council by issuing the Milan Decree. Unlike his previous proclamations, this one stated that any ship, from any nation, that submitted to British requirements, including the Right of Search, would lose its neutral status and be considered British property. This meant that such a neutral ship would constitute a legal prize eligible for capture by French warships and confiscation if it entered a French port. The Milan Decree infuriated American merchants, who maintained their right to trade with whomever they pleased, given their country’s neutral status. However, because American ships could not avoid British patrols, and because contact with the British meant they became vulnerable to French capture, American merchants lost their ability to trade with the European continent.
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Napoleon, emperor of the French, king of Italy, and protector of the Rhenish confederation.

Observing the measures adopted by the British government, on the 11th November last, by which vessels belonging to neutral, friendly, or even powers the allies of England, are made liable, not only to be searched by English cruisers, but to be compulsorily detained in England, and to have a tax laid on them of so much per cent on the cargo, to be regulated by the British legislature.

Observing that by these acts the British government denationalizes ships of every nation in Europe, that is not competent for any government to detract from its own independence and rights, all the sovereigns of Europe having in trust the sovereignties and independence of the flag; that if by an unpardonable weakness, and which in the eyes of posterity would be an indelible stain, if such tyranny was allowed to be established into principles, and consecrated by usage, the English would avail themselves of it to assert it as a right, as they have availed themselves of the tolerance of government to establish the infamous principle, that the flag of a nation does not cover goods, and to have to their right of blockade an arbitrary extension, and which infringes on the sovereignty of every state; we have decreed and do decree as follows:

ARTICLE I

Every ship, to whatever nation it may belong, that shall have submitted to be searched by an English ship, or to a voyage to England, or shall have paid any tax whatsoever to the English government, is thereby and for that alone, declared to be denationalized, to have forfeited the protection of its king, and to have become English property.

ARTICLE II

Whether the ships thus denationalized by the arbitrary measures of the English government, enter into our ports, or those of our allies, or whether they fall into the hands of our ships of war, or of our privateers, they are declared to be good and lawful prize.

ARTICLE III

The British islands are declared to be in a state of blockade, both by land and sea. Every ship, of whatever nation, or whatsoever the nature of its cargo may be, that sails from the ports of England, or those of the English colonies, and of the countries occupied by English troops, and proceeding to England or to the English colonies, or to countries occupied by English troops, is good and lawful prize, as contrary to the present decree, and may be captured by our ships of war, or our privateers, and adjudged to the captor.

ARTICLE IV

These measures, which are resorted to only in just retaliation of the barbarous system adopted by England, which assimilates its legislation to that of Algiers, shall cease to have any effect with respect to all nations who shall have the firmness to compel the English government to respect their flag. They shall continue to be rigorously in force as long as that government does not return to the principles of the law of nations, which regulates the relations of civilized states in a state of war. The provisions of the present decree shall be abrogated and null, in fact, as soon as the English abide again by the principles of the law of nations, which are also the principles of justice and of honour.

All our ministers are charged with the execution of the present decree, which shall be inserted in the bulletin of the laws.

NAPOLEON

Source: State Papers and Publick Documents of the United States: From the Accession of George Washington to the Presidency: Exhibiting a Complete View of our Foreign Relations since that Time, 8 vols. (Boston: T.B. Wait & Sons, 1815), 6:74.

15. Embargo Act, December 22, 1807 [Excerpt]

Introduction

During the years preceding the War of 1812, the United States was the world’s major neutral shipper. Then Congress passed the Embargo Act of December 22, 1807, prohibiting all land and seaborne commerce between the United States and foreign nations. The Embargo Act was a response to British and French restrictions on neutral trade caused by the ongoing Napoleonic Wars in Europe. Congress passed the act in spite of stout opposition by the Federalist Party, which represented shipping interests in New England. The administration of U.S. president Thomas Jefferson thought that the Act’s economic coercion would compel Great Britain to alter its restrictions on the passage of American merchant ships. According to the act, American shipowners had to post bonds worth double the value of a ship and its cargo, thereby guaranteeing that the ship would sail only among U.S. ports. However, there were several loopholes that merchants and smugglers exploited,

which prompted Congress to pass additional laws. Although the act was supposed to pressure Great Britain, its real effect was to injure the U.S. economy. Many merchants, particularly in New England, suffered great financial losses during the embargo, despite the dramatic rise in smuggling during these years. The main source of funding for the U.S. government, treasury receipts drawn from customs fees, declined dramatically. In the end, the controversial embargo had little effect in compelling either France or Great Britain to respect American neutrality.
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An Act laying an Embargo on all ships and vessels in the parts and harbors of the United States (1807)

Be it enacted, That an embargo be, and hereby is laid on all ships and vessels in the ports and places within the limits or jurisdiction of the United States, cleared or not cleared, bound to any foreign port or place; and that no clearance be furnished to any ship or vessels bound to such foreign port or place, except vessels under the immediate direction of the President of the United States: and that the President be authorized to give such instructions to the officers of the revenue, and of the navy and revenue cutters of the United States, as shall appear best adopted for carrying the same into full effect: Provided, that nothing herein contained shall be construed to prevent the departure of any foreign ship or vessel, either in ballast, or with the goods, wares and merchandise on board of such foreign ship or vessel, when notified of this act.

Section 2. That during the continuance of this act, no registered, or sea letter vessel, having on board goods, ware and merchandise, shall be allowed to depart from one port of the United States to any other within the same, unless the master, owner, consignee or factor of such vessel shall first give bond, with one or more sureties to the collector of the district from which she is bound to depart, in sum of double the value of the vessel and cargo, that the said goods, wares, or merchandise shall be relanded in some port of the United States, dangers of the seas excepted, which bond, and also a certificate from the collector where the same may be relanded, shall by the collector respectively be transmitted to the Secretary of the Treasury. All armed vessels possessing public commissions from any foreign power, are not to be considered as liable to the embargo laid by this act.

An Act in addition to the act entitled “An act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States,” and the several acts supplementary thereto, and for other purpose (1808)

 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Slates of America in Congress assembled, That during the continuance of the act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States, no vessel of any description whatever, and wherever bound, whose employment is confined to the navigation of bays, sounds, rivers and lakes, within the jurisdiction of the United States, (packets, ferry-boats, and vessels exempted from the obligation of giving any bond whatever, only excepted,) shall be allowed to depart from any district of the United States, without having previously obtained a clearance, nor until the master or commander shall have delivered to the collector or surveyor of the port of departure, a manifest of the whole cargo on board, including articles of domestic growth or manufacture, as well as foreign merchandise. And it shall also be the duty of the owners, agents or master of every such vessel, to produce within two months thereafter, to the collector of the district from which the vessel departed, a certificate of the landing of the whole of such cargo, in a port of the United States, within the bay, sound, rivers or lakes, to which the navigation of such vessel is confined, signed by the collector or surveyor of the port where the cargo shall have been landed.

Sec. 2. And be it further enacted, That during the continuance of the act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States, and of the several acts supplementary thereto, no ship or vessel of any description whatever, other than those described in the next preceding section, and wherever bound, shall receive a clearance, unless the landing shall be made hereafter under the inspection of the proper revenue officers, subject to the same restrictions, regulations, penalties, and forfeitures, as are provided by law for the inspection of goods, wares, and merchandise, imported into the United States, upon which duties are imposed, any law to the contrary notwithstanding:

Sec. 3. And be it further enacted, That if any vessel described in the first section, shall depart from any district of the United States, without a clearance, or before the manifest of the cargo shall have been delivered to the collector or surveyor, in the manner therein prohibited, or if a certificate of the landing of the cargo shall not be produced within the time and in the manner therein provided, such vessel and cargo shall be forfeited, and the owner or owners, consignee, agent, factors, freighters, master, or skipper of such vessel, shall respectively forfeit and pay a

sum not exceeding five thousand dollars, nor less than one thousand dollars: Provided always, that nothing herein contained shall be construed to bar or prevent the recovery of the penalty on the bond given for such vessel.

Sec. 4. And be it further enacted, That during the continuance of the act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States, and of the several acts supplementary thereto, it shall be the duty of the master or person having charge or command of any vessel, flat, or boat intended to enter that part of the river Mississippi, which lies between the southern boundary of the Mississippi territory and the river Iberville, if going down the said river, to stop at Fort Adams, and if going up the river to stop at Iberville, and at each place, as the case may be, to deliver to an inspector of the revenue, to be stationed there for that purpose, a manifest of the whole cargo on board, and also to produce to the same officer, within two months thereafter, if going down the river, and within six months thereafter if going up the river, a certificate of the landing of the same in some part of the district of Mississippi, and within the jurisdiction of the United States, which certificate shall be signed by the collector or one of the surveyors of the district of Mississippi; or if the cargo shall be landed more than thirty miles from the place of residence of any such officer, by a state or territorial judge, having jurisdiction at the place of such landing.

Sec. 5. And be it further enacted, That if any vessel, flat, or boat, shall enter that part of the river Mississippi as prescribed in the next preceding section, without stopping and delivering a manifest in the manner therein provided, or if a certificate of the landing of the cargo shall not be produced within the time, and in the manner therein provided, such vessel, flat, or boat and cargo shall be forfeited, and the owner or owners, consignee, agent, factors, freighters, master, or skipper of such vessel, flat, or boat, shall respectively forfeit and pay a sum not exceeding five thousand dollars, nor less than one thousand dollars.

[...]

Sec. 7. And be it further enacted, That the commanders of the public armed vessels and gun boats of the United States shall, as well as the commanders or masters of the revenue cutters, and revenue boats, be authorized, and they are hereby authorized to stop and examine any vessel, flat, or boat, belonging to any citizen of the United States, either on the high seas, or within the jurisdiction of the United States, or any foreign vessel within the jurisdiction of the United States, which there may be reason to suspect to be engaged in any traffic or commerce, or in the transportation of merchandise, of either domestic or foreign growth or manufacture, contrary to the provisions of this act, or of the act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States, or of any of the acts supplementary thereto, and if upon examination, it shall appear that such vessel, flat or boat is thus engaged, it shall be the duty of the commander to seize every such vessel, flat, or boat, and to send the same to the nearest port of the United States for trial.

[...]

Sec 11. And be it further enacted, That the collectors of the customs be, and they are hereby respectively authorized to detain any vessel ostensibly bound with a cargo to some other port of the United States, whenever in their opinions the intention is to violate or evade any of the provisions of the acts laying an embargo, until the decision of the President of the United States be had thereupon.

Sec. 12. And be it further enacted, That if any unusual deposits of provisions, lumber, or other articles of domestic growth or manufacture shall have been, or shall be made in any of the ports of the United States, adjacent to the territories, colonies, or provinces of a foreign nation, the collector of the district shall be, and he hereby is authorized to take the same in his custody, and not to permit such articles to be removed until bond with sufficient sureties shall have been given for the landing or delivery of the same in some port or place of the United States.

[...]

Sec. 15. And be it further enacted, That nothing in the act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States, or in the several acts supplementary thereto, or in the act to prohibit the importation of certain goods, wares, and merchandise, shall be construed to prevent the exportation by land, or inland navigation, from the territories of the United States into those of Great Britain, of furs and peltries, the property of subjects of Great Britain, and by them purchased from the Indians, or to prevent the importation by land, or inland navigation, from the territories of Great Britain into those of the United States, of merchandise, the property of British subjects, and by them imported solely for the use of the Indians aforesaid.

Source: An Act laying an Embargo on all ships and vessels in the parts and harbors of the United States, U.S. Statutes at Large, 10 (1807): 451. An Act in addition to the act intitled “An act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States,” and the several acts supplementary thereto, and for other purpose. U.S. Statutes at Large. 10 (1808): 499.

16. Robert Smith, U.S. Secretary of the Navy’s Letter of Instruction to Enforce the Embargo, May 2, 1808

Introduction

The Embargo Act of December 22, 1807, prohibited all land and seaborne commerce between the United States and foreign nations. The act was a response to British and French restrictions on neutral trade caused by the ongoing Napoleonic Wars in Europe. According to the act, American shipowners had to post bonds worth double the value of a ship and its cargo, thereby guaranteeing that the ship would sail only among U.S. ports. However, there were several loopholes that merchants and smugglers exploited. It fell to the U.S. Navy and revenue cutters operated by the Treasury Department to enforce the embargo at sea. Toward this goal, Secretary of the Navy Robert Smith sent orders to various naval commanders, including this one to Lieutenant Samuel Elbert. Elbert commanded a division of Navy gunboats based in Georgia. Like other naval commanders, Elbert faced a difficult task. American ships often sailed in violation of the embargo, sometimes with the active assistance of corrupt U.S. customs agents. American sailing masters had strong financial incentives to evade the embargo, and the British encouraged such evasion. Consequently, even the best efforts of the U.S. Navy and the Treasury’s revenue cutters proved largely futile in enforcing the unpopular embargo.

Primary Source

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY SMITH TO LIEUTENANT SAMUEL ELBERT

Lieut. Saml Elbert,

St Mary’s, Ga.

Navy Depm.

2. May 1808.

You will herewith receive a copy of the Embargo Laws. You will use the force under your direction to enforce these Laws within our Lines in the St Mary’s and in the adjacent waters. Capt Dent will send you two other Gunboats No 3 & No 9.

The 7th sec. of the act of 25 April p. 15 points out your general duty and requires your particular attention.

You will so dispose the force under your command as to seize the Boats and vessels of American Citizens that may be found violating or attempting to violate the embargo Laws—to seize the boats and vessels belonging to Citizens or subjects of any other nation that may be found

violating or attempting to violate, within the jurisdiction of the United States, the embargo Laws—to prevent any of our Boats and vessels going within the spanish lines—to watch any deposits made on our side with intention to carry them across, and to assist, if requested, the revenue Officers to take such deposits in custody, and generally to enforce the embargo Laws. You are strictly enjoined not to violate by any act whatever the acknowledged jurisdiction of Spain. Carefully avoid any collision with the subjects of that or any other nation. The Collector at St Mary’s will inform you of the precise boundaries of the United States.

You will transmit to me frequent accounts of your proceedings, and of all circumstances worthy of communication, that may occur.

Respectfully

Rt. Smith

[Copies to: all Lieutenants]

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1985), 35–36.

17. William Cullen Bryant, The Embargo, a Poem, 1808

Introduction

William Cullen Bryant first achieved fame at the age of 13 when he published this long satirical poem decrying Jefferson’s embargo. The Embargo Act of December 22, 1807, prohibited all land and seaborne commerce between the United States and foreign nations. The Embargo Act was a response to British and French restrictions on neutral trade caused by the ongoing Napoleonic Wars in Europe. Congress passed the act in spite of opposition by the Federalist Party, which represented shipping interests in New England. Although the act was supposed to pressure Great Britain, its real effect was to injure the U.S. economy. Many merchants, particularly in New England, suffered great financial losses during the embargo. In the end, the controversial embargo had little effect in compelling either France or Great Britain to respect American neutrality. Bryant’s poem touches on the economic woes caused by the embargo; criticizes Jefferson’s leadership, even deriding the Louisiana Purchase; warns that Americans will become slaves of Napoleon; and expresses longing for another leader of George Washington’s stature. Although some doubted that the author was only 13, Bryant’s precocity

was not a fluke. He entered college at age 15, and he went on to become a lawyer, an editor, and one of America’s best-known poets.

Primary Source

“When private faith and public trust are sold,

And traitors barter liberty for gold;

When fell corruption, dark, and deep, like fate,

Saps the foundation of a sinking state;

Then warmer numbers glow through satire’s page,

And all her smiles are darken’d into rage;

Then keener indignation fires her eye,

Then flash her lightnings, and her thunders fly!”

ESSAY ON SATIRE

______________

Look where we will, and in whatever land,

Europe’s rich soil, or Afric’s barren sand,

Where the wild savage hunts his wilder prey,

Or art and science pour their brightest day,

The monster Vice appears before our eyes,

In naked impudence, or gay disguise.

But quit the meaner game indignant muse,

And to thy country turn thy nobler views;

Ill-fated clime! condemn’d to feel th’ extremes,

Of a weak ruler’s philosophic dreams;

Driven headlong on, to ruin’s fateful brink,

When will thy country feel, when will she think!

Satiric muse, shall injured Commerce weep

Her ravish’d rights, and will thy thunders sleep;

Dart thy keen glances, knit thy threat’ning brows,

Call fire from heaven to blast thy country’s foes.

Oh let a youth thine inspiration learn—

Oh give him “words that breathe and thoughts that burn!”

Curse of our nation, source of countless woes,

From whose dark womb unreckon’d misery flows,

Th’ Embargo rages, like a sweeping wind,

Fear lowers before, and famine stalks behind.

What words, O Muse! can paint the mournful scene,

The saddening street, the desolated green;

How hungry labourers leave their toil and sigh,

And sorrow droops in each desponding eye!

See the bold Sailor from the Ocean torn,

His element, sink friendless and forlorn!

His suffering spouse the tear of anguish shed,

His starving children cry in vain for bread!

On the rough billows of misfortune tost,

Resources fail, and all his hopes are lost;

To foreign climes, for that relief he flies,

His native land ungratefully denies.

In vain Mechanics ply their curious art,

And bootless mourn the interdicted mart;

While our sage Ruler’s diplomatic skill,

Subjects our councils to his sovereign will;

His grand “restrictive energies” employs,

And wisely regulating trade—destroys.

The Farmer, since supporting trade is fled,

Leaves the rude joke, and cheerless hangs his head;

Misfortunes fall, an unremitting shower,

Debts follow debts, on taxes, taxes pour,—

See in his stores his hoarded produce rot,

Or Sheriff sales his profits bring to naught;

Disheartening cares in thronging myriads flow,

Till down he sinks to poverty and woe!

Ye, who rely on Jeffersonian skill;

And say that fancy paints ideal ill;

Go, on the wings of observation fly,

Cast o’er the land a scrutinizing eye;

States, counties, towns, remark with keen review,

Let facts convince and own the picture true!

Oh, ye bright pair! the blessing of mankind,

Whom time has sanction’d, and whom fate has join’d,

COMMERCE, that bears the trident of the main,

And AGRICULTURE, empress of the plain;

Who hand in hand, and heav’n-directed, go

Diffusing gladness through the world below;

Whoe’er the wretch, would hurl the flaming brand

Of dire disunion, palsied be his hand!

Like “Cromwell damn’d to everlasting fame,”

Let unborn ages execrate his name!

How foul a blot Columbia’s glory stains!

How dark the scene! infatuation reigns!

For French intrigue which wheedles to devour,

Threatens to fix us in Napoleon’s power;

Anon within th’ insatiate vortex whirl’d,

Whose wide periphery involves the world.

Oh, heaven defend, as future seasons roll,

These western climes from Bonaparte’s control;

Preserve our freedom, and our rights secure,

While truth subsists, and virtue shall endure!

Lo Austria crouches to the tyrant’s stroke,

And bends proud Rome beneath his galling yoke;

Infuriate, reeking with the spoils of war,

O’er prostrate kingdoms rolls his blood-stain’d car;

Embattled hosts in vain his fury meet,

Sceptres and crowns he treads beneath his feet.

Aspiring Belgia, once the patriot’s pride,

When barbarous Alva, her brave sons defied;

The nurse of arts, th’ advent’rous merchant’s boast,

Whose wide-spread commerce whiten’d every coast.

Humbled, degraded, by the vilest arts,

Beneath his iron scourge, succumbing smarts;

The crowded city, the canal’s green shore,

Fair haunts of free-born opulence, no more!

Ah, hapless land! where freedom lov’d to dwell,

Helvetia’s fall, what weeping bard shall tell!

Warn’d too by Lusitania’s fate, beware!—

Columbians wake! evade the deep laid snare!

Insensate! shall we ruin court, and fall,

Slaves to the proud autocrator of Gaul?

Our laws laid prostrate by his ruthless hand,

And independence banish’d from our land!

We who seven years erst brav’d Britannia’s power,

By Heaven supported in the gloomiest hour;

For whom our Sages plann’d, our Heroes bled,

Whom WASHINGTON, our pride, and glory led;

Till heaven propitious did our efforts crown

With freedom, commerce, plenty, and renown.

When shall this land, some courteous angel say,

Throw off a weak, and erring ruler’s sway?

Rise, injured people, vindicate your cause!

And prove your love of liberty and laws;

Oh wrest, sole refuge of a sinking land,

The sceptre from the slave’s imbecile hand!

Oh ne’er consent, obsequious, to advance,

The willing vassal of imperious France!

Correct that suffrage you misus’d before,

And lift your voice above a congress roar.

And thou, the scorn of every patriot name,

Thy country’s ruin, and her council’s shame!

Poor servile thing! derision of the brave!

Who erst from Tarleton fled to Carter’s cave;

Thou, who, when menac’d by perfidious Gaul,

Didst prostrate to her whisker’d minion fall;

And when our cash her empty bags supply’d,

Didst meanly strive the foul disgrace to hide;

Go, wretch, resign the presidential chair,

Disclose thy secret measures, foul or fair.

Go, search with curious eye, for horned frogs,

Mid the wild wastes of Louisianian bogs;

Or, where Ohio rolls his turbid stream,

Dig for huge bones, thy glory and thy theme.

Go, scan, Philosophist, thy ****** charms

And sink supinely in her sable arms;

But quit to abler hands the helm of state,

Nor image ruin on thy country’s fate!

Ah hapless State! with wayward councils curst,

Blind to thy weal, and to thy laws unjust;—

For, where their blasting “energies” extend,

Foes undermine and dire divisions rend;—

Who shall sustain thy gradual sinking form,

And guide thee safely through the gathering storm?

What guardian Angel shall conduct thee o’er

Misfortune’s ocean to a peaceful shore?—

Remove the source whence all thy troubles rose,

And shield from foreign and domestic foes!

Oh for a WASHINGTON, whose boundless mind,

Infolds his friends, his country, and mankind;

He might restore our happy state again,

And roll our Navy o’er the billowy main;

From all our shores bid lawless pirates fly,

And lift our wond’ring Eagle to the sky!

But vain are reason, eloquence, and art,

And vain the warm effusions of the heart.

E’en while I sing, see Faction urge her claim,

Mislead with falsehood, and with zeal inflame;

Lift her black banner, spread her empire wide,

And stalk triumphant with a fury’s stride.

She blows her brazen trump, and at the sound,

A motley throng, obedient, flock around;

A mist of changing hue, o’er all she flings,

And darkness perches on her dragon wings!

As Johnson deep, as Addison refin’d,

And skill’d to pour conviction o’er the mind,

Oh, might some patriot rise! the gloom dispel,

Chase error’s mist, and break her magic spell!

But vain the wish, for hark! the murmuring meed

Of hoarse applause from yonder shed proceed;

Enter, and view the thronging concourse there,

Intent, with gaping mouth, and stupid stare;

While in the midst their supple leader stands,

Harangues aloud, and flourishes his hands;

To adulation tunes his servile throat,

And sues successful for each blockhead’s vote.

“The advocate of liberty I stand,—

Oh were I made a ruler in the land!

Your interests none more cherishes than I,

In your sweet service, may I live and die!

For the dear people, how my bowels yearn!—

That such may govern be your chief concern;

Then federalism, and all its lordling train,

Shall fall disgrac’d before our equal reign;

Dismay’d, diminish’d, our fair presence shun,

As shadows shorten to the rising sun;

Spontaneous banquets shall succeed to want,

No tax shall vex you, and no sheriff haunt.”

The powerful influence of the knave’s address,

In capers droll, the foolish dupes express;

With horrid shouts th’ affrighted sky is rent,

And high in air their tatter’d hats are sent.

But should truth shine distinguishingly bright,

And lay his meanness naked to the sight;

He tries new arts to blind their willing eyes,

Feeds with new flatt’ries, hammers out new lies;

Exerts his influence, urges all his weight,

To blast the laurels of the good and great;

Till reconfirm’d, the fools uphold him still,

Their creed his dictum, and their law his will.

Now morning rises borne on golden wings,

And fresh to toil the waking post-boy springs;

Lo, trudging on his raw bon’d steed he hies,

Dispersing Suns, and Chronicles, and Spys.

Men uninform’d, in rage for something new,

Howe’er unprincipled, howe’er untrue,

Suck in with greedy throat the gilded pill,

Whose fatal sweetness pleases but to kill.

Wide, and more wide the dire contagion flies,

Till half the town is overwhelm’d with lies.

Hence that delusion, hence that furious zeal,

Which wrong-heads cherish, and which hot-heads feel.

Oh, snatch me heaven! to some sequester’d spot,

Where Jefferson, and faction, are forgot;

Where never Suns nor Chronicles molest,

Duane and Colvin unregarded rest.

Sick of the tumult, where the noisy throng,

In wild disorder, roar of right and wrong;

Where lying pamphlets round the town are sped,

And knowing politicians talk you dead!

In vain Italia boasts her genial clime,

Her Rome’s proud towers, and palaces sublime;

In vain the hardy Swiss, inur’d to toil,

Draw scant subsistence from a stubborn soil;

Both doom’d alike, to feel, in evil hour,

The giant grasp of huge despotic power!

Touch not their shores, fair freedom dwells not there,

But far remote, she breathes Columbian air;

Yet here, her temple totters to its fall,

Shook from its centre by gigantic Gaul!

Oh, let not prating History proclaim,

The foul disgrace, the scandal of our name!

Write not the deed my hand! Oh may it lie,

Plung’d deep, and mantled in obscurity!

Forbid it heaven! that while true honour reigns,

And ancient valour glows within our veins,

(Our standard justice, and our shield our God,)

We e’er should tremble at a despot’s nod!

Oh, may the laurels of unrival’d fame,

For ever flourish round your honour’d name!

Ye, who unthrall’d by prejudice, or power,

Determin’d stood in that eventful hour;

Tore the dire secret from the womb of night,

And brought your country’s infamy to light!

Go boldly on the deep-laid plot unfold,

Though much is known, yet much remains untold.

But chief to thee our gratitude belongs,

Oh Pickering! who hast scan’d thy country’s wrongs,

Whose ardent mind, and keen discerning eye,

Trac’d out the true Embargo policy;

Shew’d that our Chief, unable to control,

The alien yearnings of his dastard soul;

And curst with feelings hostile to our trade,

At beck of France, the dire restriction laid!

Hail first of Statesmen! Massachusetts’ pride!

Fam’d in her wars, and in her councils try’d;

Long to thy friends by private worth endear’d,

“In pure majestic poverty rever’d”;

At thy rebuke, (though late so monstrous grown,)

Corruption trembles on her venal throne!

Oh, may the people, with attentive eyes,

Peruse thy well-tim’d warnings and be wise!

Mournful reverse! the muse with grief would trace,

The painful scene of thy colleague’s disgrace.

Unhappy he, by glare of office lur’d,

Renounc’d the truth, and federal faith abjur’d!

With fine spun sophisms, and inflated style,

Strove to mislead, bewilder, and beguile;

O’er presidential error gently spread

The flimsy veil, perverted reason made.

Virtue abash’d beheld th’ apostate’s zeal,

And freedom trembled for the public weal;

Till Coleman rose, by honest anger led,

And at his touch the gay delusion fled;

The veil disparts, the painted bubbles burst,

The splendid fabric crumbles into dust!

Go on, ye pimps of France! intriguers fell!

Wind your dark ways, and aid the work of hell!

Go, rouse dire faction from her gloomy den,

Wake the worst passions in the breasts of men;

O’er a once free, once heaven-protected land,

Impel the tempest with infuriate hand;

Go, lure the simple, with unfaithful views,

To paths where error her wild way pursues;

But soon from heaven, shall justice wing her way,

Arrest your course, and immolate her prey!

So prays the muse;—while bursting on the sight,

Hope’s torch diffuses an enlivening light;

And scenes, prophetic of Columbia’s rise

To former glory, greet the gladden’d eyes.

Rous’d by the murmurs of the coming storm,

Lo, freedom’s genius lifts her radiant form!

Rolls her keen eye, and hovering o’er the land,

Calls in loud thunders to her slumbering band.

Far o’er the realm, electric, unconfin’d,

Flies the quick flame, and runs from mind to mind.

Wak’d from her stupid lethargy, at length

Old Massachusetts, feels returning strength;

Her sons, reflecting, break the baneful league,

With factious zeal, and popular intrigue;

No more they hug delusion’s magic chain,

Nor grasp at objects, fleeting, and inane;

But break the charm, false, flatt’ring error binds,

The pleasing mania, that enchain’d their minds.

And now as Truth with growing lustre shines,

Before her beams Democracy declines;

Vain are all arts her baffled leaders try,

And vain alike, to flatter or to lie.

From their long sleep alarm’d the people rise,

And spite of sophisms, learn to trust their eyes.

Rise then, Columbians! heed not France’s wiles,

Her bullying mandates, her seductive smiles;

Send home Napoleon’s slave, and bid him say

No arts can lure us, and no threats dismay;

Determin’d yet to war with whom we will,

Choose our allies, or dare be “neutral” still.

Ye merchants arm! the tyrant Gaul repel,

Your prowess shall the naval triumph swell;

Send the marauders shatter’d whence they came,

And Gallia’s cheek suffuse with crimson shame.

But first select, our councils to direct,

One whose true worth entitles to respect:

In whom concentrates all that men admire,

The Sage’s prudence, and the Soldier’s fire;

Who scorns ambition, and the venal tribe,

And neither offers, nor receives a bribe;

Who firmly guards his country’s every right,

And shines alike, in council, or in fight.

Then on safe seas, the merchant’s barque shall fly,

Our waving flag, shall kiss the polar sky;

On canvass wings our thunders shall be borne,

Far to the west, or tow’rd the rising morn;

Then may we dare a haughty tyrant’s rage,

And gain the blessings of an unborn age.

‘Tis done, behold, the cheerful prospects rise!

And splendid scenes the startled eye surprize;

Lo! busy Commerce courts the prosperous main,

And peace and plenty glad our shores again!

Th’ industrious swain sees nature smile around,

His fields with fruit, with flocks, his pastures crown’d.

Thus, in a fallen tree, from sprouting roots,

With sudden growth, a tender sapling shoots,

Improves from day to day, delights the eyes,

With strength, and beauty, stateliness, and size,

Puts forth robuster arms, and broader leaves,

And high in air its branching head upheaves.

Turn now our views to Europe’s ravag’d plains,

Where murderous war, with grim oppression reigns;

There long, and loud, the storm of battle roars,

With direful portent to our distant shores;

The regal robber, rages uncontrol’d,

No law restrains him, and no faith can hold;

Before his steps, lo! cowering terror flies,

And pil’d behind him, heaps of carnage rise!

With fraud, or force, he spreads his iron sway,

And blood, and rapine, mark his frightful way!

Thus some huge rock of ice, on Greenland’s shore,

When bound in frost, the surges cease to roar,

Breaks loosen’d from its base, with mighty sweep,

And thunders horrid o’er the frozen deep.

While thus, all Europe rings with his alarms,

Say, shall we rush, unthinking, to his arms?

No; let us dauntless all his fury brave,

Our fluttering flag, in freedom’s gale shall wave,

Our guardian Sachem’s errless shafts shall fly,

And terrors lighten from our eagle’s eye!

Hear then I cease, rewarded, if my song,

Shall prompt one honest mind, though guided wrong,

To pause from party, view his country’s state,

And lend his aid to stern approaching fate.

Source: William Cullen Bryant, The Embargo (Boston: E.G. House, 1809), 35–48.


18. Non-Intercourse Act, March 1, 1809 [Excerpt]

Introduction

During the years preceding the War of 1812, the United States was the world’s major neutral shipper. Then Congress passed the Embargo Act of December 22, 1807, prohibiting all land and seaborne commerce between the United States and foreign nations. The act was President Thomas Jefferson’s response to British and French restrictions on neutral trade caused by the ongoing Napoleonic Wars in Europe. Although the act was supposed to pressure Great Britain, its real effect was to injure the U.S. economy, particularly among the New England states, which heavily depended on trade. Congress debated what to do, and on March 1, 1809, passed the Non-Intercourse Act, excerpted here. This act was a compromise between those who wanted to end the embargo and those who wanted to preserve national honor and advance American interests. The act lifted the embargo of 1807–1809 but continued to prohibit any U.S. trade with Great Britain or France. It left open the possibility of resuming trade with either belligerent when that nation ended policies that violated America’s rights as a neutral nation. It was one of several measures enacted by the U.S. government in the early 19th century in an attempt to preserve U.S. neutrality during the Napoleonic Wars. In practice the act’s provisions worked against France more than Great Britain and thus prompted French retaliation in the form of Napoleon’s Rambouillet Decree of 1810.

Primary Source

An Act to interdict the commercial intercourse between the United States and Great Britain and France and their dependencies; and for other purposes.

Be it enacted, That from and after the passing of this act, the entrance of the harbors and waters of the United States and of the territories thereof, be, and the same is hereby interdicted to all public ships and vessels belonging to Great Britain or France.

... And if any public ship or vessel as aforesaid, not being included in the exception above mentioned, shall

enter any harbor or waters within the jurisdiction of the United States, or of the territories thereof, it shall be lawful for the President of the United States, or such other person as he shall have empowered for that purpose, to employ such part of the land and naval forces, or of the militia of the United States, or the territories thereof, as he shall deem necessary, to compel such ship or vessel to depart.

Section 2. That it shall not be lawful for any citizen or citizens of the United States or the territories thereof, nor for any person or persons residing or being in the same, to have any intercourse with, or to afford any aid or supplies to any public ship or vessel as aforesaid, which shall, contrary to the provisions of this act, have entered any harbor or waters within the jurisdiction of the United States or the territories thereof; and if any person shall, contrary to the provisions of this act, have any intercourse with such ship or vessel, or shall afford any aid to such ship or vessel, either in repairing the said vessel or in furnishing her, her officers and crew with supplies of any kind or in any manner whatever,... every person so offending, shall forfeit and pay a sum not less than one hundred dollars, nor exceeding ten thousand dollars; and shall also be imprisoned for a term not less than one month, nor more than one year.

Section 3. That from and after the twentieth day of May next the entrance of the harbors and waters of the United States and the territories thereof be, and the same is hereby interdicted to all ships or vessels sailing under the flag of Great Britain or France, or owned in whole or in part by any citizen or subject of either.... And if any ship or vessel sailing under the flag of Great Britain or France,... shall after the said twentieth day of May next, arrive either with or without a cargo, within the limits of the United States or of the territories thereof, such ship or vessel, together with the cargo, if any, which may be found on board, shall be forfeited, and may be seized and condemned in any court of the United States or the territories thereof, having competent jurisdiction....

Section 4. That from and after the twentieth day of May next, it shall not be lawful to import into the United States or the territories thereof, any goods, wares or merchandise whatever, from any port or place situated in Great Britain or Ireland, or in any of the colonies or dependencies of Great Britain, nor from any port or place situated in France, or in any of her colonies or dependencies, nor from any port or place in the actual possession of either Great Britain or France. Nor shall it be lawful to import into the United States, or the territories thereof, from any foreign port or place whatever, any goods, wares or merchandise

whatever, being of the growth, produce or manufacture of France, or of any of her colonies or dependencies, or being of the growth, produce or manufacture of Great Britain or Ireland, or of any of the colonies or dependencies of Great Britain, or being of the growth. produce or manufacture of any place or country in the actual possession of either France or Great Britain....

Section 11. That the President of the United States be, and he hereby is authorized, in case either France or Great Britain shall so revoke or modify her edicts, as that they shall cease to violate the neutral commerce of the United States, to declare the same by proclamation: after which the trade of the United States, suspended by this act, and by the [Embargo Act] and the several acts supplementary thereto, may be renewed with the nation so doing....

Section 12. That so much of the... [Embargo Act] and of the several acts supplementary thereto, as forbids the departure of vessels owned by citizens of the United States, and the exportation of domestic and foreign merchandise to any foreign port or place, be and the same is hereby repealed, after March 15, 1809, except so far as they relate to Great Britain or France, or their colonies or dependencies, or places in the actual possession of either....

Section 19. That this act shall continue and be in force until the end of the next session of Congress and no longer; and that the act laying an embargo on all ships and vessels in the ports and harbors of the United States, and the several acts supplementary thereto, shall be, and the same are hereby repealed from, and after the end of the next session of Congress.

Source: An Act to Interdict the Commerical Intercourse Between the United States and Great Britain and France and their Dependencies; and for Other Purposes. U.S. Statutes at Large, 10 (1809): 528.

19. Napoleon I, Rambouillet Decree, March 23, 1810

Introduction

The Embargo Act of December 22, 1807, prohibited all land and seaborne commerce between the United States and foreign nations. The act was President Thomas Jefferson’s response to British and French restrictions on neutral trade caused by the ongoing Napoleonic Wars in Europe. On March 1, 1809, Congress replaced the Embargo Act

with the Non-Intercourse Act, which lifted the embargo but still prohibited trade with France and Britain. Emperor Napoleon I believed the new act favored Great Britain, so he expanded his assault on American commerce. On March 23, 1810, Napoleon issued the Rambouillet Decree, excerpted here, and made it retroactive to May 1809 to more closely correspond with the date of the American act. The decree ordered the seizure of all American ships that entered French-controlled ports regardless of whether they had touched at British ports or been visited by the Royal Navy. During the ensuing communications among governments, pride, personality, and misjudgment ruled. In the end, the U.S. government actually reinstituted trade with France instead of Great Britain. This decision added fuel to the fire of Anglo-American conflict and thereby contributed to the outbreak of war in 1812.

Primary Source

[...]

Considering that the government of the United States, by an act dated 1st March, 1809, which forbids the entrance of the ports. harbours, and rivers of the said States to all French vessels, orders, 1st. That after the 20th of May following, vessels under the French flag, which shall arrive in the United States, shall be seized and confiscated, as well as their cargoes; 2d. That after the same epoch, no merchandise or produce, the growth or manufacture of France or her colonies, can be imported into the said United States from any port or place whatsoever, under the penalty of seizure, confiscation, and a fine of three times the value of the merchandise; 3d. That American vessels cannot go to any port of France, of her colonies, or dependencies: We have decreed, and do decree, what follows:

ARTICLE I

All vessels navigating under the flag of the United States, or possessed, in whole or in part, by any citizen or subject of that power, which, counting from the 20th of May, 1809, have entered or shall enter into the ports of our empire, of our colonies, of the countries occupied by our arms, all be seized, and the product of the sales shall be deposited in the surplus fund (caisse d’amortissement).

There shall be excepted from this regulation the vessels which shall be charged with despatches, or with commissions of the government of the said States, and who shall not have either cargoes or merchandise on board....

NAPOLEON.

Source: U.S. Congress, American State Papers (Washington, DC: Gayle and Seaton, 1832), 384.

20. Nathaniel Macon, Macon’s Bill No. 2, May 1, 1810 [Excerpt]

Introduction

The Embargo Act of December 22, 1807, prohibited all land and seaborne commerce between the United States and foreign nations. It was President Thomas Jefferson’s response to British and French restrictions on neutral trade caused by the ongoing Napoleonic Wars in Europe. Although the act was supposed to pressure Great Britain, its real effect was to injure the U.S. economy, particularly among the New England states, which heavily depended on trade. The embargo bankrupted merchants; impoverished farmers, who lost markets for their produce; and threw seamen and laborers who supported the shipping industry out of work. The unpopular embargo had little effect in compelling France or Great Britain to respect American neutrality. It naturally produced political debate in Congress. On May 1, 1810, Congressman Nathaniel Macon, chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, introduced Macon’s Bill No. 2, excerpted here. It granted the president authority to reopen trade with either France or Britain, depending on which nation first revoked its decrees limiting U.S. neutrality. Many American observers saw Macon’s Bill as a weak measure that lowered the nation’s prestige. Great Britain judged it as evidence that the United States was too weak commercially and militarily to support its claims of neutrality. Consequently, Great Britain continued with provocative acts that eventually led to the War of 1812.

Primary Source

An Act concerning the commercial intercourse between the United States and Great Britain and France and their dependencies, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted. That from and after the passage of this act, no British or French armed vessel shall be permitted to enter the harbor or waters under the jurisdiction of the United States;... except when they shall be forced in by distress... or when charged with despatches or business from their government, or coming as a public packet for the conveyance of letters;...

Section 2. That all pacific intercourse with any interdicted foreign armed vessels, the officers or crew thereof, is hereby forbidden,...

Section 4. That in case either Great Britain or France shall, before the third day of March next, so revoke or modify her edicts as that they shall cease to violate the neutral commerce of the United States, which fact the President of the United States shall declare by proclamation. and if the other nation shall not within three months thereafter so revoke or modify her edicts in like manner, then the third, fourth, fifth, sixth seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, and eighteenth sections of the act, entitled “An act to interdict the commercial intercourse between the United States and Great Britain and France...” shall, from and after the expiration of three months from the date of the proclamation aforesaid, be revived and have full force and effect, so far as relates to the dominions, colonies, and dependencies, and to the articles the growth, produce or manufacture of the dominions, colonies and dependencies of the nation thus refusing or neglecting to revoke or modify her edicts in the manner aforesaid. And the restrictions imposed by this act shall, from the date of such proclamation, cease and be discontinued in relation to the nation revoking or modifying her decrees in the manner aforesaid.

Source: An Act Concerning the Commercial Intercourse Between the United States and Great Britain and France, and their Dependencies, and for Other purposes, U.S. Statutes at Large, 10, Vol. 2 (1855): 605-606.

21. James Madison, State of the Union Address, November 5, 1811

Introduction

On November 5, 1811, Republican president James Madison delivered his third annual message (forerunner to the State of the Union address). The first topic he addressed was relations with Great Britain. He complained that the British had yet to revoke its Orders in Council and that its warships continued to “hover” close to the American coast and interfere with American shipping. However, Madison did not specifically cite impressment of seamen because he still hoped for a negotiated settlement of this contentious issue. Madison also did not mention evidence that the British were stirring up the Indians against the United States. Such British activity would soon lead to the Battle of Tippecanoe. In order to appear balanced, Madison also sharply criticized French policy. Madison then called for strengthening both American spirit and military might because of Great Britain’s “inflexibility in trampling on rights which no independent nation” could permit. Most Americans thought the message well balanced and properly indicative of a more forceful policy. Madison’s

political foes, the Federalists and some extreme War Hawks—a faction that wanted to respond aggressively to British insults—criticized it. Leaders in Great Britain read Madison’s message and agreed that while it was unfriendly it did not mark a significant change in U.S. policy. In fact, his words did reveal that Madison was inching toward war.

Primary Source

Fellow-Citizens of the Senate and House of Representatives:

In calling you together sooner than a separation from your homes would otherwise have been required I yielded to considerations drawn from the posture of our foreign affairs, and in fixing the present for the time of your meeting regard was had to the probability of further developments of the policy of the belligerent powers toward this country which might the more unite the national councils in the measures to be pursued.

At the close of the last session of Congress it was hoped that the successive confirmations of the extinction of the French decrees, so far as they violated our neutral commerce, would have induced the Government of Great Britain to repeal its orders in council, and thereby authorize a removal of the existing obstructions to her commerce with the United States.

Instead of this reasonable step toward satisfaction and friendship between the two nations, the orders were, at a moment when least to have been expected, put into more rigorous execution; and it was communicated through the British envoy just arrived that whilst the revocation of the edicts of France, as officially made known to the British Government, was denied to have taken place, it was an indispensable condition of the repeal of the British orders that commerce should restored to a footing that would admit the productions and manufactures of Great Britain, when owned by neutrals, into markets shut against them by her enemy, the United States being given to understand that in the mean time a continuance of their nonimportation act would lead to measures of retaliation.

At a later date it has indeed appeared that a communication to the British Government of fresh evidence of the repeal of the French decrees against our neutral trade was followed by an intimation that it had been transmitted to the British plenipotentiary here in order that it might receive full consideration in the depending discussions. This communication appears not to have been received; but the transmission of it hither, instead of founding on it an actual repeal of the orders or assurances that the repeal would ensue, will not permit us to rely on any effective change in the British cabinet. To be ready to meet with cordiality satisfactory proofs

of such a change, and to proceed in the mean time in adapting our measures to the views which have been disclosed through that minister will best consult our whole duty.

In the unfriendly spirit of those disclosures indemnity and redress for other wrongs have continued to be withheld, and our coasts and the mouths of our harbors have again witnessed scenes not less derogatory to the dearest of our national rights than vexation to the regular course of our trade.

Among the occurrences produced by the conduct of British ships of war hovering on our coasts was an encounter between 1 of them and the American frigate commanded by Captain Rodgers, rendered unavoidable on the part of the latter by a fire commenced without cause by the former, whose commander is therefore alone chargeable with the blood unfortunately shed in maintaining the honor of the American flag. The proceedings of a court of inquiry requested by Captain Rodgers are communicated, together with the correspondence relating to the occurrence, between the Secretary of State and His Britannic Majesty’s envoy. To these are added the several correspondences which have passed on the subject of the British orders in council, and to both the correspondence relating to the Floridas, in which Congress will be made acquainted with the interposition which the Government of Great Britain has thought proper to make against the proceeding of the United States.

The justice and fairness which have been evinced on the part of the United States toward France, both before and since the revocation of her decrees, authorized an expectation that her Government would have followed up that measure by all such others as were due to our reasonable claims, as well as dictated by its amicable professions. No proof, however, is yet given of an intention to repair the other wrongs done to the United States, and particularly to restore the great amount of American property seized and condemned under edicts which, though not affecting our neutral relations, and therefore not entering into questions between the United States and other belligerents, were nevertheless founded in such unjust principles that the reparation ought to have been prompt and ample.

In addition to this and other demands of strict right on that nation, the United States have much reason to be dissatisfied with the rigorous and unexpected restrictions to which their trade with the French dominions has been subjected, and which, if not discontinued, will require at least corresponding restrictions on importations from France into the United States.

On all those subjects our minister plenipotentiary lately sent to Paris has carried with him the necessary instructions, the result of which will be communicated to you, by ascertaining the ulterior policy of the French Government toward the United States, will enable you to adapt to it that of the United States toward France.

Our other foreign relations remain without unfavorable changes. With Russia they are on the best footing of friendship. The ports of Sweden have afforded proofs of friendly dispositions toward our commerce in the councils of that nation also, and the information from our special minister to Denmark shews that the mission had been attended with valuable effects to our citizens, whose property had been so extensively violated and endangered by cruisers under the Danish flag.

Under the ominous indications which commanded attention it became a duty to exert the means committed to the executive department in providing for the general security. The works of defense on our maritime frontier have accordingly been prosecuted with an activity leaving little to be added for the completion of the most important ones, and, as particularly suited for cooperation in emergencies, a portion of the gun boats have in particular harbors been ordered into use. The ships of war before in commission, with the addition of a frigate, have been chiefly employed as a cruising guard to the rights of our coast, and such a disposition has been made of our land forces as was thought to promise the services most appropriate and important.

In this disposition is included a force consisting of regulars and militia, embodied in the Indiana Territory and marched toward our northwestern frontier. This measure was made requisite by several murders and depredations committed by Indians, but more especially by the menacing preparations and aspect of a combination of them on the Wabash, under the influence and direction of a fanatic of the Shawanese tribe. With these exceptions the Indian tribes retain their peaceable dispositions toward us, and their usual pursuits.

I must now add that the period is arrived which claims from the legislative guardians of the national rights a system of more ample provisions for maintaining them. Notwithstanding the scrupulous justice, the protracted moderation, and the multiplied efforts on the part of the United States to substitute for the accumulating dangers to the peace of the 2 countries all the mutual advantages of reestablished friendship and confidence, we have seen that the British cabinet perseveres not only in withholding a remedy for other wrongs, so long and so loudly calling for it, but in

the execution, brought home to the threshold of our territory, of measures which under existing circumstances have the character as well as the effect of war on our lawful commerce.

With this evidence of hostile inflexibility in trampling on rights which no independent nation can relinquish, Congress will feel the duty of putting the United States into an armor and an attitude demanded by the crisis, and corresponding with the national spirit and expectations.

I recommend, accordingly, that adequate provisions be made for filling the ranks and prolonging the enlistments of the regular troops; for an auxiliary force to be engaged for a more limited term; for the acceptance of volunteer corps, whose patriotic ardor may court a participation in urgent services; for detachments as they may be wanted of other portions of the militia, and for such a preparation of the great body as will proportion its usefulness to its intrinsic capacities. Nor can the occasion fail to remind you of the importance of those military seminaries which in every event will form a valuable and frugal part of our military establishment.

The manufacture of cannon and small arms has proceeded with due success, and the stock and resources of all the necessary munitions are adequate to emergencies. It will not be inexpedient, however, for Congress to authorize an enlargement of them.

Your attention will of course be drawn to such provisions on the subject of our naval force as may be required for the services to which it may be best adapted. I submit to Congress the seasonableness also of an authority to augment the stock of such materials as are imperishable in their nature, or may not at once be attainable.

In contemplating the scenes which distinguish this momentous epoch, and estimating their claims to our attention, it is impossible to overlook those developing themselves among the great communities which occupy the southern portion of our own hemisphere and extend into our neighborhood. An enlarged philanthropy and an enlightened forecast concur in imposing on the national councils an obligation to take a deep interest in their destinies, to cherish reciprocal sentiments of good will, to regard the progress of events, and not to be unprepared for whatever order of things may be ultimately established.

Under another aspect of our situation, the early attention of Congress will be due to the expediency of further guards against evasions and infractions of our commercial laws.

The practice of smuggling, which is odious everywhere, and particularly criminal in free governments, where, the laws being made by all for the good of all, a fraud is committed on every individual as well as on the state, attains its utmost guilt when it blends with a pursuit of ignominious gain a treacherous subserviency, in the transgressors, to a foreign policy adverse to that of their own country. It is them that the virtuous indignation of the public should be enabled to manifest itself through the regular animadversions of the most competent laws.

To secure greater respect to our mercantile flag, and to the honest interests which it covers, it is expedient also that it be made punishable in our citizens to accept licenses from foreign governments for a trade unlawfully interdicted by them to other American citizens, or to trade under false colors or papers of any sort.

A prohibition is equally called for against the acceptance by our citizens of special licenses to be used in a trade with the United States, and against the admission into particular ports of the United States of vessels from foreign countries authorized to trade with particular ports only.

Although other subjects will press more immediately on your deliberations, a portion of them can not but be well bestowed on the just and sound policy of securing to our manufactures the success they have attained, and are still attaining, in some degree, under the impulse of causes not permanent, and to our navigation, the fair extent of which is at present abridged by the unequal regulations of foreign governments.

Besides the reasonableness of saving our manufactures from sacrifices which a change of circumstances might bring on them, the national interest requires that, with respect such articles at least as belong to our defense and our primary wants, we should not be left in unnecessary dependence on external supplies. And whilst foreign governments adhere to the existing discriminations in their ports against our navigation, and an equality or lesser discrimination is enjoyed by their navigation in our ports, the effect can not be mistaken, because it has been seriously felt by our shipping interests; and in proportion as this takes place the advantages of an independent conveyance of our products to foreign markets and of a growing body of mariners trained by their occupations for the service of their country in times of danger must be diminished.

The receipts into the Treasury during the year ending on the 30th day of September last have exceeded $13.5M, and have enabled us to defray the current expenses, including

the interest on the public debt, and to reimburse more than $5M of the principal without recurring to the loan authorized by the act of the last session. The temporary loan obtained in the latter end of the year 1810 has also been reimbursed, and is not included in that amount.

The decrease of revenue arising from the situation of our commerce, and the extraordinary expenses which have and may become necessary, must be taken into view in making commensurate provisions for the ensuing year; and I recommend to your consideration the propriety of insuring a sufficiency of annual revenue at least to defray the ordinary expenses of Government, and to pay the interest on the public debt, including that on new loans which may be authorized.

I can not close this communication without expressing my deep sense of the crisis in which you are assembled, my confidence in a wise and honorable result to your deliberations, and assurances of the faithful zeal with which my cooperating duties will be discharged, invoking at the same time the blessing of Heaven on our beloved country and on all the means that may be employed in vindicating its rights and advancing its welfare.

Source: Edwin Williams, ed., Presidents’ Messages: Inaugural, Annual and Special, from 1780 to 1846 (New York: Edward Walker, 1846), 286–290.

22. Isaac Naylor, Account by an American Participant in the Battle of Tippecanoe, 1811

Introduction

In 1809, Governor William Henry Harrison of the Indiana Territory met with Indian leaders at Fort Wayne and convinced them to cede nearly 3 million acres to the United States. The great Shawnee leader Tecumseh repeatedly warned Harrison against allowing white settlement of the new territory. Tecumseh, with his brother the Prophet (Tenskwatawa), set about organizing an Indian league to resist white encroachment. When Tecumseh visited southern tribes in an attempt to expand the league, Harrison and white settlers along the Western frontier became alarmed. Harrison assembled a force numbering about 1,000 U.S. regulars and volunteers and marched against the Indians. Early on the morning of November 7, 1811, near the Indian town of Tippecanoe (called Prophetstown by whites), the Prophet’s warriors attacked Harrison’s men. Although

the Indians were badly outnumbered, a hard fought battle ensued. Harrison lost 62 killed and 126 wounded but repulsed the Indian attack. The next day he entered the abandoned Prophetstown and burned it before retreating. Thus, Harrison was able to claim victory. The battle further inflamed tensions between the United States and Great Britain because the British in Canada had provided the Indians with food and subsidies. It was strategically important because it upset Tecumseh’s efforts to forge an Indian league against the Americans. The following account is by Judge Isaac Naylor, who was then a 21-year-old volunteer rifleman.

Primary Source

I became a volunteer member of a company of riflemen, and on the 12th of September, 1811, we commenced our march toward Vincennes, and arrived there in about six days, marching about 120 miles. We remained there about a week and took up the march to a point on the Wabash river sixty miles above, on the east bank of the river, where we erected a stockade fort, which we named Fort Harrison. This was three miles below where the city of Terre Haute now stands. Colonel Joseph H, Davies, who commanded the dragoons, named the fort. The glorious defense of this fort nine months after by Captain Zachary Taylor was the first step in his brilliant career that afterwards made him President of the United States. A few days later we took up the march again for the seat of Indian warfare, where we arrived on the evening of November 6, 1811.

When the army arrived in view of the Prophet’s town, an Indian was seen coming toward General Harrison with a white flag suspended on a pole. Here the army halted, and a parley was had between General Harrison and an Indian delegation, who assured the General that they desired peace, and solemnly promised to meet him next day in council, to settle the terms of peace and friendship between them and the United States.

General Marston G. Clark, who was then brigade major, and Waller Taylor, one of the judges of the General Court of the Territory of Indiana, and afterwards a Senator of the United States from Indiana (one of the General’s aides), were ordered to select a place for the encampment, which they did. The army then marched to the ground selected about sunset. A strong guard was placed around the encampment, commanded by Captain James Bigger and three lieutenants. The troops were ordered to sleep on their arms. The night being cold, large fires were made along the lines of encampment and each soldier retired to rest, sleeping on his arms.

Having seen a number of squaws and children at the town, I thought the Indians were not disposed to fight. About ten o’clock at night Joseph Warnock and myself retired to rest, he taking one side of the fire and I the other, the other members of our company being all asleep. My friend Warnock had dreamed, the night before, a bad dream which foreboded something fatal to him or to some of his family, as he told me. Having myself no confidence in dreams, I thought but little about the matter, although I observed that he never smiled afterwards.

I awoke about four o’clock the next morning, after a sound and refreshing sleep, having heard in a dream the firing of guns and the whistling of bullets just before I awoke from my slumber. A drizzling rain was falling and all things were still and quiet throughout the camp. I was engaged in making a calculation when I should arrive at home.

In a few moments I heard the crack of a rifle in the direction of the point where now stands the Battle Ground house, which is occupied by Captain DuTiel as a tavern. I had just time to think that some sentinel was alarmed and had fired his rifle without a real cause, when I heard the crack of another rifle, followed by an awful Indian yell all around the encampment. In less than a minute I saw the Indians charging our line most furiously and shooting a great many rifle balls into our camp fires, throwing the live coals into the air three or four feet high.

At this moment my friend Warnock was shot by a rifle ball through his body. He ran a few yards and fell dead on the ground. Our lines were broken and a few Indians were found on the inside of the encampment. In a few moments they were all killed. Our lines closed up and our men in their proper places. One Indian was killed in the back part of Captain Geiger’s tent, while he was attempting to tomahawk the Captain.

The sentinels, closely pursued by the Indians, came to the lines of the encampment in haste and confusion. My brother, William Naylor, was on guard. He was pursued so rapidly and furiously that he ran to the nearest point on the left flank, where he remained with a company of regular soldiers until the battle was near its termination. A young man, whose name was Daniel Pettit, was pursued so closely and furiously by an Indian as he was running from the guard fire to our lines, that to save his life he cocked his rifle as he ran and turning suddenly round, placed the muzzle of his gun against the body of the Indian and shot an ounce ball through him. The Indian fired his gun at the same instant, but it being longer than Pettit’s the muzzle passed by him and set fire to a handkerchief which he had

tied round his head. The Indians made four or five most fierce charges on our lines, yelling and screaming as they advanced, shooting balls and arrows into our ranks. At each charge they were driven back in confusion, carrying off their dead and wounded as they retreated.

Colonel Owen, of Shelby county, Kentucky, one of General Harrison’s volunteer aides, fell early in action by the side of the General. He was a member of the legislature at the time of his death. Colonel Davies was mortally wounded early in the battle, gallantly charging the Indians on foot with his sword and pistols, according to his own request. He made this request three times of General Harrison, before he permitted him to make the charge. This charge was made by himself and eight dragoons on foot near the angle formed by the left flank and front line of the encampment. Colonel Davies lived about thirty-six hours after he was wounded, manifesting his ruling passions in life—ambition, patriotism and an ardent love of military glory. During the last hours of his life he said to his friends around him that he had but one thing to regret—that he had military talents; that he was about to be cut down in the meridian of life without having an opportunity of displaying them for his own honor, and the good of his country. He was buried alone with the honors of war near the right flank of the army, inside of the lines of the encampment, between two trees. On one of these trees the letter ‘D’ is now visible. Nothing but the stump of the other remains. His grave was made here, to conceal it from the Indians. It was filled up to the top with earth and then covered with oak leaves. I presume the Indians never found it. This precautionary act was performed as a mark of peculiar respect for a distinguished hero and patriot of Kentucky.

Captain Spencer’s company of mounted riflemen composed the right flank of the army. Captain Spencer and both his lieutenants were killed. John Tipton was elected and commissioned as captain of this company in one hour after the battle, as a reward for his cool and deliberate heroism displayed during the action. He died at Logansport in 1839, having been twice elected Senator of the United States from the State of Indiana.

The clear, calm voice of General Harrison was heard in words of heroism in every part of the encampment during the action. Colonel Boyd behaved very bravely after repeating these words: ‘Huzza! My sons of gold, a few more fires and victory will be ours!’

Just after daylight the Indians retreated across the prairie toward their town, carrying off their wounded. This retreat was from the right flank of the encampment, commanded
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by Captains Spencer and Robb, having retreated from the other portions of the encampment a few minutes before. As their retreat became visible, an almost deafening and universal shout was raised by our men. ‘Huzza! Huzza! Huzza!’ This shout was almost equal to that of the savages at the commencement of the battle; ours was the shout of victory, theirs was the shout of ferocious but disappointed hope.

The morning light disclosed the fact that the killed and wounded of our army, numbering between eight and nine hundred men, amounted to one hundred and eight. Thirty-six Indians were found near our lines. Many of their dead were carried off during the battle. This fact was proved by the discovery of many Indian graves recently made near their town. Ours was a bloody victory, theirs a bloody defeat.

Soon after breakfast an Indian chief was discovered on the prairie, about eighty yards from our front line, wrapped in a piece of white cloth. He was found by a soldier by the name of Miller, a resident of Jeffersonville, Indiana. The Indian was wounded in one of his legs, the ball having penetrated his knee and passed down his leg, breaking the bone as it passed. Miller put his foot against him and he raised up his head and said: ‘Don’t kill me, don’t kill me.’ At the same time five or six regular soldiers tried to shoot him, but their muskets snapped and missed fire. Major Davis Floyd came riding toward him with dragoon sword and pistols and said he ‘would show them how to kill Indians,’ when a messenger came from General Harrison commanding that he should be taken prisoner. He was taken into camp, where the surgeons dressed his wounds. Here he refused to speak a word of English or tell a word of truth. Through the medium of an interpreter he said that he was a friend to the white people and that the Indians shot him, while he was coming to the camp to tell General Harrison that they were about to attack the army. He refused to have his leg amputated, though he was told that amputation was the only means of saving his life. One dogma of Indian superstition is that all good and brave Indians, when they die, go to a delightful region, abounding with deer and other game, and to be a successful hunter, he should have all his limbs, his gun and his dog. He therefore preferred death with all his limbs to life without them. In accordance with his request he was left to die, in company with an old squaw, who was found in the Indian town the next day after he was taken prisoner. They were left in one of our tents.

At the time this Indian was taken prisoner, another Indian, who was wounded in the body, rose to his feet in the middle of the prairie, and began to walk towards the woods on the

opposite side. A number of regular soldiers shot at him but missed him. A man who was a member of the same company with me, Henry Huckleberry, ran a few steps into the prairie and shot an ounce ball through his body and he fell dead near the margin of the woods. Some Kentucky volunteers went across the prairie immediately and scalped him, dividing his scalp into four pieces, each one cutting a hole in each piece, putting his ramrod through the hole, and placing his part of the scalp just behind the first thimble of his gun, near its muzzle. Such was the fate of nearly all of the Indians found dead on the battle-ground, and such was the disposition of their scalps.

The death of Owen, and the fact that Davies was mortally wounded, with the remembrance also that a large portion of Kentucky’s best blood had been shed by the Indians, must be their apology for this barbarous conduct. Such conduct will be excused by all who witnessed the treachery of the Indians, and saw the bloody scenes of this battle.

Tecumseh being absent at the time of battle, a chief called White Loon was the chief commander of the Indians. He was seen in the morning after the battle, riding a large white horse in the woods across the prairie, where he was shot at by a volunteer named Montgomery, who is now living in the southwest part of this State. At the crack of his rifle the horse jumped as if the ball had hit him. The Indian rode off toward the town and we saw him no more. During the battle the prophet was safely located on a hill, beyond the reach of our balls, praying to the Great Spirit to give the victory to the Indians, having previously assured them that the Great Spirit would change our powder into ashes and sand.

We had about forty head of beef cattle when we came to the battle. They all ran off the night of the battle, or they were driven off by the Indians, so that they were all lost. We received rations for two days on the morning after the action. We received no more rations until the next Tuesday evening, being six days afterwards. The Indians having retreated to their town, we performed the solemn duty of consigning to their graves our dead soldiers, without shrouds or coffins. They were placed in graves about two feet deep, from five to ten in each grave.

General Harrison having learned that Tecumseh was expected to return from the south with a number of Indians whom he had enlisted in his cause, called a council of his officers, who advised him to remain on the battlefield and fortify his camp by a breastwork of logs around, about four feet high. This work was completed during the day and all the troops were placed immediately behind each line of the
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work when they were ordered to pass the watchword from right to left every five minutes, so that no man was permitted to sleep during the night. The watchword on the night before the battle was ‘Wide awake,’ ‘Wide awake.’ To me it was a long, cold, cheerless night.

On the next day the dragoons went to Prophet’s town, which they found deserted by all the Indians, except an old squaw, whom they brought into the camp and left her with the wounded chief before mentioned. The dragoons set fire to the town and it was all consumed, casting up a brilliant light amid the darkness of the ensuing night. I arrived at the town when it was about half on fire. I found large quantities of corn, beans and peas. I filled my knapsack with these articles and carried them to the camp and divided them with the members of our mess, consisting of six men. Having these articles of food, we declined eating horse-flesh, which was eaten by a large portion of our men.

Source: George Cottman, ed., Indiana Quarterly Magazine of History, 1 (1905): 163–169.

23. Chief Shabonee, Account by an Indian Participant in the Battle of Tippecanoe, 1811

Introduction

In 1809, Governor William Henry Harrison of the Indiana Territory met with Indian leaders at Fort Wayne and convinced them to cede nearly 3 million acres to the United States. The great Shawnee leader Tecumseh repeatedly warned Harrison against allowing white settlement of the new territory. Tecumseh, with his brother the Prophet (Tenskwatawa), set about organizing an Indian league to resist white encroachment. When Tecumseh visited southern tribes in an attempt to expand the league, Harrison and white settlers along the Western frontier became alarmed. Harrison assembled a force numbering about 1,000 U.S. regulars and volunteers and marched against the Indians. Early on the morning of November 7, 1811, near the Indian town of Tippecanoe (called Prophetstown by whites), the Prophet’s warriors attacked Harrison’s men. Although the Indians were badly outnumbered, a hard-fought battle ensued. Harrison lost 62 killed and 126 wounded but repulsed the Indian attack. The next day he entered the abandoned Prophetstown and burned it before retreating. Thus, Harrison was able to claim victory. Present at the battle was a Pottawatomi chief named Shabonee or Shabonier. Long after the battle he related his memories to

a white journalist who published Shabonee’s account in 1864. Confirming American suspicions of British involvement, Shabonee mentions two men dressed in red coats who came from Canada to incite the Indians to attack.

Primary Source

It was fully believed among the Indians that we should defeat General Harrison, and that we should hold the line of the Wabash and dictate terms to the whites. The great cause of our failure, was the Miamies, whose principal country was south of the river, and they wanted to treat with the whites so as to retain their land, and they played false to their red brethern and yet lost all. They are now surrounded and will be crushed. The whites will shortly have all their lands and they will be driven away.

In every talk to the Indians, General Harrison said:

Lay down your arms. Bury the hatchet, already bloody with murdered victims, and promise to submit to your great chief at Washington, and he will be a father to you, and forget all that is past. If we take your land, we will pay for it. But you must not think that you can stop the march of white men westward.

There was truth and justice in all that talk. The Indians with me would not listen to it. It was dictating to them. They wanted to dictate to him. They had counted his soldiers, and looked at them with contempt. Our young men said: We are ten to their one. If they stay upon the other side, we will let them alone. If they cross the Wabash, we will take their scalps or drive them into the river. They cannot swim. Their powder will be wet. The fish will eat their bodies. The bones of the white men will lie upon every sand bar. Their flesh will fatten buzzards. These white soldiers are not warriors. Their hands are soft. Their faces are white. One half of them are calico peddlers. The other half can only shoot squirrels. They cannot stand before men. They will all run when we make a noise in the night like wild cats fighting for their young. We will fight for ours, and to keep the pale faces from our wigwams. What will they fight for? They won’t fight. They will run. We will attack them in the night.

Such were the opinions and arguments of our warriors. They did not appreciate the great strength of the white men. I knew their great war chief, and some of his young men. He was a good man, very soft in his words to his red children, as he called us; and that made some of our men with hot heads mad. I listened to his soft words, but I looked into his eyes. They were full of fire. I knew that they would be among his men like coals of fire in the dry

grass. The first wind would raise a great flame. I feared for the red men that might be sleeping in its way. I, too, counted his men. I was one of the scouts that watched all their march up the river from Vincennes. I knew that we were like these bushes—very many. They were like these trees; here and there one. But I knew too, when a great tree falls, it crushes many little ones. I saw some of the men shoot squirrels, as they rode along, and I said, the Indians have no such guns. These men will kill us as far as they can see. “They cannot see in the night,” said our men who were determined to fight. So I held my tongue. I saw that all of our war chiefs were hot for battle with the white men. But they told General Harrison that they only wanted peace. They wanted him to come up into their country and show their people how strong he was, and then they would all be willing to make a treaty and smoke the great pipe together. This was what he came for. He did not intend to fight the Indians. They had deceived him. Yet he was wary. He was a great war chief. Every night he picked his camping ground and set his sentinels all around, as though he expected we would attack him in the dark. We should have done so before we did, if it had not been for this precaution. Some of our people taunted him for this, and pretended to be angry that he should distrust them, for they still talked of their willingness to treat, as soon as they could get all the people. This is part of our way of making war. So the white army marched further and further into our country, unsuspicious, I think, of our treachery. In one thing we were deceived. We expected that the white warriors would come up on the south bank of the river, and then we could parley with them; but they crossed far down the river and came on this side, right up to the great Indian town that Elskatawwa had gathered at the mouth of the Tippecanoe. In the meantime he had sent three chiefs down on the south side to meet the army and stop it with a talk until he could get the warriors ready. Tecumseh had told the Indians not to fight, but when he was away, they took some scalps, and General Harrison demanded that we should give up our men as murders, to be punished.

Tecumseh had spent months in traveling all over the country around Lake Michigan, making great talks to all the warriors, to get them to join him in his great designs upon the pale faces. His enmity was the most bitter of any Indian I ever knew. He was not one of our nation, he was a Shawnee. His father was a great warrior. His mother came from the country where there is no snow, near the great water that is salt. His father was treacherously killed by a white man before Tecumseh was born, and his mother taught him, while he sucked, to hate all white men, and when he grew big enough to be ranked as a warrior she used to go with him every year to his father’s grave and make him swear

that he would never cease to make war upon the Americans. To this end he used all his power of strategy, skill and cunning, both with white men and red. He had very much big talk. He was not at the battle of Tippecanoe. If he had been there it would not have been fought. It was too soon. It frustrated all his plans.

Elskatawwa was Tecumseh’s older brother. He was a great medicine. He talked much to the Indians and told them what had happened. He told much truth, but some things that he had told did not come to pass. He was called “The Prophet.” Your people knew him only by that name. He was very cunning, but he was not so great a warrior as his brother, and he could not so well control the young warriors who were determined to fight.

Perhaps your people do not know that the battle of Tippecanoe was the work of white men who came from Canada and urged us to make war. Two of them who wore red coatss were at the Prophet’s Town the day that your army came. It was they who urged Elskatawwa to fight. They dressed themselves like Indians, to show us how to fight. They did not know our mode. We wanted to attack at midnight. They wanted to wait till daylight. The battle commenced before either party was ready, because one of your sentinels discovered one of our warriors, who had undertaken to creep into your camp and kill the great chief where he slept. The Prophet said if that was done we should kill all the rest or they would run away. He promised us a horseload of scalps, and a gun for every warrior, and many horses. The men that were to crawl upon their bellies into camp were seen in the grass by a white man who had eyes like an owl, and he fired and hit his mark. The Indian was not brave. He cried out. He should have lain still and died. Then the other men fired. The other Indians were fools. They jumped up out of the grass and yelled. They believed what had been told them, that a white man would run at a noise made in the night. Then many Indians who had crept very close so as to be ready to take scalps when the white men ran, all yelled like wolves, wild cats and screech owls; but it did not make the white men run.

They jumped right up from their sleep with guns in their hands and sent a shower of bullets at every spot where they heard a noise. They could not see us. We could see them, for they had fires. Whether we were ready or not we had to fight now for the battle was begun. We were still sure that we should win. The Prophet had told us that we could not be defeated. We did not rush in among your men because of the fires. Directly the men ran away from some of the fires, and a few foolish Indians went into the light and were killed. One Delaware could not make his gun go off. He ran

up to a fire to fix the lock. I saw a white man whom I knew very well—he was a great hunter who could shoot a tin cup from another man’s head—put up his gun to shoot the Delaware. I tried to shoot the white man but another who carried the flag just then unrolled it so that I could not see my aim. Then I heard the gun and saw the Delaware fall. I thought he was dead. The white man thought so, too, and ran to him with his knife. He wanted a Delaware scalp. Just as he got to him the Delaware jumped up and ran away. He had only lost an ear. A dozen bullets were fired at the white man while he was at the fire, but he shook them off like an old buffalo bull.

Our people were more surprised than yours. The fight had been begun too soon. They were not all ready. The plan was to creep up through the wet land where horses could not run, upon one side of the camp, and on the other through a creek and steep bank covered with bushes, so as to be ready to use the tomahawk upon the sleeping men as soon as their chief was killed. The Indians thought white men who had marched all day would sleep. They found them awake.

The Prophet had sent word to General Harrison that day that the Indians were all peaceable, that they did not want to fight, that he might lie down and sleep, and they would treat with their white brothers in the morning and bury the hatchet. But the white men did not believe.

In one minute from the time the first gun was fired I saw a great war chief mount his horse and begin to talk loud. The fires were put out and we could not tell where to shoot, except one one side of the camp, and from there the white soldiers ran, but we did not succeed as the Prophet told us that we would, in scaring the whole army so that all the men would run and hide in the grass like young quails.

I never saw men fight with more courage than these did after it began to grow light. The battle was lost to us by an accident, or rather by two.

A hundred warriors had been picked out during the night for this desperate service, and in the great council-house the Prophet had instructed them how to crawl like snakes through the grass and strike the sentinels; and if they failed in that, then they were to rush forward boldly and kill the great war chief of the whites, and if they did not do this the Great Spirit, he said, had told him that the battle would be hopelessly lost. This the Indians all believed.

If the one that was first discovered and shot had died like a brave, without a groan, the sentinel would have thought that he was mistaken, and it would have been more favorable

than before for the Indians. The alarm having been made, the others followed Elskatawwa’s orders, which were, in case of discovery, so as to prevent the secret movement, they should make a great yell as a signal for the general attack. All of the warriors had been instructed to creep up to the camp through the tall grass during the night, so close that when the great signal was given, the yell would be so loud and frightful that the whole of the whites would run for the thick woods up the creek, and that side was left open for this purpose.

“You will, then,” said the Prophet, “have possession of their camp and all its equipage, and you can shoot the men with their own guns from every tree. But above all else you must kill the great chief.”

It was expected that this could be easily done by those who were allotted to rush into camp in the confusion of the first attack. It was a great mistake of the Prophet’s redcoated advisers, to defer this attack until morning. It would have succeeded when the fires were brighter in the night. Then they could not have been put out.

I was one of the spies that had dogged the steps of the army to give the Prophet information every day. I saw all the arrangement of the camp. It was not made where the Indians wanted it. The place was very bad for the attack. But it was not that which caused the failure. It was because General Harrison changed horses. He had ridden a grey one every day on the march, and he could have been shot twenty times by scouts that were hiding along the route. That was not what was wanted, until the army got to a place where it could be all wiped out. That time had now come, and the hundred braves were to rush in and shoot the “Big chief on a white horse,” and then fall back to a safer place.

This order was fully obeyed, but we soon found to our terrible dismay that the “Big chief on a white horse” that was killed was not General Harrison. He had mounted a dark horse. I know this, for I was so near that I saw him, and I knew him as well as I knew my own brother.

I think that I could then have shot him, but I could not lift my gun. The Great Spirit held it down. I knew then that the great white chief was not to be killed, and I knew that the red men were doomed.

As soon as daylight came our warriors saw that the Prophet’s grand plan had failed—that the great white chief was alive riding fearlessly among his troops in spite of bullets, and their hearts melted.

After that the Indians fought to save themselves, not to crush the whites. It was a terrible defeat. Our men all scattered and tried to get away. The white horsemen chased them and cut them down with long knives. We carried off a few wounded prisoners in the first attack, but nearly all the dead lay unscalped, and some of them lay thus till the next year when another army came to bury them.

Our women and children were in the town only a mile from the battle-field waiting for victory and its spoils. They wanted white prisoners. The Prophet had promised that every squaw of any note should have one of the white warriors to use as her slave, or to treat as she pleased.

Oh how these women were disappointed! Instead of slaves and spoils of the white men coming into town with the rising sun, their town was in flames and women and children were hunted like wolves and killed by hundreds or driven into the river and swamps to hide.

With the smoke of that town and the loss of that battle I lost all hope of the red men being able to stop the whites.

I fought that day by the side of an old Ottawa chief and his son, the brother of my wife. We were in the advance party, and several of those nearest to me fell by the bullets or blows of two horsemen who appeared to be proof against our guns. At length one of these two men killed the young man and wounded the old chief, and at the same time I brought him and his horse to the ground. The horse ran, before he fell, down the bluff into the creek, quite out of the way of the whites. The man’s leg was broken and he had another bad wound. I could have taken his scalp easily, but Sabaqua, the old chief, begged me not to kill him. He wanted to take him to his wife alive, in place of her son whom the white brave had killed.

I was willing enough to do this for I always respected a brave man, and this one was, beside, the handsomest white man I had ever seen. I knew him as soon as I saw him closely. I had seen him before. I went to Vincennes only one moon before the battle as a spy. I told the governor that I came for peace. This young man was there and I talked with him. He was not one of the warriors but had come because he was a great brave. He had told me, laughingly, that he would come to see me at my wigwam. I thought now that he should do it. I caught a horse—there were plenty of them that had lost their riders—and mounted the white brave with Sabaqua behind him to hold him on and started them off north. I was then sure that we should all have to run that way as soon as it was light. The Indians

were defeated. The great barrier was broken. It was my last fight. I put my body in the way. It was strong then, but it was not strong enough to stop the white men. They pushed it aside as I do this stick. I have never seen the place since where we fought that night. My heart was very big then. Tecumseh had filled it with gall. It has been empty ever since.

Source: J. Wesley Whickar, ed. “Shabonee’s Account of Tippecanoe.” Indiana Magazine of History, 17 (1921): 353–360.

24. Felix Grundy, Speech Demanding War Against Great Britain, 1811 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Republican congressman Felix Grundy of Tennessee was a well-known War Hawk. The War Hawks achieved national prominence in the congressional and state elections of 1810 and 1811. Outside of New England, where the Federalist Party dominated, the War Hawks won numerous elections by advocating active, aggressive measures against Great Britain, regardless of the risk of war. Speaker of the House Henry Clay appointed Grundy to the Foreign Affairs Committee. As this excerpt shows, Grundy used his position to urge the country toward war. In his speech Grundy refers to the recent Battle of Tippecanoe (November 7, 1811) and the British influence over the Indians who participated in that battle. Like all the War Hawks, Grundy’s other complaints centered on Great Britain’s Orders in Council and policy of impressing sailors from American ships. Grundy’s bellicose style and lack of diplomatic nuance sometimes embarrassed War Hawk leaders, but his style and tone well represent the attitudes of many Americans who were fed up with British insults against American neutrality. The War Hawks thought victory against Great Britain could easily be achieved. Events proved them wrong. The ability of the War Hawks to stoke anti-British passions is considered one of the major causes of the War of 1812.
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I will now state the reasons which influenced the Committee on Foreign Affairs in recommending the war measures now before us.

It is not the Atlantic carrying trade properly so called about which this nation and Great Britain are at present contending. Were this the only question now under consideration,

I should feel great unwillingness (however clear our claim might be) to involve the nation in war for the assertion of a right in the enjoyment of which the community at large are not more deeply concerned.

The true question in controversy is of a very different character; it involves the interest of the whole nation. It is the right of exporting the productions of our own soil and industry to foreign markets. Sir, our vessels are now captured when destined to the ports of France, and condemned by the British Courts of Admiralty, without even the pretext of having on board contraband of war, enemies’ property, or having in any other respect violated the laws of nations.

These depredations on our lawful commerce, under whatever ostensible pretense committed, are not to be traced to any maxims or rules of public law, but to the maritime supremacy and pride of the British nation. This hostile and unjust policy of that country towards us is not to be wondered at, when we recollect that the United States are already the second commercial nation in the world. The rapid growth of our commercial importance has not only awakened the jealousy of the commercial interests of Great Britain, but her statesmen, no doubt, anticipate with deep concern the maritime greatness of this republic....

What, Mr. Speaker, are we now called on to decide? It is whether we will resist by force the attempt, made by the British government, to subject our maritime rights to the arbitrary and capricious rule of her will. For my part I am not prepared to say that this country shall submit to have her commerce interdicted, or regulated, by any foreign nation. Sir, I prefer war to submission.

Over and above these unjust pretensions of the British government, for many years past they have been in the practice of impressing our seamen from merchant vessels. This unjust and lawless invasion of personal liberty calls loudly for the interposition of this government. To those better acquainted with the facts in relation to it, I leave it to fill up the picture.

My mind is irresistibly drawn to the West. Although others may not strongly feel the bearing which the late transactions [the Battle of Tippecanoe] in that quarter have on this subject, upon my mind they have great influence. It cannot be believed, by any man who will reflect, that the savage tribes, uninfluenced by other powers, would think of making war on the United States. They understand too well their own weakness and our strength. They have already felt the weight of our arms; they know they hold the very soil on which they live as tenants in sufferance.

How, then, sir, are we to account for their late conduct? In one way only: some powerful nation must have intrigued with them, and turned their peaceful dispositions towards us into hostilities. Great Britain alone has intercourse with those Northern tribes. I therefore infer that if British gold has not been employed, their baubles and trinkets, and the promise of support and a place of refuge, if necessary, have had their effect.

If I am right in this conjecture, war is not to commence by sea or land. It is already begun; and some of the richest blood of our country has already been shed.... The whole Western country is ready to march; they only wait for our permission. And, sir, war once declared, I pledge myself for my people—they will avenge the death of their brethren....

Ask the Northern man, and he will tell you that any state of things is better than the present. Inquire of the Western people why their crops are not equal to what they were in former years; they will answer that industry has no stimulus left, since their surplus products have no markets....

This war, if carried on successfully, will have its advantages. We shall drive the British from our continent. They will no longer have an opportunity of intriguing with our Indian neighbors and setting on the ruthless savage to tomahawk our women and children. That nation will lose her Canadian trade, and, by having no resting place in this country, her means of annoying us will be diminished.

Source: Annuals of Congress, 12th Congress, 1st session, vol. 1, (December 9, 1811): 424–426.

25. John Rodgers, Letter on the President–Little Belt Incident, 1811

Introduction

Commodore John Rodgers commanded one of the U.S. Navy’s two major squadrons. Based in New York, Rodgers’s ships had orders to protect American coastal shipping from harassment by British or French warships. While on shore leave in Maryland, Rodgers received orders to return to his station and set sail aboard his flagship, the 44-gun frigate President. On May 16, 1811, he sighted a strange warship that first approached and then fled. Although the Americans did not know it, the stranger was the 20-gun British sloop Little Belt. The President gave chase and closed on the Little Belt during the night. Rodgers was influenced by the memory of the unprovoked 1807 attack

by the British warship Leopard against the American frigate Chesapeake. Exactly what took place was controversial, with each side claiming that the other fired first. What is certain is that during a night action of about 15 minutes, the much more powerful President severely damaged the Little Belt, killing 9 and wounding 23 of her men. Rodgers requested an official court of inquiry. The court concluded that the Little Belt had fired first and that Rodgers had twice tried to stop the fight. Based on the testimony of the commander of the Little Belt, the British government reached a very different conclusion. The American public rejoiced at the “victory” and considered it fair retribution for the attack against the Chesapeake. Thus, the President–Little Belt affair helped form a belligerent American attitude in support of war against Great Britain.
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Sir, I have the honor to acquaint you that in obedience to your instructions of the 6th instant, I sailed from Annapolis on the 10th, but owing to head winds I did not get to sea until the 14th, on which day off Cape Henry, I supplyed the Ship Madison of Baltimore, belonging to Mr. James Bias, with an anchor and Cable, she being in distress on account of having lost all hers except one which was not sufficient to ride by. On the 15th Instant Cape Henry bearing WSW distant 50 miles, fell in with a second Vessel, the Brig Sussex of New York, Neat Master bound to Norfolk from Oronoke, in distress for provisions, which I supplyed.

I regret extremely being under the necessity of representing to you an event that transpired on the night of the 16th Instant between the Ship under my command, and His Britannic Majesty’s Ship of War the Little Belt, commanded by Captain Bingham: the result of which has given me much pain, as well on account of the injury she sustained; as that I should have been compelled to the measure that produced it, by a vessel of her inferior force. The circumstances are as follows: on the 16th Instant at twenty five minutes past Meridian, in seventeen fathoms of water, Cape Henry bearing SW distant fourteen or fifteen leagues, a sail was discovered from our mast heads in the East, standing towards us under a press of sail—at 1/2 past one, the symmetry of her upper sails (which were at this time distinguishable from our Deck) and her making signals, showed her to be a Man of War—at forty five minutes past one P.M. hoisted our Ensign and Pendant: when finding her signals not answered, she wore and stood to the Southward—being desirous of speaking her, and of ascertaining what she was, I now made sail in chace; and by 1/2 past three P.M. found we were coming up with her, as by this time the upper part of her stern began to shew

itself above the horizon. The wind now began and continued gradually to decrease, so as to prevent my being able to approach her sufficiently before sun set, to discover her actual force (which the position she preserved during the chace was calculated to conceal) or to judge even to what nation she belonged; as she appeared studiously to decline showing her Colours—at fifteen or twenty minutes past seven P.M. the chace took in her studding sails and soon after hauled up her courses and hauled by the wind on the Starboard tack, she at the same time hoisted an Ensign or Flag at her Mizen Peak, but it was too dark for me to discover what nation it represented; now for the first time, her broad side was presented to our view, but night had so far progressed, that altho’ her appearance indicated she was a Frigate, I was unable to determine her actual force—at fifteen minutes before eight P.M. being about a mile and a half from her, the wind at the time very light, I directed Captain Ludlow to take a position to windward of her and on the same tack, within short speaking-distance. This however the commander of the chace appeared from his manoeuvres to be anxious to prevent, as he wore, and hauled by the wind on different tacks four times successively between this period and the time of our arriving at the position which I had ordered to be taken—at fifteen or twenty minutes past eight, being a little forward of her weather beam and distant from seventy to a hundred yards, I hailed “What Ship is that”? to this enquiry no answer was given, but I was hailed by her commander and asked “What Ship is that”? Having asked the first question, and of course considering myself entitled by the common rules of politeness to the first answer, after a pause of fifteen or twenty seconds, I reiterated my first enquiry of “What Ship is that”? and before I had time to take the trumpet from my mouth, was answered by a shot that cut off one of our Maintopmast breast back stay’s and went into our Main Mast, at this instant Captain Caldwell (of Marines) who was standing very near to me on the gangway having observed “Sir, she has fired on us” caused me to pause for a moment just as I was in the act of giving an order to fire a shot in return: and before I had time to resume the repetition of the intended order, a shot was actually fired from the second division of this Ship; and was scarecely out of the gun, before it was answered from our assumed enemy by three others in quick succession; and soon after the rest of his Broadside and musquetry. When the first shot was fired, being under an impression that it might possibly have proceeded from accident and without the orders of the commander, I had determined at the moment to fire only a single Shot in return, but the immediate repetition of the previous unprovoked outrage, induced me to believe that the insult was premeditated; and that from

our adversary’s being at the time as ignorant of our real force as I was of his, he thought this perhaps a favorable opportunity of acquiring promotion, altho’ at the expence of violating our neutrality and insulting our Flag: I accordingly with the degree of repugnance incident to feeling equally determined neither to be the aggressor, or to suffer the Flag of my Country to be insulted with impunity; gave a general order to fire; the effect of which, in from four to six minutes as near as I can judge, having produced a partial silence of his guns, I gave orders to cease firing, discovering by the feeble opposition that it must be a ship of very inferior force to what I had supposed; or that some untoward accident had happened to her—my orders in this instance however (altho’ they proceeded alone from motives of humanity and a determination not to spill a drop of blood unnecessarily) I had in less than four minutes some reason to regret, as he renewed his fire, of which two 32 pound Shot, cut off one of our Fore shrouds and injured our Fore Mast. It was now that I found myself under the painful necessity of giving orders for a repetition of our fire, against a force which my forbearance alone had enabled to do us any injury of moment: Our fire was accordingly renewed and continued from three to five minutes longer, when perceiving our opponent’s Gaff and Colours down, his Maintopsail Yard upon the cap and his fire silenced, altho’ it was so dark that I could not discern any other particular injury we had done, or how far he was in a situation to do us further harm; I nevertheless embraced the earliest moment to stop our fire and prevent the further effusion of blood. Here a pause of half a minute or more took place, at the end of which our adversary not shewing a further disposition to fire, I hailed and again asked “What Ship is that”? and learnt for the first time that it was a ship of His Britannic Majesty, but owing to its blowing rather fresher than it had done, I was unable to learn her name. After having informed her commander of the name of this Ship, I gave orders to wear, run under his lee and haul by the wind on the Starboard tack, and heave to under Topsails and repair what little injury we had sustained in our rigging &c; which we accordingly executed and we continued lying to on different tacks with a number of lights displayed, in order that our adversary might the better discern our position, and command our asssistance in case he found it necessary during the night. At day light on the 17th he was discovered several miles to leeward, when I gave orders to bear up and run down to him under easy sail; after hailing him, I sent a boat on board with Lieut. Creighton to learn the names of the Ship and her commander, with directions to ascertain the damage she had sustained, and to inform her commander how much I regretted the necessity on my part which had led

to such an unhappy result—at the same time to offer all the assistance that the Ship under my command afforded, in repairing the damages his had sustained. At nine A.M. Lieut. Creighton returned with information that it was His B. Majesty’s Ship Lille Belt, commanded by Captain Bingham: who in a polite manner declined the acceptance of any assistance; saying at the same time that he had on board all the necessary requisities to repair the damages, sufficiently to enable him to return to Halifax. This however was not the most unpleasant part of Capt. Bingham’s communication to Lieut. Creighton, as he informed him, that in addition to the injury his ship had sustained, between twenty and thirty of his crew had been killed and wounded.

The regret that this information caused me, was such, you may be sure, as a man might be expected to feel, whose greatest pride is to prove without ostentation, by every public as well as private act, that he possesses a humane and generous heart; and with these sentiments, believe me, Sir, that such a communication would cause me the most acute pain during the remainder of my life, had I not the consolation to know that there was no alternative left me, between such a sacrifice and one which would have been still greater; namely to have remained a passive spectator of insult to the Flag of my Country, whilst it was confided to my protection and I would have you to be convinced, Sir, that however much individually I may previously have had reason to feel incensed at the repeated outrages committed on our flag by British Ships of War, neither my passions or prejudices had any agency in this affair.

To my Country, I am well convinced of the importance of the transaction which has imposed upon me the necessity of making you this communication: I must therefore from motives of delicacy, connected with personal considerations, solicit that you will be pleased to request the President to authorise a formal enquiry to be instituted into all the circumstances as well as into every part of my conduct connected with the same.

The injury sustained by the Ship under my command is very trifling except to the Fore and Main Masts, which I before mentioned; no person killed, and but one (a boy) wounded.

For further particulars, I refer you to Captain Caldwell, who is charged with the delivery of this communication. I have the honor to be, Jn. Rodgers

P.S. The Lille Belt is a Corvette about the size of the John Adams, but owing to her great length, her having a Poop

and Top Gallt Forecastle and room to mount three more guns of a side than she actually carries, her deep bulwark and the manner of stowing her Hammocks, she has the appearance of a Frigate and would always be taken for such from the view we had of her during the Chace, as we never had a sight of her Broad side until it was too dark to ascertain that she only carried one tier of Guns—she is by Steele’s list (1809) rated a 20 Gun Ship.

Source: Cobbett’s Political Register, Vol. 19 (London T/C. Hansard, 1811), 190–192, 209–211.

26. Tecumseh, Speech to the Osages, 1811

Introduction

In 1809, Governor William Henry Harrison of the Indiana Territory met with Indian leaders at Fort Wayne and convinced them to cede nearly 3 million acres to the United States. The great Shawnee leader Tecumseh understood that Indian efforts to defend their homelands had suffered from lack of cooperation among different tribes. Consequently, Tecumseh, along with his brother, the Prophet (Tenskwatawa), set about organizing an Indian league to resist white encroachment. Tecumseh traveled south to enlist the southern tribes, including the Creeks, Cherokees, and Osages. The Osages were a powerful tribe living in modern-day southern Missouri and northern Arkansas. Tecumseh was a gifted orator, as the following speech that he delivered to the Osage shows. However, during Tecumseh’s absence, important events were taking place back north. Governor Harrison led a 1,000-man force of U.S. regulars and volunteers against Tecumseh’s capital, resulting in the Battle of Tippecanoe on November 7, 1811. The Americans narrowly defeated the Indians and then burned the capital, known as Prophetstown. This battle shattered the Prophet’s mystical authority, caused Tecumseh to lose prestige, and ended his dreams to forge an Indian confederation. During the War of 1812, Tecumseh was reduced to leading a handful of Indians in British service against the Americans. Tecumseh died in combat against the Americans at the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813.
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Brothers, we all belong to one family; we are all children of the Great Spirit; we walk in the same path; slake our thirst at the same spring; and now affairs of the greatest concern lead us to smoke the pipe around the same council fire. Brothers, we are friends; we must assist each other to bear our burdens. The blood of many of our fathers and brothers

has run like water on the ground, to satisfy the avarice of the white men. We, ourselves, are threatened with a great evil; nothing will pacify them but the destruction of all the red men. Brothers, when the white men first set foot on our grounds, they were hungry; they had no place on which to spread their blankets, or to kindle their fires. They were feeble; they could do nothing for themselves. Our fathers commiserated their distress, and shared freely with them whatever the Great Spirit had given his red children. They gave them food when hungry, medicine when sick, spread skins for them to sleep on, and gave them grounds, that they might hunt and raise corn. Brothers, the white people are like poisonous serpents: when chilled, they are feeble and harmless; but invigorate them with warmth, and they sting their benefactors to death. The white people came among us feeble; and now that we have made them strong, they wish to kill us, or drive us back, as they would wolves and panthers. Brothers, the white men are not friends to the Indians: at first, they only asked for land sufficient for a wigwam; now, nothing will satisfy them but the whole of our hunting grounds, from the rising to the setting sun. Brothers, the white men want more than our hunting grounds; they wish to kill our old men, women, and little ones. Brothers, many winters ago there was no land; the sun did not rise and set; all was darkness. The Great Spirit made all things. He gave the white people a home beyond the great waters. He supplied these grounds with game, and gave them to his red children; and he gave them strength and courage to defend them. Brothers, my people wish for peace; the red men all wish for peace; but where the white people are, there is no peace for them, except it be on the bosom of our mother. Brothers, the white men despise and cheat the Indians; they abuse and insult them; they do not think the red men sufficiently good to live. The red men have borne many and great injuries; they ought to suffer them no longer. My people will not; they are determined on vengeance; they have taken up the tomahawk; they will make it fat with blood; they will drink the blood of the white people. Brothers, my people are brave and numerous; but the white people are too strong for them alone. I wish you to take up the tomahawk with them. If we all unite, we will cause the rivers to stain the great waters with their blood. Brothers, if you do not unite with us, they will first destroy us, and then you will fall an easy prey to them. They have destroyed many nations of red men, because they were not united, because they were not friends to each other. Brothers, The white people send runners amongst us; they wish to make us enemies, that they may sweep over and desolate our hunting grounds, like devastating winds, or rushing waters. Brothers, our Great Father [the King of England] over the great waters is angry with the white people, our enemies. He will send his brave warriors

against them; he will send us rifles, and whatever else we want—he is our friend, and we are his children. Brothers, who are the white people that we should fear them? They cannot run fast, and are good marks to shoot at: they are only men; our fathers have killed many of them: we are not squaws, and we will stain the earth red with their blood. Brothers, the Great Spirit is angry with our enemies; he speaks in thunder, and the earth swallows up villages, and drinks up the Mississippi. The great waters will cover their lowlands; their corn cannot grow; and the Great Spirit will sweep those who escape to the hills from the earth with his terrible breath. Brothers, we must be united; we must smoke the same pipe; we must fight each other’s battles; and, more than all, we must love the Great Spirit: he is for us; he will destroy our enemies, and make all his red children happy.

Source: John D. Hunter, Memoirs of a Captivity Among the Indians (London. Longman, Hurst, Rees, Orme, Brown and Green, 1823), 45–48.

27. Andrew Jackson, Call for Volunteers, March 7, 1812

Introduction

Andrew Jackson was a prominent Tennessee politician who won election as major general of the Tennessee militia in 1802. The Indian threat to the western frontier—a threat that many, including Jackson, believed was being supported by the British—plus a fierce patriotic pride, prompted Jackson to support war against Great Britain. Like most War Hawks, Jackson thought that the war would be easily won and that Canada would fall permanently into American hands. The Twelfth Congress convened on November 4, 1811, and passed a measure authorizing President James Madison to raise 50,000 one-year volunteers. On learning of this measure, Jackson issued the following appeal to the Tennessee militia. His overconfidence, characteristic of the War Hawks, is shown by his statement that a mere “military promenade” will conquer Canada. In fact, the British defended Canada tenaciously. A little over three months after Jackson issued his call, Congress declared war on Great Britain. Jackson led a volunteer force against the Creek Indians in 1813, defeating them at Talladega in November 1813, at Emuckfau and Enotochapco in January 1814, and at Horseshoe Bend in March 1814. In 1815, he won renown for defeating a British attempt to capture New Orleans. Jackson’s wartime service helped earn him election as the nation’s seventh president in 1828.

Primary Source

To the 2nd Division

Division orders.

March 7th, 1812—

Volunteers to arms

Citizens! Your government has at last yielded to the impulse of the nation. Your impatience is no longer restrained. The hour of national vengeance is now at hand. The eternal enemies of American prosperity are again to be taught to respect your rights, after having been compelled to feel, once more, the power of your arms.

War is on the point of breaking out between the United States and the King of Great Britain! and the martial hosts of America are summoned to the Tented Fields!

Citizens! an honourable confidence in your courage and your patriotism has been displayed by the general government. To raise a force for the protection of your rights she has not deemed it necessary to recur to the common mode of filling the ranks of an army.

No drafts or compulsory levies are now to be made. A simple invitation is given to the young men of the country to arm for their own and their countries rights. On this invitation 50,000 volunteers, full of martial ardor, indignant of their Countries wrongs and. burning with impatience, to illustrate their name by some signal exploit, are expected to repair to the national standard.

Could it be otherwise? Could the general government deem it necessary to force us to take the field? We, who for so many years have demanded a war with such clamorous importunity—who, in so many revolutions of town meetings and legislative assemblies, have offerred our lives and fortunes for the defence of our country—who, so often and so publickly have charged this verry government with a pusillanimous deference to foreign nations, because she had resolved to exhaust the arts of negotiation before she made her last appea[l] to the force of arms. No, under such circumstances it was impossible for the government to conceive that compulsion would be wanting to bring us into the field. and shall we now disappoint the expectations which we ourselves have excited? shall we give the lie to the profession which we have so often and so publckly made? Shall we, who have clamoured for war, now skulk into a corner the moment war is about to be declared? Shall we, who for so many years have been tendering our lives and fortune to the general government, now come out

with evasions and pitifull excuses the moment tender is accepted?

But another and a nobler feeling should impell us to action. Who are we? and for what are we going to fight? are we the titled Slaves of George the third? the military conscripts of Napoleon the great? or the frozen peasants of the Russian Czar? No, we are the free born sons of america; the citizens of the only republick now existing in the world; and the only people on Earth who possess rights, liberties, and property which the dare call their own

For what are we going to fight? To satisfy the revenge or ambition of a corrupt and infatuated Ministry? to place another and another diadem on the head of an apostate republican general? to settle the ballance of power among an assassin tribe of Kings and Emperors? “or to preserve to the prince of Blood, and the grand dignitaries of the empire” their overgrown wealth and exclusive privileges? No: such splendid achievements as these can form no part of the objects of an american war. But we are going to fight for the establishment of our national character misunderstood and vilified at home and abroad; or the protection of our maritime citizens, impressed on board British ships of war and compelled to fight the battles of our enemies against ourselves; to vindicate our right to a free trade, and open a market for the productions of our soil, now perishing on our hands, because the mistress of the ocean has forbid us to carry them to any foreign nation; in fine, to seek some indemnity for past injuries, some security against future aggression, by the conquest of all the British dominions upon the continent of North America. Here then is the true and noble principle on which the energies of the nation should be brought into action: a free people compelled to reclaim by the power of their arms the rights which god has bestowed upon them, and which an infatuated King has said they shall not enjoy.

In such a contest will the people shrink from the support of their government; or rather will they shrink from the support of themselves? will the abandon their great imprescriptible rights, and tamely surrender that illustrious national character which was purchased with so much blood in the war of the Revolution? No: such infamy shall not fall upon us. The advocates of Kingly power shall not enjoy the triumph of seeing a free people desert themselves, and crouch before the slaves of a foreign tyrant. The patriotic tender of voluntary service of the invincible grays Capt. F. Stumps independent company and a correspondent display of patriotism by the voluntary tender of service from the counties of Davidson Sumner Smith and Rutherford, is a

sure pledge that the free sons of the west will never submit to such degradation.

But the period of youth is the season for martial exploits; and accordingly it is upon the young men of america that the eye of the nation is now fixed. They in a peculiar degree are the proper subjects of a volunteer expedition. To say nothing of the generous courage which distinguishes that period of life, they, from their particular situation, can quit their homes at the shortest notice with the least inconvenience to themselves. Unencumbered with families and free from the embarrassment of domestic concerns they are ready at a moments warning to march to any extremity of the republick.

Should the occupation of the Canadas be resolved upon by the general government, how pleasing the prospect that would open to the young volunteer while performing a military promenade into a distant country, a succession of new and interesting objects would perpetually fill and delight this imagination the effect of which would be heightened by the warlike appearance, the martial music, and the grand evolutions of an army of fifty thousand men.

To view the stupendous works of nature, exemplified in the falls of Niagara and the cataract of Montmorence; to tread the consecrated spot on which Wolf and Montgomery fell, would of themselves repay the young soldier for a march across the continent. But why should these inducement be held out to the young men of america? They need them not. animated as they are by an ambition to rival the exploits of Rome, they will never prefer an inglorious sloth, a supine inactivity to the honorable toil of carrying the republican standard to the heights of abraham.

In consideration of all which and to carry into effect the object of the general government in demanding a voluntary force, to give the valiant young men of the Second Military Division of the state of Tennessee an opportunity to evince their devoted affection to the service of the republic; the Major General of the said division has thereupon ordered


	That the militia of the second military division of the state of Tennessee be forthwith he mustered by the proper officers.

	That the act of Congress for raising a volunteer corps of 50,000 men be read at the head of each company

	That all persons willing to volunteer under the said act be immediately enrolled formed into companies, officered, and reported to the Major Genl

	The Generals of Brigade, attached to the Second division are charged with the prompt execution of these orders.



Andrew Jackson,

Major Genl. 2 Division

Source: The Papers of Andrew Jackson, Vol. 2: 1804–1813 (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1984), 290–293.

28. Henry Clay, Letter in Support of the War of 1812, April 14, 1812

Introduction

Representative Henry Clay was one of the country’s most ardent War Hawks, a collection of political leaders who demanded a military response to outrages committed by Great Britain against American commerce. The belief that the British were also actively supporting Indian attacks against American settlements on the western frontier also inflamed the War Hawks. Uncertain that President James Madison was firmly committed to war against Great Britain, War Hawks like Henry Clay worked to drum up support for a war. Clay placed fellow War Hawks on key congressional naval and foreign relations committees. A Federalist politician once commented that Henry Clay, more than any other individual, brought about the War of 1812. On April 14, 1812, Clay anonymously published this editorial in the Washington newspaper, the National Intelligencer. The piece expressed so many of Clay’s well-known opinions, however, that few doubted his authorship. It also showed that Clay shared with other War Hawks an overconfident attitude toward the war. He thought that because Great Britain was locked in a war with Napoleonic France, it would not have enough resources to fight effectively against the United States. In fact, the United States was poorly prepared for war but few realized the true situation. Clay’s tirades against the British helped convince Congress to declare war in June 1812.

Primary Source

The public attention has been drawn to the approaching arrival of the Hornet, as the period when the measures of our government would take a decisive character, or rather their final cast. We are among those who have attached to this event a high degree of importance, and have therefore looked to it with the utmost solicitude.

But if the reports which we now hear are true, that with England all hope of honorable accommodation is at an end,

and that with France our negotiations are in a fowardness encouraging expectations of a favorable result, where is the motive for longer delay? The final step ought to be taken; and that step is WAR. By what course of measures we have reached the present crisis, is not now a question for freemen and patriots to discuss. It exists; and it is by open and manly war only that we can get through it with honor and advantage to the country. Our wrongs have been great; our cause is just; and if we are decided and firm, success is inevitable.

Let war therefore be forthwith proclaimed against England. With her there can be no motive for delay. Any further discussion, any new attempt at negotiation, would be as fruitless as it would be dishonorable. With France we shall still be at liberty to pursue the course which circumstances may require. The advance she has already made by the repeal of her decrees; the manner of its reception by our government; and the prospect which exists of an amicable accommodation, entitle her to this preference. If she acquits herself to the just claims of the United States, we shall have good cause to applaud our conduct in it, and if she fails we shall always be in time to place her on the ground of her adversary. And on that ground, in that event, it is hoped she will be placed.

But it is said that we are not prepared for war, and ought therefore not to declare it. This is an idle objection, which can have weight with the timid and pusillanimous only. The fact is otherwise. Our preparations are adequate to every essential object. Do we apprehend danger to ourselves? From what quarter will it assail us? From England, and by invasion? The idea is too absurd to merit a moment’s consideration. Where are her troops? But lately, she dreaded an invasion of her own dominions, from her powerful and menacing neighbor. That danger, it is true, has diminished, but it has not entirely, and forever, disappeared. A gallant effort, which called forth the whole energies of the nation, has put it at a distance, but still it is one of those sparks which peer above the horizon, & excite alarm even in those least liable to it. The war in the peninsula, which lingers, requires strong armies to support it. She maintains an army in Sicily; another in India; and a strong force in Ireland, and along her own coast and in the West Indies. Can any one believe, that, under such circumstances, the British government could be so infatuated, or rather mad, as to send troops here for the purpose of invasion? The experience and the fortune of our revolution, when we were comparatively in an infant state, have doubtless taught her an useful lesson which cannot have been forgotten. Since that period our population has increased three-fold, whilst her’s has remained almost

stationary. The condition of the civilized world, too, has changed. Although Great Britain has nothing to fear, as to her independence, and her military operations are extensive and distant, the contest is evidently maintained by her rather for safety than for conquest. Have we cause to dread an attack from her neighboring provinces? That apprehension is still more groundless. Seven or eight millions of people have nothing to dread from 300,000. From the moment that war is declared, the British colonies will be put on the defensive, and soon after we get in motion must sink under the pressure. Little predatory incursions on our frontier will not be encouraged by those who know that we can retort them ten-fold, and pursue and punish the authors, retire where they may, if they remain in this hemisphere. Nor is any serious danger to be apprehended from their savage allies. Our frontiers may be easily protected against them. The colonial governments, aware of our superiority, and of the certainty of their subjugation in case of war, will feel their responsibility for the conduct of the Indian tribes, and keep them in order. But should the war lately terminated be renewed, the struggle will be short. Numberless expeditions from different quarters may be led forth against them. A single campaign would drive these unfortunate people into the most distant and desart wilds.

But our coast and seaport towns are exposed and may be annoyed. Even this danger, which exists in a certain degree, has been much exaggerated. No land force can be brought to bear against them, because Great Britain has none to spare for such a service; and without a land force, no great impression can be made. Ships of war cannot approach near the coast, except at the entrance of our great bays and rivers. They cannot annoy the sea coast generally by their cannon; and if detachments of marines should be sent on shore, they may be repelled by the militia where they land. It is, however, unusual for incursions to be made on land from ships of war by sailors or marines. The law of nations forbids, and humanity revolts, at the idea of mere wanton desolation; and in that light only can such incursions be viewed. In the present war between Great Britain and France, which has been prosecuted with so much violence and animosity, no example of this kind, on either side is recollected. In our revolutionary war, in which the object of Great Britain was conquest, no great injury was sustained in this mode. Some of our towns, it is admitted, may be exposed to danger from ships of war, but with suitable precautions it will soon vanish. No ship of war can stand long before a good battery well manned and well supplied with heavy artillery. An attack by ships of war only, on any of our towns, could have no object but that of distressing the inhabitants; and if those towns are put

in such a state of defence, as to enable them to repel the attack, as all of them are, or soon may be, it is not probable that the experiment would be made, or, if once made, that it would be repeated. The importance of the protection of our seaport towns is sensibly felt. It is a subject which claims the particular attention of the government, and that attention has doubtless been already bestowed on it.

The great question on which the United States have to decide, is, whether they will relinquish the ground which they now hold, or maintain it with the firmness and vigor becoming freemen. That the sense of the nation favors the latter course, is proved by a series of important and solemn facts, which speak a language not to be misunderstood. From the first attack by Great Britain on our neutral rights in 1805, to the present day, these facts have been multiplied, yearly, by the acts of Congress, by the proceedings of the state legislatures, and by the voice of the people. Let not the Representatives of the People, therefore, in either branch of the government, disappoint their reasonable wishes and just expectations.

The pretensions of Great Britain, so unjustly set up, and pertinaciously maintained, by her orders in council, not to enumerate other wrongs, particularly the impressment of our seamen, arrogate to her the complete dominion of the sea, and the exclusion of every flag from it, which does not sail under her license, and on the conditions which she imposes. These pretensions involve no local interest, nor are they of a transient nature. In their operation they violate the rights, and wound deeply the best interests, of the whole American people. If we yield to them, at this time, the cause may be considered as abandoned. There will be no rallying point hereafter. Future attempts to retaliate the wrongs of foreign powers and to vindicate our most sacred rights, will be in vain. The subject must be dismissed from the debates of Congress, and from our diplomatic discussions. An allusion to it will excite contempt abroad, and mortification and shame at home. Should any of our vessels be hereafter seized and condemned, however unjustly, and that all will be seized and condemned may be confidently expected, we must be silent, or be heard by foreign powers in the humble language of petition only.

Source: Literary and Historical Society of Quebec, Manuscripts Relating to the Early History of Canada (Quebec: Dawson & Co., 1875), 135–136.

29. James Madison, War Message, June 1, 1812 [Excerpt]

Introduction

On June 1, 1812, President James Madison delivered this message to the U.S. Congress, asking for a declaration of war against Great Britain. In it he cites ongoing British interference with American shipping and accuses the British in Canada of inciting the Indians to attack American settlers in the west. The coming conflict stemmed from years of disputes between the Americans and British regarding international law on the high seas. First the Jefferson and then the Madison administrations had tried using diplomacy and economic sanctions to assert the Americans’ right to conduct seaborne trade as a neutral nation. These maneuvers had succeeded only in harming American commerce. British interference with American shipping led to high tension and periodic conflict including the Chesapeake–Leopard Affair in June 1807 and the President–Little Belt Incident in May 1811. So-called War Hawks in Congress had long been pushing the president toward war. Still, the call for war was unpopular in many parts of the nation, particularly in New England. Three days after Madison issued his war message, the House of Representatives voted to declare war by a margin of 79 to 49. The Senate passed the declaration on June 18, by a vote of just 19 to 13, thus initiating the War of 1812.

Primary Source

British cruisers have been in the continued practice of violating the American flag on the great highway of nations, and of seizing and carrying off persons sailing under it, not in the exercise of a belligerent right founded on the law of nations against an enemy, but of a municipal [internal] prerogative over British subjects. British jurisdiction is thus extended to neutral vessels....

The practice... is so far from affecting British subjects alone that, under the pretext of searching for these, thousands of American citizens, under the safeguard of public law and of their national flag, have been torn from their country and from everything dear to them; have been dragged on board ships of war of a foreign nation and exposed, under the severities of their discipline, to be exiled to the most distant and deadly climes, to risk their lives in the battles of their oppressors, and to be the melancholy instruments of taking away those of their own brethren.

Against this crying enormity, which Great Britain would be so prompt to avenge if committed against herself, the United States have in vain exhausted remonstrances and

expostulations. And that no proof might be wanting of their conciliatory dispositions, and no pretext left for a continuance of the practice, the British government was formally assured of the readiness of the United States to enter into arrangements such as could not be rejected if the recovery of British subjects were the real and the sole object. The communication passed without effect.

British cruisers have been in the practice also of violating the rights and the peace of our coasts. They hover over and harass our entering and departing commerce. To the most insulting pretensions they have added the most lawless proceedings in our very harbors, and have wantonly spilt American blood within sanctuary of our territorial jurisdiction....

Under pretended blockades, without the presence of an adequate force and sometimes without the practicability of applying one, our commerce has been plundered in every sea, the great staples of our country have been cut off from their legitimate markets, and a destructive blow aimed at our agricultural and maritime interests....

Not content with these occasional expedients for laying waste our neutral trade, the Cabinet of Britain resorted at length to the sweeping system of blockades, under the name of Orders in Council, which has been molded and managed as might best suit its political views, its commercial jealousies, or the avidity of British cruisers....

It has become, indeed, sufficiently certain that the commerce of the United States is to be sacrificed, not as interfering with the belligerent rights of Great Britain; not as supplying the wants of her enemies, which she herself supplies; but as interfering with the monopoly which she covets for her own commerce and navigation....

In reviewing the conduct of Great Britain toward the United States, our attention is necessarily drawn to the warfare just renewed by the savages on one of our extensive frontiers—a warfare which is known to spare neither age nor sex and to be distinguished by features peculiarly shocking to humanity. It is difficult to account for the activity and combinations which have for some time been developing themselves among tribes in constant intercourse with British traders and garrisons, without connecting their hostility with that influence, and without recollecting the authenticated examples of such interpositions heretofore furnished by the officers and agents of that government.

 37. William Coleman, New York Evening Post Editorial Arguing Against the War of 1812

Source: James D. Richardson, comp. A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, 20 vols. (New York: Bureau of National Literature, 1897), 2:484–490.

30. Act to Prohibit American Vessels from Proceeding to or Trading with the Enemies, July 6, 1812

Introduction

On June 4, 1812, the House of Representatives voted to declare war on Great Britain. The formal declaration came on June 18, when the Senate also voted for war. In preparation for war, on July 6, 1812, Congress enacted a law, the text of which is provided here, to prevent American citizens from trading with the British. At this time, British land and naval forces were engaged in a prolonged war against France (the Napoleonic Wars 1803–1815). British forces had been purchasing many supplies, particularly grain, flour, and naval stores, from U.S. traders. The first section of the July 6, 1812, act sought to end this seaborne trade. In addition, there was considerable wagon trade across the Canadian border between the United States and Canada. The act’s second section sought to end this wagon trade. Congress’s efforts were only partially successful. The War of 1812 was not popular in New England. New England farmers and merchants had long profited from trade with Great Britain, and they did not see why they should suffer economically for a war they did not support. In addition, Great Britain made special arrangements with Americans who were willing to ignore the congressional act. Consequently, even though the two nations were at war with one another, a considerable amount of illicit trade continued. This trade benefited Great Britain and harmed the American war effort.

Primary Source

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled. That no ship or vessel, owned in whole or in part by a citizen or citizens of the United States, shall be permitted to clear out or depart from any port or place within the limits of the United States or territories thereof to any foreign port or place, till the owner or owners, agent, factor, freighter, master or commander shall have given bond, with sufficient security, in the amount of such ship or vessel and cargo, not to proceed to or trade with the enemies of the United States. And if any ship or vessel owned as aforesaid, stroll depart from any port or place within the limits of the United States or territories thereof, for any foreign port or place without giving bond with security aforesaid, such

ship or vessel, and cargo, shall be forfeited to the use of the United States; and the owner or owners, freighter, factor or agent, master or commander, shall severally forfeit and pay a sum equal to the value of such ship or vessel and cargo; and the said master or commander, if privy thereto, and being thereof convicted, shall be liable to a fine not exceeding one thousand dollars, and imprisoned for a term not exceeding twelve months, in the discretion of the court.

Section 2. And be it further enacted, That if any citizen or citizens of the United States, or person inhabiting the same, shall transport or attempt to transport, over land or otherwise, in any wagon, cart, sleigh, boat, or otherwise, naval or military stores, arms or the munitions of war, or any article of provision, from any place of the United States, to any place in Upper or Lower Canada, Nova Scotia or New Brunswick the wagon, cart, sleigh, boat, or the thing by which the said naval or military stores, arms, or munitions of war or articles of provision are transported or attempted to be transported, together with such naval or military stores, army munitions of war or provisions, shall be forfeited to the use of the United States, and the person or persons aiding or privy to the same shall severally forfeit and pay to the use of the United States a sum equal in value to the wagon, cart, sleigh, boat, or thing by which the said naval or military stores, arms, or munitions of war or articles of provision, are transported, or are attempted to be transported; and shall moreover be considered as guilty of a misdemeanor, and be liable to be Sued in a sum not exceeding five hundred dollars, and imprisoned for a term not exceeding six months, in the discretion of the court, Provided, that nothing herein contained shall extend to any transportation for the use or on account of the United States or the supply of its troops or armed force.

Section 3. And be it further enacted, That the collectors of the several ports of the United States be, and the same are hereby authorized to seize and stop naval or military stores, arms, or the munitions of war, or any articles of provision, and ship or vessel, wagon, cart, sleigh, boat, or thing by which any article prohibited as aforesaid is shipped or transported, or attempted to be shipped or transported, contrary to the provisions of this act.

Section 4. And be it further enacted, That no ship or vessel belonging to any citizen or citizens, subject or subjects of any state or kingdom in amity with the United States, except such as at the passage of this act shall belong to the citizen or citizens, subject or subjects of such state or kingdom, or which shall hereafter be built in the limits of a state or kingdom in amity with the United States, or purchased by a citizen or citizens, subject or subjects of a state

or kingdom in amity with the United States aforesaid, from a citizen or citizens of the United States, shall be admitted into any port or place of the United States, unless forced by stress of weather, or for necessary repairs; and any ship or. vessel, belonging to a citizen or citizens, subject or subjects of any state or kingdom in amity with the United States, as aforesaid, except such ships and vessels as are above excepted, which shall, from and after the first day of November next, enter, or attempt to enter any port or place aforesaid, the same, with her cargo, shall be forfeited to the use of the United States.

Section 5. And be it further enacted, That any British packet or vessel with despatches destined for the United States, and which shall have departed from any port or place in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland or its dependencies, on or before the first day of September next, shall not be liable to be captured or condemned, but the same shall be permitted to enter and depart from any port or place in the United States: Provided, that nothing herein contained shall be construed to affect any cartel, or vessel with flag of truce.

Section 6. And be it further enacted, That the president of the United States be, and he is hereby authorized to give, at any time within six months after the passage of this act, passports for the safe transportation of any ship or other property belonging to British subjects, and which is now within the limits of the United States.

Section 7. And be it further enacted, That every person being a citizen of the United States, or residing therein, who shall receive, accept, or obtain a license from the government of Great Britain, or any officer thereof, for leave to carry any merchandise, or send any vessel into any port or place within the dominions of Great Britain, or to trade with any such port or place, shall, on conviction for every such offense, for felt a sum equal to twice the value of any such ship merchandise or articles of trade, and shall moreover be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and be liable to be imprisoned not exceeding twelve months, and to be fined not exceeding one thousand dollars.

Source: American Vessels Prohibited Trading with the Enemies of the United States, U.S. Statutes at Large, 12 (1812): 788.

31. Declaration of War, June 18, 1812

Introduction

On June 18, 1812, Congress issued this declaration of war against Great Britain, thus formally beginning the War of 1812. Also known as the Second War of Independence, the conflict stemmed from years of disputes between the Americans and British regarding international law on the high seas. Two issues were particularly sore ones for the combatants. First was America’s insistence on its neutrality in the Napoleonic Wars, a series of conflicts pitting France against most of Europe, including Great Britain, that began in 1803 and persisted through 1815. The United States insisted on its right as a neutral country to trade with any European power it pleased. Although both France and Great Britain denied America its neutral rights, the fact that Great Britain was the world’s dominant sea power meant that the British were in the best position to interfere with American seagoing trade. This interference led to high tension and periodic conflict, including the Chesapeake–Leopard affair in June 1807 and the President–Little Belt incident in May 1811. The British frequently stopped American ships, searched them for British deserters and sailors of British origin, and then forcibly removed, or impressed, the sailors to serve aboard British warships. Still, the call for war was unpopular in many parts of the nation, particularly in New England. The House of Representatives passed the war bill by a vote of 79 to 49. The Senate passed it by a vote of just 19 to 13.

Primary Source

An Act Declaring War Between the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and the Dependencies Thereof and the United States of America and Their Territories.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That war be and the same is hereby declared to exist between the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and the dependencies thereof, and the United States of America and their territories; and that the President of the United States is hereby authorized to use the whole land and naval force of the United States to carry the same into effect, and to issue to private armed vessels of the United States commissions or letters of marque and general reprisal, in such form as he shall think proper, and under the seal of the United States, against the vessels, goods, and effects of the government of the said United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, and the subjects thereof APPROVED, June 18, 1812

Source: An Act Declaring War Between the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and the Dependencies Thereof, and the United States of America and Their Territories, U.S. Statutes at Large, 12 (1812): 755.

32. John Rodgers, Letter Outlining U.S. Naval Strategy During the War of 1812, June 3, 1812

Introduction

Compared to Great Britain’s Royal Navy, the U.S. Navy in 1812 was very small. In February 1812, Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton had discussed with President James Madison the best way to employ the navy in the event of war. At that time, Hamilton had mentioned the idea that the best strategy might be for the U.S. Navy to avoid risking its ships against the British. Madison supported the navy’s aggressive captains and argued that the nation would need victories and that therefore the navy had to accept risks. On May 21, 1812, as war neared, discussion of how best to use the navy resumed. Secretary Hamilton asked for the opinions of the navy’s two most experienced leaders, Commodores John Rodgers and Stephen Decatur. Rodgers’s reply, the text of which is provided here, was written on June 3 and arrived back at the Navy Department first. In his reply, Rodgers notes the overwhelming British numerical superiority of about 500 to 12. He proposes a strategy of combining all U.S. ships into one unit, called a squadron, and then sending that squadron out to search for British convoys. In Rodgers’s view, this strategy would force the British to concentrate its ships to protect the convoys and thus draw British warships away from the American coast. Rodgers also warns of the need for the American ships to escape from various vulnerable ports like New York City before the British arrived to blockade those ports and suggests that the American ships use Boston or “New Port” as a base.
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Sir, I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 21st ultimo [May], and in answer to your enquiries permit me to state, that in my humble opinion to annoy the trade of Great Britain with the greatest effect would be at the commencement of a War, to dispose our comparatively very small force, in such a way as to harass her W. India commerce by our lightest vessels: and her coasting trade, East India trade and other foreign trade by

our Frigates and one or two of our fastest sailing sloops of war: our small vessels to be disposed in a way, according to circumstances, to annoy to the greatest extent all the avenues leading to and from her West India Islands, Surinam, Berbice, and Denamara: a small squadron of two, or three of our fastest sailing frigates and a single sloop of War, to cruise on the coasts of England, Ireland, and Scotland; and the residue of our frigates to act seperately, or in squadron on our own coasts to harrass the enemy by cruising in the tracts on his ships trading between him and his colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, and Newfoundland; and occasionally to unit all our Frigates and attack his East India convoys.

This, Sir, would in my opinion, be the most advisable disposition that could be made of our little navy, at least for the first six months, perhaps during the whole of the War: as it would be menacing them in the very teeth, and effecting the distruction of their commerce in a manner the most perplexing to their government, and in a way the least expected by the nation generally, including those belonging to the Navy: the self styled Lords of the Ocean!

Such a view as I have taken of the subject may, at first sight, appear chymerical; particularly if we reason arithmetically, and take into consideration that we have only a dozen vessels in commission, and they five hundred: but this is the very reason, I think, why such dispersion should be made, as by the like, it would require a comparatively much greater force to protect their own trade, even at the mouths of their own harbors, than it would to annihilate ours, and our little navy with it; was such a disposition to be exercised as to invite their whole disposable force to our coast, or even to any considerable distance from their own.

By this I am not to be understood, Sir, as saying that our vessels ought to remain stationary at any one point; but, on the contrary, that they ought to be kept moving from one part of the coast to another; particularly those stationed on the coast of England from one part of that coast to another, until the attention of a large portion of their most active force have been drawn to the protection of their own commerce, in their own waters: having effected this, our vessels ought then to leave the coast and not return to it again until they had drawn the enemy off to protect his trade in some other quarter.

It is very generally believed that the coasts of England, Ireland and Scotland are always swarming with British Men of War, and that their commerce would be found amply protected against any force as I have mentioned; this however I well know by experience in my voyages when a youth,

to be incorrect and that, it has always been their policy, to keep their enemies as far distant from their shores as possible; by stationing their ships at the comencement of a War, on the enemies coasts, and in such other distant situations, as to render its effect nugatory, and thereby be enabled to protect their own commerce in a two fold degree—This however they have been enabled to do, owing as well to the inactivity of the enemy, as to the local advantages derived from their relative situations; and to suppport what I now say, I do assert, that in the event of a War, it will be found, that the largest force they will soon be able to send to our Coast, will not prevent the few vessels we have, from getting to sea, and annoying their Commerce to an extent not only to make them feel their effect most seriously, but at the same time in a manner to astonish all Europe—In fine they will soon find that we are neither Frenchmen, or Spaniards, Hollanders, or Danes.

Permit me, Sir, to say, that in the event of a war it would be particularly gratifying to me to command, on the coast of England, such a squadron as I have mentioned; as I conceive that, barring unforeseen accidents, such as ought not to be expected, I may with propriety pledge myself to make the commerce of that arrogant nation feel its effects to the very quick. They have already I perceive honored me with a place in their lying naval chronicle with the title of Buccaneer, and nothing on this side of the grave would afford me more real satisfaction, than to have such an opportunity, as I have mentioned, of affording them a more bitter subject for their still more bitter and illiberal animadversions.

In the event of a War with England, should our small vessels be employed in the W Indies: Charleston and Savannah would be found the most eligible places of rendevous for them; as well because these places would be nearest to the enemy, as on account of the inaccessibility of the coast to strangers; and for the same reasons would be found the safest port, to send their prizes into: Charleston would I think be found the most suitable of the two, as the enemy could not calculate on Blockading it with any degree of effect.

Our Coast from Cape Hatteras to Passamaquoddy affords almost numberless good ports for our small vessels in time of War; any of which that are fortified, would answer perfectly well: New York I think however the most preferable, as on account of its easy access and egress, by way of the sound and Sandy Hook, they would find no difficulty in getting out or in at any time; neither any in equipping their vessels with the greatest dispatch.

There are no ports south of Cape Hatteras except it be Port Royal (S.C.) (and that is not fortified) capable of being made a suitable place of rendezvous for our frigates in time of War; neither are there many even north of that in the present state of our country, but what present some obstacles—no ports either in the Chesapeak or Delaware would be suitable, as the entrance of either might be blockaded with much effect by a superior force: and there is almost an equal objection to New York on account of its inaccessability, there not being more than one hour in the twenty four that affords a sufficient depth of water to admit of our largest frigates crossing Sandy Hook Bar:—As a rendezvous for our frigates I must therefore say that, from any knowledge I possess of the several ports north of the Chesapeak, New Port and Boston are the most suitable; and of the two, New Port the most as it is most easy of access and egress at all seasons of the year; and our revolutionary war furnishes proof that a superior force would find it very difficult, if not impossible to prevent, for any length of time, an inferior one from getting to sea: I should therefore recommend New Port as the most suitable rendezvous for our frigates in time of war. With the great respect &c., Jn. Rodgers

P.S. Sir, Previous to the commencement of war permit me to suggest whether it might not be advisable to remove our frigates from Norfolk, as the enemy might with a superior force, Blockade them from Hampton Road. JR

N.B. I have a lame finger which makes my writing even more unintelligible than it generally is; but owing to the subject of this scrawl I did not like to have it copied by any one else.

Source: Naval Historical Center, The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1985), 119–122.

33. Stephen Decatur, Letter Outlining U.S. Naval Strategy During the War of 1812, June 8, 1812

Introduction

Compared to Great Britain’s Royal Navy, the U.S. Navy in 1812 was very small. In February 1812, Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton had discussed with President James Madison the best way to employ the navy in the event of war. At that time, Hamilton had mentioned the idea that the best strategy might be for the U.S. Navy to avoid risking

its ships against the British. Madison supported the navy’s aggressive captains and argued that the nation would need victories and that therefore the navy had to accept risks. On May 21, 1812, as war neared, discussion of how best to use the navy resumed. Secretary Hamilton asked for the opinions of the navy’s two most experienced leaders, Commodores John Rodgers and Stephen Decatur. Rodgers’s reply came back to the Navy Department first and recommended a strategy of combining all U.S. ships into one unit, called a squadron, and then sending that squadron out to search for British convoys. On June 8, 1812, Decatur suggested a different strategy. Rather than form one large squadron, Decatur recommended that U.S. ships operate alone or in pairs, making it harder for the British to track their movements while avoiding the risk of losing all American ships at once. Lastly, Decatur emphasized the value of sailing before a declaration of war in order to escape a potential British blockade. During the war, the U.S. Navy followed Decatur’s strategy. Early in the war, its ships won several notable single ship actions against the British.

Primary Source

Sir, I arrived in Hampton Roads in company with the Congress on the 6th too late for the mail, yesterday being Sunday, there was no mail, hence the cause of your not being sooner informed of my arrival—My coming into port prior to the time specified by your instructions was for the purpose of obtaining two main topsail yards for the Congress, in the place of two which she lost during the cruise. During our cruise we have not seen, or heard of any cruisers.

In answer to your letter of the 14th Instant [May] I have to state, that the plan which appears to me to be the best calculated, for our little Navy to annoy the Trade of Great Britain, in the greatest extent, and at the same time expose it least, to the immense naval force of that Government, would be to send them out with as large a supply of provision as they can carry, distant from our coast, and singly, or not more than two Frigates in company, without giving them any specific instructions as to place of cruising, but to rely on their enterprise of the officiers. This mode has been recently adopted by the French, and with the greatest success.

Two Frigates cruising together would not be so easily traced by an enemy as a greater number, their movements would be infinitely more rapid, they would be sufficiently strong in most instances to attack a convoy, and the probability is that they would not meet with a superior cruising force; If however, they should meet with a superior force and cannot avoid it, we would not have to regret the whole of our marine crushed at one blow. As by far the greatest

risque will be encountered in going out and coming into port, I think we ought to remain out as long as possible; the advantage of distant cruising would be to relieve our own coast by withdrawing from it a number of the hostile ships, or compelling the enemy to detach from Europe another force in search of us. Most of our ports I consider safe for our ships when in, unless we were sufficiently numerous in any one Port, to make it an object for the enemy to employ great force against us, in which case I should give the preference to Boston, New London, and Norfolk, which places from the narrowness of their waters might be defended with much less force than either of our other ports. It is my opinion that many vessels in any one port would invite attack and might place it in the power of the Enemy by one attack, to distroy the whole.

The ports of Boston, Portsmouth N.H. and Portland will be the safest Harbours for our return to from cruising, particularly in the winter season. The impracticability of blockading our Eastern coast during that seaosn, has been proven by the British themselves during our revolution.

If war takes place, it will I think be of great importance to the country, that we should receive our instruction and be sent out before the declaration shall be known by the enemy—it would no doubt draw from our coast in search of us, the greatest part of their cruisers, that are now lying in Burmuda, perfectly prepared and waiting events. I am in want of two cables which are now making for me—those and the spars requisite for the Congress will not be ready in less than six or seven days, in the mean time we are filling up our water and provisions.

I left Commo. Rodgers on Monday last off Sandy Hook. I beg to be informed whether I am again to proceed to New York. I have the honor to be &c., Stephen Decatur

Source: Naval Historical Center, The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1985), 122–124.

34. Robert Fulton, Letter on the Use of Torpedoes, June 22, 1812

Introduction

The inventor Robert Fulton is best remembered for his development of the steamboat and experiments in canal transportation. However, Fulton also designed undersea weapons and a steam warship. During an extended residence in Napoleonic France, Fulton experimented with

underwater explosive devices that he called “torpedoes” and modern military people call mines. After the Chesapeake–Leopard incident of June 1807, Fulton informed the U.S. Navy Department about his experiments. In 1810 he conducted a demonstration of his torpedoes in New York. Despite the failure of this test, Fulton continued to actively promote the defensive importance of torpedoes in protecting U.S. ports and immobilizing enemy ships. This letter, written on June 22, 1812, to Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton describes the value of naval torpedoes. Fulton thought his inventions could provide an economical method to help reduce the numerical superiority enjoyed by the British Navy. Fulton was a visionary who was never able to master the technology of the naval mine, but his vision came true during the American Civil War when Confederate naval mines, still called “torpedoes,” proved the most effective naval weapon in the Confederate arsenal.

Primary Source

Sir, Before the termination of the present War we may expect a visit from British ships of war in this port; and I should like to be prepared for such an event in the best manner I can. There is yet $2500 due on the mony appropriated to Torpedo experiments. If you think proper to send it to me, and I do not use it in a manner satisfactory to Congress, I will always be responsible to refund it. My intention is with that Sum to construct 10 or 12 Torpedoes with all their apperatus and of such a size as to do execution. Also to make some preperation for Using them.

When Mr. Barlow left Washington he sent to the Navy Yard, and I believe in Boxes all my various apperatus for Torpedoes and My machine for Cutting Cables. Will you have the goodness to give orders that they be carefully packed, and the whole material Sent to me in the first trader from Georgetown or Alexandria to New York. Also my Row Boat?

To promote these experiments, which if successful go direct to diminish British influence over the seas and to Accomplish the great object of our solicitude, a reasonable freedom of commerce. There should be either a coprs organized and encouraged by a permium per gun for every vessel of an enemy they could destroy, or there should be a premium established by law of $2000 a gun for all vessels of an enemy which could be destroyed by any means, and then we might find in our ports men of enterprise a kind of Sea fencibles who would exercise themselves and watch every opportunity to attack or annoy the enemy. With so great an object in View it would be policy in congress to give great encouragement $2000 a gun and that for the guns the vessel is rated is as little as the reward,

in the commencement should be; for then a 20 gun vessel would yield 40,000 and an 80 gun Ship 160,000. Admitting this mode practicable and nothing has proved that it is not so, How can government get rid of 74 or 80 Gun Ships so Cheap as by this means? Is it not worth a million of dollars, only to prove that a vessel of War can be blown up Vi and Armis?

Would it not also be good policy to publish a reward offering the whole value of the ship in case to any crew who would bring one in and deliver her to our officers; or one fourth of her value for stranding and Burning her on our coast. The men to have an Asylum in our country; It may be Said Such is not honorable war. But is war confined within the limits of honor? The British by pressing american Citizens and compelling them to fight against their Brethren have not consulted Honor, the Laws of Nations or humanity, but simply their own convenience or caprice, every thing in these times to weaken the enemy and defeat them on our coast is Right, and for War sufficiently Honorable, have the goodness to favour me with an answer as soon as convenient. I have sir the honor to be &c., Robt. Fulton

Source: Naval Historical Center, The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1985), 146–147.

35. Gouverneur Morris, Letter Predicting the Effects of War, June 30, 1812

Introduction

New York–born Gouverneur Morris was an important American statesman who first came to prominence during the American Revolutionary War. He attended the constitutional convention and thereafter served the young nation patriotically. When Thomas Jefferson left Paris in 1789, Morris replaced him as the most influential American diplomat in France. He returned to America in 1798 and was elected to fill an open senate seat for the state of New York. When he failed to win reelection, Morris retired in 1802 to spend his remaining years rebuilding his estate, which had been ruined during the Revolutionary War. Morris belonged to the Federalist Party and consequently opposed the Republican Party and Republican president James Madison. Like most Federalists, Morris did not support the war against Great Britain. Morris wrote a letter several days after he learned that the United States had declared war. In this excerpt, Morris asserts that war with England

is a great mistake, one that will exacerbate the sectional dispute between free and slave-holding states and ultimately cause the United States to break apart. Believing that the continued existence of his nation is in peril, Morris expresses the wish to die rather than live to see the country destroyed.
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I think I can perceive a storm gathering in the East which may blow our Union flag from the mast-head. If during the gale it be proposed to New York that she be the frontier of a southern or northern section, she would, I believe, adopt the latter alternative, in which case New Jersey could not but joint the State by whose arms she is embraced. It will be for you, therefore, to say of which section you choose to be the frontier. Pennsylvania (in my opinion the most powerful member of our Union) may be led to cover with her broad shield the slave-holding States; which, so protected, may for a dozen or fifteen years exercise the privilege of strangling commerce, whipping negroes, and brawling about the inborn inalienable rights of man. It seems to me almost certain that, if peace be not immediately made with England, the question on negro votes must divide this Union. Under these impressions, I cannot, my dear sir, persuade myself to feel interested in a presidential election. If you ask what is doing in Massachusetts, I must answer that my reason and my feelings are too much at variance to approve or condemn. I earnestly pray God that he will enable me to know and to do my duty; but I believe that little, if anything, will be left to my choice. I have long forseen and foretold those events which now approach, as necessary consequences of the measures which our administration has pursued. Sometimes, too, I have had the unmanly weakness to wish that, before they arrive, my dust should be mingled with that of my fathers. I believe, sir, that men of honor and worth must prepare for scenes more serious than electioneering. I believe one great effort is yet to be made made in the cause of liberty, and I have the consolation to believe that if the sound heads and hearts of our country unite, that effort will be crowned with success.

Source: Anne Cary Morris, ed., The Diary and Letters of Gouverneur Morris, vol. 2 (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1888), 542–543.

36. Paul Hamilton, U.S. Secretary of the Navy’s Letter Reprimanding Captain David Porter, June 30, 1812

Introduction

Master Commandant David Porter commanded the U.S. frigate Essex. When war began the Essex was berthed in the Brooklyn Navy Yard undergoing urgent repairs. The 32-year-old Porter mustered his crew and administered an oath of allegiance to the United States. Both American and British ships often employed crewmen of unknown nationality; Americans frequently served aboard British ships and British crewmen served aboard American ships. In this case, a crewman named John Irving claimed that he was an Englishman and objected to taking the oath. This angered the rest of the crew, and they asked Porter for permission to punish Erving by tarring and feathering him. Porter consented. Afterward, Porter dismissed Erving from the ship and sent him ashore covered in tar and feathers and placards announcing his disloyalty. A civilian mob was ready to attack Erving until the police intervened and took Irving into custody for his own protection. News of the incident spread, including a published account in the New York press. The incident embarrassed the U.S. Navy. Porter had clearly made a mistake in judgment. Secretary of the Navy Paul Hamilton sent the following stinging rebuke to Porter. Porter recovered from his blunder and commanded the Essex during an epic cruise against British shipping in remote waters in the Pacific Ocean.

Primary Source

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY HAMILTON

TO MASTER COMMANDANT DAVID PORTER

Capt. David Porter, Navy Depmt.

New York, 30 June 1812

I have just received your letter of the 28 lnst.

It is much to be regretted that you gave sanction to the proceedings on the part of your crew in the case of John Irving. It is indeed to be regretted that you did not suppress the proceedings. Mobs will in Spite of all Law, sometimes Act licentiously, but Mobs should never be suffered to exist on board of a Man of War. while ordere discipline & a perfect observance of the Law should be inforced. Tyrany in whatever Shape it may appear, ought to be resisted by all men. I do exceedingly regret that an officer of your rank & intelligence should have permitted the proceedings in question.

P. Hamilton

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1985), 175–176.

37. William Coleman, New York Evening Post Editorial Arguing Against the War of 1812, April 21, 1812 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Before the formal declaration that started the War of 1812, debate on the wisdom of going to war was rampant in the United States. The call for war was led by the War Hawks faction of Congress, which argued that the British had repeatedly violated the sovereignty of the United States and continued to treat it as a colonial possession. Opposition to the war was concentrated in the Federalist Party, which saw the war as an unnecessary, costly effort inspired by partisan interests and territorial aspirations for Canada. The following document appeared in the New York Evening Post and was written by William Coleman, the Federalist editor of the newspaper. In this essay, Coleman decries the war as a foolhardy grab for money and territory that would harm the country and its citizens. The “fifteen millions of dollars wasted” he refers to is the Louisiana Purchase of 1803 by which the United States acquired a vast territory west of the Mississippi River. Coleman’s antiwar sentiments mirror the fears of his party and demonstrate the lack of popular support for the war, particularly among the New England states. It took the deeply divided U.S. Congress two weeks to pass the declaration of war. The House of Representatives passed the declaration by a vote of 79 to 49. The Senate passed it by a vote of just 19 to 13.
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Citizens, if pecuniary redress is your object in going to war with England, the measure is perfect madness. You will lose millions when you will gain a cent. The expense will be enormous. It will ruin our country. Direct taxes must be resorted to. The people will have nothing to pay. We once had a revenue; that has been destroyed in the destruction of our commerce. For several years past you have been deceived and abused by the false pretenses of a full treasury. That phantom of hope will soon vanish.

You have lately seen fifteen millions of dollars wasted in the purchase of a province we did not want, and never

shall possess. And will you spend hundreds of millions in conquering a province which, were it made a present to us, would not be worth accepting? Our territories are already too large. The desire to annex Canada to the United States is as base an ambition as ever burned in the bosom of Alexander. What benefit will it ever be to the great body of the people, after their wealth is exhausted, and their best blood is shed in its reduction?... Canada, if annexed to the United States, will furnish offices to a set of hungry villians, grown quite too numerous for our present wide limits. And that is all the benefit we ever shall derive from it.

These remarks will have little weight with men whose interest leads them to advocate war. Thousands of lives, millions of money, the flames of cities, the tears of widows and orphans, with them are light expedients when they lead to wealth and power. But to the people who must fight, if fighting must be done—who must pay if money be wanted—who must march when the trumpet sounds, and who must die when the “battle bleeds”—to the people I appeal. To them the warning voice is lifted. From a war they are to expect nothing but expenses and suffering—expenses disproportionate to their means, and sufferings lasting as life.

In our extensive shores and numerous seaports, we know not where the enemy will strike; or more properly speaking, we know they will strike when a station is defenseless. Their fleets will hover on our coasts, and can trace our line from Maine to New Orleans in a few weeks. Gunboats cannot repel them, nor is there a fort on all our shores in which confidence can be placed. The ruin of our seaports and loss of all vessels will form an item in the list of expenses. Fortifications and garrisons numerous and strong must be added.

As to the main points of attack or defense, I shall only say that an efficient force will be necessary. A handful of men cannot run up and take Canada, in a few weeks, for mere diversion.

The conflict will be long and severe, resistance formidable, and the final result doubtful. A nation that can debar the conquerer of Europe from the sea, and resist his armies in Spain, will not surrender its provinces without a struggle. Those who advocate a British war must be perfectly aware that the whole revenue arising from all British America for the ensuing century would not repay the expenses of that war.

Source: “An Address to the People of the United States,” New York Evening Post, April 21, 1812.

38. Federalist Protest to the War of 1812, 1812 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Between 1805 and 1812, the Federalist Party was in decline. It held no more than one-third of the seats in both houses of Congress, and had no cohesive policy of its own. Opposition to the War of 1812 gave it new vigor. Renowned lawyer and orator Josiah Quincy hailed from a famous patriot family in New England. He was neither a practical nor a successful politician. Elected as a Massachusetts delegate to the U.S. House of Representatives in 1805, in 1809 Quincy called for the impeachment of the outgoing Republican president Thomas Jefferson. The measure was defeated by a vote of 117–1. Quincy became minority leader in the Congress of 1811–1812. Shortly after Congress declared war against Great Britain in June 1812, Quincy organized this protest, excerpted here, opposing the war. It was signed by 34 antiwar Federalists in the House of Representatives. The war was not popular in New England, where the Federalist Party enjoyed its strongest support. Many New England seaports greeted news of war by having church bells toll a dirge while ships’ flags flew at half-mast in mourning. In Boston, citizens hissed and threatened two prowar congressmen. In Plymouth a mob attacked another pro-war congressman. Oddly, Quincy himself decided that Federalist opposition to the war was useless and retired from Congress at the end of his term in 1812.
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... If our ills were of a nature that war would remedy, if war would compensate any of our losses or remove any of our complaints, there might be some alleviation of the suffering in the charm of the prospect. But how will war upon the land protect commerce upon the ocean? What balm has Canada for wounded honor? How are our mariners benefited by a war which exposes those who are free, without promising release to those who are impressed?

But it is said that war is demanded by honor. Is national honor a principle which thirsts after vengeance, and is appeased only by blood?... If honor demands a war with England, what opiate lulls that honor to sleep over the wrongs done us by France? On land, robberies, seizures, imprisonments, by French authority; at sea, pillage, sinkings, burnings, under French orders. These are notorious. Are they unfelt because they are French?... With full knowledge of the wrongs inflicted by the French, ought the government of this country to aid the French cause by engaging in war against the enemy of France?...

It would be some relief to our anxiety if amends were likely to be made for the weakness and wildness of the project by the prudence of the preparation. But in no aspect of this anomalous affair can we trace the great and distinctive properties of wisdom. There is seen a headlong rushing into difficulties, with little calculation about the means, and little concern about the consequences. With a navy comparatively nominal, we are about to enter into the lists against the greatest marine on the globe. With a commerce unprotected and spread over every ocean, we propose to make a profit by privateering, and for this endanger the wealth of which we are honest proprietors. An invasion is threatened of the colonies of a power which, without putting a new ship into commission, or taking another soldier into pay, can spread alarm or desolation along the extensive range of our seaboard....

The undersigned cannot refrain from asking, what are the United States to gain by this war? Will the gratification of some privateersmen compensate the nation for that sweep of our legitimate commerce by the extended marine of our enemy which this desperate act invites? Will Canada compensate the Middle states for New York; or the Western states for New Orleans?

Let us not be deceived. A war of invasion may invite a retort of invasion. When we visit the peaceable, and as to us innocent, colonies of Great Britain with the horrors of war, can we be assured that our own coast will not be visited with like horrors? At a crisis of the world such as the present, and under impressions such as these, the undersigned could not consider the war, in which the United States have in secret been precipitated, as necessary, or required by any moral duty, or any political expediency.

Source: Edwin Wiley, ed. The United States, Vol. 3 (New York: American Educational Alliance, 1909), 365–366.

39. An Act for the Safe Keeping and Accommodation of Prisoners of War, July 6, 1812

Introduction

Soon after the declaration of war against Great Britain, Congress granted the president of the United States the authority and funding to maintain or exchange prisoners of war as he saw fit. Housing and feeding prisoners was costly, so warring nations paroled or exchanged many of their prisoners. Once paroled, a prisoner promised to take

no further part in fighting the war. Treatment of prisoners of war by both nations varied widely. Common soldiers and seamen lived in squalid, crowded conditions, many dying of disease, while officers received better housing, and even some freedom to move around the neighborhood. In the Battle of Queenston, October 1812, British forces declared that 23 of their American captives were still British subjects and sent them to England to be tried for treason. (Great Britain did not recognize the right of their subjects to ever change their citizenship.) The U.S. Congress responded by giving the president the additional right to retaliate by holding a like number of prisoners of war as hostages. Mutual threats of retaliation against prisoners continued almost for the duration of the war. Not until the 20th century were prisoners of war granted protections by international agreement.
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That the President of the United States be, and he is hereby authorized to make such regulations and arrangements for the safe keeping, support and exchange of prisoners of war as he may deem expedient, until the same shall be otherwise provided for by law; and to carry this act into effect, one hundred thousand dollars be, and the same are hereby appropriated, to be paid out of any monies in the treasury not otherwise appropriated.

APPROVED, JULY 6, 1812.

Source: An Act for the Safe Keeping and Accommodation of Prisoners of War, U.S. Statutes at Large, 12 (1812): 777.

40. William Bainbridge, Letter Describing the Return of Seamen Taken from the Chesapeake, July 11, 1812

Introduction

On June 22, 1807, the British frigate Leopard intercepted the American frigate Chesapeake as it departed the Chesapeake Bay. The captain of the Leopard had orders to halt the Chesapeake and search for British deserters, and the captain of the Chesapeake refused the search. Without warning, the Leopard opened close-range fire, and the unprepared Chesapeake quickly surrendered. Three American sailors died and 16 were wounded during the

brief combat. The British boarded, removed four alleged deserters, and allowed the Chesapeake to return to port. On and off for the next four years the United States and Great Britain negotiated over the incident. On November 12, 1811, the United States accepted a British settlement offer that agreed to pay indemnities to the families of victims and to return two of the four seamen who had been impressed into British service. A third sailor had died in a Canadian hospital, and the British had hanged the fourth as a deserter from the British Navy. The American captain William Bainbridge eventually received the two surviving seamen on July 11, 1812, and held a ceremony in Boston as described in the following letter. The settlement of this issue removed a source of disagreement between the United States and Great Britain, but it came too late to prevent the outbreak of war.
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CAPTAIN WILLIAM BAINBRIDGE TO SECRETARY OF THE NAVY HAMILTON

Navy Yard Charlestown 11th July 1812

Sir:

I have the honor to inform you that the British Schooner Brim [Bream], commanded by Lieutenant [John] Simpson, arrived yesterday in this Port; as a flag of Truce from Halifax sent by Admiral [Sir Herbert] Sawyer, to return onboard the Frigate Chesapeake, John Strawhaun [Strachan], and Daniel Martin, two of the Seamen which were taken by the Leopard from the Chesapeake, This day the said Men were received in the following manner onboard the Chesapeake. viz.

The Commanding Officer of the British vessel brought them on the Quarter Deck of the Frigate—where Lt (Jesse) Wilkinson received the officer, who informed him that Admiral Sawyer had directed him to return those Seamen onboard of the Chesapeake, to which Lt Wilkin, son (by arrangement) made the following reply

“Sir I am commanded by Commodore Bainbridge, to receive those two American Seamen on t[he very deck from which they were notonly taken in time of Peace by a vessel of your Nation of Superior Force” After which the Seamen were brought aft of the Quarter Deck, where I made the following short address to them

“My Lads, I am glad to see you. From this Deck you were taken by British outrage. For your return to it you owe gratitude to the Government of your Country. Your Country now offers you, an opportunity to revenge your wrongs,

and I cannot doubt but you will be desirous of doing so on board of this very Ship. I trust the Flag that flies on board of her, will gloriously defend you,” On which three Cheers were given by a numerous crowd onboard of the Frigate and the Crews of the Gun Boats lying alongside. I afterwards politely invited the British Officer to dine with me. who Accepted with Mr Ruff the Bearer of the Dispatches onboard the vessel, for Mr. [Augustus J.] Foster the late British Minister. The Dispatches by General Dearborns permission have been forwarded by the British Agent here to Mr Foster at New York.

[ have the honor [&c,)

Wm Bainbridge

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1985), 190–191.

41. William Hull, Proclamation to Inhabitants of Canada, July 12, 1812


Introduction

General William Hull, American governor of the newly established Michigan Territory, was an experienced officer and a distinguished veteran of the American Revolution. On July 12, 1812, Hull departed his base at Detroit with his small army of about 300 regulars and 1,500 militia and invaded Canada. Many inhabitants of Canada were native-born Americans who had moved north. Hull issued the following proclamation in hopes of enlisting support from these people and reducing the likelihood that Canadian civilians would oppose his invasion. He pledged that his army would protect civilians and their property, but he also threatened to kill any white person found fighting on the side of the Indians. Angered by this threat, British general Isaac Brock promised retribution. Hull’s invasion of Canada was brief. He found it too difficult to feed his army and withdrew back to Detroit. A small number of pro-American Canadians responded to Hull’s proclamation and formed a militia cavalry force to assist him. Brock began a vigorous campaign that culminated in a brief siege of the American forces in Detroit followed by their surrender on August 16, 1812. Hull was unfairly court-martialed for this disaster, found guilty of cowardice and neglect of duty, and sentenced to be shot, the only general in American history to receive such a sentence. President James Madison approved the sentence but remitted the death penalty because of Hull’s age and prior service.
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After thirty years of peace and prosperity, the United States have been driven to arms. The injuries and aggressions, the insults and indignities of Great Britain, have once more left them no alternative but manly resistance or unconditional submission. The army under my command has invaded your country, and the standard of union now waves over the territory of Canada. To the peaceable, unoffending inhabitant, it brings neither danger nor difficulty. I come to find enemies, not to make them; I come to protect, not to injure you.

Separated by an immense ocean and an extensive wilderness from Great Britain, you have no participation in her councils, no interest in her conduct; you have felt her tyranny, you have seen her injustice, but I do not ask you to revenge the one, or to redress the other. The United States are sufficiently powerful to afford every security consistent with their rights and your expectations. I tender you the invaluable blessing of civil, political and religious liberty, and their necessary result, individual and general prosperity. That liberty which gave decision to our councils and energy to our conduct, in a struggle for independence, and which conducted us safe and triumphantly through the stormy period of the revolution. That liberty which has raised us to an elevated rank among the nations of the world, and which afforded us a greater measure of peace and security, of wealth and improvement, than ever fell to the lot of any country.

In the name of my country, and by the authority of government, I promise you protection to your persons, property and rights; remain at your homes, pursue your peaceful and customary avocations, raise not your hands against your brethren. Many of your fathers fought for the freedom and independence we now enjoy. Being children, therefore, of the same family with us, and heirs to the same heritage, the arrival of an army of friends must be hailed by you with a cordial welcome. You will be emancipated from tyranny and oppression, and restored to the dignified station of freemen. Had I any doubt of eventual success, I might ask your assistance, but I do not. I come prepared for every contingency. I have a force which will look down all opposition. And that force is but the vanguard of a much greater. If, contrary to your own interest and the just expectation of my country, you should take part in the approaching contest, you will be considered and treated as enemies, and the horrors and calamities of war will stalk before you. If the barbarous and savage policy of Great Britain be pursued, and the savages be let loose to murder our citizens, and butcher our women and children, this war will be a war of

extermination. The first stroke of the tomahwak, the first attempt with the scalping knife, will be the signal of one indiscriminate scene of desolation. No white man found fighting by the side of an Indian will be taken prisoner; instant destruction will be his lot. If the dictates of reason, duty, justice and humanity, cannot prevent the employment of a force which respects no rights, and knows no wrong, it will be prevented by a severe and relentless system of retaliation. I doubt not your courage and firmness. I will not doubt your attachment to liberty. The United States offer you peace, liberty and security—your choice lies between these and war, slavery and destruction. Choose then, but choose wisely; and may He who knows the justice of our cause, and who holds in his hands the fate of nations, guide you to a result the most compatible with your rights and interests, your peace and happiness.

Source: William Hull, Memoirs of the campaign of the North Western Army of the United States, A.D. 1812: in a series of letters addressed to the citizens of the United States, with an appendix, containing a brief sketch of the revolutionary services of the author (Boston: True & Green, 1824), 45–46.

42. Isaac Brock, Canadian Proclamation on the U.S. Declaration of War, July 22, 1812

Introduction

On July 12, 1812, General William Hull departed his base at Detroit with his small American army of regulars and militia and invaded Canada. Many of the inhabitants of Upper Canada were native-born Americans who had moved north. Hull issued a proclamation in hopes of enlisting their support and reducing the likelihood that Canadian civilians would oppose his invasion. He pledged that his army would protect civilians and their property, but he also threatened to kill any white person found fighting on the side of the Indians. Angered by this threat, British general Isaac Brock responded 10 days later with his own proclamation. Brock called for Canadians to exhibit loyalty to the British king. The “band of veterans” he refers to are American-born natives who served on the British side during the American War for Independence and then fled the United States to settle in Canada. Brock emphasized the advantages British subjects enjoy and asked for men to join the militia to help defend their way of life. Lastly, Brock addressed Hull’s threats against men serving with the Indians. Because his forces numbered only 150 regulars and 300 Canadian militia, Brock needed the 250 Indians who served with the British. Accordingly, he praised the Indians

as loyal British allies and promised retribution for any acts of “deliberate murder” by American forces.
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PROCLAMATION OF MAJOR-GENERAL BROCK

PROCLAMATION.

The unprovoked declaration of War, by the United States of America, against the United Kingdom, of Great Britain and Ireland, and its dependencies, has been followed by the actual invasion of this Province in a remote Frontier of the Western District by a detachment of the Armed Force of the United States. The Officer commanding that detachment has thought proper to invite his Majesty’s subjects not merely to a quiet and unresisting submission, but insults them with a call to seek voluntarily the protection of his Government. Without condescending to repeat the illiberal epithets bestowed in this appeal of the American Commander to the People of Upper Canada, on the Administration of his Majesty, every Inhabitant of the Province is desired to seek the confutation of such indecent slander in the review of his own particular circumstances: where is the Canadian Subject who can truly affirm to himself that he has been injured by the Government in his person, his liberty, or his property? Where is to be found in any part of the world, a growth so rapid in wealth and prosperity as this Colony exhibits,—settled not thirty years by a band of Veterans exiled from their former possessions on account of their loyalty, not a descendant of these brave people is to be found, who under the fostering liberality of their Sovereign, has not acquired a property and means of enjoyment superior to what were possessed by their ancestors. This unequalled prosperity could not have been attained by the utmost liberality of the Government or the persevering industry of the people, had not the maritime power of the mother Country secured to its Colonists a safe access to every market where the produce of their labor was in demand. The unavoidable and immediate consequence of a separation from Great Britain must be the loss of this inestimable advantage, and what is offered you in exchange? to become a territory of the United States and share with them that exclusion from the Ocean, which the policy of their present Government enforces.—you are not even flattered with a participation of their boasted independence, and it is but too obvious that once exchanged [estranged] from the powerful protection of the United Kingdom you must be reannexed to the dominion of France, from which the Provinces of Canada were wrested by the Arms of Great Britain, at a vast expense of blood and treasure, from no other motive than to relieve her ungrateful children from the oppression of a cruel neighbor: this restitution of Canada to the Empire of France was the stipulated reward for

the aid afforded to the revolted Colonies, now the United States; the debt is still due, and there can be no doubt but the pledge has been renewed as a consideration for Commercial Advantages, or rather for an expected relaxation in the Tyranny of France over the Commercial World.—Are you prepared Inhabitants of Upper Canada to become willing subjects or rather slaves to the Despot who rules the nations of Europe with a rod of Iron? If not, arise in a Body, exert your energies, co-operate cordially with the King’s regular Forces to repel the invader, and do not give cause to your children when groaning under the oppression of a foreign Master to reproach you with having too easily parted with the richest Inheritance on Earth.—a participation in the name, character and freedom of Britons. The same spirit of Justice, which will make every reasonable allowance for the unsuccessful efforts of Zeal and Loyalty, will not fail to punish the defalcation of principle; every Canadian Freeholder is by deliberate choice, bound by the most solemn Oaths to defend the Monarchy as well as his own property; to shrink from that engagement is a Treason not to be forgiven; let no man suppose that if in this unexpected struggle his Majesties Arms should be compelled to yield to an overwhelming force, that the Province will be eventually abandoned; the endeared relations of its first settlers, the intrinsic value of its Commerce and the Pretensions of its powerful rival to repossess the Canadas are pledges that no peace will be established between the United States and Great Britain and Ireland, of which the restoration of these Provinces does not make the most prominent condition. Be not dismayed at the unjustifiable threat of the Commander of the Enemies forces to refuse quarter if an Indian appear in the Ranks.—The brave bands of Natives which inhabit this Colony, were, like his Majesty’s Subjects, punished for their zeal and fidelity by the loss of their possessions in the late Colonies, and rewarded by his Majesty with lands of superior value in this Province: the Faith of the British Government has never yet been violated, they feel that the soil they inherit is to them and their posterity protected from the base Arts so frequently devised to over reach their simplicity. By what new principle are they to be prevented from defending their property? If their Warfare from being different from that of the white people is more terrific to the Enemy, let him retrace his steps—they seek him not—and cannot expect to find women and children in an invading army; but they are men, and have equal rights with all other men to defend themselves and their property when invaded, more especially when they find in the enemies Camp a ferocious and mortal foe using the same Warfare which the American Commander affects to reprobate. This inconsistent and unjustifiable threat of refusing quarter for such a cause as being found in Arms with a brother sufferer in defense of invaded rights, must be exercised with

the certain assurance of retaliation, not only in the limited operations of War in this part of the King’s Dominions but in every quarter of the globe, for the National character of Britain is not less distinguished for humanity than strict retributive Justice, which will consider the execution of this inhuman threat a deliberate murder, for which every subject of the offending power must make expiation.

ISAAC BROCK, Maj. Gen. and President

GOD SAVE THE KING.

Head Quarters Fort George 22nd July, 1812.

By order of His Honor the President J. B. Glegg, Capt. A.D.C.

Source: E. A. Cruikshank, Documents Relating to the Invasion of Canada and the Surrender of Detroit, 1812 (Ottawa: Government Printing Bureau, 1912), 81–83.

43. Isaac Brock, Address to the Canadian Legislature on the Suspension of Civil Rights During Wartime, July 29, 1812

Introduction

On July 29, 1812, British general Isaac Brock was in the midst of a campaign against General William Hull’s American forces who were based in Detroit. American forces badly outnumbered Brock’s forces. Hull’s army had entered Canada but then acted cautiously and had not moved very far from the river landing opposite Detroit. Still, Brock’s position was perilous. Only about 300 Canadian men had joined the militia to fight alongside Brock’s 150 regulars and 250 Indians. In response to Hull’s appeal for support, a small number of Canadians had formed an irregular unit to fight on the American side. Against this background the Legislative Council of Upper Canada convened. At an earlier session, Brock had asked it to suspend, for a limited time, the right of habeas corpus, but the council had declined this motion by a two-vote margin. The issue resurfaced in Brock’s opening speech to the legislature, in which he again cites the need to surrender rights in wartime to ensure the ultimate triumph of liberty. In his courteous reply to Brock, the speaker (chairman) of the council heaps praise on Brock but promises only that the council will consider the issue. In the event, British fears and American hopes that significant numbers of Canadians would help the American invaders did not materialize. These addresses demonstrate that the conduct of the War of 1812 involved complex political and social issues in addition to its purely military challenges.
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Honorable Gentlemen of the Legislative Council And Gentlemen of the House of Assembly.

The urgency of the present Crisis is the only consideration which Could have induced me to call You together at a time when Public as well as private duties elsewhere demand Your care and attention.

But Gentlemen, when invaded by an Enemy whose avowed object is the entire Conquest of this Province, the voice of Loyalty as well as of interest calls aloud to every Person in the Sphere in which he is placed, to defend his Country.

Our Militia have heard that voice and have obeyed it, they have evinced by the promptitude and Loyalty of their Conduct, that they are worthy of the King whom they serve, and of the Constitution which they enjoy; and it affords me particular Satisfaction, that while I address You as Legislators, I speak to men who in the day of danger, will be ready to assist, not only with their Counsel, but with their Arms.

We look, Gentlemen, to our Militia as well as to the Regular Forces for our protection; but I should be wanting to that important trust committed to my care, if I attempted to conceal what experience (the great instructor of Mankind, and especially of Legislators) has discovered, that amendment is necessary in our Militia Laws to render them efficient.

It is for You to Consider what further improvements they still may require.

Honorable Gentlemen of the Legislative Council, And Gentlemen of the House of Assembly—

From the history and experience of our Mother Country, we learn, that in times of actual invasion or internal Commotion, the Ordinary Course of Criminal Law has been found inadequate to secure His Majesty’s Government from private Treachery as well as from Open disaffection, and that at such times its Legislature has found it expedient to enact Laws restraining for a limited period, the liberty of Individuals in many cases where it would be dangerous to expose the particulars of the Charge; and altho’ the actual invasion of the Province might justify me in the exercise of the full powers reposed in me on such an emergency, yet it will be more agreeable to me to receive the sanction of the two Houses.

A few Traitors have already joined the Enemy; have been suffered to come into the Country with impunity, and have been harboured and Concealed in the interior; Yet the General Spirit of Loyalty which appears to pervade the Inhabitants of this Province, is such as to authorize a just expectation that their efforts to mislead and deceive, will be unavailing. The disaffected I am convinced are few—to protect and defend the Loyal Inhabitants from their machinations is an object worthy of Your most serious deliberations.

Gentlemen of the House of Assembly.

I have directed the Public Accounts of the Province to be laid before You, in as Complete a State as the unusual period will admit; they will afford You the means of ascertaining to what extent You can aid in providing for the demands occasioned by the employment of the Militia, and I doubt not but to that extent You will Cheerfully Contribute.

Honorable Gentlemen of the Legislative Council And Gentlemen of the House of Assembly.

We are engaged in awful and eventful Contest. By unanimity and despatch in our Councils, and by vigour in our Operations, we may teach the Enemy this lesson—that a Country defended by Free-men, enthusiastically devoted to the cause of their King and Constitution, can never be Conquered.

Source: E. A. Cruikshank, Documents Relating to the Invasion of Canada and the Surrender of Detroit, 1812 (Ottawa: Government Printing Bureau, 1912), 195–198.

44. Daniel Webster, The Rockingham Memorial, August 5, 1812

Introduction

The citizens of Rockingham County, New Hampshire, convened a meeting of citizens opposed to the newly declared War of 1812. Daniel Webster was a lawyer who was becoming well-known as a brilliant orator who had spoken out against the embargo and the war. At the Rockingham convention he was appointed chairman of a committee charged with drafting an antiwar letter to the president of the United States. The resulting document, originally written by Webster and revised by the committee, cites the damage done to New England commerce and downplays the importance of impressment as a reason for war. The historically pro-British, anti-French New Englanders also accuse France of fraud and deception and express their fear that the war will lead to an alliance with France, raising the specter of French troops on American soil. Daniel Webster’s antiwar speeches and writings propelled him into a national political career. He was elected to the U.S. Senate in 1813 and became one of the most distinguished senators of his time. He ran unsuccessfully for the presidency on two occasions and served as secretary of state under three presidents. Webster resumed his Senate career in the 1850s and is best known for his support of compromise in a vain attempt to avert the American Civil War.
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The Rockingham Memorial

AUGUST, 1812.

MEMORIAL TO JAMES MADISON, ESQUIRE, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

MORE than fifteen hundred of the inhabitants and free electors of the county of Rockingham in the state of New Hampshire, being assembled in an orderly and peaceable manner, according to our undoubted constitutional rights, at Brentwood, in said county, on the fifth day of August, 1812, to consult on the common good and public welfare, do now address you, with the respect due to the Chief Magistrate of the nation.

In assembling to express our opinions on the present state of our national affairs, we are influenced, not only by a wish to contribute, as far as in us lies, towards removing the evils which we feel, and averting the greater evils which we fear, but also by a sense of the duty we owe to the Supreme Executive of the nation.

The Chief Magistrate of a Government, which rests on public opinion, and which can only look for the support of its measures to the approbation of the people, has a right to be informed, distinctly and unequivocally, of the sentiments entertained by the community, concerning measures of great national importance. As one portion of the community, deeply interested in the present state of things, and solicitously concerned about their future progress, we beg leave to present to you a brief view of our sentiments and opinions.

We have witnessed, with sincere and deep regret, a system of policy pursued by the General Government, from the Embargo of 1807, to the present time, tending most obviously, in our view, to the destruction of the commerce of these states. We have not been indifferent spectators of this course of measures. Being inhabitants of the Atlantic

coast, we regard commerce, as a great and essential interest. It is not only in itself a leading pursuit, but it is most intimately blended with all our other interests and occupations. Habits, arising naturally from our local situation, and the nature of our soil and products, and now confirmed by the usage of two centuries, are not to be changed. We hold the right of judging for our selves, and have never yet delegated to any government the power of deciding for us, what pursuits and occupations, best comport with our interests, and our situation. When we assented to the National Constitution, it was among other, (but none more important) reasons, to the end that our commerce might be better protected, and the farther extended. Taught to regard our right of traversing the seas, as sacred, (and it is to us as important) as our right of tilling the ground, we have supposed that we should never be deprived of the former, but for reasons, so weighty and important, as would equally justify the prohibition of the latter. We originally saw nothing, and can now see nothing, either in the letter, or the spirit, of the national compact, which makes it our duty, to acquiesce in a system, tending to compel us to abandon our natural and accustomed pursuits. We regard the Constitution as “an instrument of preservation, not of change.” We take its intention to have been, to protect, by the strong arm of the whole nation, the interests of each particular section. It could not therefore be without alarm and apprehension, that we perceived in the General Government a disposition to embarrass and enthrall commerce by repeated restrictions, and to make war, by shutting up our own ports. Still greater was our concern, when we heard ourselves admonished, finally to retire from the seas, and “to provide for ourselves, those comforts and conveniences of life, for which it would be unwise ever more to recur to distant countries.” We do not hesitate to say, that we deem this language equally unconstitutional and arrogant; and it would be with infinite regret, mingled with other strong emotions, that we should perceive a fixed and settled resolution in the General Government, to enforce this exhortation by the authority of law, and to accumulate upon us, in the intervals of war, a ponderous and crushing system of restriction, non-importation, non-intercourse, and embargo.

The alarm excited in our minds by the favorite and long continued “Restrictive System,” is raised still higher, by the late declaration of war against Great Britain, an event which we believe, in the present defenceless circumstances of the country, will be productive of evils of incalculable magnitude.

We are not, sir, among those who feel an unmanly reluctance to the privations, or a nervous sensibility to the dangers of war. Many of us had the honor of aiding, by our humble efforts, in the establishment of our independence, and of exposing our lives, in more than one field of danger and blood, in our country s service. We are ready to meet those scenes again, whenever it can be shown that the vindication of our national honor, or the preservation of our essential rights, demands it. We shall not be more slow than others, to aspire after distinction, in any cause in which distinction would be honorable.

If we could perceive that the present war was just; if we could perceive that our rights and liberties required it; if we could perceive that no Administration, however wise, honest, or impartial, could have carried us clear of it; if we could perceive its expediency, and a reasonable hope of obtaining its professed objects; if we could perceive those things, the war would, in some measure, cease to be horrible. It would grow tolerable, in idea, as its expediency should be made manifest. Its iron and bloody features would soften, as its justice grew apparent. Give us but to see, that this war hath clear justice, necessity, and expediency on its side, and we are ready to pour out our treasure, and our blood in its prosecution.

But we are constrained to say, that we cannot, in conscience, ascribe the foregoing characteristics, to the present war. We are not, sir, the apologists of other nations, nor will our voice ever be heard, to varnish wrongs, inflicted either on the interest or honor of our native land. But we deem it necessary, to every justifiable war, not only that its justice be as plain and visible as the light of Heaven, but that its objects be distinct and clear, in order that every man may see them; that they be great, in order that every man perceive their importance; that they be probably attainable, in order that every citizen may be encouraged to contend for them. We are wholly mistaken, if the causes assigned for the present war against England will bear the test of these principles.

The impressment of our seamen, which forms the most plausible and popular of the alleged causes of war, we believe to have been the subject of great misrepresentation. We have as much sympathy as others, for those who suffer under this abuse of power. We know there are instances of this abuse. We know that native American citizens have been, in some cases, in too many cases, impressed from American merchant ships, and compelled to serve on board British ships of war. But the number of these cases has been extravagantly exaggerated. Every inquiry on the subject strengthens our conviction, that the reputed number bears little relation to the true number. We are among those, to whom instances of impressment, if they did actually exist to any considerable extent, must be known. Yet we cannot find them out.

Some of the members of this meeting have been constantly employed in commercial pursuits, and have had ships on the ocean from the Peace of 1783, until the ocean became unnavigable, as to us, by the Embargo of 1807, and yet during all that time have never suffered the loss of one native American seaman, by impressment. Other members of this meeting have, as masters of vessels, long inhabited, as it were, on the seas, and have been visited hundreds of times by British ships of war, and never had an American seaman taken from them by impressment.

The people of the neighboring Commonwealth, as we understand, have been as unable as ourselves, to discover instances of impressment, in any degree equal to the alleged numbers. It is impossible, under these circumstances, for us to believe, that the evil of impressment does exist, in the degree of enormity pretended. If so many of our seafaring fellow-citizens were actually in bondage, they must have been taken from among the inhabitants of the Atlantic coast. They would be from among our brethren, sons, relations and friends. We should be acquainted with them, and their misfortunes. We should hear the cries of their wives and children, their parents and relatives, quite as soon as our fellow-citizens of the South and the West.

It is well worthy of notice, that the greatest apparent feeling on this subject of impressments, and the greatest disposition to wage war on that account, are entertained by the representatives of those states, which have no seamen at all of their own; while those sections of the community, in which more than three-fourths of the mariners of the United States have their homes, are, by great majorities, against that war, among the professed objects of which, the release of impressed seamen forms so principal a figure.

It is well known that England pretends to no right of impressing our seamen. She insists, only, that she has a right to the service of her own subjects, in time of war, even though found serving on board the merchant ships of other nations. This claim we suppose to be neither unfounded, nor novel. It is recognized by the public law of Europe, and of the civilized world. Writers of the highest authority maintain, that the right belongs to all nations. For the same reason, say they, that the father of a family may demand the aid of his children to defend himself and his house, a nation may call home her subjects to her defence and protection, in time of war.

But if this were not so, is our nation to plunge into a ruinous war, in order to settle a question of relative right, between the government of a foreign nation and the subjects of that government? Are we to fight the battles of British seamen?

Nay more are we to espouse their cause, in opposition to the cause of our own native mariners? Shall we contend for the free and privileged admission of foreigners into our merchant service, and thereby exclude the seamen of New England from that service? Do we profess to be at war, for the support of our seamen’s rights, when we contend for a point, which, if gained, will shut them out from the most lucrative part of their employment, and “sacrifice their interest, that British and other foreign seamen may have equal privileges with themselves?”

Fatal, indeed, would it be to important interests of the navigating states, if the consequence of this war should be that the American flag shall give the American character to all who sail under it, and thus invite thousands of foreign seamen to enter into our service, and thrust aside our own native citizens.

But this evil of impressment, however great it may be, is at least not greater now, than it was in the time of Washington. That great man did not, however, deem it an evil to be remedied by war. Neither did it occur to President Adams, nor even to President Jefferson, that it would be wise or politic, for the purpose of attempting to rescue a very small portion of our seamen from captivity, to commence a war, which must inevitably, as this war will, consign ten times as many to a captivity as bad.

England has always professed a willingness to adjust this subject by amicable arrangement. She has repeatedly called on us to do our part, towards effecting such adjustment. She has reminded us of the facility we may say the falsity, with which American protections are obtained; of the frequent instances, in which Irishmen and others, that cannot speak a word of our language, are found with American protections in their pockets. She has, expressly, and officially, offered to prohibit, by severe laws, all impressments from American vessels, if the American Government would enact laws prohibiting American officers from granting protections, of certificates of citizenship to British subjects. She has also, through her Ministers, offered to restore every native seaman, that our Government could name, as being under impressment. For years preceding the Declaration of War, our Government has been, in a manner, silent on this subject. Under an expectation (which has never been broken off) of an amicable arrangement, Government seems to have ceased to make it a topic of complaint. When the arrangement was made with Mr. Erskine, the present Administration themselves did not consider any existing difficulties on the subject of impressment as insuperable obstacles to peace.

What is it, then, that hath since given to this subject a sudden and unusual importance? What is it, that hath so completely stifled the voice of the friends of the seamen, and at the same time called into action such powerful sympathies in the bosom of strangers? What is it, that hath raised the voice, beyond the western mountains, so loud and clamorous for their protection by war, while the fathers and brethren, the friends and relatives, the wives and children of these very seamen nay even the seamen themselves, deprecate this war, as the greatest calamity that could fall upon them?

The blockade, and Orders in Council, the other causes of war, bear no better examination than the subject of impressment. The blockade, now so grievous to be endured, we know was regarded, at the time it was laid, as a measure favorable to our interests. We know this, upon the express declaration of Mr. Monroe, then our Minister in England. We have his own words, that it should be regarded “in a favorable light,” and that it “promised to be highly satisfactory to our commercial interests.”

By what train of reasoning this favor is now turned into an injury, and an injury of such magnitude as to justify war, we are utterly at a loss to comprehend.

We are equally unsatisfied with the arguments used, to prove that the Decrees of France were repealed in November, 1810, and that therefore, without departing from impartial policy, we are justified in undertaking to compel England, by war, to abandon her Orders in Council. Against such supposed repeal of the French Decrees we have the express declaration of the French Government itself, as late as March, 1812, alleging that those decrees did then exist. We have also, had daily evidence of their operation, in the destruction of our property, and some members of this meeting have convictions of the existence and operation of those decrees, down to the very moment of our declaration of war; which convictions, being produced by great and repeated personal losses, in the seizures, detentions, confiscations, and burnings, under those very decrees, are not likely to be removed, by any ingenious comments on the terms of an ambiguous, deceptive, and fallacious instrument, like the Duke of Cadores letter.

But this question is now at rest. The recent appearance of the French Decree, purporting to be dated April 28, 1811, leaves no foothold for persistence and partiality longer to stand upon. That decree declares, that in consequence of measures adopted by our Government against England in March, 1811, the Decrees of Berlin and Milan shall now be considered as having ceased to operate, as against us, in November, 1810. This proves beyond contradiction, that those decrees were not repealed, at the time when our government adopted measures against England, founded on their supposed repeal.

A more singular incongruity, than is here manifest, never characterized the intercourse of nations. In March, 1811, this Government took measures against England, because France had actually repealed her decrees. Afterwards, in May, 1811, France repealed her decrees, because our government had actually taken measures against England.

The conduct of France, in relation to the repeal of her edicts, exhibits, to our view a scene of the most contemptible fraud and juggling that ever disgraced the court of any nation.

The British Orders in Council, we are informed, are now revoked. We cannot but lament, that the declaration of war was forced and hurried, as if to put us beyond the benefit of favorable events. Every attempt at postponement was ineffectual, and the question was taken, at a moment, when, perhaps, a month’s delay would have removed the principal ground of complaint, and averted the awful calamity.

As none of the complaints against England are of recent origin; as they must all have been long in the contemplation of Government, it was reasonably expected, that if Government intended war, it would have made adequate provision and preparation for that event. In this expectation we have been disappointed. The nation is totally unprepared for war. We say totally unprepared; because the degree of preparation bears no definable relation to the magnitude of the occasion, or to the greatness of the interests which are at stake.

Without mentioning the situation of our inland frontier, it is sufficient to advert to the exposed state of our sea coast, and commerce. It is unheard of, and beyond imagination strange, in our opinion, that such great and important interests as the navigation and commerce of a whole country, should be put to hazard, nay to certain loss for want of that protection, which is in the power, and which we presume to say it was the duty, of Government, to have afforded.

On the subject of naval defence, we do not feel ourselves confined to the mere language of supplication. On that topic we do not address ourselves to the favor and clemency only, of any Administration. We hold it to be our right, to demand, at the hand of the General Government, adequate protection to our lawful commerce. When the Constitution empowered the Government to build and maintain a navy,

it was not supposed, that that provision would remain inoperative parchment, and a dead letter. On the contrary, it was confidently expected that that power would be exercised, as cheerfully as the power to levy and collect taxes. We consider protection on the sea to be as solemnly guaranteed to us by the Constitution, as protection on the land; and we shall as readily assent, to a practical construction of that instrument, which deprives us of the one, as to that which deprives us of the other.

When the commercial and navigating states surrendered to the General Government the riches of their custom-houses, and thereby parted with the fairest portion of their revenue, leaving to themselves nothing to defray the expenses of their own establishments, but an unpleasant resort to direct taxation, they had a right to expect, and they did expect, from the wisdom and justice of that Government, adequate and ample means of protection and defence. They entered into the union under this full expectation. It was an expectation, raised and excited, not only by the express words of the Constitution itself, but also by the declarations and assurances of those, who recommended its adoption.

It is not disrespectful to remind you sir, that a distinguished advocate for the union of these states, urged the adoption of the Federal Constitution upon the inhabitants of the Atlantic frontier in the following manner:

“The palpable necessity of the power to provide and maintain a navy, has protected that part of the Constitution, against a spirit of censure which has spared few other parts. It must be numbered among the greatest blessings of America, that as her union will be the only source of her maritime strength, so this will be the principal source of her security against danger from abroad.

“The inhabitants of the Atlantic frontier are all of them deeply interested, in this provision for naval protection, and if they have hitherto been suffered to sleep quietly in their beds, if their property has remained safe against the predatory spirit of licentious adventurers; if their maritime towns have not yet been compelled to ransom themselves from the terrors of conflagration, by yielding to the exactions of daring and sudden invaders, these instances of good fortune are not to be ascribed to the capacities of the existing Government (in 1788.)”

The same distinguished gentleman, at a later period, gave to the people of this nation a solemn and official pledge of his sentiments on this important subject, in his station as a leading member of Congress, in the following emphatic manner.

“I consider an acquisition of maritime strength essential, to this country; should we ever be so unfortunate as to be engaged in war, what but this can defend our towns and cities upon the sea coast? or what but this can enable us to repel an invading enemy.”

May we now, sir, be permitted to ask, whether these hopes have been realized, and these assurances performed ? Has this solemn pledge been redeemed? Does the present actual administration of the Constitution comport with these principles? Is a sufficient navy provided and maintained? Is this naval protection in which the inhabitants of the Atlantic frontier are so deeply interested, afforded to them? Can they, now, sleep quietly in their beds? Is their property now safe against the licentious spirit of predatory adventurers? Are their maritime towns secure from the terrors of conflagration, or the exactions of daring and sudden invaders? We put these questions, not merely to the wisdom and policy, but to the duty and the conscience of our Government. Alas! it is notorious that we have not this navy; we are not protected; we cannot be quiet, or secure; our maritime towns are not safe against invasion and burning; our best interests are at the mercy of our enemies, and we can do nothing, but sit still, and see the fruits of thirty years of laborious industry swept away with the besom of destruction!

We are, sir, from principle and habit attached to the union of the states. But our attachment is to the substance, and not to the form. It is to the good which this union is capable of producing, and not to the evil, which is suffered unnaturally to grow out of it. If the time should ever arrive, when this union shall beholden together by nothing but the authority of law; when its incorporating, vital principle shall become extinct; when its principal exercises shall consist in acts of power and authority, not of protection and beneficence; when it shall lose the strong bond which it hath hitherto had in the public affection; and when, consequently, we shall be one, not in interest and mutual regard, but in name and form only; we, sir, shall look on that hour, as the closing scene of our country’s prosperity.

We shrink from the separation of the states, as an event fraught with incalculable evils, and it is among our strongest objections to the present course of measures, that they have, in our opinion, a very dangerous and alarming bearing on such an event. If a separation of the states ever should take place, it will be, on some occasion, when one portion of the country undertakes to control, to regulate, and to sacrifice the interest of another; when a small and heated majority in the Government, taking counsel of their passions, and not of their reason, contemptuously disregarding the interests,

and perhaps stopping the mouths, of a large and respectable minority, shall by hasty, rash, and ruinous measures, threaten to destroy essential rights; and lay waste the most important interests.

It shall be our most fervent supplication to Heaven to avert both the event and the occasion; and the Government may be assured, that the tie that binds us to the Union, will never be broken, by us.

But although we lament the present war, on all accounts, yet do we deprecate it, most of all, as we view in it, as we fear, the harbinger of French Alliance. Our apprehensions, on this head, are not unnatural. The United States, and Napoleon, emperor and king, have a common enemy, and, in some sort, a common cause. They wage war against England, for objects, in some degree, the same. There has been, really or apparently, a series of remarkable coincidences in the measures of the two Governments. Add to this the known character of the French court for intrigue, circumvention, and perfidy, and the world will judge, whether our fears are either groundless, or unwarrantable.

On the subject, of any French connection, either close, or the more remote, we have made up our minds. We will, in no event, assist in uniting the Republic of America with the military despotism of France. We will have no connection with her principles, or her power. If her armed troops, under whatever name or character, should come here, we shall regard them as enemies. No pressure, domestic or foreign, shall ever compel us to connect our interests with those of the house of Corsica; or to yoke ourselves, to the triumphal car of the conqueror and the tyrant of continental Europe. In forming this resolution, we have not been thoughtless of possible consequences. We have weighed them. We have reflected on the measures, which an adherence to this resolution might hereafter occasion. We have considered the events which may grow out of it. In the full and undisguised view of these consequences, we have formed this our resolution, and we affirm to you, sir, and to the world, that it is deep, fixed, and unchangeable.

It only remains for us, to express our conscientious convictions, that the present course of measures will prove most prejudicial and ruinous to the country, and to supplicate the government to adopt such a system as shall restore to us the blessings of peace and of commerce.

Source: Daniel Webster, The Writings and Speeches of Daniel Webster, vol. 3 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1903), 600–609.

45. William Hull, General Orders for the Surrender of Detroit, August 16, 1812

Introduction

American general William Hull served as governor of the newly established Michigan Territory. On July 12, 1812, Hull departed his base at Detroit with his small American army of about 300 regulars and 1,500 militia and crossed the river onto Canadian soil. His invasion proceeded cautiously and did not accomplish much. On August 7 Hull began to retreat back to Fort Detroit. British general Isaac Brock’s men quickly built artillery sites opposite Detroit. On August 15, five guns began to bombard the fort. On the morning of August 16, Brock led his men over the river toward Detroit. Rather than face an attack, Hull surrendered. According to the surrender terms, American militiamen were released under parole while Hull and the regulars were sent to Montreal as prisoners of war. Brock had conducted the first campaign of the War of 1812 with dash and vigor. For the Americans, the campaign had been disastrous. After his success, Brock rapidly shifted most of his forces to the Niagara frontier to confront another American invasion of Canadian soil. Hull was unfairly court-martialed for this disaster, found guilty of cowardice and neglect of duty, and sentenced to be shot, the only general in American history to receive such a sentence. President James Madison approved the sentence but remitted the death penalty because of Hull’s age and prior service in the American Revolution.
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ARTICLES OF CAPITULATION OF FORT DETROIT AND DEPENDENCIES.

Camp at Detroit, 16th Aug., 1812.

Capitulation for the surrender of Fort Detroit, entered into between Major-General Brock, commanding His Britannic Majesty’s forces, on the one part, and Brigadier General Hull commanding the North Western army of the United States, on the other part.

1st. Fort Detroit as well as with all the troops, regulars and militia, will be immediately surrendered to the British forces under the command of Major-General Brock, and will be considered prisoners of war, with the exception of such of the militia of the Michigan territory, who have not joined the army.

2d. All public stores, arms, and all public documents, including every thing else of a public nature, will be immediately given up.

3d. Private persons, and property of every description will be respected.

4th. His Excellency, Brigadier-General Hull, having expressed a desire that a detachment from the State of Ohio, on its way to join his army as well as one sent from Fort Detroit, under the command of Colonel M’ Arthur, should be included in the above capitulation, it is accordingly agreed to. It is, however, to be understood, that such part of the Ohio Militia as have not joined the army, will be permitted to return to their homes, on condition that they will not serve during the war; their arms will be delivered up if belonging to the public.

6th. The Garrison will march out at the hour of 12 o’clock this day, and the British forces will take immediate possession of the Fort.

J. Macdonell, Lieut.-Col. militia, P.A.D.C.,

J. B. Glegg, Major, A.D.C.,

James Miller, Lieut.-col. 5th T.J.S. Infantry,

E. Beush, Col. com’g 1st regt. of Michigan Militia,

Approved,

W. Hull, B. Gen’l. Com’g the N. W. Army,

Approved,

Isaac Brock, Major-General.


An article supplemental to the articles of Capitulation, concluded at Detroit, the 16th of August, 1812.

It is agreed that the Officers and soldiers of the Ohio Militia and Volunteers shall be permitted to proceed to their respective homes, on this condition, that they are not to serve during the present war, unless they are exchanged.

W. Hull, B. Gen’l. Com’g N. W. Army, U.S.

Isaac Brock, Major-General.


An article in addition to the supplemental article of the capitulation, concluded at Detroit, the 16th of August, A.D. 1812.

It is further agreed that the officers and soldiers of the Michigan Militia and Volunteers, under the command of Major Wetherell, shall be placed on the same principles as the Ohio militia and volunteers are placed by the supplemental article of the 16th instant.

W. Hull, B. Gen’l Com’g IST. W. Army, TJ.S.

Isaac Brock, Major-General.

Source: E. A. Cruikshank, Documents Relating to the Invasion of Canada and the Surrender of Detroit, 1812 (Ottawa: Government Printing Bureau, 1912), 146–147.

46. Isaac Brock, Official Dispatch No. 7, Giving a Canadian Opinion of Tecumseh, August 29, 1812 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Before the War of 1812 began, the great Shawnee leader Tecumseh set about organizing an Indian League to resist white encroachment. Although his efforts failed, Tecumseh continued to attract Indians to the British side during the opening campaigns of the War of 1812. Before the war began, British general Isaac Brock had little knowledge of the Indian way of war. Brock commanded so few troops in Upper Canada that he had no choice but to accept assistance from the Indians. The following dispatch, written after the fall of Detroit, provides his impression of Tecumseh and his assessment of how the Indians viewed the conflict between the United States and Great Britain. The key factor forming Indian attitudes was the Indian experience contending with the steady expansion of the western frontier of the United States. Regardless of American promises or the existence of formal treaties, Americans continued to move onto Indian territory. The Indians correctly perceived that, unless they resisted, they would be driven west of the Mississippi River. Brock also mentions a recent armistice between American general Henry Dearborn and British colonel Henry Procter. As Brock notes, the Indians had very little confidence that such diplomacy would benefit them. After hostilities resumed, Tecumseh died while fighting with Procter’s British at the Battle of the Thames on October 5, 1813.
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[...]

Among the Indians whom I found at Amherstburg, and who had arrived from distant parts of the Country, I found some extraordinary characters. He who attracted most my attention was a Shawnee chief, Tecumset, brother to the Prophet, who for the last two years has carried on (contrary to our remonstrances) an Active Warfare against the United States—a more sagacious or more a gallant Warrior does not I believe exist. He was the admiration of every one who conversed with him: from a life of dissipation he has not

only become, in every respect, abstemious but has likewise prevailed on all his nation and many of the other Tribes to follow his example. They appear determined to continue the contest until they obtain the Ohio for a boundary. The United States Government is accused, and I believe justly, of having corrupted a few dissolute characters whom they pretended to consider as chiefs and with whom they contracted engagements and concluded Treaties, which they have attempted to impose on the whole Indian race—Their determined opposition to such fictitious and ruinous pretensions, which if admitted would soon oblige the Indians to remove beyond the Mississippi, is the true ground of their enmity against the Americans. The jealousy with which they view the British Merchants continue their commercial intercourse with the Indians has likewise been attended with serious inconvenience. Under the difficulty the Merchant experienced few goods could be introduced into the interior, and their own measures, the operation of the non intercourse (act) precluded even their own people from furnishing the Indians with Clothing of the first necessity. The consequence has been fatal to many—Deprived of ammunition the poor Indian was unable to provide the necessary quantity of food or even cover his nakedness with the skins of animals. The Armistice concluded between His Excellency, Lt. Gen. Sir George Prevost and General Dearborne, has suspended all active operations—However wise and politic the measure must be admitted to be, the Indians, who cannot enter into our views will naturally feel disheartened and suspicious of our intentions. Should hostilities recommence I much fear, the influence the British possess over them will be found diminished: no effort however of mine shall be wanting to keep them attached to our cause. If the condition of this people could be considered in any future negotiation for peace, it would attach them to us for ever. The reinforcements lately arrived from the Lower Province places this portion of the country beyond the likelihood of an attack. The enemy must increase his present force considerably before he can hazard an Invasion with a view of keeping possession of the country

Source: E. A. Cruikshank, Documents Relating to the Invasion of Canada and the Surrender of Detroit, 1812 (Ottawa: Government Printing Bureau, 1912), 192–193.

47. Jane Stinger, Letter Requesting Her Husband’s Discharge from the U.S. Navy, August 31, 1812

Introduction

After the American Revolution, the army and navy had dwindled to a few hundred men. The new nation had been reluctant to establish a standing army, fearing that such an army might seize power. In 1792, the Militia Act required states to enroll all able-bodied white men between the ages of 18 and 45. The state militia were poorly organized, equipped, and trained and had limited terms of service; some refused to serve beyond their own state borders. In 1812, the U.S. Army had only 7,000 men scattered along the American coast and inland, where they served as garrisons along the western frontier. As war approached, Congress authorized an expansion of the army to 35,000 men. Attempts to enact a national military draft failed, so the armed forces had to recruit volunteers to fight the War of 1812. Early enthusiasm for the war dissipated, so volunteers were not plentiful, and the U.S. armed forces failed to reach their authorized strength. Several states instituted a draft but were still unable to field sufficient troops. Some recruiters resorted to underhanded means to attract recruits. In this letter, a distressed wife pleads with the secretary of the Navy to release her husband from the Marines, arguing that he was encouraged to enlist while drunk. She offers to hire a substitute, a historically well-established practice that remained prevalent through the Civil War.
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PETITION OF JANE STINGER TO SECRETARY OF THE NAVY HAMILTON

The Petition of Jane Stinger respectfully sheweth;

That on the 25th instant, the husband of your Petitioner Daniel Stinger, a Baker by trade, enlisted in the City of Philadelphia, as a Marine in the service of the United States. that at the time he enlisted he was so much under the influence of liquor as to be incapable of knowing what he did. that the enlisting officer took advantage of his intoxication when he persuaded him to enlist and that he had not recovered from the effects of the liquor when he took the Oath before the magistrate. That your Petitioner by the enlistment of her husband is left with two small children without possessing means to provide for their support and maintenance, and that her distress is greatly increased by reason of expences lately incurred by a severe illness from which her husband has been but recently recovered. That your Petitioner will willingly sacrifice a part of her furniture with w[h]it[c]h to procure the means of providing

a substitute in the place of her husband. Your Petitioner therefore respectfully requests you will be pleased to direct the commanding officer on the station to discharge her Husband from the term of his enlistment upon her procuring a substitute in his place. And your Petitioner as in duty bound will ever pray.

Jane Stinger

Philadelphia

August 31 1812.

We the Subscribers do Certify to the Honourable the Secretary of the Navy that he will greatly relieve a distressed Family by complying with the request of the Petitioner.

John Barker

John Dennis

Tench Coxe

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1985), 261.

48. George Washington Parke Custis, An Address Occasioned by the Death of General Lingan; Who Was Murdered by the Mob at Baltimore, September 1, 1812

Introduction

The New England states, stronghold of the Federalist party, opposed the War of 1812. When war was declared on Great Britain, feelings in other states ran high against those who had opposed it. Baltimore, Maryland, was a center of anti-British, pro-war sentiment. Angered at the presence in their midst of a Federalist newspaper that published antiwar views, pro-war residents of Baltimore rioted on several occasions, attacked people they believed to oppose the war, and wrecked the newspaper’s offices. Pro-war city officials condemned the violence but did not intervene. On July 27, 1812, a mob attacked and savagely beat the paper’s editors and left them for dead. One of the victims, the aged Revolutionary War general James Lingan, died the next day of his injuries. George Washington Parke Custis, adopted son of George Washington, was a stirring orator. In this memorial address he rightly decries the depths to which the citizens of Baltimore had fallen. Not only did the mob murder a war hero who had fought for independence but they also trampled on the freedom of the press enshrined

in the Constitution. Public outrage over the brutality of the killing gained some sympathy for the antiwar position, but it was the string of early military defeats that caused early support for the war to melt away.
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ADDRESS.

Shall the stranger, my friends, attempt to speak your Hero’s praise?—1 never fed at his board, I never drank of his cup, nor did the cheering smile of welcome ever meet me at his hospitable threshold. Then sure no motives of partiality can influence the sentiments which I am about to utter, in behalf of one, whom I never knew. Yet as the brave man Who fought the battles of my country’s liberty, is to be the subject of my praise; as the illustrious citizen, who died in defence of one of the dearest rights which freemen can boast, is to be the Hero of my tale I can only say, my friends, that were my powers commensurate with my zeal, I would hope on this day to do honor to his memory.

By what standard of patriotism shall We try your Lingan?—Shall we try him by the standard of modern PATRIOTS; MUSHROOMS of YESTERDAY, who have grown up from the soil, first fattened by the blood of Heroes; or rather shall we try him by the illustrious standard of ‘Seventy Six?—Look to the mighty period which “tried men’s souls;”—look into the embattled ranks of liberty’s host, and there will you find your LINGAN!—Witness the dreadful combat of Long Island, where the famous Maryland Regiment, after bearing the brunt of the day, were nearly annihilated and cut to pieces—again behold him at the storming of Fort Washington, and then you may change the scene. You have yet only viewed your friend, the gallant soldier in the tented field.—You must now behold him the wretched prisoner in the dungeons of the Prison Ship!—There, while listening to the groans of expiring humanity; there, while beholding his brave brethren dying by inches in all the horrors of captivity and. want, well might your LINGAN say—Sweet oh my country! should be thy liberties, when they are purchased at this monstrous price!

Yes, my friends, of that very Prison Ship was your LINGAN a sufferer, which, even at this late time of day, excites the warmest sensibilities in the American bosom. You have seen our brethren perform a pious pilgrimage to the spot where the victims were laid—you have seen them rake up the bones which six and thirty years had bleached, and inter them with all the pomp and solemnity of woe—Aye, and I trust that my country will yet find a tear to hallow the memory of the brave old man, who died in defence of one of the dearest rights those immortal sufferings have procured!

When the war had ended, your LINGAN retired to the shades of domestic life; happy in the conscientious reflection, that his services and sufferings had contributed to rear the temple of national freedom, to found the glorious empire of laws.—There, in the relatives duties, of a father, a master, a neighbor and a friend, was the gallant veteran most nobly distinguished. Say ye who best can tell, was he not the kind indulgent parent? the good husband? the faithful friend? the upright honorable man? “If there be any one in this assembly who will deny this praise, now let him speak, for him have I offended,” and if it were further necessary to inquire into the merits of this excellent man, know that they were stamped with a seal, which bore the name of WASHINGTON!—Yes, my friends, your LINGAN and your WILLIAMS were each appointed, in the early formation of the government, to offices of honor and trust by that immortal chief, whose unerring judgment was never deceived, if the Soldier was the object—Williams did I say? the gallant Williams of Guildford and the Eutaws? Peace be to his ashes! Happy that he is gone! for sure it would have rent his manly heart, to have witnessed The melancholy end of his old brother soldier!

It has been said by some, my friends, and supposed by others, that the venerable Lingan was induced to engage in the enterprise which terminated his life, by the arts and intrigues of designing men, contrary to the dictates of his better judgment.—In the face of his family, his country and the world, I deny the fact!! No, my friends, the whole heart of the veteran was in this thing and it was, because he had seen the laws of his country prostrated at the feet of tyrannic power, and the liberty of the press violated and usurped:—And when he saw a band of youth prepare to defend their rights, or perish in the breach, the soul of the veteran rejoiced,—“I admire these gallant boys,” he said, “their heroic ardor reminds me of my other days—I will join their gallant calling—age and experience will be useful to temper their valor, to moderate their zeal, to direct their energies. I will be the Nestor to the young Achilles.”

When, after a brave defence, our brethren had laid down their arms, and submitted to the constituted authorities of their country, mercy and generosity should have been shewn to submission. They are the privileges of the brave in every age and condition of society.

Who were these prisoners?—Were they the rakings of kennels; were their shoes yet new, since they landed on our shores? or were they sons of the sires, who had fought the battes, and labored in the councils of their country’s glory; yeomen of our land, who had grown up with the growth and strengthened with the strength of liberty? Their cause

was holy. They knew they had done no wrong—for people of America know, that when the laws of a community can no longer protect the citizen, the great law of Nature commands him to protect himself!—Yet, that the ends of justice might be subserved—that their accusers might obtain the full measure of justice denied to them; these gallant heroes consented to be carried, like malefactors, to the Prison House!—There they received the most solemn assurance, which honor and religion could give, of perfect safety and protection. Who will then believe, that in a few short hours, the asylum of justice; the asylum in which even the condemned criminal is safe; should be converted into the chamber of death!

Hide, hide my country, thy diminished head! Thou, an empire of laws, and yet this monstrous outrage within thy bosom! Thou, the seat of justice, and yet the asylum of justice, profaned with innocent blood! The weeping genius of my country seeks to draw a veil before the dreadful scene, but an higher Power commands that no veil shall screen this work of darkness from the light of Truth!

The Murder of Prisoners!!—Why, ‘tis abhorrent to Nature—My soul sickens at the thought. Sure such hideous sin was once foreign to the American character!—Say, ye grey-headed men, veterans of liberty, and fathers of my country, when was the time, during our arduous struggle, that the soldier of freedom stained his laurels with his prisoners’ blood! While storming the redoubts at York Town, the cry of the soldiers was, “Remember New London” yet, no sooner had the foe submitted, than mercy, Divine MERCY, sat triumphant on my country’s colors—Aye, my friends, Ha
m
ilton and Laurens commanded then!

The Murder of Prisoners!!!—Even sanguinary France now cowers to our superior genius in iniquity—She is no longer supreme in sin. If we contemplate the tremendous scenes of her revolution, they appear but as Christmas-gambols to this hellish tragedy, for the state of society is decidedly different.—
There the tiger had long been confined within the bars of oppression. For centuries had he gnawed his galling chain and thirsted for the blood of his oppressors; but Here, in the mild land of liberty, in a wise and good government, whose laws provide the punishment of crimes, what indeed must be that injury which requires an extra vengeance!

The Mur
der of Prisoners!!!—It is true, Napoleon, the chosen monster of crime, first set this horrid example at Jaffa; but even under his authority, the poor victims met a speedy and merciful death!—The battalion, which was

drawn up against them, soon put a period to their sufferings, by an immediate passport to eternity.

The Murder  of Prisoners!!—When, even when the Indian Savage a prisoner takes, if he promises him protection, the poor captive is safe.—Nay, go further—Look to the Arab robber of the Desert. When he meets the wandering pilgrim in the sands, if he conducts him within his tent, the robber will die at his door in defence of his guest!—Such are the examples of mercy, fidelity and honor which adorn even the savage life; and yet, my countrymen, it has been left to the enlightened Republic of America, to shew more horrid examples of cruelty, then ever distinguished the Inquisition or the rack.

Let us attend the venerable LINGAN in the last moments of his life.—When he found the inevitable fate which awaited him, that fortitude which had distinguished the gallant veteran in the direful fields of the revolution, while fighting for the liberties of his country, did not desert him in the closing hour of his life. And yet, sure he thought, that if Americans were his foes, the sight of his venerable figure, bent with age, must touch their hearts! Ah, LINGAN! thou hast indeed survived thy country’s better days. There was a time, when thy venerable presence would have arrested the falling dagger, had it been grasped by an American hand! What did I say?—Sure there was a time, when a thousand sabers would have gleamed, to defend the grey head of an aged soldier, sinking at the feet of an assassin! Alas! those days are gone!—The glory of my country hath sunk into the grave of her chief!

Attend the closing scene. The old man falls beneath their blows;—yet feebly raising his wounded head, on which three score winters had shed their snows, he appeals to his murderers—“Spare the old man, whose years are few to live. Spare the father, whose orphans will want! Spare the old soldier, whose faithful services, and whose hard sufferings have earned his country’s liberties! Spare!!!”—Here, as if it were necessary to cap the climax of horror, to render the catastrophe of Hell complete—know, Americans, that JAMES LINGAN, the soldier of your WASHINGTON, the patriot, the hero, and the friend; the man of charity who felt for others’ woes; the noble example to youth; the man of virtue, religion and honor; died, died under the appellation of a Tory.

Are there men in this Assembly who can feel?—Now let them feel!

Oh, Maryland! Would that the waters of thy Chesapeake could wash this foul stain from thy character!—Oh
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yland! Would that the recording angel, who carries thy black deed to Heaven’s chancery on high, could drop a tear upon it, and blot it out forever! But no! A voice cries from the tomb of the brave. It rises to the God of Nature and Humanity, and demands a vengeance on the murderer’.

And are there no young men in Montgomery, who will go and redeem the remains of their venerable friend, and give them the rites of sepulture near his own house. Sure it would soothe the widow’s sorrowing heart—Sure it would soothe the orphans’ woes!—Then go, perform the pious task, and the applause of all good men speed you on your way!—Mark well my words—’Tis not that I would sharpen your swords to vengeance—vengeance belongs to the laws; but I would open your hearts to gratitude—gratitude belongs to man!

Shade of the venerable LINGAN! Farewell! Accept the feeble tribute of a stranger’s praise; although thy Sun hath sunk in the horizon, still its last parting gleam sheds a benign lustre on thy fame. The laurel that covers thy hoary head, old man! shall ever bloom with youthful verdure! Thy illustrious services in liberty’s cause shall rear for thee a cenotaph in each freeman’s bosom, while thy endearing virtues will cause the ready tear of affection to freshen the turf on thy humble grave !

Soldier of my Country! Defender of her Liberties—FAREWELL!

Permit me, my friends, to offer you a few remarks, touching this present state of our republic. People of America! The Liberty of the Press is one of the noblest rights a freeman can boast. When the right of opinion, the liberty of speech, and the liberty of the press, are prostrated at the feet of lawless power, the citadel of freedom must soon surrender. Yes, my friends, and that power which destroys these attributes of liberty, is the pioneer which precedes the march of despotism!

I well remember the good old Federal times, when the father of his country, blest with his virtues our rising Empire. Then was the majesty of the laws supreme; then was the Liberty of the Press inviolate; and sure, if ever there was a time, when its licentiousness required a curb, it was, when its slanders were aimed at the reputation of the First of Men! The modern Archimedes of malice and ambition had upreared his mighty engines of calumny, to assail our Chieftain’s virtue! But the great, the godlike WASHINGTON, had only to oppose the Ægis of his integrity, and their shafts fell harmless to the ground! Yes,

People of America! and wretched indeed is that man’s cause, which cannot be defended by his integrity !

Why are federalists a persecuted race? Must they leave their Egypt, and under the conduct of another Moses, seek a new Canaan? Can they boast of no virtues, no services, to entitle them to the joys of Liberty’s Land? Who reared the Temple of National Freedom? Who kindled the sacred flame on its altars? Whose virtues, whose services, have contributed to nourish that flame? Go! untie the Scroll of Fame!—Peruse the list of American Worthies, and tell me if any Federalists are there! Go to the hard fought fields of the Revolution—kneel on their sacred earth, which tells no lies, and ask her, if on the memorable days, when we fought for Liberty, no Federal Blood moistened her bosom? Nay, persecuted as we are, perhaps at this moment some Gallant Sailor climbs the shattered mast to nail the flag of my Country to its stump—My life on it, that Fellow is a Federalist.—Perhaps some gallant Soldier may yet scale the Heights of Abraham, to wreathe Liberty’s standard around Montgomery’s tomb—I tell you the first foot, which presses that classic ground, will be a Federalists. Forever live the glorious name our WASHINGTON bore!—Forever let his example inspire his children!

The spirit of Federalism rises from the tomb of Mount Vernon—and when my country shall bend under the storms of adversity, the children of Washington will show “their generous nature.”

When the storms of adversity shall rock Liberty’s temple to its base, the Sampson of Federalism will grasp the pillars, and in his expiring struggles, will perish with Liberty, in Liberty’s ruins.

Yes, Americans! the power which made you great and free, independent and happy, still opens its arms to receive the prodigal returned—When my country shall have been deeply stricken by misfortune, may she—grown wise by her experience—determine to restore the age of Washington—to render the last of Republics Immortal!

Did I speak of the age of Washington! the golden age of my country? when peace, prosperity and protection blessed our land!—Great is the contrast now—Attend me, friends, to a Federalist’s house in 1812: I open you the door, and that too of a man who can look his country in the face, and say, I have been thy benefactor; near the cradle of my sleeping child stands the musket and bayonet; near the pillow of my innocent wife the sharpened sabre!—and why? Because I will enjoy the right of opinion, the freedom of
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speech, and the liberty of the press—these sacred privileges I inhaled with my first breath, and will only lose them with my last. When my Parent was perishing at York-Town, he bequeathed this invaluable legacy to his child, and damned be the man who would relinquish the rights obtained by a parent’s sufferings!!—Oh, WASHINGTON! discerning man; well indeed didst thou foresee thy country’s fallen destiny! As a parent didst thou warn thy children of the precipice to which they were approaching? Yes, as thy country’s guardian angel didst thou stand on the brink, and point to the abyss below—Thy sun has sunk in the west, but may its last parting gleam still serve to light us in our darksome course, till the sun of another Washington shall arise, and give to America a glorious day!

Weep not, my brethren, that our Chief is gone. Dry up your tears; and thank the Author of Divine Mercies for having so long preserved our Benefactor for our happiness—and at last only to have taken him from us when the degeneracy of his country had began to sorrow his declining years—Methinks I hear his mighty spirit sigh in the breeze—Methinks I see his venerated form enshrined in glory!—his opened arms receive the Shade of LINGAN!—listen to his mighty words: “Well done, thou good and faithful soldier, who twice hath bled in Liberty’s cause; enter into the joys reserved for the brave!”

My task is almost done—Thanks to you, friends, for your patient attention. The tear which fills the furrow in the veteran’s cheek, the sympathy of age, youth and beauty, Oh Lingan! speak thy best eulogium!

This great, this immortal day, will proudly shine in Freedom’s annals—and while the prayers of the wise, the virtuous, and the brave ascend to the Throne of Grace to hallow our Hero’s memory, go tell your children that their lives belong to the liberties of their country!

My task is done—Think me not an intruder here—I could not bear to see the remains of the veteran Soldier sink dishonored and neglected to the grave—I could not let the man, who had earned the liberties which I enjoy, want the poor tribute of my services to speak his praise. Such as they are, most freely have they been exerted in his cause: would that they had been better, they still should have been his.

I never felt the grasp of his friendly hand; I never sat under the shade of his hospitality—but I should disgrace the illustrious name I bear—I should disgrace my breeding at Mount Vernon, should I omit to speak the praise of virtue, and venerate the memory of the Brave!

Source: George Washington Parke Custis, An Address Occasioned by the Death of General Lingan; Who Was Murdered by the Mob at Baltimore (Boston: Bradford & Read, 1812).

49. James R. Dacres, Letter Describing the Capture of the Guerriere by the Constitution, September 7, 1812

Introduction

When the War of 1812 began, the Royal Navy enjoyed two enormous advantages: it vastly outnumbered the U.S. Navy, with 124 ships of the line against none and 116 frigates against 9 American frigates; and it had a long tradition of victory earned by its repeated victories over the French. News that on August 19, 1812, the American frigate Constitution defeated the British frigate Guerriere, commanded by Captain James R. Dacres, shocked both the British naval establishment and the British public. In less than 30 minutes the Constitution battered the Guerriere into a complete wreck, shattering her hull and knocking down all three of her masts. The Guerriere suffered 79 casualties while the Constitution suffered only 14. In the British public’s mind, all frigates were of roughly equal strength. For them, it was unimaginable that the Royal Navy could lose a “fair” fight between two frigates. In fact, the Constitution was a much superior ship. It was a “heavy” frigate, built to outgun any enemy frigate it encountered and sail away from any more powerful enemy ship. The Constitution‘s victory was one of the few bright spots for the Americans during the first year of war. Captain Dacres’s report to his superior, Vice Admiral Herbert Sawyer, follows. It was written while Dacres was a prisoner of war in Boston. Captain Isaac Hull of the victorious Constitution was the nephew of General William Hull, who had ignominiously surrendered at Detroit.
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CAPTAIN JAMES R. DACRES. R.N., to

VICE ADMIRAL HERBERT SAWYER, R.N.

Boston 7th September 1812

Sir,

I am sorry to inform you of the Capture of His Majesty’s late Ship Guerriere by the American Frigate Constitution after a severe action on the 19th of August in Latitude 40.20 N and Longitude 55.00 West At 2 PM being Mr. Madison’s War and Perpetual War

by the Wind on the starboard Tack, we saw a Sail on our Weather Beam, bearing down on us. At 3 made her out to be a Man of War beat to Quarters and prepar’d for Action. At 4, She closing fast wore to prevent her raking us. At 4.10 hoisted our Colours and fired several shot at her. At 4.20 She hoisted her Colours and return’d our fire. Wore several times, to avoid bring raked. Exchanging broadsides. At 5 She clos’d on our Starboard Beam, both keeping up a heavy fire and steering free, his intention being evidently to cross our bow. At 5.20, our Mizen Mast went over the starboard quarter and brought the Ship up in the Wind. The Enemy then plac’d himself on our larboard Bow, raking us, a few only of our bow Guns bearing and his Grape and Riflemen sweeping our Deck. At 5.40, the Ship not answering her helm, he attempted to lay up on board at this time. Mr [Samuel] Grant who commanded the Forecastle was carried below badly wounded. I immediately order’d the Marines and Boarders from the Main Deck: the Master was at this time shot thro the knee, and I received a severe wound in the back. Lieutenant [Bartholomew] Kent was leading on the Boarders, when the Ship coming too, we brought some of our bow guns to bear on her and had got clear of our opponent when at 6.20 our Fore and Main Masts went over the side, leaving the Ship a perfect unmanageable Wreck. The Enemy shooting a head, I was in hopes to clear the Wreck and get the Ship under Command to renew the Action but just as we had c1ear’d the Wreck our Spritsail yard went and the Enemy having rove new Braces &c. wore round within Pistol Shot to rake us, The Ship laying in the trough of the Sea and rolling her Main Deck Guns under Water and all attempts to get her before the Wind being fruitless, when calling my few remaining officers together, they were all of opinion that any further resistance would be a needless waste of lives. I order’d, though reluctantly, the Colours to be struck. The loss of the Ship is to be ascribed to the early fall of the mizen Mast which enabled our Opponent to choose his position. I am sorry to say we suffered severely in killed and wounded and mostly whilst she lay on our Bow from her Grape and Muskctry; in all, 15 kill’d and 63 wounded,. many of them severely: none of the Wounded Officers quitted the Deck till the firing ceas’d.

The Frigate prov’d to be the United States Constitution, of thirty 24 Pounders on her main Deck and twenty-four 32 Pounders and two 18 Pounders on her upper Deck and 476 men. Her loss in comparison with ours was trifling, about twenty; The first Lieutenant of Marines and eight killed and first Lieutenant and Master of the Ship and eleven Men wounded; Her lower mast badly wounded; and stern much shattered and very much cut up about the Rigging.

The Guerriere was so cut up, that all attempts to get her in would have been useless. As soon as the wounded were got out of her they set her on fire, and I feel it my duty to state that the conduct of Captain Hull and his Officers to our Men has been that of a brave Enemy; the greatest care taken to prevent Our Men losing the smallest triffle, and the greatest attention being paid to the wounded who through the attention and skill of Mr. [John] Irving., Surgeon, I hope will do well.

I hope though success has not crown’d our efforts, you will not think it presumptuous in me to say the greatest Credit is due to the Officers and Ship’s Company for their exertions, particularly when exposed to the heavy raking fire of the Enemy. I feel particularly obliged for the exertions of Lieutenant Kent who though wounded early by a Splinter continued to assist me; in the second Lieutenant the Service has suffered a severe loss: Mr [Robert] Scott, the Master, though wounded, was particularly attentive and used every exertion in clearing the Wreck as did the Warrant Officers. Lieutenant [William] Nicoll of the Royal Marines and his party supported the honorable Character of their Corps, and they suffered severely. I must particularly recommend Mr [ William] Snow, Masters Mate, who commanded tile foremost Main Deck guns in the absence of Lieutenant [John] Pullman and the whole after the fall of Lieutenant [Henry] Ready, to your protection, he having serv’d his time and received a severe contusion from a Splinter. I must point out Mr [John] Garby, Acting Purser, to your notice, who volunteered his Services on Deck and commanded the after quarter Deck Guns and was particularly active as well as Mr. [John W. ] Bannister, Midshipman who has passed.

I hope, in considering the circumstances, you will think the Ship entrusted to my charge was properly defended: the unfortunate loss of our Masts, the absence of the third lieutenant, second Lieutenant of Marines, three Midshipmen, and twenty-four Men considerably weakened our Crew, and we only muster’d at Quarters 244 Men and 19 Boys on coming into action. The Enemy had such an advantage from his Marines and Riflemen, when close and his superior sailing enabled him to choose his distance. I enclose herewith a List of killed and wounded on board the Guerriere and have the Honor to be Sir,

Your most obedient &c, Vice Admiral Sawyer

Commander in Chief &c &c &c Halifax

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1985), 243–245.
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50. James Lynch, Letter to the U.S. Secretary of the Navy Offering to Sell Iron, September 25, 1812

Introduction

In 1812, most of the border between Canada and the United States ran through heavily wooded country with few or no roads. In contrast to the lands along the border, the Great Lakes provided an open avenue for men and material to move rapidly. Both American and British strategists recognized that naval control of the Great Lakes conferred a huge advantage. It took warships to control the lakes. When the war began, neither side had more than a handful of warships serving on the lakes. Consequently, both sides entered the race to build and fit out ships capable of fighting for control of the Great Lakes. The following letter was written by an ambitious American businessman, James Lynch, to the U.S. secretary of the Navy, Paul Hamilton. In 1812, Rome, New York, was connected to the town of Buffalo, New York, by a decent river road. Buffalo, in turn, was the main U.S. naval base on Lake Ontario. Horses could haul loaded wagons along this road and deliver supplies, including iron, to the naval base. Lynch operated a small company that supplied forged iron, an essential ingredient in both naval armament (cannon and cannon balls) and ship construction (iron fittings and iron nails held together a ship’s wooden parts). Secretary Hamilton responded favorably to Lynch’s offer by instructing a navy buyer to work out a contract with Lynch “on the best terms in your power.”
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JAMES L LYNCH TO SECRETARY OF THE NAVY HAMILTON

Rome Septr 25 1812

Sir,

Being informed that there will probably be occasion for a considerable quantity of iron ballest; &. cannon Shot fur the navy on Lake Ontario: we take the liberty of suggesting to you that we have a furnace near this Village in full operation & calculated to supply a large quantity at Short notice upon terms as reasonable perhaps moreso than any other furnace except Mr. [Joshua] Forman’s at Onondago, which being situated upon the navigation as well as ours is upon equal terms. We can deliver Shot at Sacketts harbor or Oswego as may be required.

We have addressed ourselves upon this subject to Captn Chauncey & have not as yet recd an answer. If There should be any department to which it more peculiarly belongs we would esteem it a favor to be informed by you & will be

glad to receive any Communication which you may please to make thro Captn Chauncey or otherwise & are Sir.

The Oneida Iron Manufag Co. by

James Lynch

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1985), 318.

51. Stephen Van Rensselaer, Excerpts from the Official U.S. Report and Letter About the Action at Queenston, October 14 and 20, 1812

Introduction

A major general in the New York State militia, Stephen Van Rensselaer commanded American forces along the Niagara frontier at the start of the War of 1812. Van Rensselaer came from a prominent New York family but had no military training. His orders required him to cross the Niagara River into Canada with the objective of cutting the main road linking Lake Ontario and Lake Erie. Van Rensselaer commanded a force of about 2,600 militia and almost 3,000 regulars. He devised an ambitious plan to cross the river at Queenston with part of his force while another part moved by boat along the shore of Lake Ontario to capture the British Fort George. On the morning of October 14, 1812, American forces began crossing the river in an effort to capture Queenston. Both the American regulars and the militia were inexperienced in war. Opposing them along the Niagara River were some 2,000 British commanded by the gifted General Isaac Brock. However, at first only about 300 British troops defended Queenston. Brock rushed reinforcements to oppose the American landing on Canadian soil and led his available forces in an impetuous attack. An American rifleman shot and killed Brock. The American regulars continued to cross the river and expand the bridgehead. However, back on the American shore, the militia refused to leave their home soil. Van Rensselaer ordered a retreat. The British captured almost 1,000 Americans, but Brock’s death removed from the British side a skilled and dynamic leader. Van Rensselaer’s official report and his resignation are excerpted here.
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Major-General Stephen Van Rensselaer to Hon. Wm. Bustis, Secretary of War.

Headquarters, Lewiston, Oct. 14th, 1812.

Sir,—As the movements of the army under my command, since I last had the honor to address you on the 8th, have been of a very important character, producing consequences serious to many individuals, establishing facts actually connected with the interest of the service and the safety of the army, and as I stand prominently responsible for some of these consequences, I beg leave to explain to you, Sir, and through you to my country, the situation and circumstances in which I have had to act, and the reasons and motives which governed me, and if the result is not all that might have been wished, it is such that when the whole ground shall be viewed I shall cheerfully submit myself to the judgment of my country.

In my letter of the 8th instant, I apprised you that the crisis in this campaign was rapidly advancing and that (to repeat the same) “the blow must soon be struck or all the toil and expense of the campaign will go for nothing, for the whole will be tinged with dishonor.”

Under such impressions, I had on the 5th instant written to Brigadier General Smyth of the United States forces, requesting an interview with him, Major-General Hall and the commandants of regiments, for the purpose of conferring upon the subject of future operations. I wrote Major-General Hall to the same purport. On the 11th [I] had received no answer from General Smyth, but in a note to me General Hall mentioned that General Smyth had not yet then agreed upon any day for the consultation.

In the meantime the partial success of Lieutenant Elliott at Black Rock (of which, however, I have received no official information) began to excite a strong disposition in the troops to act. This was expressed to me through various channels, in the shape of an alternative, that they must have orders to act or at all hazards they would go home. I forbear here commenting upon the obvious consequences to me personally of longer withholding my orders under such circumstances.

I had a conference with———as to the possibility of getting some person to pass over into Canada and obtain correct information. On the morning of the 4th he wrote to me that he had procured his man, who bore his letter to go over. Instructions were given him; he passed over and obtained such information as warranted an immediate attack. This was communicated to several of my first officers and produced great zeal to act; more especially as it might have a controlling influence upon the movement at Detroit, where it was supposed General Brock had gone with all the force he dared spare from the Niagara frontier. The best preparations in my power were therefore made

to dislodge the enemy from the heights of Queenston and possess ourselves of the village, where the troops might be sheltered from the distressing inclemency of the weather.

Lieut.-Colonel Fenwick’s flying artillery and a detachment of regular troops, under his command were ordered to be up in season from Fort Niagara. Orders were also sent to General Smyth to send down from Buffalo such detachment of his brigade as existing circumstances in that vicinity might warrant. The attack was to be made at 3 o’clock on the evening of the 11th by crossing over in boats from the old ferry opposite the heights. To avoid any embarrassment in crossing the river (which is here a sheet of violent eddies) experienced boatmen were procured to take the boats from the landing below to the place of embarkation. Lieutenant Sim was considered the man of the greatest skill for this service; he went ahead and in the extreme darkness passed the intended place far up the river, fastened his boat to the shore, and abandoned the detachment. In this front boat he had carried nearly all the oars which were prepared for the boats. In this agonizing dilemma stood officers and men, whose ardor had not been cooled by exposure through the night to one of the most tremendous north-east storms, which continued unabated for 28 hours and deluged the whole camp. Colonel Van Rensselaer was to have commanded the detachment.

After this result I had hoped that the patience of the troops would have continued until I could submit the plan suggested in my letter of the 8th, that I might act under and in conformity to the opinion which might be then expressed. But my hope was idle; the previously excited ardor seemed to have gained new heat from the recent miscarriage; the brave men were mortified to stop short of their object, and the timid thought laurels half-won by the attempt.

On the morning of the 12th, such was the pressure upon me from all quarters that I became satisfied that my refusal to act might involve me in suspicion and the service in disgrace.

Lieut.-Colonel Christie, who had just arrived at the Four Mile Creek and had late in the night of the 1st [11th ?] contemplated an attack, gallantly offered me his own and his men’s services, but he got my permission too late. He now again came forward, had a conference with Colonel Van Rensselaer and begged that he might have the honor of a command in the expedition. The arrangement was made. Colonel Van Rensselaer was to command one column of 300 militia, and Lieut.-Colonel Christie a column of the same number of regular troops.

Every precaution was now adopted as to boats and the most confidential and experienced men to manage them. At an early hour in the night Lieut.-Colonel Christie marched his detachment by the rear road from Niagara to the camp. At 7 in the evening Lieut.-Colonel Stranahan’s regiment moved from Niagara Falls; at 8 o’clock Mead’s, and at 9 Lieut.-Colonel Bloom’s marched from the same place. All were in camp in good season. Agreeably to my orders issued upon this occasion, the two columns were to pass over together. As soon as the heights should be carried Lieut.-Colonel Fenwick’s flying artillery was to pass over, then Major Mullany’s detachment of regulars and the other troops to follow in order.

Colonel Van Rensselaer with great presence of mind ordered his officers to proceed with rapidity and storm the fort. This service was gallantly performed and the enemy driven down the hill in every direction. Soon after this both parties were considerably reinforced, and the conflict was renewed in various places. Many of the enemy took shelter behind a stone guard-house, where a piece of artillery was now briskly served. I ordered the fire of our battery to be directed upon the guard-house, and it was so effectually done that with eight or ten shot the fire was silenced. The enemy then retreated behind a large stone house, but in a short time the rout became general and the enemy’s fire was silenced except from a one-gun battery so far down the river as to be out of the reach of our heavy ordnance, and our light pieces could not silence it. A number of boats now passed over unannoyed, except by the one unsilenced gun. For some time after I had passed over the victory seemed complete, but in expectation of further attacks I was taking measures for fortifying my camp immediately. The direction of this service I committed to Lieutenant Totten of the Engineers. But very soon the enemy were reinforced by a detachment of several hundred Indians from Chippawa. They commenced a furious attack, but were promptly met and routed by the rifle and bayonet. By this time I perceived my troops were embarking very slowly. I passed immediately over to accelerate their movements, but to my utter astonishment I found that at the very moment when complete victory was in our hands the ardor of the unengaged troops had entirely subsided. I rode in all directions; urged the men by every consideration to pass over, but in vain. Lieut. Colonel Bloom, who had been wounded in action, returned, mounted his horse and rode through the camp, as did also Judge Peck, who happened to be here, exhorting the companies to proceed, but all in vain.

At this time a large reinforcement from Fort George was discovered coming up the river. As the battery on the hill was considered an important check against their ascending

the heights, measures were immediately taken to send them a fresh supply of ammunition as I learnt there were only left twenty shot for the Impounders. The reinforcements, however, obliqued from the road and formed a junction with the Indians in the rear of the heights. Finding, to my infinite mortification, that no reinforcement would pass over; seeing that another severe conflict must soon commence, and knowing that the brave men at the heights were quite exhausted and nearly out of ammunition, all I could do was to send them a fresh supply of cartridges. At this critical moment I despatched a note to General Wadsworth, acquainting him with our situation, leaving the course to be pursued much to his own judgment, with the assurance that if he thought best to retreat I would endeavor to send as many boats as I could command, and cover his retreat by every fire I could safely make. But the boats were dispersed; many of the boatmen had fled panic-struck, and but few got off. My note, however, could but little more than have reached General W[adsworth] about 4 o’clock, when a most severe and obstinate conflict commenced and continued for about half an hour, with a tremendous fire of cannon, flying artillery and musketry. The enemy succeeded in repossessing their battery and gaining advantage on every side. The brave men who had gained the victory, being exhausted of strength and ammunition, and grieved at the unpardonable neglect of their fellow soldiers, gave up the conflict.

I can only add that the victory was really won, but lost for the want of a small reinforcement; one-third part of the idle men might have saved all.

[...]

Major-General Van Rensselaer to Major-General Dearborn.

Buffalo, 20th October, 1812.

Sir,—My extreme mortification at surrendering a victory which had been gallantly won and which I had ample force to have retained, and my disgust at the cause which changed triumph into defeat, has induced me to resign the immediate command of all the troops on the straights to General Smyth, subject to my order.

After the evidence furnished me, that the great body of the militia could not in the most trying imaginable crisis be prevailed upon to cross the river, it was very evident that my future services would avail nothing. I have therefore retired from Lewiston to this place, where I shall wait your orders, and have to request your permission that I may surrender my command and return home.

It is impossible for me to furnish you with a precise account of the loss in killed and wounded in the late action. The aggregate of my information would probably warrant the following statement as nearly correct: Killed 60, wounded 170, of the regulars 386 and of militia 378 are prisoners, as appears by Colonel Winder’s statement. (He was the officer sent over.)

By a cartel which I have concluded with Major-General Sheaffe through Colonel Winder, the militia have been paroled and returned.

Since I left Lewiston General Smyth has agreed with Major General Sheaffe to a cessation of hostilities until either party shall terminate it by thirty hours notice.

In my last I mentioned that General Brock was among the slain and his aide-de-camp mortally wounded. They were both interred in the same grave.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1812, Vol. 1 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1896), 79–82, 143–144.

52. Three Condolence Letters on the Death of General Isaac Brock at Queenston, October 16 and November 12, 1812

Introduction

Military officers in the War of 1812 served in an era that held strong notions of honor while retaining some aspects of chivalry. A sense of honor and chivalry formed the basis for an exchange of letters between American general Stephen Van Rensselaer and British general Roger Hale Sheaffe after the Battle of Queenston. Van Rensselaer commanded the American forces along the Niagara frontier who had attempted to cross the Niagara River at Queenston on the morning of October 14, 1812. Opposing them along the Niagara River were some 2,000 British commanded by the gifted General Isaac Brock. At first only about 300 British troops defended Queenston, but Brock rushed reinforcements to oppose the Americans and led his available forces in an impetuous attack. An American rifleman shot and killed Brock. The American regulars continued to cross the river and expand the bridgehead. However, back on the American shore, the militia refused to leave their home

soil. More British reinforcements arrived, and as pressure built, including aggressive attacks by Indians who fought on the British side, Van Rensselaer ordered a retreat. The battle was a humiliating defeat for the Americans. As the first two letters show, to honor Brock.s death the two sides arranged a temporary cessation of hostilities. The third letter shows how a different culture, the Indians of the Six Nations, who were allied with the British, honored Brock.s death.
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From Van Rensselaer at Lewiston to Shaeffe at Fort George,

Head-Quarters, Lewiston,

Oct. 16th, 1812.

Sir,—

I have this moment had the honour to receive your two letters of the present date. I most cheerfully agree to extend the cessation of hostilities for a time amply sufficient to discharge all duties of humanity to the brave who are wounded, or prisoners; and the just tribute of respect to the gallant dead. For these purposes I agree to the further cessation of hostilities, until 4 o.clock of the afternoon of the 19th instant.

I shall order a salute for the funeral of General Brock to be fired here, and at Fort Niagara, this afternoon.

You will please to accept, sir, the grateful acknowledgements of Col. Van Rensslelaer and myself, for your kind offer of anything in your power which might contribute to his comfort. I do not know that he is at present destitute of any thing essential.

As of this, sir, is probably the last communication I shall have the honour to make to you from this station, I avail myself of the opportunity to tender you the assurance of my great esteem and consideration.

From Sheaffe at Fort George to Van Rensselaer at Lewiston.

Fort George, 16th Oct., 1812

Sir,—

I feel too strongly the generous tribute which you propose to pay to my departed friend and chief, to be able to express the sense I entertain of it. Noble-minded as he was, so would he have done himself.

I have directed the prolongation of the armistice until four o’clock in the afternoon of the 19th instant, to be communicated along this line.

I feel a perfect confidence, sir, that nothing will be omitted on your part to ensure a strict execution of the agreement respecting the militia officers and men, as well as any others not yet exchanged, who are released from their captivity.

Allow me, sir, to express a hope that the time is not far distant when the restoration of peace and amity between our respective countries, may afford me an opportunity of assuring you, personally, of the respect and esteem with which I have the honour to be, sir,

Your most obedient and devoted servant,

R.H. Sheaffe,

Maj. General, &c.

[Endorsement] Council of Condolence Fort George,

6th Nov. 1812

At a General Council of Condolence held at the Council house Fort George 6th November 1812 with the Six Nations, Hurons Chippawas, Potawatamies &.

Present. William Claus Esq Dep Sup General

Captain Norton

Captain J.B. Rousseaux and several other Officers of the Indian Departm.

Koseaneyonti, Little Cayouga Chief Speaker

BROTHER, The Americans have long threatened to strike us, and in the beginning of the Summer they declared War against us, and lately they commenced Hostility by invading the country at Queenstown in this contest which with the help of God terminated in our favor your much lamented Commander General Brock his Aid de Camp Colonel M. Donell and several Warriors have fallen.

BROTHER, We therefore now seeing you darkened with Grief your eyes dim with Tears, and your throat stops with the force of your affliction. With these strings of Wampum we wipe away your Tears, that you may view clearly the surrounding objects, we clear the passage in your throat that you may have free utterance for your thoughts, and we wipe clean from Blood the place of your abode, that you may sit there in comfort without having renewed the remembrance of your loss by the remaining stains of blood.

8 Strings White Wampum

BROTHER, That the remains of your late beloved friend and commander General Brock shall receive no injury we cover it with this Belt of Wampum, which we do from the grateful sensations which his friendship towards us continually inspired, as also in conformity to the Customs of our Ancestors, and we now express with the Unanimous voice of the Chiefs, and Warriors of our respective Bands the great respect in which we hold his memory, and the sorrow and deep regret with which his loss has filled our hearts. Although he has taken his departure for a better abode,

where his Many Virtues will be rewarded by the Great dispenser of good who has led us on the Road to Victory.

A large White Belt

BROTHER. We now address the Successor of our Departed friend to express the confidence we feel that his heart is warmed with similar sentiments of affection and regard towards us. We also assure him of our readiness to support him to the last, and therefore take the liberty to exhort him to speak strong to all his people to co-operate with vigor and trusting in the powerful Arm of God not to doubt of Victory.

Although our numbers are small yet counting him on our side who ever decides on the day of Battle we look for Victor whenever we shall come in contact with our Enemy.

[...]

Source: William Wood, ed., Select British Documents of the Canadian War of 1812, Vol. 1 (Toronto: Champlain Society, 1920), 626–627, 636–637.

53. Nathan Heald, Report on the Fort Dearborn Massacre, October 23, 1812 [Excerpt]

Introduction

When the War of 1812 began, the U.S. Army had small garrisons manning stockaded forts along the western frontier. These forts served as both trading posts and symbols of the country’s territorial claims. One such place was Fort Dearborn (on the site of modern Chicago). General William Hull, the American governor of the newly established Michigan Territory, dispatched a frontiersman named William Wells to Fort Dearborn to order the garrison to withdraw to Fort Wayne (in modern Indiana). The garrison’s commander, Captain Nathan Heald, began his retreat on August 15, 1812. Wells and 15 Miami Indian scouts led the way, followed by Heald with 55 regulars, 39 civilians (including women and children), and a rear guard of 15 more Miami scouts. A party of presumably friendly Pottawatomi Indians initially escorted the column. However, British traders and Tecumseh’s agents had convinced the Pottawatomis to turn on the Americans. An overwhelming number of Indians ambushed the column, capturing or killing all of the Americans and then burning down Fort Dearborn. The Indians tortured many of the prisoners and reportedly murdered William Wells, cut out his heart, and

ate it in the presence of the surviving prisoners. Because he was an officer, and therefore valuable, Heald survived. Apparently only about 18 other Americans survived captivity. Captain Heald’s report of what became known as the Fort Dearborn Massacre is excerpted here.

Primary Source

CAPTAIN HEALD TO THE SECRETARY OF WAR.

Pittsburg, Oct. 23, 1812.

On the 9th of August last, I received orders from general Hull to evacuate the post, and proceed with my command to Detroit by land, leaving it at my discretion to dispose of the public property as I thought proper. The neighboring Indians got the information as early as I did, and came in from all quarters in order to receive the goods in the factory store, which they understood were to be given them. On the 13th, captain Wells, of Fort Wayne, arrived with about 30 Miamies, for the purpose of escorting us in, by the request of general Hull. On the 14th I delivered all the goods in the factory store, and a considerable quantity of provisions which we could not take away with us. The surplus arms and ammunition I thought proper to destroy, fearing they would make bad use of it if put into their possession. I also destroyed all the liquor on hand soon after they began to collect. The collection was unusually large for that place, but they conducted (themselves) with the strictest propriety till after I left the fort. On the 15th, at nine in the morning we commenced our march; part of the Miamies were detached in front, and the remainder in our rear, as guards, under the direction of captain Wells. The situation of the country rendered it necessary for us to take the beach, with the lake on our left, and a high sand bank on our right, at about 100 yards distance. We had proceeded about a mile and a half, when it was discovered the Indians were prepared to attack us from behind the bank. I immediately marched up with the company to the top of the bank, when the action commenced; after firing one round, we charged and the Indians gave way in front and joined those on our flanks. In about 15 minutes they got possession of all our horses, provisions, and baggage of every description, and finding the Miamies did not assist us, I drew off the few men I had left, and took possession of a small elevation in the open prairies, out of shot of the bank or any other cover. The Indians did not follow me, but assembled in a body on the top of the bank, and, after some consultation among themselves, made signs for me to approach them. I advanced towards them alone, and was met by one of the Potawatamie chiefs, called the Black Bird, with an interpreter. After shaking hands, he requested me to surrender, promising to spare the lives of all the prisoners. On a few moments consideration I concluded it would be most

prudent to comply with his request, although I did not put entire confidence in his promise.

After delivering up our arms we were taken back to their encampment near the fort, and distributed among the different tribes. The next morning they set fire to the fort and left the place, taking the prisoners with them.—Their number of warriors was between four and five hundred, mostly of the Potawatamie nation, and their loss, from the best information I could get, was about 15. Our strength was 54 regulars and 12 militia, out of which 26 regulars and all the militia were killed in the action, with two women and twelve children. Ensign George Roman and Dr. Isaac D. Van Voorhis of my company, with Captain Wells, of Fort Wayne, are, to my great sorrow, numbered among the dead. Lieutenant Linai D. T. Helm, with 25 non-commissioned officers and privates, and 11 women and children, were prisoners when we separated. Mrs. Heald and myself were taken to the mouth of the river St. Joseph, and both being badly wounded, were permitted to reside with Mr. Burnett, an Indian trader. In a few days after our arrival there, the Indians all went off to take Fort Wayne, and in their absence I engaged a Frenchman to take us to Michillimackinac by water, when I gave myself up as a prisoner of war, with one of my Sergeants. The commanding officer, Captain Roberts, offered me every assistance in his power to render our situation comfortable while we remained there, and to enable us to proceed on our journey. To him I gave my parole of honour, and came on to Detroit, and reported myself to Colonel Procter, who gave us a passage to Buffaloe; from that place I came by way of Presque Isle and arrived here yesterday.

Source: E. A. Cruikshank, Documents Relating to the Invasion of Canada and the Surrender of Detroit, 1812 (Ottawa: Government Printing Bureau, 1912), 225–227.

54. The Reverend John Black, “Ode to the Sons of Britain and America,” November 1, 1812

Introduction

The American declaration of war against Great Britain in 1812 stunned the British, who were fully occupied fighting France under Napoleon. Originally published in a British magazine (The Monthly Magazine, November 1812), this poem demonstrates that some Britons joined antiwar Americans in deploring the decision to go to war with one another in 1812. Like antiwar Americans, they

decried the disruption of international trade and the resulting damage to commercial interests. The Reverend John Black (1753–1813) was born in Scotland and spent his adult life as a country clergyman in England. He enjoyed a modest reputation for his poetry and had a number of poems published. Most newspapers and magazines of the era regularly featured poetry, and poetry was a popular and accessible means of expression and social and political commentary. British opposition to the War of 1812 owed much to the fact that the country and its economy were already overstretched by the long war with France. Also like Americans, many Britons considered France to be the true enemy. In fact, the vast majority of British war poetry focused on the Napoleonic Wars.

Primary Source

Ode,

To the Sons of Britain and America

“The Rev. John Black”

The Monthly Magazine, XXXIV (November 1, 1812), p. 329

Occasioned by the Commencement of Hostilities;

By the Rev. John Black, Woodbridge.

Sons of Columbia, sheathe the sword!

And Britain stay thy vengeful hand!

What profit can dire War afford?

Why thus with hostile banners stand?

Let Passions swelling wave subside,

And Reason rule instead of Pride.

 

Ah! think, if War spread wide his flame,

 What thousands in the strife must die—

How few behind them leave a name,

 Yet tears for each fill some fond eye!

Think of the widows heavy sighs,

And the poor orphans melting cries!

But should not these soft sorrows move,

 And headlong Anger shout “To arms!”

And fierce Defiance long to prove,

 His might amidst the fields alarms;

And Hate and Ire inflame each host,

And cannon thunder round the coast.

Yet will not Interests voice prevail?

 Reflect, how Commerce must decline,

The loom stand still, and Want assail

 The many that must starving pine;

And burdens weigh each nation down,

And wild Despair with fury frown.

Ye brothers are: both Freedom prize;

 And in one language worship Heavn:

Why then Religions voice despise,

 By hellish Hatred madly drivn?

Let Reason and Religion reign,

And Wars grim dogs once more enchain!

Encroach not on each others right,

Let Justice lift aloft her scale!

Ye both are brave—both provd in fight—

 Oppressive Wrong cannot prevail;

Then throw those gleaming arms aside,

As peace the plough and shuttle guide!

Source: The Analectic Magazine, Vol. 1 (1813), 277–278.

55. John Lowell, Antiwar Pamphlets: Mr. Madison’s War and Perpetual War, 1812 [Excerpts]

Introduction

John Lowell (1769–1840), a Harvard-educated Massachusetts lawyer and supporter of the Federalist party, was also a prolific writer of political pamphlets. New England Federalists decried the War of the 1812 and the embargo that preceded it because they did incalculable damage to commerce. Mr. Madison’s War, perhaps Lowell’s best-known publication, openly questions the president’s stated reasons for declaring war on Great Britain. Even in the extended title of the pamphlet, he calls the war “offensive and ruinous” and a “dreadful calamity.” Lowell asserts that Madison exaggerated British offenses in his rush to justify the war, and that the British have the right to impress seamen. He argues that citizens have a right—even a moral obligation—to protest against an unjust war and urges them to use their votes to show their disapproval. The pamphlet concludes that the French manipulated the United States into declaring war. In Perpetual War, published six months later, Lowell again lays all blame for the war at Madison’s door. He airs his suspicions that Madison is trying to build a large standing army in order to police the American population. John Lowell was brother to another more famous American, Francis Cabot Lowell, who founded a textile mill in 1814, and whose name was given to the factory town Lowell, Massachusetts.

Primary Source

From Mr. Madison’s War

INTRODUCTION

AFTER the following pages were put to press, most interesting information was received from Europe, which, as it serves to illustrate, and confirm the opinions of the writer,

as it will put to the test the sincerity of our administration, as it will enable us to decide, whether the real object of the present war is to protect the commercial rights and interests of the United States, or to promote the views of France, and in systematic co-operation with her; and as this intelligence more especially and distinctly proves, that the Berlin and Milan decrees were not repealed, at the time when they were professed to be, but that their repeal, if it has yet taken effect, was only the result of our “common measures adopted against the common enemy,” as M. Turreau justly characterized them, we trust we shall be excused for devoting a few pages to the examination of this recent intelligence and of its bearing upon the existing situation and policy of the United States.

Sometime in the month of May last (1812) Bonaparte published a decree purporting to bear date April 28, 1811, in which reciting, as its Sole cause, that “Congress had by their act of March 2, 1811, declared that British ships and merchandize should be interdicted an entry into the ports of the U. States,” and reciting further, “that the aforesaid law of Congress is an act of resistance to the British Orders in Council,” he proceeds to decree, that “the Berlin and Milan Decrees Are definitively (from the first of November last) considered as no longer in force as far as respects American vessels” The phraseology is indeed curious—there are no words of repeal or revocation—but it is simply declared, that the decrees are considered as no longer in force so far as respects American vessels. Notwithstanding this his Majesty may seize their cargoes and condemn them with a much smaller violation of his imperial word than we have sometimes seen.

Various, numerous and important are the thoughts to which this singular ex post facto decree gives rife, and if some of them bear hard on our administration, who have just entered into an avowed co-operation and concert with France, they are indebted to their new ally for these reflections, and not to us.

The first and most obvious inquiry is, was this decree really passed in April, 1811, though not promulgated till May, 1812? or is this a decree antedated to promote any political and sinister views?

If bona fide issued on the day of its date, why was it withheld from our minister, Mr. Russel, who was during the months of May and June, 1811, urging the French government to give some substantial proof of the repeal of the French decrees? Why Was It kept back from the nation which upon the face of it was the only one affected by it? In June, 1811, Mr. Russel informed the French minister, that he kept the John Adams in waiting solely that (he might carry out to the United States something that might satisfy our people that the decrees were repealed. Yet on the 14th of July; all he could obtain was the release of two vessels which, did not come under their operation, but of five others captured after November, 1810, and coming within the decrees, not one of them was then, or has been yet released.

Mr. Barlow soon after arrived in France, a man better suited than Mr. Russel to conduct a negotiation in which the United States were to yield their independence to France. He also in very suppliant strains from August, 1811, to February, 1812, urged the Emperor to furnish some proof of the repeal of the Berlin and Milan decrees. Yet his Imperial Majesty did not recall this, or did not see fit to furnish the simplest and best possible answer, his pretended decree of April, 1811.

If that decree had been furnished, Britain probably would have long since repealed her orders in council, and this disastrous war might have been avoided. If that decree had been promulgated the courts of France, Naples and Holland would have restored the numerous vessels captured or seized under the Berlin and Milan decrees, and without that decree they could riot do it. For Gen Armstrong declared in one of his letters, that the council of prizes stated to him that they could take no other evidence of the repeal of the decrees, than a solemn imperial edict which should annul them. Why then, was this evidence withheld? We shall give our own suggestions as to the reasons presently. We had not then promised to enter into the war

But we ask further, why if the decrees were repealed so far as respects Americans, his Majesty in person condemned the Catharine, Ockington, owned by John Parker, Esq. of Bolton, and others; and four other ships and cargoes taken in the Baltick, under pretence of having been boarded by British cruisers, or being laden with the produce of enemies colonies, in September, 1811, five months after the date of the pretended decree of repeal?

Again, if the decrees were repealed in April, 1811, why, if not communicated to us, who were specially interested, and to the world, were they kept in the Emperor’s cabinet till 1812, and not communicated either to his court or his Minister of Marine, when the event to which they referred happened in March, 1811? Why did Feretier’s squadron which sailed in January, 1812, nine months afterwards, fail under the repealed decrees? Why were they ordered to capture, sink, burn and destroy every American-vessel

which had traded to an enemy’s port? Why was the brig owned by the Messrs. Curtis’s of Boston, destroyed by that squadron, and a dozen others, whose losses have been paid by our underwriters? Why did the Emperor in his official speech to his senate, lately referred to by Mr. Foster, as late as March last, still declare them to be the fundamental laws of his empire? How could they be repealed, and yet in force? There was no other nation but America, on whom they would operate, and yet he declared them last March, the laws of his empire.

In short, this measure may be considered the Climax of French injustice and intrigue. While their decrees which operate against us are instantly promulgated, and have sometimes a retrospective tendency, this pretended favorable decree is confined to the Emperor’s breast for thirteen months; or rather, as we shall presently show, the price given for it was an assurance of a declaration of war, and it was ante-dated to cover the honour of one of the high contracting parties.

But this is the narrowest and most favourable view of this strange transaction. There are lights in which it ought to be considered which bear as hard upon our administration as they do upon France.

Bonaparte announces as the sole ground of his pretended repeal that our act of March 2, 1811, was a resistance of the orders in council. But it will be remembered that the sole ostensible, and the only plausible, though unjust ground of our act of March, 1811, was the previous revocation of the French decrees, on the first of November, 1810.

So then we have this extraordinary state of the case.

Congress in May, 1810, passed a law pretended to be impartial, which provided that the non intercourse act should cease as to the nation which should repeal its decrees, and that it should operate on the other which would fail to so to do.

Mr. Madison declared the French decrees repealed in November, 1810, and Congress in pursuance of its pledge to France, and supposing the decrees repealed in November, 1811, passed the non importation act of March 1811, operating only against Great Britain, and therefore in effect making war upon her alone.

France, regardless of the character or consistency of our administration, now declares that her decrees were not repealed until April 28, 1811, and then insultingly tells

them that it is only in consequence of our act of March 2, 1811, which act was passed as is professed only in consequence of the supposed and alleged previous repeal of the Berlin and Milan decrees in November, preceding. In any other view, that act would have been a shameful example of partiality.

Thus it seems that in addition to the bitter pill of war, we are compelled to swallow this most nauseous and disgusting dose—we are to admit that our retaliation upon France was first withdrawn, before she would consent to repeal her decrees, and Mr. Madison declared to the world that her decrees were repealed, which she now says were not repealed until after we adopted what she decided, that is, measures of resistance against her enemy’s orders, which were second in point of date, and merely retaliatory.

If this is not a triumph of France over our pride, our honour, our character, our justice, our interest, and our liberties, I confess I do not know what acts could amount to such a triumph.

We have now taken one view, and not a very honourable one either to France or our own administration, of this news. From this examination it will appear to every man not wedded to France or to party views—

1st. That the French decrees were never in fact repealed until this very last month of May, when the repeal was issued. The well known execution of them by French officers and by the emperor in person, renders the pretence of repeal, only an insult on our understandings.

2d. That the ante-dating the repeal was intended to screen our administration; but the pride of France overcame her desire to save Mr. Madison. She did not choose to have it appear in the face of Europe, that she repealed her decrees without a quid pro quo—without a salvo for her own honour.

She, therefore, alleges on the face of this repeal, that our resistance to Britain was the sole moving cause; while we found our resistance of Britain upon the previous repeal of her decrees. How these anachronisms, or contradictions of dates, are to be reconciled, we leave to the Gallo-American chronologists to explain.

But there is a more serious, light in which this topick must be reviewed, and if the declaration of war aroused our fears and excited our jealousies, surely this event of the coincident, and late, and reluctant, and strange repeal of the

French decrees is not calculated to quiet or allay them. If France could have foreseen that before her repeal of the Berlin and Milan decrees could reach America, war would be declared by Mr. Madison against Great Britain—If a copy of his war message, and an assurance of his determination to engage in war, could have been transmitted by the Wasp, which is now in France; why, every man will perceive that Bonaparte might very safely repeal his Berlin and Milan decrees—because those decrees only forbade our trade with England, and a war between us and her would do that much more effectually. Now we do not say that this was the case; but we do say that it would not be more extraordinary than Mr. Madison’s conduct in the case we have just considered, in declaring the French decrees repealed six months before our common master now says they were ever pretended so to be.

But there is a collateral fact which puts this question, in my opinion, at rest. Mr. Barlow did tell an American gentleman in Paris, in May last, thirty days before the declaration of war in this country, that war was, or would be declared immediately by America against Great-Britain; and advised him to register his Concerns accordingly; and that gentleman did write to his friends in Salem to take measures for his exchange in case he should be taken prisoner on his return. This look serious!! How did Mr. Barlow, in France, know this fact last May, when we private citizens had no suspicion of it, in this country? The answer will be found in our succeeding pages—by the lame means by which Armstrong, in France, predicted the Embargo, sixty days before, if Was proposed here—by a secret understanding between our administration and that of France. There is an end then to this mystery. The decrees which were to be fundamental laws of the empire expire. Why? Has the emperor’s purpose changed? No—America having declared war at his order, there is no longer any nation on whom they can operate. Who ever doubted that they would be repealed as to us when we should declare war against England and we find them so admirably well timed as to reach this country amidst the roar of cannon and in the horrors of war.

But there are one or two other still more interesting questions arising out of the late intelligence. What will be the conduct of Great-Britain in consequence of this queer sort of ex post facto repeal of the French Decrees; this declaration, that they have been repealed during the last year, when they have been much more effectually enforced than at first? Will she consider this repeal; (coupled as it is with the declaration every moment falsified by the fact, that they have been so repealed for thirteen months back) will she consider such a nominal repeal, which amounts to nothing

more than the previous declaration of the emperor as coming within the pledge she has made to repeal her orders? Can this be called a practical repeal in 1811, when the ships burnt by Feretier are still smoking?

If she should so consider it, and should repeal her orders in council, will it change the measures of our government? Will it give us peace? or will our administration still insist on other claims and resist any offers of accommodation?

These are important questions—they are in the lips of every man, and it may not be considered impertinent to say a word or two upon each of them. This may serve to shew that the question of the orders in council has not lost all its interest, even if they should be repealed. Besides they may be revived again in case we should dare to make peace without the consent of France, for France would in that case revive her decrees with more rigor, and Great-Britain would probably again retaliate on her enemy

In the first place then, if Great-Britain should repeal her orders upon this nominal, ex post facto declaration of France, it would be a proof of her strict attention to her promises. It must be recollected, that this measure, should it take place, will only be the result of her own sense and justice, and her regard to her engagements, and not the effect of our hostile measures which could not have been known in Great-Britain.

It will be a signal proof of her desire to preserve peace with this Country, and of her disposition to restore freedom of trade to an enslaved, and humiliated world—But she may not think that a decree of France of so extraordinary a nature, so retrospective in its operation, and which assigns on the face of it, a reason so insulting to her and to us; that is, that America had resisted her retaliating orders, and for that proof of loyalty was entitled to indulgence, sufficient to warrant the repeal of the orders in council. If she should hesitate upon this ground, what would our administration say? If the friends of the Prince Regent now restored to power, if the very men who have opposed the Orders in Council, and whose speeches have been republished here with so much praise by the friends of our administration, should see through the thin veil with which this transaction is covered, if they should say, “that although opposed to the orders in council yet when we see it avowed on the face of the repeal of the French decrees, that they are repealed merely because America resisted our orders in council, our honour forbids our acquiescing in such signal injustice,” what would our administration say? What ought all honest men to say? Ought they not to say this is a shameful

intrigue with France and does not in the smallest degree vary the merits of the original question, as to the decrees of France and orders of Britain?

But suppose a ministry not pledged to support the orders in council, but avowedly opposed to them, should, as it is possible they may overlook the insulting reasons assigned by France for the late, the very late repeal of her decrees, should bona fide and absolutely rescind the orders in council Would our cabinet instantly propose or assent to peace? It could not be said that war is now undertaken, and we must in honour contend for our other smaller pretensions, because in the supposed case, Britain will have withdrawn her orders before she knew of the war.

Shall we then continue at war to maintain our doctrine as to impressments, and to force Britain to give up her system of partial blockades? If we do, then it will be manifest, that we go to war for points which Mr. Madison himself in his arrangement with Mr. Erskine did not include, and which he thereby declared he thought were not violations of our neutral rights. In short, then it will be manifest, that the war is undertaken not for our interests, but for those of France.

AN INQUIRY, &c.

I HAVE been in my early days honored by my fellow citizens with the office of a representative in the legislator of my native State, a State dear to me by early associations by having been the place of my nativity, by containing the ashes of my reverend ancestors through six successive generations, by possessing within its bosom all the fruits of my own and their industry, and upon the prosperity of which State my children, yet in their infancy, depend for their hopes of future success. These solemn considerations have created an attachment to it, which neither the frowns of men in power, nor the temporary, and I hope remediable misfortunes, into which our rulers are about to plunge in, can essentially weaken or impair. The oath administered to me in my capacity of a legislator, was, “that the State of Massachusetts, is and of right ought to be, free, sovereign, and independent State”—and this solemn oath, taken before an assembled people, and in the presence of the Supreme Being, I consider a sacred pledge that I will defend, uphold, and maintain the rights and interests of the State against all hostile attempts whatsoever. To me, it is a matter of indifference, whether the attack upon these right proceeds directly and openly from the great usurper an common enemy of all civilized States, or whether the same be made through the partiality or the mistakes of the men whom a majority of our citizens have unfortunately elevated to ill-deserved power.

It is my object in the following remarks to shew, that whether the influence of France, directly or indirectly applied, or whether the mistaken policy of our administration, without such influence, has occasioned our difficulties, the measures lately adopted by a small majority of our national rulers are not only without reasonable justification, and destructive of our best interests and dearest rights, but are a misapplication of the powers entrusted to them; and therefore it belongs to us, the people, to decide whether such measures deserve our approbation and support, or whether they will justify us in a temperate but firm and decided opposition—Whether, in short, the evils, which are certain and inevitable from a support of the present policy, are not infinitely greater in extent than any which we could possibly incur by a constitutional and resolute resistance. Let not the timid be alarmed at the outset, by the idea of open resistance, of insurrection, of unjustifiable opposition. I contemplate no such measures. I have in view only those constitutional principles which the usages of our ancestors, both in Great-Britain and in this country, and their successful example, have sanctioned. I ask only for the application of the principles of Mr. Locke, and for the imitation of the example of those great men who have gone before us, in cases of smaller pressure, and of less importance to the vital interests of their country.

Having made these general observations, I shall state the particular order of my remarks, which will be,

First, a candid examination of Mr. Madison’s manifesto to Congress, which impelled that body reluctantly to the declaration of an offensive war against Great-Britain.

Under this head, I shall consider the various allegations of Mr. Madison against Great-Britain, and I shall shew, that the charges are greatly exaggerated, and that they might all of them—without exception, have been healed and adjusted, if the administration of our country had been disposed so to do—that these causes of complaint have not only been suffered to fester and spread, but that they have been irritated in complaisance or at least in conformity with the expectations and wishes of France.

Secondly, I shall consider the expediency of the war, both upon the supposition of its being successful and unsuccessful.

Thirdly, I shall contend, that if the administration have contemplated a war against Great-Britain, for several months past, (and no new cause of irritation exists against her which has not existed for five years,) it was their solemn

duty to have made preparations for it, by providing an adequate marine force in order to protect our commerce now exposed without relief to the depredations of our powerful enemy—by permitting the return, and facilitating by every means the restoration to our country of all the property of our citizens abroad—by warning the merchants of the intentions of the government, and thus preventing the enormous sacrifices which will inevitably be made in consequence of their ignorance of such secret hostile intentions and purposes.

Fourthly, I shall shew that in a war, offensively and unjustly undertaken, the subject is not only not bound to engage, but that it is his duty to abstain from taking a part in it.

Lastly I shall point out the legal and constitutional remedy to which the citizens may and ought to resort in this calamitous case of misconduct in a small majority of their rulers.

When I first read the manifesto of the President against Great-Britain, I confess that it was difficult for me to decide which feeling was most predominant in my mind, mortification and indignation. Mortification, that our nation should be disgraced in the eyes of the whole world and of posterity by such a tissue of exaggerations—and indignation, that artifices of this sort should be resorted to in order to deceive and irritate the people, and to drive them into a ruinous war of an offensive nature, and (what is still more to be feared) into an alliance with France, which is more dreadful than a century of war. I was astonished at Mr. Madison’s boldness and his contempt of the understandings and information of the people, in thus daring to make a discolored and extravagant representation of events and circumstances which have so recently passed under the eyes of the whole nation. I was indeed prepared to expect almost any thing from this author of the crusade against England—his proclamation, declaring to the people that the French Berlin and Milan Decrees were revoked on the 1st of November, 1810, when he knew that France had never even promised to revoke them until we should “cause our rights to be respected,” that is, as Mr. Madison has since construed it, declare war against Great-Britain, had opened my eyes in some measure as to his character—I had lost much of my respect for his political veracity, and of my confidence in his public assertions—His message with respect to the pretended discovery of Henry confirmed my suspicions.

Instead of honorably acquitting the citizens of Boston, as he Aught to have done, of any participation in Henry’s views or designs, he boldly asserts, that “Henry was employed in

intrigues which disaffected citizens in the United States, having for their object a subversion of our Government, and a dismemberment of the Union.”

Now he well knew at the time he penned that sentence, (and he has since repeated the same sentence in the manifesto) that Henry expressly declared that he never opened the subject of his mission to any citizen of the United States.

Any man capable of so insidious and unfounded an aspersion on the citizens of his own country, on men who will not yield to him in patriotism or spirit, might well be expected to be little scrupulous about the terms he might use towards a foreign nation, especially when those terms of reproach fall in with the passions of the ignorant part of his supporters, whom it has been the business of their leaders to inflame and to deceive.

The partiality displayed in this manifesto—the black and bloody representation which is therein made of the conduct of Great-Britain, precisely adapted to gratify the malice of her deadly enemy and the enemy of all free states—and the brief, mild, and apologetic style with respect to the wrongs of France, bring to my recollection many events in the history of Mr. Madison’s public conduct, which combine to produce a strong apprehension in my mind that he habitually inclines to the views and interests of France more than becomes the magistrate of a free and independent state. I shall hereafter shew, that his last act of plunging us into the present war, is altogether for the benefit of France in fact, though it may not be his intention—that we can in no possible event be gainers by it, but that it is a sacrifice of our commerce, our agriculture, our money, and our lives, for no other good than to make a diversion of the British forces favorable to France, (and perhaps some men look farther, to the subjugation of their own country) and in that light it ought to be considered one of the most alarming attempts ever yet made against whatever little there is left of liberty, virtue, and religion in the world.

If I succeed in shewing this, if I satisfy every reasonable man that this war of Mr. Madison is in effect a French war, and not an American one, that it is undertaken for French interests, and in conformity with repeated French orders, and at the sacrifice of our own best interests, and probably of our liberties, we shall have no very great difficulty in condemning it. I shall state nothing but what I have learned from unquestionable authority, nothing which I cannot support by indisputable proof.

Mr. Madison early in life became a member of the revolutionary Congress. That body was then divided into two parties—the French party, of which Mr. Madison was a leading man, who were in favor of bending all the efforts and energies of the country to promote the views of the French cabinet, views which the French government in 1793 declared to have been “the fruit of a base speculation, and that our glory at that time offended the ambitious designs of France.” The other party was truly American, seeking only the establishment of our national independence and prosperity; at the head of this American party were the members from New-England. Mr. Madison was one of the party who proposed and carried the instructions to our ministers abroad not to make any peace without the consent and concurrence of France. He was also one of those who opposed the treaty of peace made by Mr. Jay and Mr. Adams, and who, in compliance with the wishes of France, attempted a censure upon those ministers for having dared to negociate a most advantageous and honorable treaty without the concurrence or consent of the French cabinet. Such were Mr. Madison’s early predilections; such was the promise which he presented of his future policy. After the establishment of the present constitution, Mr. Madison again came into the councils of our nation. We there again find him true to his first opinions and resolutely bent to promote the measures which favored the views and interests of France. In 1794, he was one of those who strenuously opposed Gen. Washington’s pacific mission to Great-Britain; he was in favor, as he is now, of direct hostility with that kingdom, in favor of the sequestration of British property, and opposed to every measure which could heal the breach between the two countries.

In the same year he brought forward his famous resolutions against Great-Britain, the whole scope and object of which were to make a warfare on British commerce, and to please the revolutionary rulers of France. They were in their character precisely like Bonaparte’s continental system, and like the corresponding, co-operating measures of embargo and non-intercourse, so ineffectually yet so ruinously attempted by Mr. Jefferson and himself in later periods of our history. It was Mr. Madison who wrote the pamphlet against the author of “War in Disguise,” in which he arraigned with great severity the British doctrine as to the colonial trade. Yet we have seen this same man, within three years after, apologize for the French decrees as merely municipal regulations, of which the United States, he says, have no right to complain, although these decrees cut up by the roots that very colonial trade, for which, while Great-Britain was concerned, he had been so strenuous and warm an advocate. This gentleman, so acrimonious

against Great-Britain for modifying the manner in which we should carry the produce of French colonies to the parent country, who represented it as of vital importance to the United States—at a subsequent period when France not only saw fit to cut off all this carrying trade to her own country, but to march her armies into Holland, Italy, Hamburg, Denmark, Prussia, Spain, and Portugal for the purpose of destroying our legitimate trade with these friendly and neutral states, not only was pleased to acquiesce to this injustice, but has publicly defended the conduct of France, as a legitimate exercise of an unquestionable sovereignty.

What? Shall a neutral state not only seem indifferent to the successive oppressions and conquests of all other states situated like herself, but shall she admit that the lawless victor has a right to interdict her own trade with those oppressed and neutral states? Shall she go farther, and condemn, as Mr. Madison has done, Great Britain for prohibiting a trade with her open enemy, and yet apologize for France, who has by force of arms cut us off from the trade of neutral and friendly states who would, if left free, court and solicit our commerce with them?

Yet such is the picture of Mr. Madison’s conduct in relation to the two belligerents, before he had the boldness to come out and declare himself on the side of France, before he dared to tell this people (as by his measures he has done) that their fortunes must be hereafter inseparably attached to those of Bonaparte, and that we must be tied to the chariot wheels of this conqueror in his triumphal entry into his capital.

I shall omit Mr. Madison’s declaration to Mr. Randolph, that “France wants money and must have it,” and a thousand other incidents of the fame character tending to shew, that his opinions and his policy are too much connected with those of his new ally, Bonaparte.

I have said enough for those who are open to conviction, and those who are not will nevertheless be shaken when they come to the measures which he has lately adopted to produce a war with Great-Britain.

I now proceed to the consideration of his manifesto of war.

The first point in Mr. Madison’s manifesto, and which forms the most prominent part of it, relates to the British doctrine and practice of taking her own seamen out of our merchant ships. He has collected under this head, all the virulent remarks which the obscure writers of his party have used for many years past. Before I consider his

assertions on this point it may be useful to trace the history of this pretension and practice on the part of Great Britain.

All the nations of Europe maintain without any exception this doctrine, “that their subjects have no right to expatriate themselves, and that the nation has a right to the services of all its citizens, especially in time of war.” This doctrine is not only maintained and enforced by all sovereign states, but it is explicitly laid down by writers on general law, as most unquestionable. Grotius, Vattel, Pustendorf, and all other public writers, concur in maintaining this right. France has a special code on the subject, and every citizen is enrolled from the time he is capable of bearing arms, and is recalled by special proclamation, as soon as war breaks out, from the service of foreign countries.

Denmark, on entering into the present war, issued a similar proclamation. There is no civilized country on the globe which does not claim the right to the service of all its citizens in time of war.

When the war broke out between Great Britain and France, in 1793, a new case arose—a case unexampled in the history of nations. America, once a part of the British empire, speaking the same language, having the same habits, occupied in the fame pursuits, remained at peace. The profits of neutrality enabled us to pay greater wages to our seamen than Britain could possibly afford. The British seamen who had never before been tempted to desert the standard of their country, because the language, habits, and usages of the continental nations were so diverse and disagreeable to them, flocked by thousands into the American mercantile service, and produced a serious and digressing injury to Great Britain.

[...]

From Perpetual War

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS.

TO THE PEOPLE OF NEW-ENGLAND, NEW-YORK, NEW-JERSEY, AND DELAWARE.

HOWEVER Much to be regretted by every friend to commerce, and civil liberty, must be the reelection of Mr. Madison, still it is a most cheering and consolatory reflection, that the struggle has manifested an energy, an intelligence,

a spirit of concord and union, a magnanimous disposition to sacrifice party feelings, and personal considerations, in the citizens of the commercial states, which is unexampled in the history of this country. It was indeed to be feared, that no pressure, however great, no sufferings, however severe, would detach men from those chains of party with which they had been so long bound. But we are most happily undeceived; a sense of common danger, a conviction of common interest, and of the absolute necessity of union for relief from oppression, snapped asunder the bonds of faction. Mutual condescension, mutual consultation soon obliterated the memory of past distinctions, (which after all were merely nominal) and we now find, with the exception of the dependents upon government, and those under their influence, but one great and united people, from Maine to Delaware.

It ought indeed to be so; for, from Maine to Delaware we have one common interest, and that is, the preservation of commerce, which from Delaware southwards, they are determined to destroy. Still men do not always perceive their interest. But in this case, they could not shut their eyes; it was like “Heaven’s own lightning,” it flashed conviction upon those who were stone blind.

Five years successive commercial restriction, was found ineffectual; it made us grow leaner to be sure, but we were strong and able to survive it. Our persecutors had not patience to endure our lingering death; they therefore got up the guillotine of a maritime war, to cut off our heads at a stroke.

This last act of desperation, has accomplished our wishes; it has opened the eyes of the people, and notwithstanding the reelection of Mr. Madison, not in vain. If we are as firm and resolute in the pursuit of our purposes, as moderate and conciliatory as we have hitherto been; if we continue to sacrifice to the attainment of peace and prosperity, our party passions, we are certain of success. Let our political enemies triumph in their partial victory; let them attempt to undervalue our courage, our opinions, and our importance; we shall shew them in the next congress, that no government can wage an unnecessary war against the sentiments and interests of the people. We predicted this change, as did many others, six months ago, in the pamphlet, entitled “Madison’s War.” We advised the people to despise the anti-republican, despotick opinion, that the citizens have no right to discuss the merits of a war, after it is declared. We recommended a constitutional resistance, a resistance at the polls. The people have done so; and what is the glorious and unexampled result?

Never since the Declaration of Independence, has such an union been witnessed. In the lower house of congress, which alone could have been effected in so short a time by popular elections, we shall probably have a peace majority.

The present prospect is, that not one member of congress, from Maine to Delaware, will be in favour of the war.

In Massachusetts, at no period of its history, has it ever enjoyed so united a delegation. Its voice will now have, as it ought to, its due weight. Let us examine this respectable power, which has risen up as it were by magick, or by the finger of Heaven, against a daring and headstrong administration.

These northern and middle states, who are now united in opinion, possess 3,000,000 of inhabitants, considerably more than did the whole United States at the time of the Declaration of Independence. They are a body of freemen, distinguished for their industry and virtue. they are the owners of nearly two third parts of all the tonnage of the United States, and furnishes, probably three fourths of all the native seamen. They are totally opposed to a war for the privilege of protecting British seamen against their own sovereign. They know, from their own experience, that this subject of impressment is a mere instrument, wielded by men who are utterly indifferent about the sufferings of the sailors or the merchants.

The display of the true principles, upon which this subject ought to be considered, is the main object of the following essays.

We are aware that the friends of administration, (and some few who ought to know better the rights and duties of a citizen) with uncommon pretensions to patriotism, have bridled themselves in with a haughty and censorious air, when they have read these essays, and have thought to condemn them, and to render the author odious, by representing him as supporting the claims of Great Britain, and as abandoning the rights of America.

It is a vulgar clamour, which the author heeds not, he has no popularity to seek, and he fears not for the reputation of his integrity, with the wise and good; but as such a clamour may lead feeble minds to read with distrust, and to weigh with uneven scales, it may not be amiss to say a word or two upon this subject.

Is morality, when applied to questions between nations, of a different character, and founded on different principles from what it is, when applied to individuals?

Is man an infallible being? or, if he errs, is he never to turn from the error of his way? is he never to examine the rectitude of his Own principles? or, if convinced of his error, is he never to confess it, and alter his conduct; but must his pride prompt him to persevere in wrong doing? If, moreover, he becomes satisfied that his interest as well as his duty require a change of conduct, must he still adhere to his errors?

Can not a nation do wrong? do we not contend that Britain has often done so? and is it impossible that America should SomeTimes partake of human infirmities?

And if a nation does wrong, must its citizens defend even its errors? Must they spill their blood, and exhaust their treasure, and lose their liberties, rather than expose the national faults? But if the doctrine be true, that you cannot discuss such a question freely and shew the mistakes or the misconduct of your own country, the people will go on blindfolded, and will contend with honest, but mistaken zeal, for principles which if they had fully understood, they would have shuddered at supporting.

I have now given to my adversaries the most favourable side of the argument for them. But the question is not whether our country is in the wrong, but whether a few men in power and place, men whose power thrives by war, whose salaries are unaffected by it, cannot be in the wrong? The country is opposed to the war, for the question of impressment. The country knows that it is a question grossly exaggerated, not worthy of such sacrifices. The country does not wish to protect British seamen, nor to deprive Great-Britain of her natural defense.

But my last, and most complete justification is, that in my opinion, it would be against our interest, as a nation, and against the interest of the seamen especially, to gain the question in dispute. The moment our flag shall be a complete asylum to British seamen, under which they will be free from any search, 100,000 of them would find the way to our ports, reduce the wages of our native seamen, or send them about our streets to beg. It would be, in my opinion, the most destructive policy which could be adopted.

I will then ask, whether a man may not patriotically oppose a pretension of his own country, which he thinks will be essentially injurious to it?

I shall conclude, by quoting the words of an eminent politician, who wrote a century ago. “If therefore, said he, in future times, it shall be visible, that some men, to build up their own fortunes, are pushing at their country’s ruin, good

patriots must then exert all their virtue, they must reassume the courage of their ancestors; but chiefly they must sacrifice to the publick, all their ancient animosities; they must forgive one another; it must no more be remembered of what party any man was; it being sufficient to enquire whether he always acted honestly. At such a time, the best men of both sides, if the name of party still remains, must shake hands together, with a resolution to withstand the subtle and diligent enemies of the peace and prosperity of the country. In such a juncture, not only the best men of all parties must be taken in, but we must be angry with no sort of men, who will unite against the common enemies of our commerce and peace.”

Davcnant’s Essay on the Duty of Private Men, &c.

Sources: Mr. Madison’s War (Boston: Russell & Cutler, 1812), v–viii, 1–5; John Lowell, Perpetual War, The Policy of Mr. Madison (Boston: C. Stebbins, 1812), 3–8.


83. James Gallatin, Diary Entries on the Peace Negotiations, 1813–1814 [Excerpts]

Introduction

Albert Gallatin held the position of secretary of the treasury in the Monroe administration. In 1813 he traveled to Russia on a diplomatic mission with the purpose of making peace between Great Britain and the United States. His son, James Gallatin, accompanied the mission as a secretary. The following excerpts from James Gallatin’s diary record the young man’s views as they traveled first to Russia, then London, and eventually to Ghent, Belgium. The Mr. Adams he mentions on July 23, 1813, is John Quincy Adams, a future president of the United States. The next year the Gallatins arrived in London, where they met the king, who told them that in spite of Russian efforts to intercede, Britain and the United States must negotiate face to face. Once the Gallatins arrived in Ghent, the British demanded an independent Indian state, disarmament of the American side of the Great Lakes, and favorable territory adjustments. When the American negotiating team firmly rejected this one-sided proposal, British negotiators dropped the proposal for an independent Indian state and proposed the principle of whomever was currently holding territory as the basis for boundary adjustments. Monroe told his negotiators to resist this proposal and strive for the principle of the status quo before the war began. James Gallatin’s diary reflects some of the tensions of this difficult negotiation, along with a young man’s eye-opening experiences of European life.

Primary Source

[...]

JULY 23 [1813]

Have been sight-seeing all day. St. Petersburg is very fine—great width of the streets and fine palaces. In the evenings father tells me much of Russian history. Mr. Adams very civil but has a disagreeable manner. He is from New England, a “Yankee.”

[...]

JULY 7: GHENT, THURSDAY [1814]

We arrived here to-day and are lodged very comfortably in the Hotel d’Alcantara, corner of the Rue des Champs. Ghent looks clean and cheerful. The inhabitants speak only Flemish. All seem employed in commerce. There is an English garrison here; the uniforms make the streets very bright.

They call private residences hôtels in this country. The house is large and all the delegates are to lodge here.

JULY 9

No news of the English Mission.

JULY 15

Nothing to do. Mr. Adams in a very bad temper. Mr. Clay annoys him. Father pours oil on the troubled waters. I am now reading a history of the Low Countries.... The women are so ugly here.... We had waffles for breakfast—it reminded me of home. It seems they are an old Dutch dish....

AUGUST 7

At last! The British Mission arrived this afternoon. We heard they were coming and I actually saw them arrive. They are lodged in a fine Carthusian monastery....

AUGUST 8

To-day was the first meeting. The British Commissioners, as a base of discussion re the treaty—demanded that the Indian tribes should have the whole of the North-Western Territory.

This comprises the States of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Illinois—four-fifths of Indiana and the third of Ohio. That an Indian sovereignty should be constituted under the guarantee of Great Britain: this is to protect Canada. Father mildly suggested that there were more than a hundred thousand American citizens settled in these States and territories. The answer was: “They must look after themselves.” Father is not impressed with the British delegates. They are Lord Gambier, Henry Goulburn, and William Adams—men who have not made any mark and have no influence or weight. He attaches but little importance to them as they are but the puppets of Lords Castlereagh and Liverpool. Father feels he is quite capable of dealing with them....

AUGUST 9

The other demands are of little importance. They consist of Sackett’s Harbour and Fort Niagara, so as to have control of the lakes. But all this means the dismemberment of the United States.... Father drafted the rejection of the British “Sine qua non.”

AUGUST 10

Father finds greater difficulty with his own colleagues. The accident which placed him at the foot of the Commission placed Mr. Adams at the head of it. Messrs. Clay, Bayard, and Russell let Mr. Adams plainly know that, though he might be the nominal mouthpiece, Gallatin was their leader. Clay uses strong language to Adams, and Adams returns the compliment. Father looks calmly on with a twinkle in his eye. To-day there was a severe storm, and father said, “Gentlemen, gentlemen, we must remain united or we will fail....”

AUGUST 11

Mr. Adams insisted upon drafting the first dispatch to-day and submitted to the others for a revision. Mr. Bayard used it simply as a foundation for his own draft; after quarrelling they referred to father. He put it into shape, and after endless discussion all the Commissioners ended by adopting it. After this father drafted all other dispatches. He wishes all dispatches to be without any offence to the feeling of the English delegates.

AUGUST 12

He fears negotiations will soon come to an end and has but little hope; he does not think the British Government wish to make peace or they would have sent more powerful delegates.

AUGUST 20

To-day I copied a private note from him to Mr. Monroe: “We will not remain here long, the position is untenable; I am preparing for departure. Our negotiations may be considered at an end. Great Britain wants war in order to cripple us; she wants aggrandisement at our expense. I do not expect to be longer than three months in Europe.”

Still lingering on and nothing arrived at. We are kept in absolute ignorance of the cause of the delay. It is most galling. It seems Mr. Goulburn does everything to obstruct matters. This may be to gain time to receive his orders from Lord Castlereagh....

AUGUST 21

We all dine at the Intendant’s to-day, the delegates of both sides.

They always entertain here on Sunday—how different from London! It is the gayest day. The working people have a cheerful holiday; in London they show joy by getting drunk....

[...]

SEPTEMBER 30

It seems that Lord Liverpool wishes the offer of the Indian amnesty proffered to be accepted. Lord Bathurst is of the same mind. At last a slight ray of hope that there may be a happy termination.

OCTOBER 3

It is now thought advisable to call for a projet of a treaty. Mr. Clay has insisted upon drafting the American reply himself....

OCTOBER 22

The British Commissioners sent a note yesterday; the pith of it is that the basis of uti possidetis be admitted and that they would treat on that basis alone....

OCTOBER 24

I copied a short note to-day which was sent to the British Commissioners, drafted by father. It was to the effect that they would not treat on the basis of uti possidetis but only on the basis of status quo ante bellum, with regard to territory, also asking for a British projet....

OCTOBER 29

We are all hard at work framing our projet. It is a most difficult task, as both Mr. Adams and Mr. Clay object to everything except what they suggest themselves. Father remains calm but firm and does all he can to keep peace. The articles on impressment, blockade, and indemnities are assigned to Mr. Adams; the boundaries and fisheries to father.

OCTOBER 30

Father to-day drew up an article re American rights to fish in British waters and British rights to navigate the Mississippi, which were confirmed by the treaty of 1783. Mr. Clay objected to them. A long and angry discussion ensued. One question was, what were the fisheries worth? The other the value of the navigation of the Mississippi. Father wishes to save the fisheries; Mr. Clay would not assent to anything....

NOVEMBER 3

This drafting still goes on—endless discussions and violent arguments which I can see father thinks futile, but he never loses patience.

NOVEMBER 5

A vote to-day on father’s proposed articles. Mr. Clay and Mr. Russell opposed it; father, Mr. Adams, and Mr. Bayard approved.

So the articles were inserted in the projet. We are getting a little more into shape....

NOVEMBER 7

Father is doubtful if the questions of the fisheries and the Mississippi were not made permanent by the treaty of 1783.

NOVEMBER 10

The projet signed to-day and sent. The fisheries and Mississippi navigation left out.

NOVEMBER 18

We have to wait patiently for an answer, as all has to be submitted to the superiors in London.

NOVEMBER 26

The British conire-projet sent to-day; no allusions to the fishery question. A clause claiming free navigation of the Mississippi....

NOVEMBER 28

A dreadful day. Angry disputes on the contre-projet. Father wishes the clause re the Mississippi accepted. Mr. Clay would not hear of it. Mr. Adams in opposition to Mr. Clay. Nothing arrived at....

NOVEMBER 28

To-day father received a private dispatch from the Duke of Wellington. I have only just seen it. It is marked “Strictly confidential.” It is couched in the most friendly terms, assuring father he has brought all his weight to bear to ensure peace. He goes on to say: “As I gather, Mr. Madison as well as Mr. Monroe gave you full power to act, without even consulting your colleagues on points you considered of importance. I now feel that peace is shortly in view. Mr. Goulburn has made grave errors and Lord Castlereagh has read him a sharp lesson.”

Father burnt this dispatch and does not even know that I have recorded it. I wanted to copy it, and was doing so when he took it off the table and burned it....

NOVEMBER 29

Father’s proposition to accept the Mississippi clause after prolonged discussion was carried with a clause containing the taking, drying, and curing of fish, as secured by the former Treaty of Peace.

DECEMBER 7

An answer refusing to accept this proposition received to-day. More discussion, everlasting bickering, and matters delayed. Father can no longer support Mr. Adams; he has tried his patience too far.

DECEMBER 12

Another private note from the Duke of Wellington assuring father of his support. He says: “Pray do not take offence at what I say. In you I have the greatest confidence. I hear on all sides that your moderation and sense of justice, together with your good common sense, places you above all the other delegates, not excepting ours. The Emperor Alexander has assured me of this. He says we can place absolute reliance in your word. I have always had the greatest admiration for the country of your birth. You are a foreigner with all the traditions of one fighting for the peace and welfare of the country of your adoption.”

Father, I think, was pleased. He is a foreigner and is proud of it....

DECEMBER 22

An answer to-day. The fisheries and Mississippi clauses to be withdrawn and to be referred to further negotiations. It would be withdrawn so as not to be mentioned in the treaty. Father now sees clearly the avowed wish of the English Government to make peace....

DECEMBER 24

The treaty was signed to-day in the refectory of the monastery. Later on there was a solemn service in the cathedral; it was most impressive. We all attended as well as the Intendant, all the officers and the high officials of Ghent.

CHRISTMAS DAY

The British delegates very civilly asked us to dinner. The roast beef and plum pudding was from England, and everybody drank everybody else’s health. The band played first “God Save the King,” to the toast of the King, and “Yankee Doodle,” to the toast of the President. Congratulations on all sides and a general atmosphere of serenity; it was a scene to be remembered. God grant there may be always peace between the two nations. I never saw father so cheerful; he was in high spirits, and his witty conversation was much appreciated.

[...]

Source: A Great Peace Maker: The Diary of James Gallatin, Secretary to Albert Gallatin 1813–1827 (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1914), 4–5, 24–29, 32–35.

84. William Dunlop, British Account of Americans Selling to the Enemy, 1847 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Canadian farmers barely produced enough food to feed themselves, let alone feed the expanding British army during the War of 1812. Furthermore, to preserve its alliances with various Indian tribes, the British had to feed hundreds of warriors and their families. Because it was time consuming, expensive, and difficult to transport food all the way across the Atlantic the British looked elsewhere to find supplies. A large part of the solution came from a surprising source: American smugglers who carried out wagon trade and drove cattle across the Canadian border from Vermont. The smugglers had little concern that they were harming their own country, as the war was not popular in New England. New England farmers and merchants had long profited from trade with Great Britain, and they did not see why they should suffer economically for a war they did not support. The following account by a British army surgeon relates a negotiation between a Vermont militia officer and a British colonel over the purchase of cattle smuggled into Canada. The smuggling was so common that American patrols charged with blocking the roads to intercept the smuggling found the border region criss-crossed with cattle trails. Without this food supply, British forces in Canada would have faced severe shortages and would have been unable to maintain so strong an army.

Primary Source

[...]

While sitting after dinner one day tête-à-tête with the Colonel, his servant announced that a gentleman wanted to see him. As the word gentleman on this side of the Atlantic conveys no idea of either high birth or high breeding, nor even of a clean shirt, or a whole coat, my friend demanded what kind of a gentleman,—as, like a sensible man as he was, he did not wish to be interrupted in the pleasant occupation of discussing his wine and listening to my agreeable conversation, by a gentleman who possibly might ask him if he wished to buy any eggs, as many species of the genus gentleman on this side of the herring pond might possibly deem a good and sufficient reason for intruding on his privacy. His servant said he believed he must be a kind of Yankee gentleman, for he wore his hat in the parlour, and spit on the carpet. The causa scientiae, as the lawyers say, seemed conclusive to my Commandant, for he was ordered to be admitted, and the Colonel, telling me that he suspected this must be one of his beef customers, requested

I would not leave the room, as he wished a witness to the bargain he was about to make. Accordingly, there entered a tall, good-looking, middle-aged man, dressed in a blue something, that might have been a cross between a surtout and a great coat. He was invited to sit down, and fill his glass, when the following dialogue took place:

Yankee.—I’m Major———of Vermont State, and I would like to speak to the Colonel in private, I guess, on particular business.

Colonel.—Anything you may have to say to me, Sir, may be said with perfect safety in presence of this gentleman.

Major.—I’m a little in the smuggling line, I reckon.

Colonel.—Aye, and pray what have you smuggled?

Major.—Kettle, (cattle,) I reckon. I heerd that the Colonel wanted some very bad, so I just brought a hundred on ’em across at St. Regis, as fine critters, Colonel, as ever had hair on ’em. So I drove them right up; the Colonel can look at ‘em hisself—they are right at the door here.

Colonel.—Well, what price do you ask for them?

Major.—Well, Colonel I expect about the same as other folks gets, I conclude.

Colonel.—That is but reasonable, and you shall have it

The Commissary of the Post was sent for, and having been previously warned not to be very scrupulous in inspecting the drove, as it was of infinitely more importance to get the army supplied than to obtain them at the very lowest rate per head, he soon returned with a bag of half eagles, and paid the Major the sum demanded. The latter, after carefully counting the coin, returned it into the canvas bag, and opening his coat displayed inside the breast of it, a pocket about the size of a haversack, into which he dropped his treasure, and then deliberately buttoning it up from the bottom to the throat, he filled and drank a glass of wine, to our good healths; adding, ‘‘Well, Colonel, I must say you are a leetle the genteelest man to deal with ever I met with, and l’ll tell my friends how handsome you behaved to me; and I’m glad of it for their sakes as well as my own, for jist as I was fixing to start from St. Regis, my friend Colonel———arrived with three hundred head more. The kettle arnt his’n; they belong to his father, who is our Senator. They do say that it is wrong to supply an innimy, and I think so too; but I don’t call that man my innimy who buys what I have to sell, and gives a genteel price for it. We have

worse innimies than you Britishers. So I hope the Colonel will behave all the same as well to them as he has done to me; but there was no harm in having the first of the market, you know, Colonel,” So with a duck that was intended for a bow, and a knowing grin that seemed to say, “It was just as safe to secure my money before giving you this piece of information,” he took his leave and departed, evidently much pleased with the success of his negotiation.

[...]

Source: William Dunlop, Recollections of the American War, 1812–1814 (Toronto: Historical Publishing Company, 1905), 32–35.

85. Winfield Scott, American Account of the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, 1864 [Excerpt]

Introduction

The Battle of Lundy’s Lane began around 6:30 p.m. on July 25, 1814, when General Winfield Scott launched an impetuous charge against General Sir Gordon Drummond’s line arrayed atop a ridge along which ran Lundy’s Lane. The following account of the battle comes from Scott’s memoirs, in which he writes about himself in the third person. It is a self-serving account containing a number of misleading notions. He blames his surprise at finding so many British at Lundy’s Lane on an inaccurate report by a militiaman. In fact, Scott failed to conduct a proper reconnaissance before the battle. Scott claims that he could not withdraw because he feared “some danger of confusion” among his men. In fact, his brigade was the best-trained American infantry unit in General Jacob Brown’s army. Scott could have easily retired several hundred yards into a sheltering woods and awaited reinforcements. Instead, he rashly chose to attack. Scott takes credit for Colonel James Miller’s decisive attack with the 21st Infantry, which, in fact, Brown ordered. Scott also heaps blame on General Eleazar Ripley for retreating. This criticism is valid. Scott strongly hints that had he not been incapacitated with a wound, he would have decided to hold the field. This too is probably true. In sum, the account provides a fascinating, biased description of the battle and offers insights into the character of one of the most important officers in U.S. Army history.

Primary Source

[...]

Indeed it was only known, from Chauncey, at Sackett’s Harbor, that Sir James Yeo had possession of the lake; for Brown’s means of secret intelligence, if any, were of no avail. In this state of ignorance, but confidence in the report received, Brown ordered Scott, with his command, to march below, to find the enemy and to beat him. It was now in the afternoon, and all had dined. In less than thirty minutes, the splendid column—horse, artillery, and infantry—had passed the bridge at the village of Chippewa, and was in full march for Queenstown (nine miles below), intending no halt short of that point. But l’homme propose et Dieu dispose. Turning the sweep the river makes a mile or two above the Falls, a horseman in scarlet was from time to time discovered peeping out from the wood on the left, and lower down, the advance guard, with which Scott rode, came upon a house (Forsyth’s) from which two British officers fled just in time to escape capture. Only two inhabitants had been seen in the march, and these, from ignorance or loyalty, said nothing that did not mislead. The population was hostile to Americans.

From such indications it seemed evident that there was a corps of observation in the neighborhood, and Scott so reported to headquarters; but from the information on which he had advanced, it could only be a small body, detached from an inferior army that had committed the folly of sending at least half of its numbers to the opposite side of the river. There was, therefore, no halt and no slackening in the march of the Americans. Passing a thick skirt of wood that crossed the road nearly opposite to the Falls, the head of the column emerged into an opening on the left in full view, and in easy range of a line of battle drawn up in Lundy’s Lane, more extensive than that defeated at Chippewa.

Riall’s whole force was in the lane; for, it turned out not only not a man had been thrown over the river, but that the night before Lieutenant-General Sir Gordon Drummond had arrived by the lake with a heavy reinforcement, and had pushed forward his battalions (sixteen miles) as they successively landed. One was already in line of battle, and the others were coming up by forced marches.

The aches in broken bones feelingly remind the autobiographer of the scene he is describing, and after the lapse of nearly fifty years he cannot suppress his indignation at the blundering, stupid report made by the militia colonel to his confiding friend Major-General Brown.

Jesup’s battalion (the 25th), marching in the rear, was detached to the right, covered by brushwood, between the road and the river, to turn the enemy’s left. Hindman, with Towson’s and Thomas Biddle’s batteries, the 9th and 22d

consolidated under Colonel Brady, and the 11th (McNiel’s) were, as they preceded Jesup, deployed to the left in the open space, when a tremendous fire of all arms responded to that of the enemy. At the discovery of the formidable line, Scott dispatched another staff officer to the general-in-chief, who was still in his camp (nearly three miles off) with a promise to maintain his ground till the arrival of the reserve. Nothing was more difficult.

At the moment of this promise—whether it might not be his duty to fall back? was rapidly considered. But for some particular circumstances that alternative should have been adopted; but the brigade was, from the first, under a heavy fire, and could not be withdrawn without a hot pursuit. Being but half seasoned to war, some danger of confusion in its ranks, with the certainty of throwing the whole reserve (coming up) into a panic, were to be apprehended; for an extravagant opinion generally prevailed throughout the army in respect to the prowess—nay, invincibility of Scott’s brigade.

By standing fast, the salutary impression was made upon the enemy that the whole American reserve was at hand and would soon assault his flanks. Emboldened, however, a little by its non-arrival, an attempt was made to turn Scott’s left. The 11th, that occupied that position, threw forward (under cover of a clump of trees) its right, and drove the enemy beyond reach.

Jesup, too, on our right, had brilliant success. In making the sweep around the enemy’s left flank, he captured Major-General Riall and cut off a segment of his line. Sir Gordon Drummond, also, was for a moment a prisoner, but he contrived to escape in the dusk of the evening. Hindman’s artillery, Brady’s battalion, consolidated with Leavenworth’s, had suffered and inflicted great losses under a direct fire, unremitted, till dusk. The 11th, partially covered, suffered less.

At this moment Major-General Brown and staff came up a little ahead of the reserve—of course, each with the bandage of night on his eyes; for it was now dark—after nine o’clock in the evening. Scott gave the general the incidents of the battle, and the positions of the hostile forces on the field. It was known from prisoners that further reinforcements, from below, were soon expected. Not a moment was to be lost. By desire, Scott suggested that the heaviest battalion in the reserve, the 21st, which he had instructed at Buffalo, and was now commanded by Colonel Miller, should, supported by the remainder of Ripley’s brigade, charge up the lane, take the enemy in flank, and roll his whole crumbled line back into the wood.

To favor this important movement, Scott, with the added force of Jesup, now back in line, ordered the attack, in front, to be redoubled; guided Brown, with Miller, through the darkness, to the foot of the lane, and then rejoined his own forces. Here he was assisted by the fresh batteries which came up with the reserve. The enemy, thus furiously assailed in front, remained ignorant of Miller’s approach till the bayonets of his column began to be felt. The rout was early and complete, a battery captured, and many prisoners made.

Positions on the field had become reversed. The American line, reformed, now crossed that originally occupied by the enemy at right angles, and facing the wood, with backs to the river. Here it took a defensive stand. The British slowly rallied at some distance in front. Being again in collected force and in returning confidence, they cautiously advanced to recover the lost field and their battery—the horses of which had been killed or crippled before the retreat. By degrees the low commands, halt, dress, forward! often repeated, became more and more audible in the awful stillness of the moment. At length a dark line could be seen, at a distance, perhaps, of sixty paces. Scott resolved to try an experiment. Leaving his brigade on the right, in line, he formed a small column of some two hundred and fifty men, and, at its head, advanced rapidly to pierce the advancing enemy’s line, then to turn to the right, and envelop his extreme left. If pierced, in the dark, there seemed no doubt the whole would fall back, and so it turned out. Scott explained his intentions and forcibly cautioned his own brigade, and Ripley’s on his left, not to fire upon the little column; but the instant the latter came in conflict with, and broke the enemy, Ripley’s men opened fire upon its rear and left flank, and caused it to break without securing a prisoner. The column resumed its place in line, and another pause in the battle ensued.

After a while, a second advance of the enemy was made with the same slowness as before. When within short musket-shot, there was an unexpected halt, instantly followed by the crack of small arms and the deafening roar of cannon. Each party seemed resolved to rest the hope of victory on its fire. The welkin was in a blaze with shells and rockets. Though both armies suffered greatly, the enemy suffered most. The scene, perhaps, including accessories, has never been surpassed. Governor Tompkins, with a keen perception of its splendor, said, in presenting a sword of honor to Scott: “The memorable conflict on the plains of Chippewa, and the appalling night-battle on the Heights of Niagara, are events which have added new celebrity to the spots where they happened, heightening the majesty of the

stupendous cataract, by combining with its natural, all the force of the moral sublime.”

It was impossible that this conflict should be endured for more than a very few minutes. The lines at some points were separated by only eight or ten paces. Nothing but a deep, narrow gully intervened in front of the 25th Infantry. Scott, inquiring of the commander (Jesup) about a wound (in the hand) heard a call in the ranks—Cartridges! At the same moment a man reeling to the ground, responded—Cartridges in my box! The two commanders flew to his succor. The noble fellow had become a corpse as he fell. In the next second or two Scott, for a time, as insensible, lay stretched at his side, being prostrated by an ounce musket ball through the left shoulder joint. He had been twice dismounted and badly contused, in the side, by the rebound of a cannon ball, some hours before. Two of his men discovering that there was yet life, moved him a little way to the rear, that he might not be killed on the ground, and placed his head behind a tree—his feet from the enemy. This had scarcely been done, when he revived and found that the enemy had again abandoned the field. Unable to hold up his head from the loss of blood and anguish, he was taken in an ambulance to the camp across the Chippewa, when the wound was stanched and dressed.

On leaving the field he did not know that Major General Brown, also wounded, had preceded him. By seniority the command of the army now devolved on Brigadier-General Ripley. It must then have been about midnight. Ripley, from some unknown cause, became alarmed, and determined, in spite of dissuasion, to abandon the field, trophies, and all. The principal officers dispatched a messenger to bring back Scott, but found him utterly prostrate. Toward day, some fragments of the enemy, seeking the main body, crossed the quiet field, and learning from the wounded that the Americans had flown, hastened to overtake Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond below, who returned, bivouacked on the field, and claimed the victory!

Source: Memoirs of Lieut.-General Scott, LL.D. written by Himself, Vol. 1 (New York: Sheldon & Co., 1864), 138–146.

86. John Le Couteur, British Account of the Battle of Lundy’s Lane, July 1814 [Excerpt]

Introduction

The Battle of Lundy’s Lane began around 6:30 p.m. on July 25, 1814, when General Winfield Scott launched an impetuous charge against General Sir Gordon Drummond’s line arrayed atop a ridge along which ran Lundy’s Lane. The attack failed. During the attack’s second phase, American reinforcements stormed the ridge and captured a battery of British artillery. The third phase came after nightfall and featured repeated British counterattacks. Lieutenant John Le Couteur served with the British 104th (New Brunswick) Regiment of Foot. Two of the regiment’s flank companies were at Lundy’s Lane. In the British army, each infantry regiment had eight line companies, one light company, and one grenadier company. When a regiment formed line, the elite light and grenadier companies stood on the place of honor on either end, or flank, of the line. Thus, they were called “flank” companies. Although they were the best companies in the regiment, before Lundy’s Lane none of the 104th had experienced combat. Le Couteur describes Drummond organizing a counterattack. He also describes Drummond’s courage as he sat astride his horse under a hail of fire. In fact, Drummond had received a neck wound but refused to withdraw. Le Couteur also mentions his encounter with Captain Abraham Hull, son of the disgraced General William Hull who had surrendered Detroit two years earlier.

Primary Source

It was near 8 o’clock and getting dark as we reached the battlefield. I made my usual prayers to God to grant me his protection and my life, ready though I was to lay that down for my country. at his pleasure, but hoping that no worse than a wound might befall me—nor a fall into the hands of the Savages. Death we thought preferable. They were hard at it. A staff officer placed our Companies in rear of the Centre of the 89th [Regiment] as we came up. Drummond finding us very much exposed to all the shots that missed the 89th, moved us on about twenty yards where there was a cross railed fence behind which he ordered us to lie down till we were wanted. It was funny and very satisfactory too to hear the balls rattling against the rails just over our heads, without hitting any of us.

An incident or two in war I must relate. As we marched up, to my utter astonishment, I saw the Captain of Artillery passing me. “What, in the name of fortune, brings you from your guns?’’ “Two of them were taken at the Bayonet’s

point and my Gunners are dispatched. They made me a Prisoner, shoved me into the church above there, but as I saw a window at the other end and no one watching. I jumped out and here I am.” “Captain Glew of the 41st [Regiment] Light Company who was on the left under the crest of the hill. Saw all this. When Jonathan thought he had the Guns safe, and like a raw fool had bayonetted the horses as well as what men he could catch. and fancied the centre of the battle won—bold Cap[tain]. Glew charged them with his gallant light hobs and took our Guns. and one from the enemy. He ought to have been made a Knight Bannaret or a Major on the spot.

Another. While we were under this fire. Lieutenant Colonel Drummond was seated on his war horse like a knightly man of valour as he was exposed to a ragged fire from hundreds of brave Yankees who were: pressing our brave 89th [Regiment]. It was an Illumination of musquetry in our left front. Capt[ain]. Shore’s servant Nickerson, a short active highlander, was lying down or On his knee often as I was peeking at the fray, when presently he stood bolt up. “No, Lie down!” Down he came. Presently up again. “Don’t you hear the shot all around you, lie down!” “Yas Sur.” Down again. Up again in five minutes. “What’s the use of my speaking to you and your disobeying my orders—this is no place to be finding fault with a good soldier!” “Wall Sir, do ye no see Col[onel] Drummond sitting on that great horse, up there amongst all the balls—and sale I be laying down, sneaking whan he’s exposed—Noe I wunt!” “Please yourself then!”—for I could not but admire the fellow’s generous heroism!

The battle ceased in our front, while the enemy withdrew to make fresh dispositions. We were moved on, in first line, to the right of the 103rd [Regiment], the Royals on our Right. Just then, a curious event in war occurred. The Glengarry light Infantry, who had been covering the extreme right, were recalled into line. Suddenly our line saw a black line rising over the hill in our front, when we poured in a rolling volley on them, L[ieutenan]t Colonel Battersby in the most daring manner rode down and shouted: “We’re British!” Happily the rise of the hill and the darkness favoured them and few if any were hurt.

Immediately after this, the enemy, having reformed and obtained reinforcements, came forward in great strength continuing his efforts to take the hill till midnight. The Centre of the 89th [regiment] was literally charged five times. Capt[ain]. Spunner, on seeing L[ieutenan]t. Latham fall, seized the King’s Color which He had carried, and shouted “My boys, would you desert this color!” The fine fellows rallied to the color but poor Spunner was killed.

One heavy column, which crossed our front, I heard receive the word, “Form Subdivisions” and the officers repeating the words—into which we poured some heavy vollies till they retreated. Two [British] officers were taken Prisoner in our front by the Americans, on being questioned, answering: “We are the Glengarry and Royals” and walking up to them. [They] did not return.

One circumstance I have never forgot. as a lesson in war Gen[eral]. Drummond rode up to the 103rd [Regiment). “My lads will you charge the Americans?” He put a question instead of giving the order—they fired instead of charging.

About midnight the whole of the American army had retired, while we kept the field. As there was a rumour that General Brown was coming to renew his attack on our small but victorious army, twenty-five hundred to three thousand at most, Lieutenant Colonel Drummond made us draw all the dead horses into a line on the crest of our position and, if attacked, to kneel behind them as a breastwork. a capital one it would have proved.

I was on duty that night What a dismal night. There were three hundred dead on the Niagara side of the hillock, and about a hundred of ours besides several hundred wounded. The miserable badly wounded were groaning and imploring us for water, the Indians prowling about them and scalping or plundering. Close by me lay a fine young man, the son of the American general Hull. He was mortally wounded, and I gave him some brandy and water, and wished Him to give me his watch, rings and anything He wished to send to his family. He told me much about Himself and to come to Him in the morning when He would give them to me in charge. When I got to Him, He was a beautiful Corpse, stripped stark naked, amidst a host of friends and foes.

Our Mens’ heads and those of the Americans were within a few yards of each other at this spot, so close had been the deadly strife at this point—a magnificent man, a Field Officer of the Yankee army, lay close by Him. One old Yankee, who I relieved much, told me it was a judgment on Him for leaving his happy home, wife & Children. I sent an American Captain to the rear on a litter, shot through both legs. The scene of the morning was not more pleasant than the night’s horrors. We had to wait on our slaughterhouse till before we got a mouthful—when a great Camp Kettle full of thick chocolate revived us surprisingly, though we devoured it among dead bodies in all directions.

Poor Moorsom of ours, the D[eputy] Ass[istant] Adj[utant] General was killed early in the action, the last of four or

five brothers killed in the Service. We had the mortification to see the smoke rising in minute column from Street’s Mills, which the enemy burned in his retreat, for although our Cavalry, Indians and light troops followed them, we were not in force sufficient to punish them farther. We accordingly moved down to Queenston. The 41st [Regiment] marched on to Ft. George.

Source: Donald E. Graves, ed., Merry Hearts Make Light Days (Ottawa: Carleton University Press, 1994), 174-176.

87. Fort Jackson Treaty, August 9, 1814

Introduction

One of several Indian treaties from the War of 1812, the Fort Jackson Treaty was signed on August 9, 1814, in Alabama by the Creek Indians and the United States. The Creeks had suffered a devastating defeat at the hands of General Andrew Jackson of the Tennessee militia in the Battle of Horseshoe Bend (March 27, 1814). The treaty states that the Creeks had violated the treaty of friendship they had signed in New York in 1790 and started an unprovoked war. The Creek War began as a war between two factions among the Creeks, one of whom was loyal to the British. A July 1813 clash between Creeks and U.S. soldiers ensued. On August 30 a surprise Creek attack captured Fort Mims, Alabama. The incident, known as the “Fort Mims Massacre,” brought the United States into overt conflict with the Creeks. Since the United States was already embroiled in the War of 1812, southern militia prosecuted the Creek War, assisted by a friendly Creek faction and the Cherokees. Under the treaty, Jackson compelled all the Creeks, friend and enemy alike, to cede huge tracts of their land in the Southeast, and forbade them to have any contact with the British or Spanish. In return the United States promised to provide food and to honor the boundaries of the Creeks’ remaining territory. After concluding the Creek War, Jackson invaded Spanish Florida, then proceeded to Louisiana for the final campaign of the War of 1812.

Primary Source

Articles of agreement and capitulation, made and concluded this ninth day of August, one thousand eight hundred and fourteen, between major general Andrew Jackson, on behalf of the President of the United States of America, and the chiefs, deputies, and warriors of the Creek Nation.

WHEREAS an unprovoked, inhuman, and sanguinary war, waged by the hostile Creeks against the United States, hath been repelled, prosecuted and determined, successfully, on the part of the said States, in conformity with principles of national justice and honorable warfare—And whereas consideration is due to the rectitude of proceeding dictated by instructions relating to the re-establishment of peace: Be it remembered, that prior to the conquest of that part of the Creek nation hostile to the United States, numberless aggressions had been committed against the peace, the property, and the lives of citizens of the United States, and those of the Creek nation in amity with her, at the mouth of Duck river, Fort Mimms, and elsewhere, contrary to national faith, and the regard due to an article of the treaty concluded at New-York, in the year seventeen hundred ninety, between the two nations: That the United States, previously to the perpetration of such outrages, did, in order to ensure future amity and concord between the Creek nation and the said states, in conformity with the stipulations of former treaties, fulfil, with punctuality and good faith, her engagements to the said nation: that more than two-thirds of the whole number of chiefs and warriors of the Creek nation, disregarding the genuine spirit of existing treaties, suffered themselves to be instigated to violations of their national honor, and the respect due to a part of their own nation faithful to the United States and the principles of humanity, by impostures (impostors,) denominating themselves Prophets, and by the duplicity and misrepresentation of foreign emissaries, whose governments are at war, open or understood, with the United States. Wherefore,

1st—The United States demand an equivalent for all expenses incurred in prosecuting the war to its termination, by a cession of all the territory belonging to the Creek nation within the territories of the United States, lying west, south, and south-eastwardly, of a line to be run and described by persons duly authorized and appointed by the President of the United States—Beginning at a point on the eastern bank of the Coosa river, where the south boundary line of the Cherokee nation crosses the same; running from thence down the said Coosa river with its eastern bank according to its various meanders to a point one mile above the mouth of Cedar creek, at Fort Williams, thence east two miles, thence south two miles, thence west to the eastern bank of the said Coosa river, thence down the eastern bank thereof according to its various meanders to a point opposite the upper end of the great falls, (called by the natives Woetumka,) thence east from a true meridian line to a point due north of the mouth of Ofucshee, thence south by a like meridian line to the mouth of Ofucshee on the south side of the Tallapoosa river, thence up the same, according to

its various meanders, to a point where a direct course will cross the same at the distance of ten miles from the mouth thereof, thence a direct line to the mouth of Summochico creek, which empties into the Chatahouchie river on the east side thereof below the Eufaulau town, thence east from a true meridian line to a point which shall intersect the line now dividing the lands claimed by the said Creek nation from those claimed and owned by the state of Georgia: Provided, nevertheless, that where any possession of any chief or warrior of the Creek nation, who shall have been friendly to the United States during the war, and taken an active part therein, shall be within the territory ceded by these articles to the United States, every such person shall be entitled to a reservation of land within the said territory of one mile square, to include his improvements as near the centre thereof as may be, which shall inure to the said chief or warrior, and his descendants, so long as he or they shall continue to occupy the same, who shall be protected by and subject to the laws of the United States; but upon the voluntary abandonment thereof, by such possessor or his descendants, the right of occupancy or possession of said lands shall devolve to the United States, and be identified with the right of property ceded hereby.

2nd—The United States will guarantee to the Creek nation, the integrity of all their territory eastwardly and northwardly of the said line to be run and described as mentioned in the first article.

3d—The United States demand, that the Creek nation abandon all communication, and cease to hold any intercourse with any British or Spanish post, garrison, or town; and that they shall not admit among them, any agent or trader, who shall not derive authority to hold commercial, or other intercourse with them, by licence from the President or authorized agent of the United States.

4th—The United States demand an acknowledgment of the right to establish military posts and trading houses, and to open roads within the territory, guaranteed to the Creek nation by the second article, and a right to the free navigation of all its waters.

5th—The United States demand, that a surrender be immediately made, of all the persons and property, taken from the citizens of the United States, the friendly part of the Creek nation, the Cherokee, Chickesaw, and Choctaw nations, to the respective owners; and the United States will cause to be immediately restored to the formerly hostile Creeks, all the property taken from them since their submission, either by the United States, or by any Indian

nation in amity with the United States, together with all the prisoners taken from them during the war.

6th—The United States demand the caption and surrender of all the prophets and instigators of the war, whether foreigners or natives, who have not submitted to the arms of the United States, and become parties to these articles of capitulation, if ever they shall be found within the territory guaranteed to the Creek nation by the second article.

7th—The Creek nation being reduced to extreme want, and not at present having the means of subsistance, the United States, from motives of humanity, will continue to furnish gratuitously the necessaries of life, until the crops of corn can be considered competent to yield the nation a supply, and will establish trading houses in the nation, at the discretion of the President of the United States, and at such places as he shall direct, to enable the nation, by industry and economy, to procure clothing.

8th—A permanent peace shall ensue from the date of these presents forever, between the Creek nation and the United States, and between the Creek nation and the Cherokee, Chickesaw, and Choctaw nations.

9th—If in running east from the mouth of Summochico creek, it shall so happen that the settlement of the Kennards, fall within the lines of the territory hereby ceded, then, and in that case, the line shall be run east on a true meridian to Kitchofoonee creek, thence down the middle of said creek to its junction with Flint River, immediately below the Oakmulgee town, thence up the middle of Flint river to a point due east of that at which the above line struck the Kitchofoonee creek, thence east to the old line herein before mentioned, to wit: the line dividing the lands claimed by the Creek nation, from those claimed and owned by the state of Georgia.

The parties to these presents, after due consideration, for themselves and their constituents, agree to ratify and confirm the preceding articles, and constitute them the basis of a permanent peace between the two nations; and they do hereby solemnly bind themselves, and all the parties concerned and interested, to a faithful performance of every stipulation contained therein.

In testimony whereof, they have hereunto, interchangeably, set their hands and affixed their seals, the day and date above written.

Andrew Jackson, major general commanding Seventh Military District, (L.S.)

Tustunnuggee Thlucco, speaker for the Upper Creeks, his x mark, (L.S.)

Micco Aupoegau, of Toukaubatchee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Tustunnuggee Hopoiee, speaker of the Lower Creeks, his x mark, (L.S.)

Micco Achulee, of Cowetau, his x mark, (L.S.)

William McIntosh, jr., major of Cowetau, his x mark, (L.S.)

Tuskee Eneah, of Cussetau, his x mark, (L.S.)

Faue Emautla, of Cussetau, his x mark, (L.S.)

Toukaubatchee Tustunnuggee, of Hitchetee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Noble Kinnard, of Hitchetee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Hopoiee Hutkee, of Souwagoolo, his x mark, (L.S.)

Hopoiee Hutkee, for Hopoie Yoholo, of Souwogoolo, his x mark, (L.S.)

Folappo Haujo, of Eufaulau, on Chattohochee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Pachee Haujo, of Apalachoocla, his x mark, (L.S.)

Timpoeechee Bernard, captain of Uchees, his x mark, (L.S.)

Uchee Micco, his x mark, (L.S.)

Yoholo Micco, of Kialijee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Socoskee Emautla, of Kialijee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Choocchau Haujo, of Woccocoi, his x mark, (L.S.)

Esholoctee, of Nauchee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Yoholo Micco, of Tallapoosa Eufaulau, his x mark, (L.S.)

Stinthellis Haujo, of Abecoochee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Ocfuskee Yoholo, of Toutacaugee, his x mark, (L.S.)

John O’Kelly, of Coosa, (L.S.)

Eneah Thlucco, of Immookfau, his x mark, (L.S.)

Espokokoke Haujo, of Wewoko, his x mark, (L.S.)

Eneah Thlucco Hopoiee, of Talesee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Efau Haujo, of Puccan Tallahassee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Talessee Fixico, of Ocheobofau, his x mark, (L.S.)

Nomatlee Emautla, or captain Isaacs, of Cousoudee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Tuskegee Emautla, or John Carr, of Tuskegee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Alexander Grayson, of Hillabee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Lowee, of Ocmulgee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Nocoosee Emautla, of Chuskee Tallafau, his x mark, (L.S.)

William McIntosh, for Hopoiee Haujo, of Ooseoochee, his x mark, (L.S.)

William McIntosh, for Chehahaw Tustunnuggee, of Chehahaw, his x mark, (L.S.)

William McIntosh, for Spokokee Tustunnuggee, of Otellewhoyonnee, his x mark, (L.S.)

Done at fort Jackson, in presence of—

Charles Cassedy, acting secretary,

Benjamin Hawkins, agent for Indian affairs,

Return J. Meigs, A.C. nation,

Robert Butler, Adjutant General U.S. Army,

J.C. Warren, assistant agent for Indian affairs,

George Mayfield,

Alexander Curnels,

George Lovett,

Public interpreters.

Source: Treaty With the Creeks, U.S. Statutes at Large, 7 (1814): 120.

88. George Robert Gleig, A British Account of the Action at Bladensburg, 1826 [Excerpt]

Introduction

On August 19, 1814, British forces began landing at Benedict, Maryland, on the Patuxent River. Their objective was the American capital at Washington. Major General Robert Ross commanded about 4,370 officers and men, most of whom were veterans. American general William Winder tried to stop the British advance at the village of Bladensburg, Maryland, about six miles northeast of Washington. Winder commanded an inexperienced force of between 5,000 and 6,000 regulars, militia, and sailors. The following account of the battle was written by a British ensign, George Robert Gleig, who served in the 85th Light Infantry Regiment when he was 18 years old. Gleig describes the August 24, 1814, engagement as a hard-fought battle up until the point that the American militia routed. This rout gave the battle the name “The Bladensburg Races.” Ross acknowledged 64 killed and 1,815 wounded, but as Gleig notes, total losses, including the lightly wounded, approached 500. After the battle, Ross’s army marched on to Washington and burned public buildings, including the naval yard and the White House. They cited the American burning of public buildings in York, Ontario, back in 1813 as justification for the arson. The poor American performance at Bladensburg and subsequent loss of the capital was embarrassing for the American cause. However, it had little strategic consequence. The British abandoned Washington on August 25, 1814.

Primary Source

[...]

I have said that the right bank of the Potomac was covered with a narrow stripe of willow and larch trees. Here the Americans had stationed strong bodies of riflemen, who, in skirmishing order, covered the whole front of their army.

Behind this narrow plantation, again, the fields were open and clear, intersected, at certain distances, by rows of high and strong palings. About the middle of the ascent, and in the rear of one of these rows, stood the first line, composed entirely of infantry; at a proper interval from this, and in a similar situation, stood the second line; while the third, or reserve, was posted within the skirts of a wood, which crowned the heights. The artillery, again, of which they had twenty pieces in the field, was thus arranged: on the high road, and commanding the bridge, stood two heavy guns; and four more, two on each side of the road, swept partly in the same direction, and partly down the whole of the slope into the streets of Bladensburg. The rest were scattered, with no great judgment, along the second line of infantry, occupying different spaces between the right of one regiment, and the left of another; while the cavalry showed itself in one mass, within a stubble field, near the extreme left of the position. Such was the nature of the ground which they occupied, and the formidable posture in which they waited our approach; amounting, by their own account, to nine thousand men, a number exactly doubling that of the force which was to attack them.

In the mean time, our column continued to advance in the same order which it had hitherto preserved. The road conducted us for about two miles in a direction parallel with the river, and of consequence with the enemy’s line; when it suddenly turned, and led directly towards the town of Bladensburg. Being of course ignorant whether this town might not be filled with American troops, the main body paused here, till the advanced guard should reconnoitre. The result proved that no opposition was intended in that quarter, and that the whole of the enemy’s army had been withdrawn to the opposite side of the stream, whereupon the army was again put in motion, and in a short time arrived in the streets of Bladensburg, and within range of the American artillery. Immediately on our reaching this point, several of their guns opened upon us, and kept up a quick and well directed cannonade from which, as we were again commanded to halt, the men were directed to shelter themselves as much as possible behind the houses. The object of this halt, it was conjectured, was to give the General an opportunity of examining the American line, and of trying the depth of the river; because at present there appeared to be but one practicable mode of attack, by crossing the bridge, and taking the enemy directly in front. To do so, however, exposed as the bridge was, must be attended with bloody consequences, nor could the delay of a few minutes produce tiny mischief which the discovery of a ford would not amply compensate.

But in this conjecture we were altogether mistaken; for without allowing time to the column to close its ranks or to be formed by some of the many stragglers, who were now hurrying, as fast as weariness would permit, to regain their places, the order to halt was countermanded, and the word given to attack; and we immediately pushed on at double quick time, towards the head of the bridge. While we were moving along the street, a continued fire was kept up, with some execution, from those guns which stood to the left of the road; but it was not till the bridge was covered with our people that the two-gun battery upon the road itself began to play.—Then, indeed, it also opened, and with tremendous effect; for at the first discharge almost an entire company was swept down; but whether it was that the guns had been previously laid with measured exactness, or that the nerves of the gunners became afterwards unsteady, the succeeding discharges were much less fatal. The riflemen likewise now galled us from the wooded bank, with a running fire of musketry; and it was not without trampling upon many of their dead and dying comrades, that the light brigade established itself on the opposite side of the stream.

When once there, however, every thing else appeared easy. Wheeling off to the right and left of the road, they dashed into the thicket, and quickly cleared it of the American skirmishers; who falling back with precipitation upon the first line, threw it into disorder before it had fired a shot. The consequence was, that our troops had scarcely shown themselves when the whole of that line gave way, and fled in the greatest confusion, leaving the two guns upon the road in possession of the victors.

But here it must be confessed that the light brigade was guilty of imprudence. Instead of pausing till the rest of the army came up, they lightened themselves by throwing away their knapsacks and haversacks; and extending their ranks so as to show an equal front with the enemy, pushed onto the attack of the second line. The Americans, however, saw their weakness, and stood firm, and having the whole of their artillery, with the exception of those captured on the road, and the greater part of their infantry in this line, they first checked the ardour of the assailants by a heavy fire, and then in their turn, advanced to recover the ground which was lost. Against this charge, the extended order of the British troops would not permit them to offer an effectual resistance, and they were accordingly borne back to the very thicket upon the river’s brink; Where they maintained themselves with determined obstinacy, repelling all attempts to drive them through it; and frequently following, to within a short distance of the cannon’s mouth, such parts of the enemy’s line as gave way.

In this state the action continued till the second brigade had likewise crossed, and formed upon the right bank of the river; when the 44th Regiment moving to the right, and driving in the skirmishers, debouched upon the left flank of the Americans, and completely turned it. In that quarter, therefore, the battle was won; because the raw militia-men, who were stationed there as being the least assailable point, when once broken could not be rallied. But on their right, the enemy still kept their ground with much resolution; nor was it till the arrival of the 4th Regiment, and the advance of the British forces in firm array, to the charge, that they began to waver. Then, indeed, seeing their left in full flight, and the 44th getting in their rear, they lost all order, and dispersed, leaving clouds of riflemen to cover their retreat; and hastened to conceal themselves in the woods, where it would have been vain to follow them. The rout was now general throughout the whole line. The reserve, which ought to have supported the main body, fled as soon as those in its front began to give way; and the cavalry, instead of charging the British troops, now scattered in pursuit, turned their horses’ heads and galloped off, leaving them in undisputed possession of the field, and of ten out of the twenty pieces of artillery,

This battle, by which the fate of the American capital was decided, began about one o’clock in the afternoon, and lasted till four. The loss on the part of the English was severe, since, out of two-thirds of the army, which were engaged, upwards of five hundred men were killed and wounded; and what rendered it doubly severe was, that among these were numbered several officers of rank and distinction. Colonel Thornton who commanded the light brigade; Lieutenant Colonel Wood commanding the 85th Regiment, and Major Brown who had led the advanced guard, were all severely wounded; and General Ross himself had a horse shot under him. On the side of the Americans the slaughter was not so great. Being in possession of a strong position, they were of course less exposed in defending, than the others in storming it; and had they conducted themselves with coolness, and resolution, it is not conceivable how the day could have been won. But the fact is, that, with the exception of a party of sailors from the gun boats, under the command of Commodore Barney, no troops could behave worse than they did. The skirmishers were driven in as soon as attacked, the first line gave way without offering the slightest resistance, and the left of the main body was broken within half an hour after it was seriously engaged. Of the sailors, however, it would be injustice not to speak in the terms which their conduct merits. They were employed as gunners, and not only did they serve their guns with a quickness and precision which astonished their assailants, but they stood till some of them

were actually bayoneted, with fuzes in their hands; nor was it till their leader was wounded and taken, and they saw themselves deserted on all sides by the soldiers, that they quitted the field. With respect to the British army, again, no line of distinction can be drawn. All did their duty, and none more gallantly than the rest; and though the brunt of the affair fell upon the light brigade, this was owing chiefly to the circumstance of its being at the head of the column, and perhaps, also, in some degree, to its own rash impetuosity. The artillery, indeed, could do little; being unable to show itself in presence of a force so superior; but the six-pounder was nevertheless brought into action, and a corps of rockets proved of striking utility.

Our troops being worn down from fatigue, and of course as ignorant of the country, as the Americans were the reverse, the pursuit could not be continued to any distance. Neither was it attended with much slaughter. Diving into the recesses of the forests, and covering themselves with riflemen, the enemy were quickly beyond our reach; and having no cavalry to scour even the high road, ten of the lightest of their guns were carried off in the flight The defeat, however, was absolute, and the army, which had been collected for the defence of Washington, was scattered beyond the possibility of, at least, an immediate reunion; and as the distance from Bladensburg to that city does not exceed four miles, there appeared to be no further obstacle in the way, to prevent its immediate capture.

Source: George Robert Gleig, A Narrative of the Campaigns of the British Army at Washington and New Orleans... (London: John Murray, 1826), 116–123.

89. James and Dolley Madison, Two Letters Describing the Evacuation of Washington, D.C., August 23, 1814

Introduction

On August 24, 1814, a British army commanded by Major General Robert Ross routed the American defenders of the nation’s capital. The battle took place at the village of Bladensburg, Maryland, about six miles northeast of Washington. President James Madison wrote the first letter to his wife the day before the battle. At that time Madison was optimistic that the American forces would be successful. Madison’s wife, Dolley, wrote the second letter to her sister. It appears to have been written over a span of several hours and thus may provide a fascinating real-time account of the anxiety experienced by the people of Washington as

they awaited news of the battle. However, in 2008, scholars began to suspect that the letter was in fact written 20 years after the event, though they do not challenge the facts of the letter. Dolley Madison first describes receiving a hasty note from her husband alerting her to prepare to flee. She later learns that the battle has occurred and that she must leave the city. Unlike those around her, she remained composed, even to the extent of taking the time to remove a priceless Gilbert Stuart painting of George Washington from the wall of the White House. She later received much praise for her conduct during this trying time. The Madisons fled into Virginia from where they watched the British army enter the capital. In retaliation for the burning of York, Ontario, in 1813, the British burned public property, including the White House. The British departed Washington on August 25, 1814.

Primary Sources

To Mrs. Madison

Mr. Williams about 6 on 7 Miles from Washington

Tuesday Aug. 23 [1814]

My dearest

We reached our quarters last evening at the Camp between 8 & 9 oC. and made out very well. I have passed the forenoon among the troops, who are in high spirits & make a good appearance. The reports as to the enemy have varied every hour. The last & probably truest information is that they are not very strong, and are without cavalry and artillery, and of course that they are not in a condition to strike at Washington. It is believed also that they are not about to move from Marlbro’ unless it be from an apprehension of our gathering force and on a retreat to their ships. It is possible, however they may have a greater force or expect one, than has been represented or that their temerity may be greater than their strength. I sent you a message last night by Col. M. and one today by messenger of Genl. Winder who set out at a moment when it was impossible to write. I have retained Shorter that I might give you by him some final & certain information. We expect every hour to have something further from the camp concerning the Enemy. If it should be [of] a nature to make it advisable to return to the Camp; you will not see me this morning; otherwise I hope I shall be with you in the course tho’ perhaps later in the evening. Your devoted husband

M

To Lucy Payne Washington Todd

Tuesday Augt. 23d. 1814

Dear Sister,—

My husband left me yesterday morng. to join Gen. Winder. He enquired anxiously whether I had courage; or firmness to remain in the President’s house until his return, on the morrow, or succeeding day, and on my assurance that I had no fear but for him and the success of our army, he left me, beseeching me to take care of myself, and of the cabinet papers, public and private, I have since recd. Two despatches from him, written with a pencil; the last is alarming, because he desires I should be ready at a moment’s warning to enter my carriage and leave the city; that the enemy seemed stronger than had been reported and that it might happen that they would reach the city, with intention to destroy it... I am accordingly ready; I have pressed as many cabinet papers into trunks as to fill one carriage; our private property must be sacrificed, as it is impossible to procure wagons for its transportation. I am determined not to go myself until I see Mr. Madison safe, and he can accompany me,—as I hear of much hostility towards him,... disaffection stalks around us.... My friends and acquaintances are all gone; Even Col. C with his hundred men, who were stationed as a guard in the enclosure... French John (a faithful domestic,) with his usual activity and resolution, offers to spike the cannon at the gate, and to lay a train of powder which would blow up the British, should they enter the house. To the last proposition I positively object, without being able, however, to make him understand why all advantages in war may not be taken.

Wednesday morng. twelve o’clock.—Since sunrise I have been turning my spy glass in every direction and watching with unwearied anxiety, hoping to discern the approach of my dear husband and his friends, but, alas, I can descry only groups of military wandering in all directions, as if there was a lack of arms, or of spirit to fight for their own firesides!

Three O’clock.—Will you believe it, my Sister? We have had a battle or skirmish near Bladensburg, and I am still here within sound of the cannon! Mr. Madison comes not; may God protect him! Two messengers covered with dust, come to bid me fly; but I wait for him... At this late hour a wagon has been procured, I have had it filled with the plate and most valuable portable articles belonging to the house; whether it will reach its destination; the Bank of Maryland, or fall into the hands of British soldiery, events must determine.

Our kind friend, Mr. Carroll, has come to hasten my departure, and is in a very bad humor with me because I insist on waiting until the large picture of Gen. Washington is secured and it requires to be unscrewed from the wall. This

process was found too tedious for these perilous moments; I have ordered the frame to be broken, and the canvass taken out;—it is done, and the precious portrait placed in the hands of two gentlemen of New York for safe keeping. And now, dear sister, I must leave this house or the retreating army will make me a prisoner in it, by filling up the road I am directed to take. When I shall again write you, or where I shall be tomorrow, I cannot tell!!

Source: David B. Mattern, ed., The Selected Letters of Dolley Payne Madison (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2003), 192–194.

90. Margaret Bayard Smith, Letter Describing the Evacuation of Washington, D.C., August 1814 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Margaret Bayard Smith was a member of Washington, D.C., high society and an author of novels, stories, and a biography of Dolley Madison. However, it was the publication, many years after her death, of her collected letters and journals covering 40 years of Washington life that brought her the most fame as a writer. She was married to Samuel Harrison Smith, founder and publisher of the National Intelligencer, and the couple were close friends with Thomas Jefferson. The Smiths lived on a farm just a few miles from the center of Washington. The ongoing War of 1812 and the proximity of British forces began to engender fear among the population. As early as July 1813, Mrs. Smith reported that the situation was dangerous. Although some of Smith’s Washington friends planned to flee to the Smith’s farm in case of an attack on Washington, the farm lay in the path of the British invasion that was to take place in August 1814. Mrs. Smith wrote this letter to her sister from Brookville, Maryland, after the British occupation of Washington. Women and children evacuated Washington as the British approached. Despite initial confidence that the defenders of Washington would prevail over the British, Smith’s family packed up valuables and sent them to an outlying farm. Then, as the American troops routed, came the frantic nighttime knock on the door and the warning, “Go, for God’s sake go.” The 3 a.m. flight by horse and carriage ended 10 hours later in an outlying Quaker community, where the residents gave lodging and food to the fleeing civilians and soldiers.
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TO MRS. KIRKPATRICK

Brookville. [Md.,] August, [1814.]

On Sunday we received information that the British had debark’d at Benedict. They seem’d in no haste to approach the city, but gave us time to collect our troops. The alarm was such that on Monday a general removal from the city and George Town took place. Very few women or children remain’d in the city on Tuesday evening, altho’ the accounts then received were that the enemy were retreating. Our troops were eager for an attack and such was the cheerful alacrity they display’d, that a universal confidence reign’d among the citizens and people. Few doubted our conquering. On Tuesday we sent off to a private farm house all our linen, clothing and other movable property, in the afternoon Dr. Bradley’s family came from the city and took tea with us,—the Dr. said several citizens from the camp brought information of the enemy’s remaining quiet at N. Marlborough, but that 3 of the volunteer companies,———, Davidsons and Peters were order’d to attack the Pickets and draw the B——on to a general engagement. This was the last news; until we were roused on Tuesday night by a loud knocking,—on the opening of the door, Willie Bradley called to us, “The enemy are advancing, our own troops are giving way on all sides and are retreating to the city. Go, for Gods sake go.” He spoke in a voice of agony, and then flew to his horse and was out of sight in a moment. We immediately rose, the carriage and horses were soon ready, we loaded a wagon with what goods remained and about 3 oclock left our house with all our servants, the women we sent to some private farm houses at a safe distance, while we pursued our course. I felt no alarm or agitation, as I knew the danger was not near. I even felt no distress at the idea of forsaking our home. I could not realize the possibility of the B. gaining possession of the city, or of our army being defeated. We travel’d very slowly and as it was dark I walk’d part of the way. Ann was equally composed. At sunrise we stop’d to breakfast at Miss Carrol’s and then pursued our journey. The girls were quite delighted with our flight, novelty has such charms at their age, that even the exchange of comfort and peace, for suffering and distress, has its charms. Even for myself, I felt animated, invigorated, willing to encounter any hardship, calmly to meet any danger, patiently to bear any difficulty. I suffer’d considerable pain during the ride, and fear’d every moment being taken ill, but happily I was not, and we all reach’d this place at one oclock in perfect health. We received a most kind reception from Mrs. Bently, and excellent accommodations. The appearance of this village is romantic and beautiful, it is situated in a little valley

totally embosom’d in woody hills, with a stream flowing at the bottom on which are mills. In this secluded spot one might hope the noise, or rumour of war would never reach. Here all seems security and peace! Happy people may you never be obliged to fly from this peaceful spot, which now affords so hospitable a shelter to our poor citizens!

Thursday morning. This morning on awakening we were greeted with the sad news, that our city was taken, the bridges and public buildings burnt, our troops flying in every direction. Our little army totally dispersed. Good God, what will be the event! This moment a troop of horse have enter’d, they were on the field of battle, but not engag’d. Major Ridgely their commander, disapproving Genl. Winder’s order, refused to obey, left the army and is taking his troops home. E. Riggs, who was likewise there has given us a sad detail. He was in Loughbourough’s, who with ten men form’d a reconnoitering party, and Riggs was employed in carrying messages from Winder. His account was that the first skirmish was near Marlborough, where Peters, Davidson’s and Strul’s ( ?) companies were ordered to attack the enemies picquets, but on finding how inefficient their force were, order’d to retreat, which they did in great disorder. Winder finding the enemy marching on the Bladensburg turnpike, forsook the posts he had taken and march’d towards the city, where they station’d themselves on the hills near Bladensburg bridge. The enemy march’d on in solid column and attack’d with coolness, and order. The 5th regiment from Baltimore commenced the attack and stood their ground firmly, but for a short time only, they were almost destroy’d and our whole troops gave way and began a disor’d retreat. The President who was on the ground, escap’d and has gone into Virginia. Winder with all the men he can collect are at the court house. He has directed our poor broken militia to make the best of their way to Baltimore. Every hour the poor wearied and terrified creatures are passing by the door. Mrs. Bently kindly invites them in to rest and refresh. Major Ridgely’s troop of horse all breakfasted in town, that not a man was left to breakfast in the tavern. Ann and I hasten’d to assist Mrs. B. in getting their breakfast,—and Julia and Susan wanted to do something, help’d to set the table, &c.

Noon. We were much alarm’d by Mr. Milligan, who called and told Mr. Smith, Genl. Winder had ordered him to come here for an express, that Montgomery C. H. was burnt by the British, who were then on their march for Frederick. But a person who knew him assured us he was crazy, his account afterwards proved untrue, as a great many have passed since. Our men look pale and feeble but more with affright than fatigue,—they had thrown away their muskets and blankets.

Just as we were going to dinner, a tremendous gust arose, it has broken the trees very much, in the midst of it, a wagon came to the door with a family going they knew not whither. Poor wanderers. Oh how changed are my feelings, my confidence in our troops is gone, they may again be rallied, but it will require a long apprenticeship to make them good soldiers. Oh my sister how gloomy is the scene. I do not suppose Government will ever return to Washington. All those whose property was invested in that place, will be reduced to poverty.

[...]

Source: Gaillard Hunt, ed., The First Forty Years of Washington Society (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1906), 98–105.

91. Francis Scott Key, “Star-Spangled Banner,” September 13–14, 1814

Introduction

Now hailed as the national anthem, the “Star Spangled Banner” was written by the Maryland lawyer Francis Scott Key (1779–1843) on the night of September 13–14, 1814. The United States was in the midst of fighting the War of 1812 against the British when Key visited the British fleet in Chesapeake Bay to help negotiate the release of a friend who had been taken prisoner. He and the prisoner were not permitted to return to shore because they might reveal information about the British and their planned attack against the defenders of Baltimore. Thus, he and the released prisoner had to wait onboard ship while British guns bombarded nearby Fort McHenry, which guarded the entrance to Baltimore harbor. The commander of Fort McHenry had acquired an unusually large American flag because he wanted the British to see it from afar. Convinced that the fort would collapse under such heavy fire from the British fleet, Key was overjoyed to see the American flag remain aloft throughout the night, prompting him to write the “Star Spangled Banner,” which he originally composed as a poem entitled “The Defence of Fort M’Henry.” The poem became widely popular throughout the United States and was ironically put to the tune of a British drinking song, “To Anacreon in Heaven.” The U.S. government officially declared it the national anthem in 1931.
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Oh, say can you see, by the dawn’s early light,

What so proudly we hailed at the twilight’s last gleaming?

Whose broad stripes and bright stars, through the perilous fight,

O’er the ramparts we watched, were so gallantly streaming?

And the rockets’ red glare, the bombs bursting in air,

Gave proof thought the night that our flag was still there.

O say, does that star-spangled banner yet wave

O’er the land of the free and the home of the brave?

On the shore, dimly seen through the mists of the deep,

Where the foe’s haughty host in dread silence reposes,

What is that which the breeze, o’er the towering steep,

As it fitfully blows, now conceals, now discloses?

Now it catches the gleam of the morning’s first beam,

In full glory reflected now shines on the stream:

’Tis the star-spangled banner! O long may it wave

O’er the land of the free and the home of the brave.

And where is that band who so vauntingly swore

That the havoc of war and the battle’s confusion

A home and a country should leave us no more?

Their blood has wiped out their foul footstep’s pollution.

No refuge could save the hireling and slave

From the terror of flight, or the gloom of the grave:

And the star-spangled banner in triumph doth wave

O’er the land of the free and the home of the brave.

Oh! thus be it ever, when freemen shall stand

Between their loved homes and the war’s desolation!

Blest with victory and peace, may the heaven-rescued land

Praise the Power that hath made and preserved us a nation.

Then conquer we must, for our cause it is just,

And this be our motto: “In God is our trust.”

And the star-spangled banner forever shall wave

O’er the land of the free and the home of the brave!

Source: Francis Scott Key, The Star Spangled Banner (New York: Cupples & Leon, 1907).

92. A Letter from Hannah Jenoway, a British Soldier’s Wife in Canada, September 14, 1814

Introduction

Hannah Jenoway was the wife of a British army engineer, Lieutenant Richard Jenoway, who was stationed in Canada during the War of 1812. Her husband served with the First Battalion of the Royal Scots. She and her children accompanied her husband when he was transferred to Canada’s Niagara peninsula in 1813. Mrs. Jenoway’s letters describe the common experiences of a soldier’s wife. She writes to her sister-in-law that she has been able to reside with her husband only intermittently. She has just spent three months with him in a cottage he built at Fort George on Lake Ontario. At other times she and her children have had to rent rooms in homes, and once at a school. In addition to the frequent moves, she had to nurse her children during an array of illnesses. As the wife of a soldier on campaign, Jenoway can provide only a vague address to her correspondents: the name of her husband and his regiment, followed by “Fort George, or elsewhere, Upper Canada, America.” Before the July 5, 1814, Battle of Chippawa, Mrs. Jenoway and her children had to flee at night to avoid the combat. The battle was an American victory, thanks to the skill of General Winfield Scott. Before retreating to Fort George, Jenoway’s husband was forced to blow up the batteries he had built to prevent them from falling into enemy hands.
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Mrs. Hannah Jenoway to her Sister-in-law.

Hope Cottage, Fort George

14th September. 1814.

My Dear Sister,—It is with great pleasure I write these lines to you of our good fortune so far, and I hope and trust in the Almighty for its continuance. It is now five months since your brother was made Assistant Engineer at this place, and I am glad to say his emoluments are very great, and so are his exertions. I only fear he will be ill with his great assiduity. We are now living in a cottage of his own building. I assure yon I am quite delighted with it, but am greatly afraid of our good luck not lasting long, as it seems to me to be too good to remain any length of time. We have a fine horse and carriage of the country, which just holds our family and a little baggage. I have now been with my husband three months, which is the longest period we have been together since we came to Canada. After I left Mrs. Robinson’s family at Kingston, which was on the eleventh of December, Mr. Jenoway having got leave of absence for three weeks to take us up to York, where I remained at a

boarding school, I had one room and boarded with the family, and paid at the rate of one hundred a year. I stopped until the sixth of June, when I left to join my husband, who was at Queenston, having been ordered from Fort George to erect fortifications there. I had only been there a fort-night when five thousand of the Yankees landed above Fort Erie. Mr. Jenoway was left to command Queenston and the fortifications he had constructed, but unfortunately our army had to retire after a hard battle, with only fifteen hundred of the British to oppose so many of the enemy: consequently your brother had to blow up the batteries and make the best of his way to Fort George with his men and guns. Previous to that, about nine o’clock in the night, I was obliged to make my retreat with the children. When we had got four miles from Queenston, six Indians rushed out of the bush and asked me for my money. The servant was so frightened that he durst not speak to them, but I had courage enough to make them understand I was an officer’s lady, when they immediately went away. You may easily suppose what a tremor I was in. On we went towards the Twelve. Before we got within six miles of it our servant upset us. Fortunately we had no limbs broken, only much bruised. We were near a Mr. Thompson’s, where we staid three weeks, with the Yankees within four miles of us, and [they] came a few times within a mile and-a-half of us. After the Americans had retired to St. Davids and Queenston, my dear husband fetched us to Fort George, made the family a present of twenty dollars and drove off My poor little Michael and his brother is, and have been for several weeks, alarmingly ill of the ague and lake fever. It is a second attack on him. There are several men, women and children sick of it at this time. It is nearly as bad here for that disease as in [illegible] only not so dangerous. Hannah is very well and grows a fine girl, but very backward in her talking. Your brother has pretty good health at present, but is almost hurried off his legs. I assure you he is so very much employed that I have little of his company, as he has the entire command of the Engineer’s Department at Fort Missassagua and Fort George. The former is a large, new post, which he had the direction of at the commencement, and [is] considered the largest and of most importance of any in Upper Canada.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign in the Niagara Frontier in 1814 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1909), 230–232.

93. Letters Between Lieutenant General Sir John Sherbrooke and Secretary of State for War Lord Henry Bathurst Regarding New England’s Secret Overtures to the British, November–December 1814

Introduction

Lieutenant General Sir John Sherbrooke, governor-general of New Brunswick, organized a major offensive against Maine that began on September 1, 1814. The British easily overcame organized resistance, and Sherbrooke declared Maine up to the Penobscot River as part of New Brunswick. In the following letter, Sherbrooke writes to Lord Henry Bathurst, then secretary of state for war, about being approached by an unnamed man from Massachusetts, a member of that state’s legislaure. The war had never been popular among New England Federalists, and in 1814, Federalist politicians continued to undermine the war fighting efforts of the Madison administration. Sherbrooke attached to the letter a document drafted by the American agent. The American hints at the possibility that the impending meeting of New England politicians at Hartford, Connecticut, might result in several New England states seceding from the United States, organizing a government, and raising an army. He then asks whether Great Britain might come to the aid of the renegade states. Bathurst’s reply to Sherbrooke on December 13, 1814, came at a time when American and British negotiators at Ghent were finally making real progress toward bringing the war to a close. Consequently, Bathurst provides Sherbrooke with detailed instructions to proceed with caution, but in the event the war is prolonged, to explore the possibility of a separate peace with the New England states.

Primary Sources

I SHERBROOKE TO BATHURST

Halifax 20th: Novr: 1814

A Gentleman who is a most respectable inhabitant of the Country lying between the Penobscot and the Boundary Line of New Brunswick And Who was a Member of the House of Representatives of the State of Massachusetts having lately been allowed to go from Castine to Boston informed M Gen. Gosselin on his return that He had a Communication of importance to make to me which induced the Majr. General to grant him leave to come to this place.

On receiving this Gentleman (who was personally known both to Admiral Griffith & Myself at Castine) He stated that the business which he came here upon was of a very delicate nature And that he felt awkwardly situated from having no Credentials to show, As he did not think it prudent to carry any written documents about him lest they should be discovered. He then said that He was Commissioned by the Executive of Massachusetts to Communicate with me on some very important points which I desired him to Commit to writing And which I have now the honor to submit for Your Lordships Consideration neither Admiral Griffith nor Myself conceiving Ourselves Competent to discuss a subject of this magnitude without having received an especial authority so to do.

From the respectable Character of this Person & other Circumstances, Admiral Griffith & Myself have no doubt of his having been Commissioned to make the enclosed proposals on the part of the Goverment of Massachusetts: It therefore now rests with Your Lordship to receive them or not as You may think proper under the peculiar Circumstances of the Case.

It seems the New England States are very apprehensive that If Great Britain should conclude a Peace with the general Goverment their interests would be sacrificed—And as the President has refused to repay the expenses already incurred by the Northern Commonwealths for the purposes of defence, the Executive of Massachusetts has resolved to withhold all pecuniary Aid from the General Goverment And to apply the Amount of the Taxes raised to the defence of their own Frontier, And It is supposed that the other New England States will adopt the same line of Conduct at the Congress appointed to meet at Hartford on the 15th of next Month to which Connecticut & Long Island have already Nominated their Delegates, But as the Legislatures of New Hampshire & Vermont are not now in Session theirs have not yet been appointed. Notwithstanding the Custom which prevails of Calling these the “federal states” it is right Your Lordship should be informed that there is a very strong democratic Party in each of these Commonwealths. And as they will in the event of an attempt being made to seperate New England from the Union most probably be assisted by the General Goverment in resisting this Measure, It appears that the Federal Party wishes to ascertain at this early period whether Great Britain would under these Circumstances afford them Military assistance to effect their purposes should they stand in need of it.

Whether the British Goverment shall deem it expedient to comply with this request or not for the present, Your Lordship will I think see the good policy of sending more

Troops out here immediately, to be in readiness either to oppose the Levies now raising in New England should they be inclined to act hostilely towards us, Or to assist them if the contrary policy be pursued in seperating themselves from the Union & in forming a Goverment of their Own.

In this State of things the importance of Our having taken possession of Castine & the territory Contiguous to it will I doubt not strike Your Lordship forcibly, As from thence Whenever the necessary arrangements are made We can supply the Federalists with everything they can require Should it be the policy of Britain to assist them in seperating from the Union. Or If Affairs take a contrary turn We have at the Penobscot a Frontier much more easy to be defended than the Old One was, Whenever a sufficient Force arrives for that purpose.

Altho’ I shall be extremely happy to attend to any Instructions I may receive from Your Lordship relative to the Communication I am now transmitting And to act in any way you may be pleased to direct. Yet I feel it my duty to state to Your Lordship candidly that I am unaccquainted with & quite a stranger to diplomatic business—And as the subtley of the New Englanders will require a most able Negotiator to treat with them I presume to recommend that Your Lordship should under some feigned pretence send a person out here who is in Your Confidence, Well skilled in the finesse of diplomacy & thoroughly acquainted with the British Interests in this part of the World to be in readiness to take advantage of Circumstances as they occur, & taking care to conceal for the present the real purpose for which such person has been sent out.

I shall await Your Lordships Answer to this Communication with great anxiety As It involves in its Consequences events of Considerable importance And I mean not to interfere with the Politics of the New England States in any way until I am honoured with further instructions unless Circumstances should produce an open rupture between them & the Goverment of the United States sooner than is expected, in which Case I shall think it my duty to afford all the assistance I am able to the former As We are actually at War with the latter.

sI have the honor to be with great respect My Lord,

Your Lordship’s

Very Obedient and

Most humble Servant

J.C. Sherbrooke

II THE PROPOSALS OF THE AMERICAN AGENT ENCLOSED WITH THE FOREGOING DISPATCH

The Rt. Hon’ble

The Earl Bathurst

Duplicate.

This Paper the object of which is to prepare the way for Peace & Friendship between Great Britain and such States as may hereafter be disposed to pursue in good faith, a course of measures calculated to produce that desirable object, is submitted & received under the fullest pledge of Confidence,—that should any thing occur to prevent the accomplishment of that object, the Parties & Persons directly or indirectly concerned, and who may be implicated thereby, shall in no case be exposed while any evil consequences may result therefrom.

The State of Massachusetts has been actuated by a strong desire not only to prevent the declaration of War by the United States against great Britain, but since that declaration has been made to embrace the earliest opportunity to bring the War to a close. Such circumstances have hitherto existed as have rendered inexpedient, a direct & decisive effort to accomplish that desirable object. If however the British Goverment does in fact entertain such Sentiments and Views as the Goverments of New England have attributed to it, the period is now probably near, when the War may be brought to a Conclusion,—mutually advantageous to Great Britain, and to those who may Concur in producing that Event.

With a View to meet the occasion, the Goverment of Massachusetts at its late Session, has appointed delegates to assemble at Hartford, in Connecticut on the 15th of December 1814. And there to meet such Delegates from the other New England States, as may be by then appointed for the purpose contemplated in the appointment of those by Massachusetts;—The States of Connecticut and Rhode Island, have already acceded to the principle of the proposed Convention, and appointed their Delegates accordingly. It is confidently expected that as soon as Expedient the other two New England States, will not for a moment hesitate to adopt the same measure.

The Ostensible objects for which this Convention is to be organized, will fully appear from the resolve of the Legislature of Massachusetts for the appointment of Delegates, by which it will be seen that a prominent subject for deliberation is to be that of providing for the common defence and Welfare of the States represented in that Body, whose defence is neglected by the Goverment of the United States, whilst that Goverment exacts from these States the Means of Defence existing within their respective Territories, to employ them in making foreign

conquest, explicitly refusing at the same time to reimburse to a State the Expences it may incur In providing for its own defence. For the purpose of providing for defence, it is contemplated that the States convened will among other things devise the necessary measures for taking into their own hands the Revenues of all kinds accruing to the general Goverment within their respective Territories, with a view to appropriate those revenues to their own immediate and joint defence.

It will require no great degree of prescience, to forsee that this measure forced upon those States by the conduct of the general Govenment and the law of self preservation will necessarily lead to collision between that Goverment and these States, and also that the credit of that Goverment already greatly impaired, and always founded principally on the basis of Northern revenue, must entirely fail.

One other great subject for consideration in the Convention will probably be the establishment in due time of a goverment for the States present, and such as may acceed afterwards, calculated to insure the pursuit of such regular and legitimate policy, as may afford security to foreign as well as domestic relations, and prevent as far as may be, a recurrence of that vascillating policy, as almost necessarily results from a Goverment entirely and immediately directed and controlled by popular caprice.

For the purpose of being prepared to operate in such manner as future exigencies may require, the Legislature of Massachusetts has authorized his Excellency the Governor to levy an Army of 10,000 regular Troops, and probably a similar measure wilt be adopted by the other States acceding to the Convention, according to their ability.

It will be apparent, that situated as the States must be that accede to the Convention, they will not be disposed to carry on the War longer than until it can be terminated consistently with their interest and their honor, and it will be especially apparent that it is to the highest degree important, they should as early as possible be able to know, what is to be the relation that is to exist between them and the British Goverment. The distance between the two Countries is so great and the importance of the question growing out of this novel state of things, should it exist to the full extent contemplated, so weighty as respects those States, that it will not excite astonishment, that the earliest opportunity has been taken even before the subject is matured, to obtain such an answer as to satisfy the States in regard to the views of the British Goverment towards them. The liberal views of the Executive part of the Goverment of Massachusetts, under whose auspices this communication is

made, will it is confidently presumed be fully reciprocated. It will be understood that the object of this communication is to ascertain whether Negociation will under existing circumstances be agreeable to the British Goverment. If so, to pave the way to it, and to prepare as expeditiously as is consistent for its conclusion. The Convention not having yet been in Session, and their views not being yet certainly known, but only presumed upon (though as is believed with good reason) no precise proposition can with propriety at this time be made. Still however the views of those under whose patronage this communication is made, may perhaps afford evidence sufficiently satisfactory at this stage of what will be the eventual determination of the Convention, more especially when the importance of Massachusetts among the Northern States is considered. They extend decisively to peace and friendship upon such principles of reciprocity, as shall be calculated in any event of peace or War, to promote as far as possible, the interests of both Countries; How far there can be aid afforded directly by the States in the event of an European War, appears questionable, so long as her Colonies remain unmolested. Should those Colonies on the Continent be attacked, the States would not hesitate it is believed, to assist in the defence of them, under stipulation offensive and Defensive so far as relates to this Continent.

It is not to be concealed, that possibly, though not probably, the democracy of some one, perhaps more of the state Goverments, influenced and countenanced, by the Executive of the United States, may overcome in an Election, the best exertions of well disposed people. It will be necessary to know whether in an event of that kind, any competent military force, can be certainly relied on, to be provided by great Britain, in aid of the present authorities of the States, or of such Goverment as may grow out of measures now in operation. This is a point of great importance, as events may turn. At the same time it must be understood that provided the force of the States is competent to preserve peace and order, prudential motives arising from the tenderness and apprehension of many at seeing British Troops in the Country, will urge strongly and conclusively against their being employed.

The Goverment of Massachusetts has observed with no small degree of satisfaction the wise and prudent course of conduct pursued by the officers commanding the Military and Naval forces of His Majesty in this quarter. It becomes however necessary to state, and it is done with extreme regret, that the order of the Admiral permitting or ordering depredations on our Coasts, has had the most painful effects on the Politics of the Eastern States, and certainly with very little benefit, perhaps none, in any point of view,

to the British Interests. Indeed it is a measure pregnant with the most serious consequences to both Countries. The levying of Contributions has excited a great degree of feeling and alarm, and has undoubtedly produced a war spirit in some limited degree, where it did not exist before. It would seem that no good can possibly result from pursuing that course of warfare in the North, and certainly much evil must result from it. In almost every instance the Sufferers being Men of some property are well disposed; Such proceedings will alienate extensively the friendly affections of good people, while the property obtained in such cases will be no object in a national point of view. If compensation can be made voluntarily in some delicate way, vast good would result from it, and to a degree that would perhaps many times counter-balance the evil already experienced. If indeed the preservation of the good feelings of the people of this and the adjoining States towards Great Britain, be thought an object of any importance, depredation must cease on our Shore. If that mode of Warfare be thought advisable, it must operate altogether on the South. Punishment will then be brought Home to the Doors of the guilty. In that Country the British Goverment and people have no affections to lose. There is, it is believed little room to doubt, that if these States be left unmolested, they will soon be able to establish a system of order and power, that will paralyze the Authority of the United States, and crush the baneful Democracy of the Country. The measures now ripening by means of the Convention, will soon afford a more decisive and important view of the ultimate measures proper to be taken by the British Govennent.

III BATHURST TO SHERBROOKE

Downing Street

13 Decr. 1814

Sir J. C. Sherbrooke, Sir,

(Secret)

I have laid your Dispatches of the Dares and Numbers mentioned in the Margin before His Royal Highness The Prince Regent.

You will lose no time In making the strongest assurances of the sincere satisfaction with which H.M’s, Goverment have received the Communication you have forwarded, considering it as an undeniable proof that H.M’s Conduct towards the United States has been duly appreciated by the most enlightened Members of the Confedracy, and that there continues to exist in the United States a cordial disposition to renew the Relations of amity, mutually beneficial to the two Countries.

The best return which can be made for the frank Communication which you have forwarded is not to delay giving an explicit and unreserved reply. You will therefore inform those, with whom you will have to communicate that the Negociations at Ghent appear to be nearly brought to a favourable Conclusion: But it will be necessary at the same time to apprize them that the Tenor and Complexion of Mr. Madison’s Goverment has been such, that His Majesty cannot consent to find himself in any manner to suspend hostilities, altho’ the Treaty shall have been signed by the Commissioners respectively at Ghent, until it should have received the. formal Ratification of the President. In making this Communiction you will take occasion to declare, that in the Event of the War being unhappily protracted by reason either of the Rupture of the Negociations at Ghent or of The President refusing to ratify the Treaty, when presented to him, you have received authority (and this Instruction hereby conveying it) to sign such Armistice all the part of the State of Massachusetts, and of any other States referred to in your Dispatch of the 20th Ultimo.

You are further authorized to engage that if the American Executive shall menace an attack upon any State or States in consequence of having signed such armistice, H.M’s Goverment will furnish arms, accoutrements, ammunition Clothing and naval Cooperation, on receiving application to that Effect: But you will decline entering into any Engagement to afford Military Cooperation: You will at the same time not fail to assure those to whom You will make this Communication that our Indisposition to enter into such an Engagement proceeds solely from an apprehension that the Employment of such force, especially on the Conditions for which it has been the policy of this Country to stipulate on similar occasions) is calculated to excite Jealousy and Distrust in the United States, and would therefore materially counteract the advantage which would otherwise be derived by the State to whose assistance the force was sent. It is however to be hoped that We should be able to give as effectual assistance by creating divisions of the State which might be attacked. Our military operations on the Coast would for that reason uniformly have for their first object the assistance they might afford to those, who were meanced [menaced] by the American Executive.

You are lastly authorized to give this assurance, that His Majesty will engage not to conclude Peace with the American Executive, without providing for the Protection of such State or States, as may, by signing the Armistice, have exposed themselves to the Resentment of the American Executive.

I have &c.

BATHURST

IV BATHURST TO SHERBROOKE

Downing Street

13 Decr.1814

Sir J. C. Sherbrooke, Sir,

Separate

and

Secret

In adverting to that part of my dispatch, in which it is stated that His Majesty cannot bind himself to suspend in any manner Hostilities until the Treaty shall have been duly ratified by The President of the United States (which Event the person to be authorized to exchange the ratifications shall have Instructions forthwith to communicate to the Commanders of H.M’s Naval & Land forces) You will notwithstanding this consider yourself authorized on the receipt of this dispatch to Concert measures with the Commanders of H.M’s Naval forces to mitigate in every possible manner the pressure of War, in favor of all such States as shall have satisfactorily shewn a disposition to conclude an Armistice with His Majesty in the Event of the War [being] protracted either by the Rupture of the Negociation at Ghent, or by the Refusal of the President to ratify the Treaty when presented to him.

I have &c.,

BATHURST

V BATHURST TO SHERBROOKE

Downing Street

13 Decr. 1814

Sir J. C. Sherbrooke Sir

(Secret)

As it is always desirable to take the earliest opportunity of relieving any officer from the anxiety necessarily incidental to his taking upon himself any Act of Responsibility of great National Importance, I will not delay assuring You that your Conduct will receive the approbation of The Prince Regent, if you shall have decided before the receipt of any instructions of this day’s date, to afford Military assistance to any of the adjacent States in the Event of the Crisis referred to in your Dispatch of the 20th Ulto,—and you will continue to execute the Engagements which you may have contracted to that Effect, until you receive further Instructions

If such an application shall be made of the receipt of my Instructions you will wait the results of the Communication

you are therein. directed to make as to the actual State of the Negociation, before you will give any reply.

As I will not fail to give you the earliest information or the Signature or Rupture of the Negociation, the actual State of it will make it most probable that you will have received intelligence of the result before you will be again called upon for your answer to the application.

In Case of the rupture of the Negociation you are furnished with Instructions how to act: If on the other hand the Treaty shall have been signed, & ratified by The Prince Regent, you will at once see that under those Circumstances it will not be consistent with good faith to afford assistance to the States in Question, unless (at an after period) the President shall refuse to ratify the Treaty. I have &c.

Bahurst

VI BATHURST TO SHERBROOKE

Downing Street

13 December 1814

Sir J. C. Sherbrooke., Sir,

(Secret)

Altho’ the Person who made the Communication to you on the Subject of your Dispatch of the 20th Ulto. did not produce the Authority under which he acted, yet it cannot be imagined that Circumstances must not have arisen between the period of your having received the Communication & your receipt of my Dispatch of this day’s date, which shall not have placed this essential point beyond doubt or dispute.

Unless however the Person with whom you will have to communicate can produce some official Document, you will abstain from making in an official manner any Communication in Conformity with my Instructions but you will content yourself with delivering the Substance of those Instructions verbally, as what you imagine would be the Disposition of the British Generals, if any proposition of the Kind already stated, was made to them, allowing the person to whom you address yourself to take Note of such verbal Communication, taking care however to have read to you the Note in order to be sure that you have not been misunderstood or the Government committed.

I have &c.

BATHURST

Source: J. S. Martell, “A Side Light on Federalist Strategy During the War of 1812,” American Historical Review XLIII, no. 3 (April 1938), 553–566. (Documents begin on page 559.)

94. Hartford Convention, Resolutions, 1815

Introduction

The Hartford Convention was a meeting of Federalists held in Hartford, Connecticut, between December 15, 1814, and January 5, 1815. Federalists had historically supported the exercise of federal authority, but in the event of the War of 1812, they believed the authority exercised by the governing Republicans trampled on the rights of the New England states. The prewar trade embargos and the war itself had interfered with the livelihood of New England merchants and caused economic hardship. The Hartford Convention addressed the issues of slavery, the power of Congress, states’ rights, and presidential term limits. Representatives from five states (Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Connecticut) attended the convention. A few of the most radical delegates wanted to use the threat of secession from the union to bring about change, but more moderate delegates prevailed. The Hartford Convention proposed seven resolutions, most of which suggested changes to the U.S. Constitution that would ensure states’ rights. The victory at New Orleans in early 1815 caused the resolutions to be ignored, and the highly suspect convention deepened the unpopularity of the Federalist Party, but a number of the convention’s ideas continued to be topics of discussion, particularly the notion that states could secede from the Union with sufficient cause.

Primary Source

Therefore resolved.—That it be and hereby is recommended to the Legislatures of the several States represented in this Convention to adopt all such measures as may be necessary effectually to protect the citizens of said States from the operation and effects of all acts which have been or may be passed by the Congress of the United States, which shall contain provisions, subjecting the militia or other citizens to forcible drafts, conscriptions, or impressments, not authorized by the Constitution of the United States

Resolved.—That it be and hereby is recommended to the said Legislatures, to authorize an immediate and earnest application to be made to the Government of the United States, requesting their consent to some arrangement, whereby the said States may, separately or in concert, be empowered to

assume upon themselves the defense of their territory against the enemy, and a reasonable portion of the taxes, collected within said States, may be paid into the respective treasuries thereof, and appropriated to the payment of the balance due said States, and to the future defense of the same. The amount so paid into the said treasuries to be credited, and the disbursements made as aforesaid to be charged to the United States.

Resolved.—That it be, and it hereby is, recommended to the Legislatures of the aforesaid States, to pass laws (where it has not already been done) authorizing the Governors or Commanders-in Chief of their militia to make detachments from the same, or to form voluntary corps, as shall be most convenient and conformable to their Constitutions, and to cause the same to be well armed equipped and disciplined, and held in readiness for service; and upon the request of the Governor of either of the other States, to employ the whole of such detachment or corps, as well as the regular forces of the State, or such part thereof as may be required and can be spared consistently with the safety of the State, in assisting the State, making such request to repel any invasion thereof which shall be made or attempted by the public enemy.

Resolved.—That the following amendments of the Constitution of the United States, be recommended to the States as aforesaid, to be proposed by them for adoption by the State Legislatures, and, in such cases as may be deemed expedient, by a Convention chosen by the people of each State.

And it is further recommended, that the said States shall persevere in their efforts to obtain such amendments, until the same shall be effected.

 

First.—Representatives and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several States which may be included within this union, according to their respective numbers of free persons, including those bound to serve for a term of years, and excluding Indians not taxed, and all other persons.

Second.—No new State shall be admitted into the union by Congress in virtue of the power granted by the Constitution, without the concurrence of two-thirds of both Houses.

Third.—Congress shall not have power to lay any embargo on the ships or vessels of the citizens of the United States, in the ports or harbors thereof, for more than sixty days.

Fourth.—Congress shall not have power, without the concurrence of two-thirds of both Houses, to interdict the commercial intercourse between

the United States and any foreign nation or the dependencies thereof.

Fifth.—Congress shall not make or declare war, or authorize acts of hostility against any foreign nation, without the concurrence of two-thirds of both Houses, except such acts of hostility be in defense of the territories of the United States when actually invaded.

Sixth.—No person who shall hereafter be naturalized, shall be eligible as a member of the Senate or House of Representatives of the United States, nor capable of holding any civil office under the authority of the United States.

Seventh.—The same person shall not be elected President of the United States a second time; nor shall the President be elected from the same State two terms in succession.

Resolved.—That if the application of these States to the government of the United States, recommended in a foregoing Resolution, should be unsuccessful, and peace should not be concluded and the defense of these States should be neglected, as it has been since the commencement of the war, it will in the opinion of this Convention be expedient for the Legislatures of the several States to appoint Delegates to another Convention, to meet at Boston, in the State of Massachusetts, on the third Thursday of June next with such powers and instructions as the exigency of a crisis so momentous may require.

Source: Paul Leicester Ford, The Federalist: A Commentary on the Constitution of the United States by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1898).

95. John Quincy Adams, Speech Attacking the Hartford Convention, 1815 [Excerpt]

Introduction

The Hartford Convention was a meeting of antiwar Federalists held in Hartford, Connecticut, between December 15, 1814, and January 5, 1815, attended by representatives from five states—Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Connecticut. The convention addressed the issue of states’ rights and the power of Congress to make war. A few of the most radical delegates wanted to use the threat of secession from the union to bring about change, but more moderate delegates prevailed.

One of the leading political figures of his day, John Quincy Adams (1767–1848) went against his own party, the Federalist Party, by supporting the War of 1812. In 1815, Adams gave a speech denouncing the Hartford Convention, an excerpt of which appears here. Adams asserts that the convention’s participants despise France and are too attached to the British, and that their goal, if the war continues, is to try to regain control of the U.S. government, and failing that, to secede from the nation. John Quincy Adams, son of former U.S. president John Adams, became the sixth president of the United States in 1825 and served for one term. Before his presidency he was a lawyer, diplomat, state and national senator, and secretary of state. Adams also served as the chief negotiator of the treaty that ended the War of 1812.
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... The Convention represented the extreme portion of the Federalists of New England—the party spirit of the school of Alexander Hamilton combined with the sectional Yankee spirit....

This coalition of Hamiltonian Federalism with the Yankee spirit had produced as incongruous and absurd a system of politics as ever was exhibited in the vagaries of the human mind. It was compounded of the following prejudices:—


	An utter detestation of the French Revolution and of France, and a corresponding excess of attachment to Great Britain, as the only barrier against the universal, dreaded empire of France.

	A strong aversion to republics and republican government, with a profound impression that our experiment of a confederated republic had failed for want of virtue in the people.

	A deep jealousy of the Southern and Western states, and a strong disgust at the effect of the slave representation in the Constitution of the United States.

	A belief that Mr. Jefferson and Mr. Madison were servilely devoted to France, and under French influence.



Every one of these sentiments weakened the attachments of those who held them to the Union, and consequently their patriotism....

It will be no longer necessary to search for the objects of the Hartford Convention. They are apparent from the whole tenor of their report and resolutions, compared with the journal of their proceedings. They are admitted in the first and last paragraphs of the report, and they were:

To wait for the issue of the negotiation at Ghent.

In the event of the continuance of the war, to take one more chance of getting into their own hands the administration of the general government.

[...]

On the failure of that, a secession from the Union and a New England confederacy.

To these ends, and not to the defense of this part of the country against the foreign enemy, all the measures of the Hartford Convention were adapted....

Source: John Quncy Adams, Documents Relating to New-England Federalism (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1877) 284–285.

96. Edward Nicholls, British Proclamation to Americans in Louisiana, August 29, 1814

Introduction

British strategists had long coveted New Orleans. However, they could not spare the manpower to attack the city until the fall of 1814. Meanwhile, Admiral Alexander Cochrane developed plans to operate along the Gulf Coast in support of an attack against New Orleans. Part of his plan called for arming and training the Creek Indians so they could serve as allies. Cochrane sent Lieutenant Colonel Edward Nicholls with a force of 108 marines and supplies of arms and ammunition to Pensacola, Florida, to start training the Indians. From this base, Nicholls wrote the following proclamation to the “Natives of Louisiana” on August 29, 1814. At this time, the British believed that many Louisianians were not particularly attached to the United States. Nicholls hoped that through a combination of threat—“I am at the head of a large body of Indians”—and promises to restore the land to “the lawful owners of the soil” he could minimize armed resistance to a British invasion.
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NO. III

PROCLAMATION,

By lieutenant-colonel Edward Nicholls, commanding his Britannic majesty’s forces in the Floridas.

Natives of Louisiana! on you the first call is made to assist in liberating from a faithless, imbecile government, your paternal soil: Spaniards, Frenchmen, Italians, and British, whether settled or residing for a time, in Louisiana, on you, also, I call to aid me in this just cause: the American usurpation in this country must be abolished, and the lawful owners of the soil put in possession. I am at the head of a large body of Indians, well armed, disciplined, and commanded by British officers—a good train of artillery with every requisite, seconded by the powerful aid of a numerous British and Spanish squadron of ships and vessels of war. Be not alarmed, inhabitants of the country, at our approach; the same good faith and disinterestedness which has distinguished the conduct of Britons in Europe, accompanies them here; you will have no fear of litigious taxes imposed on you for the purpose of carrying on an unnatural and unjust war; your property, your laws, the peace and tranquility of your country, will be guaranteed to you by men who will suffer no infringement of theirs; rest assured that these brave red men only burn with an ardent desire of satisfaction, for the wrongs they have suffered from the Americans, to join you in liberating these southern provinces from their yoke, and drive them into those limits formerly prescribed by my sovereign. The Indians have pledged themselves, in the most solemn manner, not to injure, in the slightest degree, the persons or properties of any but enemies; to their Spanish or English fathers, a flag over any door, whether Spanish, French, or British, will be a certain protection, nor dare any Indian put his foot on the threshold thereof, under penalty of death From his own countrymen; not even an enemy will an Indian put to death, except resisting in arms, and as for injuring helpless women and children, the red men, by their good conduct and treatment to them, will (if it be possible) make the Americans blush for their more inhuman conduct lately on the Escambia, and within a neutral territory.

Inhabitants of Kentucky, you have too long borne with grievous impositions—the whole brunt of the war has fallen on your brave sons; be imposed on no longer, but either range yourselves under the standard of your forefathers, or observe a strict neutrality; if you comply with either of these offers, whatever provisions you send down, will be paid for in dollars, and the safety of the persons bringing it, as well as the free navigation of the Mississippi, guaranteed to you.

Men of Kentucky, let me call to your view (and I trust to your abhorrence) the conduct of those factions, which hurried you into this civil, unjust, and unnatural war, at a time when Great Britain was straining every nerve in defence of her own and the liberties of the world—when

the bravest of her sons were fighting and bleeding in so sacred a cause—when she was spending millions of her treasure in endeavouring to pull down one of the most formidable and dangerous tyrants that ever disgraced the form of man—when groaning Europe was almost in her last gasp—when Britons alone showed an undaunted front—basely did those assassins endeavour to stab her from the rear; she has turned on them, renovated from the bloody but successful struggle—Europe is happy and free, and she now hastens justly to avenge the unprovoked insult. Show them that you are not collectively unjust; leave that contemptible few to shift for themselves; let those slaves of the tyrant send an embassy to Elba, and implore his aid; but let every honest, upright American, spurn them with united contempt. After the experience of twenty-one years, can you any longer support those brawlers for liberty, who call it freedom, when themselves are free; be no longer their dupes—accept of my offers—every thing I have promised in this paper I guarantee to you, on the sacred honour of a British officer.

Given under my hand at my head-quarters,

Pensacola, this 29th day of August, 1814.

Edward Nicholls.

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 185–187; portion also in the ABC-CLIO database.

97. James Monroe, the Secretary of State’s Orders to Andrew Jackson Regarding Defense of the Gulf Coast, September 27, 1814

Introduction

Secretary of State James Monroe (future president of the United States) served in the administration of President James Madison. General Andrew Jackson commanded the Seventh Military District, an area encompassing the Gulf Coast. The following document provides the administration’s instructions to Jackson regarding the defense of the Gulf Coast against British attack. Note that it is written one month after the administration had received a letter from Jackson. This month-long delay reflects the difficulty of communicating in an era when a message on land traveled no faster than the speed of a hard-riding mounted courier. The letter gives Jackson broad powers within his area of command. At this time, Jackson did not know if the main British threat would come against Mobile, Alabama, or

New Orleans, Louisiana. Jackson suspected Mobile, so he remained there for the fall of 1814. Meanwhile, the British established a base in nearby Pensacola, Florida. At this time Florida was a Spanish possession, and Spain was an ally of Great Britain.
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No. I-b.

Copy of a letter from the secretary of state to general Jackson

Department of War

September 27, 1814

Major General Andrew Jackson

Sir,

I have had the honor to receive your letter of the 10th August by Mr. Cassida, and subsequent letters of August 23d, 24th, 25th, & 27th by mail.

By these communications which are strongly supported by others from various quarters, there is a great cause to believe that the enemy have set on foot an expedition against Louisiana, thro’ the Mobile, in the expectation that while so strong a pressure was made from Canada, and in the quarter whereby the force of the country and attention of the government would be much engaged, a favorable opportunity would be afforded them to take possession of the lower parts of that state, and of all the country along the Mobile. In this, as well as in their other, disorganizing and visionary projects, they will be defeated by the virtue and gallantry of our people. The European Governments reasoning from examples of their own, are always led into false conclusions of the consequences to be expected from attacks on our union, and from the distress of our citizens. This war will give them useful lessons, in every quarter of the U. States, where the experiment may be made.

By your last letter, it seems probable that a considerable British force had been landed at Pensacola, with the connivance of the Spanish authorities there, and at Havana, and by other intelligence it may be presumed that a pressure, or at least, a menace will be made on the western side of the Mississippi by Nacagdoches and Natchitoches, which latter will probably be by Spanish troops and for the purpose of menace only.

You have had at your command all the regular force in the district with the detached militia in Louisiana, the Mississippi territory and Tennessee, and you have also had authority to engage on our side the warriors of the Choctaw, Chickasaw and Creek Nations, or so many of them as

you might think proper to employ, having it in view at the same time to secure the affection and neutrality of all the members of those tribes. It is known that the regular troops are distributed into many posts, and that the militia of Louisiana will be less efficient for general purposes, from the dread of domestic insurrections, so that on the militia of Tennessee your principal reliance must be.

The President, taking all circumstances in consideration, has thought proper to order five thousand additional troops from Tennessee to march to your aid as soon as possible, in the most direct and convenient routes, unless, before they set out on their march, they should receive countermanding orders from you. He has likewise requested the Governor of Georgia, to hold in readiness, subject to your orders, twenty five hundred men on the presumption that a cooperating force from that quarter may possibly be necessary. I send you a copy of my letter to the Governor of Tennessee to whom you will hasten to communicate your views and wishes. Full confidence is entertained in your judgment in the discharge of this discretionary power.

Measures are taken for procuring in the neighbouring towns and forwarding to your order, blankets and some other presents for the Creeks, Choctaws and other friendly Indians. These will be sent by wagons direct to———.

Apprehending much difficulty in the prosecution of your campaign, which it may not be in your power to remove without money, I have transmitted to Governor Blount, one hundred thousand dollars in Treasury notes, to be applied to the necessary expenses of the campaign in discharging Indian claims, and supplying their wants, an object to be attended to at this time, equally from motives of policy and humanity. You will therefore draw on him for the necessary funds. Of these expenditures you will keep a regular account. Should it be found more convenient you are authorize to draw on the Department for such necessary expenditure as sixty and thirty days sight.

I have the honor to be

JAMES MONROE.

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 182–183, 203.

98. Jean Lafitte, Three Letters Regarding the Loyalties of the Baratarian Pirates, September 4, 1814

Introduction

Jean Lafitte was born in Haiti in 1782. In 1814, he led an association of some 5,000 pirate-smugglers based in the Bay of Barataria, south of New Orleans in the Mississippi River delta. Both the British and the Americans wanted assistance from Lafitte. On September 3, 1814, a British sloop commanded by Captain Nicholas Lockyer arrived at Barataria to parlay with Lafitte. Lockyer presented Colonel Nicholls’s invitation to fight under British command and asked about recent pirate attacks against British shipping. The following excerpt provides Lafitte’s reply, with its promise of a firm answer in two weeks. As the second letter shows, that same day Lafitte wrote to a New Orleans lawyer and merchant informing him of Lockyer’s proposal. This letter, along with one addressed to the governor of Louisiana, William C. Claiborne, makes clear that Lafitte preferred to serve on the side of the United States. Initially, Claiborne and his advisers were deeply suspicious of Lafitte and sent a naval force to attack the pirate base. By that time, Lafitte and most of his men had retreated inland to a new hiding place. Next, Lockyer returned to receive Lafitte’s answer and learn that the British offer had been rejected. Lafitte then offered his services in person to General Andrew Jackson and Jackson accepted. A small number of pirates provided a valuable contribution at the Battle of New Orleans, January 8, 1815.
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Letter from Mr. Laffite to Captain Lockyer.

Barataria, 4th September, 1814.

Sir,

The confusion which prevailed in our camp yesterday and this morning, and of which you have a complete knowledge, has prevented me from answering in a precise manner to the object of your mission; nor even at this moment can I give you all the satisfaction that you desire; however, if you could grant me a fortnight, I would be entirely at your disposal at the end of that time—this delay is indispensable to send away the three persons who have alone occasioned all the disturbance—the two who were the most troublesome are to leave this place in eight days, and the other is to go to town—the remainder of the time is necessary to enable me to put my affairs in order—you may communicate with me, in sending a boat to the eastern point of the pass, where I will be found. You have inspired

me with more confidence than the admiral, your superior officer, could have done himself; with you alone I wish to deal, and from you also I will claim, in due time, the reward of the services which I may render to you.

Be so good, sir, as to favour me with an answer, and believe me yours, &c.

Laffite.

Letter from Mr. Laffite to Mr. Blanque.

Barataria, 4th September, 1814.

Sir,

Though proscribed by my adoptive country, I will never let slip any occasion of serving her, or of proving that she has never ceased to be dear to me. Of this you will here see a convincing proof. Yesterday, the 3d of September, there appeared here, under a flag of truce, a boat coming from an English brig, at anchor about two leagues from the pass. Mr. Nicholas Lockyer, a British officer of high rank, delivered me the following papers, two directed to me, a proclamation, and the admiral’s instructions to that officer, all herewith enclosed. You will see from their contents the advantages I might have derived from that kind of association. I may have evaded the payment of duties to the custom house; but I have never ceased to be a good citizen; and all the offence I have committed, I was forced to by certain vices in our laws. In short, sir, I make you the depository of the secret on which perhaps depends the tranquillity of our country; please to make such use of it as your judgment may direct. I might expatiate on this proof of patriotism, but I let the fact speak for itself. I presume, however, to hope that such proceedings may obtain amelioration of the situation of my unhappy brother, with which view I recommend him particularly to your influence. It is in the bosom of a just man, of a true American, endowed with all other qualities that are honoured in society, that I think I am depositing the interests of our common country, and what particularly concerns myself.

Our enemies have endeavoured to work on me by a motive which few men would have resisted. They represented to me a brother in irons, a brother who is to me very dear! whose deliverer I might become, and I declined the proposal. Well persuaded of his innocence, I am free from apprehension as to the issue of a trial; but he is sick and not in a place where he can receive the assistance his state requires. I recommend him to you, in the name of humanity.

As to the flag of truce, I have done with regard to it every thing that prudence suggested to me at the time. I have asked fifteen days to determine, assigning such plausible pretexts, that I hope the term will be granted. I am waiting for the British officer’s answer, and for yours to this. Be so good as to assist me with your judicious counsel in so weighty an affair.

I have the honour to salute you,

J. Laffite

Letter from Mr. Laffite to his excellency W. C. C. Claiborne.

SIR,

In the firm persuasion that the choice made of you to fill the office of first magistrate of this state, was dictated by the esteem of your fellow-citizens, and was conferred on merit, I confidently address you on an affair on which may depend the safety of this country.

I offer to you to restore to this state several citizens, who perhaps in your eyes have lost that sacred title. I offer you them, however, such as you could wish to find them, ready to exert their utmost efforts in defence of the country. This point of Louisiana, which I occupy, is of great importance in the present crisis. I tender my services to defend it; and the only reward I ask is that a stop be put to the proscription against me and my adherents, by an act of oblivion for all that has been done hitherto. I am the stray sheep, wishing to return to the sheepfold. If you were thoroughly acquainted with the nature of my offence, I should appear to you much less guilty, and still worthy to discharge the duties of a good citizen. I have never sailed under any flag but that of the republic of Carthagena, and my vessels are perfectly regular in that respect. If I could have brought my lawful prizes into the ports of this state, I should not have employed the illicit means that have caused me to be proscribed. I decline saying more on the subject, until I have the honour of your excellency’s answer, which I am persuaded can be dictated only by wisdom. Should your answer not be favourable to my ardent desires, I declare to you that I will instantly leave the country, to avoid the imputation of having co-operated towards an invasion on this point, which cannot fail to take place, and to rest secure in the acquittal of my own conscience.

I have the honour to be

Your excellency’s, &c.

J. Laffite.

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 188–189, 191.

99. Andrew Jackson, Anti-British Proclamations to Louisianians, September 21, 1814

Introduction

In the autumn of 1814 it became clear that British forces were massing along the Gulf Coast and threatening New Orleans. The senior American military commander in the Gulf was General Andrew Jackson. The following proclamations show how Jackson set about defending New Orleans. His proclamation to Louisianians was an effort to mobilize public spirit against the British. Louisiana had been a state for only three years. It contained a heterogeneous mixture of races who had no particular reason to be loyal to the United States. The second proclamation encouraged free blacks to perform military service. Two battalions of free blacks fought in the January 8, 1815, Battle of New Orleans.
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PROCLAMATION.

Head-quarters, seventh military district,

Mobile, September 21st, 1814.

LOUISIANIANS!

The base, the perfidious Britons have attempted to invade your country—they had the temerity to attack fort Bowyer with their incongruous horde of Indians and negro assassins—they seemed to have forgotten that this fort was defended by freemen—they were not long indulged in their error—the gallant Lawrence, with his little spartan band, has given them a lecture that will last for ages; he has taught them what men can do when fighting for their liberty, when contending against slaves. He has convinced sir W. H. Percy that his companions in arms are not to be conquered by proclamations; that the strongest British bark is not invulnerable to The force of American artillery, directed by the steady nervous arm of a freeman.

Louisianians!—The proud Briton, the natural and sworn enemies of all Frenchmen, has called upon you, by proclamation, to aid him in his tyranny, and to prostrate the holy temple of our liberty. Can Louisianians, can Frenchmen, can Americans, ever Stoop to be the slaves or allies of Britain.

The proud, vain-glorious boaster colonel Nicholls, when he addressed you, Louisianians and Kentuckians, had forgotten that you were the votaries of freedom, or he would never have pledged the honour of a British officer for the faithful performance of his promise, to lure you from your fidelity to the government of your choice. I ask you,

Louisianians, can we place any confidence in the honour of men who have courted an alliance with pirates and robbers? Have not these noble Britons, these honourable men, colonel Nicholls and the honourable captain W. H. Percy, the true representatives of their royal master, done this? Have they not made offers to the pirates of Barataria to join them, and their holy cause? And have they not dared to insult you by calling on you to associate, as brethren with them, and this hellish banditti.

Louisianians!—The government of your choice are engaged in a just and honourable contest for the security of your individual and her national rights—on you, a part of America, the only country on earth where every man enjoys freedom, where its blessings are alike extended to the poor and the rich, calls to protect these rights from the invading usurpation of Britain; and she calls not in vain. I well know that every man whose soul beats high at the proud title of freeman; that every Louisianian, either by birth or adoption, will promptly obey the voice of his country; will rally round the eagle of Columbia, secure it from the pending danger, or nobly die in the last ditch in its defence.

The individual who refuses to defend his rights, when called upon by his government, deserves to be a slave, and must be punished as an enemy to his country, and a friend to her foe.

The undersigned has been intrusted with the defence of your country—on you he relies to aid him in this important duty; in this reliance he hopes not to be mistaken. He trusts in the justice of his cause and the patriotism of his countrymen—confident that any future attempt to invade our soil will be repelled as the last, he calls not upon either pirates or robbers to join him in the glorious cause.

Your governor has been fully authorized by me to organize any volunteer company, battalion, or regiment which may proffer its services under this call, and is informed of their probable destination.

Signed, Andrew Jackson.

PROCLAMATION.

Head-quarters, 7th military district, Mobile, September 21, 1814.

To the free coloured inhabitants of Louisiana.

Through a mistaken policy you have heretofore been deprived of a participation in the glorious struggle for national rights in which our country is engaged. This no longer shall exist.

As sons of freedom, you are now called upon to defend our most inestimable blessing. As Americans, your country looks with confidence to her adopted children, for a valorous support, as a faithful return for the advantages enjoyed under her mild and equitable government. As fathers, husbands, and brothers, you are summoned to rally round the standard of the eagle, to defend all which is dear in existence.

Your country, although calling for your exertions, does not wish you to engage in her cause, without amply remunerating you for the services rendered. Your intelligent minds are not to be led away by false representations.—Your love of honour would cause you to despise the man who should attempt to deceive you. In the sincerity of a soldier, and the language of truth I address you.

To every noble-hearted, generous freeman of colour, volunteering to serve during the present contest with Great Britain, and no longer, there will be paid the same bounty in money and lands, now received by the White soldiers of the United States, viz. one hundred and twenty-four dollars in money, and one hundred and sixty acres of land. The non-commissioned officers and privates will also be entitled to the same monthly pay and daily rations, and clothes furnished to any American soldier.

On enrolling yourselves in companies, the major-general commanding will select officers for your government, from your white fellow citizens. Your non-commissioned officers will be appointed from among yourselves.

Due regard will be paid to the feelings of freemen and soldiers. You will not, by being associated with white men in the same corps, be exposed to improper comparisons or unjust sarcasm. As a distinct, independent battalion or regiment, pursuing the path of glory, you will, undivided, receive the applause and gratitude of your countrymen.

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 204–206, 216–218.

100. Arsene Latour, Situation in Louisiana Before the Battle of New Orleans, 1816 [Excerpt]

Introduction

As British pressure against New Orleans increased in the autumn of 1814 the population grew increasingly apprehensive. The arrival of the celebrated General Andrew Jackson on December 2, 1814, raised public morale. Jackson immediately set to work reviewing troops and inspecting likely avenues of British approach. Arsene Latour, writer of the following excerpt, was an experienced military engineer who accompanied Jackson on his inspection of the defenses of New Orleans. Latour describes the situation in New Orleans beginning the day Jackson arrived. Although Latour’s dates are slightly in error, he was personally present with Jackson, and his writing captures the tone of the city before and after Jackson’s arrival. The militia commander referred to is Major Jean Daquin, the leader of the so-called Haitians, a 200-man battalion composed of black refugees from Santo Domingo. In fact, Jackson’s inspection came the next day, December 3, and the unit he inspected was the Uniformed Battalion of New Orleans Volunteers commanded by Major Jean Planch. Fort St. Philip, located about 30 miles upstream, was the key fortification guarding the major potential avenue of invasion, the Mississippi River. After Jackson visited the fort he ordered the construction of additional works nearer the city. Borrowed slaves built most of the batteries and earthworks. After spending six days touring the region, Jackson returned to New Orleans on December 10, 1814, to prepare the city’s defense.
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[...]

On the 2d of December, general Jackson arrived at New Orleans, where he established his head-quarters. On the same day he reviewed the battalion of the uniform companies of New Orleans militia, commanded by major Daquin. The military appearance of those companies, completely equipped, and the precision of their manoeuvres, gave the general great pleasure, and he testified his satisfaction to the officers. From that day the general foresaw what he might expect from that gallant battalion; and we shall see in the course of the campaign that it realized his expectations.

The situation of our country at that period, owing to the proximity of the enemy—the number of whose ships of war on our coast was daily increasing—was critical in the extreme: but the unbounded confidence which the nation

in general had in the talents of general Jackson, made us all look up to that officer, as a commander destined to lead our troops to victory, and to save our country. It is hardly possible to form an idea of the change which his arrival produced on the minds of the people. Hitherto partial attempts had been made to adopt measures of defence; the legislature had appointed a joint committee of both houses, to concert with the governor, commodore Patterson, and the military commandant, such measures as they should deem most expedient; but nothing had been done. There was wanting that concentration of power, so necessary for the success of military operations. The citizens, having very little confidence in their civil or military authorities, for the defence of the country, were filled with distrust and gloomy apprehension. Miserable disputes on account of two different committees of defence; disputes, unfortunately countenanced by the presence and influence of several public officers, had driven the people to despondency; they complained, and not without cause, that the legislature wasted time, and consumed the money of the state, in idle discussions on empty formalities of election, while all their time, and all the wealth they squandered, might be profitably employed in the defence of the country. Credit was annihilated—already for several months had the banks suspended the payment of their notes; to supply the want of specie, one and three dollar notes had been issued, and dollars had been cut as a substitute for small change. On the banks’ refusing specie, the monied men had drawn in their funds, which they no longer lent out, without an usurious interest of three or four per cent, per month. Every one was distressed; confidence had ceased; and with it, almost every species of business.

Our situation seemed desperate. In case of an attack, we could hope to be saved only by a miracle, or by the wisdom and genius of a commander-in-chief. Accordingly, on his arrival, he was immediately invested with the confidence of the public, and all hope centered in him. We shall, hereafter, see how amply he merited the confidence which he inspired.

With his usual activity, adhering to his constant practice of seeing every thing himself, as far as practicable, general Jackson, the second day after his arrival, set out to visit fort St. Philip, at Plaquemines, and to examine what parts of the river below New Orleans, it might be expedient to fortify. Previously to his departure, he had sent orders to governor Claiborne to cause all the bayous leading from the ocean into the interior of the country, to be obstructed. This measure had been ordered to be executed along the whole coast, from Attakapas to Chef-Menteur and Manchac.

On visiting fort St. Philip, the general ordered the demolition of the wooden barracks within the fort, several additional pieces of artillery to be mounted on the rampart, and a thirty-two pounder and a mortar in the Covered way. He also ordered two batteries to be constructed, the one opposite the fort on the right bank, on the site of the former fort Bourbon, and the other half a mile above the fort, and on the same bank. These batteries were to be mounted with twenty-four pounders. The latter, in particular, was in a situation extremely advantageous for commanding the river, and could join its fire with that of fort St. Philip.

On his return to New Orleans, the general ordered me to draw out the necessary plans for those two batteries, which plans being drawn out and approved of by him, the necessary measures were taken for putting them into immediate execution. General Jackson proceeded to visit Chef-Menteur, and having gone as far as the confluence of the bayou Sauvage and the river of Chef-Menteur, he ordered the erection of a battery at that point.

In the evening of the 13th of December, commodore Patterson received information that the naval forces of the enemy at anchor at Ship island, were increased to thirty sail, of which six were ships of the line; that others were every moment arriving, especially a number of light vessels, calculated for navigating on our coast where there is but little water, and that the enemy appeared to be sounding the passes.

The general wrote on the 10th to the governor of the state, and informed him of his return from visiting the posts down the river as far as fort St. Philip. In that letter he observes that the river is capable of being well defended, provided suitable batteries be raised on its banks; and that he has fixed on the points on which they ought to be erected. The general proposes to the governor to call on the patriotism of the members of the legislature, to assist him in the present conjuncture, with all the means in their power. As the works to be raised chiefly consist of earth thrown up, he is of opinion that it would be expedient to suggest to the planters the propriety of furnishing their gangs of negroes, to be employed for a certain time in those works.

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 47–49.

101. Andrew Jackson, Address Rebuking U.S. Troops on the Right Bank of the Mississippi River, January 8, 1815

Introduction

General Andrew Jackson’s defensive position at New Orleans straddled the Mississippi River. The main American position was on the left bank. On the right bank stood an American battery capable of delivering flanking fire against any British force that attacked the main American position. To eliminate this flank threat, British major general Edward Pakenham sent a force across the Mississippi in hopes of capturing the American battery before Pakenham delivered his frontal assault against Jackson. On January 8, the difficulty of ferrying soldiers over the fast-flowing river delayed the attack on the right bank. Meanwhile, the battery contributed to the bloody repulse of Pakenham’s frontal attack. Only after the main attack ended did the supporting attack begin against the American battery on the right bank. The American position was poor, and the commander of this sector, General David Morgan, was inept. A fierce, skillful British attack captured the battery at the cost of 6 killed and 76 wounded against American losses of only 1 killed, 3 wounded, and 15 missing. The following document provides Jackson’s address to the American soldiers who had fought on the right bank. Jackson sternly rebukes the soldiers and contrasts their conduct with that of the men who successfully defended the left bank.
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Address of the major-general commanding the 7th military district, to the troops stationed on the right bank of the Mississippi

January 8, 1815.

While by the blessing of Heaven directing the valour of the troops under my command, one of the most brilliant victories in the annals of the war, was obtained by my immediate command; no words can express the mortification I felt at witnessing the scene exhibited on the opposite bank. I will spare your feelings and my own by entering into no detail on the subject; to all who reflect, it must be a source of eternal regret, that a few moments exertion of that courage you certainly possess, was alone wanting to have rendered your success more complete than that of your fellow citizens in this camp, by the defeat of the detachment which was rash enough to cross the river to attack

you. To what cause was the abandonment of your lines owing? To fear? No! You arc the countrymen, the friends, the brothers of those who have secured to themselves by their courage, the gratitude of their country; who have been prodigal of their blood in its defence, and who are strangers to any other fear than that of disgrace—to disaffection to our glorious cause? No, my countrymen, your general does justice to the pure sentiments by which you are inspired. How then could brave men, firm in the cause in which they were enrolled, neglect their first duty, and abandon the post committed to their care? The want of discipline, the want of order, a total disregard to obedience, and a spirit of insubordination, not less destructive than cowardice itself, this appears to be the cause which led to the disaster, and the causes must be eradicated, or I must cease to command; and I desire to be distinctly understood, that every breach of orders, all want of discipline, every inattention of duty will be seriously and promptly punished, that the attentive officers, and good soldiers may not be mentioned in the disgrace and danger which the negligence of a few may produce. Soldiers! you want only the will, in order to emulate the glory of your fellow citizens on this bank of the river—you have the same motives for action; the same interest; the same country to protect, and you have an additional interest from past events, to wipe off the stain and show, what, no doubt, is the fact, that you will not be inferior in the day of trial to any of your countrymen.

But remember, that without obedience, without order, without discipline, all your efforts are vain, and the brave man, inattentive to his duty, is worth little more to his country than the coward who deserts her in the hour of danger. Private opinions, as to the competency of officers, must not be indulged, and still less expressed; it is impossible that the measure of those who command should satisfy all who are bound to obey, and one of the most dangerous faults in a soldier is a disposition to criticise and blame the orders and characters of his superiors. Soldiers! I know that many of you have done your duty; and I trust in my next address, I shall have no reason to make any exception. Officers! I have the fullest confidence that you will enforce obedience to your commands, and above all, that by subordination in your different grades, you will set the example of it to your men; and that hereafter the army of the right will yield to none in the essential qualities which characterize good soldiers; and that they will earn their share of those honours and rewards, which their country will prepare for its deliverers.

Andrew Jackson.

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 246–247.

102. Andrew Jackson, Letter to British Admiral Alexander Cochrane About the Return of Slaves to Their Owners, February 20, 1815 [Excerpt]

Introduction

In 1815, New Orleans society was carefully divided according to skin color. In addition to conscripting black slaves to dig earthworks and build battery positions, General Andrew Jackson had happily accepted contributions from New Orleans’ black community. He did this in spite of opposition from many prominent white residents of the city. Among the soldiers defending the line against the British assault on January 8, 1815, were some 280 men belonging to Major Pierre Lacoste’s battalion of free Men of Color and Major Jean Daquin’s Haitians. This latter unit numbered about 200 men, refugees from Santo Domingo. After the battle the British began to retreat. As had been the case in the Revolutionary War, blacks fled to the British lines in hopes of being carried to freedom. An unknown number of fugitive slaves, including men, women, and children, joined the British column. Most British officials were reluctant to return them to slavery. American authorities viewed the situation differently. They considered black slaves as legitimate property and wanted the British to return them. The following passage is Jackson’s request to British admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane regarding the return of slaves to their owners. Jackson refers to General John Lambert, who had replaced the slain General Edward Pakenham as commander of the British army.

Primary Source

[...]

There is another subject, on which a passage in general Lambert’s last letter renders it necessary for me to address you; I mean that of the negroe slaves belonging to several inhabitants on the Mississippi, now in your fleet. I had written to general Lambert on this head two successive letters, in consequence of his informing me that these persons would be delivered to their masters on their application. To the first I received no answer, to the last I am informed that general Lambert “has nothing to do with it.” Mr. White, to whom an order was given to receive such as were willing to

return to their masters, having reported to me that he found several who were ready to accompany him, but that he was not permitted to take them; I am now obliged, sir, explicitly to ask whether the properly thus taken is intended to be restored, and if it be, that a time and place may be appointed for its delivery.

[...]

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 262.

103. James Madison, Presidential Proclamation Granting Pardon of Baratarians, February 6, 1815

Introduction

Jean Lafitte was born in Haiti in 1782. In 1814, he led an association of some 5,000 pirate-smugglers based in Bay of Barataria, south of New Orleans in the Mississippi River delta. When the British tried to obtain support from the Baratarians, Lafitte negotiated with the Americans in hopes of working on the U.S. side. Lafitte was motivated by self-interest and a sincere preference for the U.S. cause. In December, Lafitte traveled to New Orleans to offer his services in person to General Andrew Jackson. Facing attack from a large British force, Jackson was doing everything possible to strengthen his army. Accordingly, he accepted Lafitte’s offer. The pirates provided vital supplies of ammunition. In addition, a small number of pirates, including two skilled artillerists, Dominique You and Renato Beluche, provided a valuable contribution at the Battle of New Orleans (January 8, 1815). On Jackson’s recommendation, the Baratarians received a free pardon with all outstanding indictments against them discontinued. The following presidential proclamation includes this pardon. Thereafter, most of the Baratarians returned to piracy, although Renato Beluche joined Simón Bolivar and became his most celebrated admiral. Jean Lafitte and his brother emerged from the New Orleans campaign bankrupt and were unsuccessful in their legal efforts to reclaim their wealth from the United States.

Primary Source

By the President of the United States of America.

A PROCLAMATION.

Among the many evils produced by the wars, which, with little intermission, have afflicted Europe, and extended their ravages into other quarters of the globe, for a period exceeding twenty years, the dispersion of a considerable portion of the inhabitants of different countries, in sorrow and in want, has not been the least injurious to human happiness, nor the least severe in the trial of human virtue.

It had been long ascertained that many foreigners, flying from the dangers of their own home, and that some citizens, forgetful of their duty, had co-operated in forming an establishment on the island of Barataria, near the mouth of the river Mississippi, for the purpose of a clandestine and lawless trade. The government of the United States caused the establishment to be broken up and destroyed; and, having obtained the means of designating the offenders of every description, it only remained to answer the demands of justice by inflicting an exemplary punishment.

But it has since been represented that the offenders have manifested a sincere penitence; that they have abandoned the prosecution of the worst cause for the support of the best, and, particularly, that they have exhibited, in the defence of New Orleans, unequivocal traits of courage and fidelity. Offenders, who have refused to become the associates of the enemy in the war, upon the most seducing terms of invitation; and who have aided to repel his hostile invasion of the territory of the United States, can no longer be considered as objects of punishment, but as objects of a generous forgiveness.

It has therefore been seen, with great satisfaction, that the general assembly of the state of Louisiana earnestly recommend those offenders to the benefit of a full pardon: And in compliance with that recommendation, as well as in consideration of all the other extraordinary circumstances of the case, I James Madison, president of the United States of America, do issue this proclamation, hereby granting, publishing and declaring, a free and full pardon of all offences committed in violation of any act or acts of the congress of the said United States, touching the revenue, trade and navigation thereof, or touching the intercourse and commerce of the United States with foreign nations, at any time before the eighth day of January, in the present year one thousand eight hundred and fifteen, by any person or persons whatsoever, being inhabitants of New Orleans and the adjacent country, or being inhabitants of the said island of Barataria, and the places adjacent: Provided, that every person, claiming the benefit of this full pardon, in order to entitle himself thereto, shall produce a certificate in writing from the governor of the state of

Louisiana, stating that such person has aided in the defence of New Orleans and the adjacent country, during the invasion thereof as aforesaid.

And I do hereby further authorize and direct all suits, indictments, and prosecutions, for fines, penalties, and forfeitures, against any person or persons, who shall be entitled to the benefit of this full pardon, forthwith to be stayed, discontinued and released: And all civil officers are hereby required, according to the duties of their respective stations, to carry this proclamation into immediate and faithful execution.

Done at the city of Washington, the sixth day of February, in the year one thousand eight hundred and fifteen, and of the independence of the United States the thirty-ninth.

James Madison.

By the president,

James Monroe,

Acting as Secretary of State

Source: Arsene Lacarriere Latour, Historical Memoir of the War in West Florida and Louisiana in 1814–15 (Philadelphia: John Conrad & Co., 1816), 297–298.

104. Treaty of Ghent, December 24, 1814

Introduction

When American and British peace negotiators met in Ghent, Belgium, in August 1814, some very hard bargaining ensued. At first the British demanded the creation of an independent Indian state, disarmament of the American side of the Great Lakes, and favorable territory adjustments. When the American negotiating team firmly rejected this one-sided proposal, British negotiators dropped the proposal for an independent Indian state and proposed the principle of whomever was currently holding territory (uti possidetis) as the basis for boundary adjustments. Monroe told his negotiators to resist this proposal and strive for the principle of the status quo before the war began. Meanwhile, the Liverpool ministry remained committed to conducting a war of punishment and asked the Duke of Wellington to take command in British North America. Wellington declined and added that the British position of uti possidetis was wrong. Wellington’s reply caused Liverpool to drop the demand for uti possidetis. When British negotiators told the Americans about this change on November 27, 1814, negotiations proceeded rapidly to an

acceptable conclusion, and a treaty was signed on December 24, 1814. As the following text shows, neither side gave in on any principle and neither party relinquished any territory. The U.S. Senate ratified the terms of the Treaty of Ghent of February 16, 1815.

Primary Source

Treaty of Peace and Amity between His Britannic Majesty and the United States of America

His Britannic Majesty and the United States of America desirous of terminating the war which has unhappily subsisted between the two Countries, and of restoring upon principles of perfect reciprocity, Peace, Friendship, and good Understanding between them, have for that purpose appointed their respective Plenipotentiaries, that is to say, His Britannic Majesty on His part has appointed the Right Honourable James Lord Gambier, late Admiral of the White now Admiral of the Red Squadron of His Majesty’s Fleet; Henry Goulburn Esquire, a Member of the Imperial Parliament and Under Secretary of State; and William Adams Esquire, Doctor of Civil Laws: And the President of the United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate thereof, has appointed John Quincy Adams, James A. Bayard, Henry Clay, Jonathan Russell, and Albert Gallatin, Citizens of the United States, who, after a reciprocal communication of their respective Full Powers, have agreed upon the following Articles.

ARTICLE THE FIRST.

There shall be a firm and universal Peace between His Britannic Majesty and the United States, and between their respective Countries, Territories, Cities, Towns, and People of every degree without exception of places or persons. All hostilities both by sea and land shall cease as soon as this Treaty shall have been ratified by both parties as hereinafter mentioned. All territory, places, and possessions whatsoever taken by either party from the other during the war, or which may be taken after the signing of this Treaty, excepting only the Islands hereinafter mentioned, shall be restored without delay and without causing any destruction or carrying away any of the Artillery or other public property originally captured in the said forts or places, and which shall remain therein upon the Exchange of the Ratifications of this Treaty, or any Slaves or other private property; And all Archives, Records, Deeds, and Papers, either of a public nature or belonging to private persons, which in the course of the war may have fallen into the hands of the Officers of either party, shall be, as far as may be practicable, forthwith restored and delivered to the proper authorities and persons to whom they respectively belong. Such of the Islands in the Bay of Passamaquoddy

as are claimed by both parties shall remain in the possession of the party in whose occupation they may be at the time of the Exchange of the Ratifications of this Treaty until the decision respecting the title to the said Islands shall have been made in conformity with the fourth Article of this Treaty. No disposition made by this Treaty as to

such possession of the Islands and territories claimed by both parties shall in any manner whatever be construed to affect the right of either.

ARTICLE THE SECOND.

Immediately after the ratifications of this Treaty by both parties as hereinafter mentioned, orders shall be sent to the Armies, Squadrons, Officers, Subjects, and Citizens of the two Powers to cease from all hostilities: and to prevent all causes of complaint which might arise on account of the prizes which may be taken at sea after the said Ratifications of this Treaty, it is reciprocally agreed that all vessels and effects which may be taken after the space of twelve days from the said Ratifications upon all parts of the Coast of North America from the Latitude of twenty three degrees North to the Latitude of fifty degrees North, and as far Eastward in the Atlantic Ocean as the thirty sixth degree of West Longitude from the Meridian of Greenwich, shall be restored on each side:-that the time shall be thirty days in all other parts of the Atlantic Ocean North of the Equinoctial Line or Equator:-and the same time for the British and Irish Channels, for the Gulf of Mexico, and all parts of the West Indies:-forty days for the North Seas for the Baltic, and for all parts of the Mediterranean—sixty days for the Atlantic Ocean South of the Equator as far as the Latitude of the Cape of Good Hope—ninety days for every other part of the world South of the Equator, and one hundred and twenty days for all other parts of the world without exception.

ARTICLE THE THIRD.

All Prisoners of war taken on either side as well by land as by sea shall be restored as soon as practicable after the Ratifications of this Treaty as hereinafter mentioned on their paying the debts which they may have contracted during their captivity. The two Contracting Parties respectively engage to discharge in specie the advances which may have been made by the other for the sustenance and maintenance of such prisoners.

ARTICLE THE FOURTH.

Whereas it was stipulated by the second Article in the Treaty of Peace of one thousand seven hundred and eighty three between His Britannic Majesty and the United States of America that the boundary of the United States should comprehend “all Islands within twenty leagues of any part of the shores of the United States and lying between lines to be drawn due East from the points where the aforesaid boundaries between Nova Scotia on the one part and East Florida on the other shall respectively touch the Bay of Fundy and the Atlantic Ocean, excepting such Islands as now are or heretofore have been within the limits of

Nova Scotia, and whereas the several Islands in the Bay of Passamaquoddy, which is part of the Bay of Fundy, and the Island of Grand Menan in the said Bay of Fundy, are claimed by the United States as being comprehended within their aforesaid boundaries, which said Islands are claimed as belonging to His Britannic Majesty as having been at the time of and previous to the aforesaid Treaty of one thousand seven hundred and eighty three within the limits of the Province of Nova Scotia: In order therefore finally to decide upon these claims it is agreed that they shall be referred to two Commissioners to be appointed in the following manner: viz: One Commissioner shall be appointed by His Britannic Majesty and one by the President of the United States, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate thereof, and the said two Commissioners so appointed shall be sworn impartially to examine and decide upon the said claims according to such evidence as shall be laid before them on the part of His Britannic Majesty and of the United States respectively. The said Commissioners shall meet at St Andrews in the Province of New Brunswick, and shall have power to adjourn to such other place or places as they shall think fit. The said Commissioners shall by a declaration or report under their hands and seals decide to which of the two Contracting parties the several Islands aforesaid do respectely belong in conformity with the true intent of the said Treaty of Peace of one thousand seven hundred and eighty three. And if the said Commissioners shall agree in their decision both parties shall consider such decision as final and conclusive. It is further agreed that in the event of the two Commissioners differing upon all or any of the matters so referred to them, or in the event of both or either of the said Commissioners refusing or declining or wilfully omitting to act as such, they shall make jointly or separately a report or reports as well to the Government of His Britannic Majesty as to that of the United States, stating in detail the points on which they differ, and the grounds upon which their respective opinions have been formed, or the grounds upon which they or either of them have so refused declined or omitted to act. And His Britannic Majesty and the Government of the United States hereby agree to refer the report or reports of the said Commissioners to some friendly Sovereign or State to be then named for that purpose, and who shall be requested to decide on the differences which may be stated in the said report or reports, or upon the report of one Commissioner together with the grounds upon which the other Commissioner shall have refused, declined or omitted to act as the case may be. And if the Commissioner so refusing, declining, or omitting to act, shall also wilfully omit to state the grounds upon which he has so done in such manner that the said statement may be referred to such friendly Sovereign or State together with the report of such other

Commissioner, then such Sovereign or State shall decide ex parse upon the said report alone. And His Britannic Majesty and the Government of the United States engage to consider the decision of such friendly Sovereign or State to be final and conclusive on all the matters so referred.

ARTICLE THE FIFTH.

Whereas neither that point of the Highlands lying due North from the source of the River St Croix, and designated in the former Treaty of Peace between the two Powers as the North West Angle of Nova Scotia, nor the North Westernmost head of Connecticut River has yet been ascertained; and whereas that part of the boundary line between the Dominions of the two Powers which extends from the source of the River St Croix directly North to the above mentioned North West Angle of Nova Scotia, thence along the said Highlands which divide those Rivers that empty themselves into the River St Lawrence from those which fall into the Atlantic Ocean to the North Westernmost head of Connecticut River, thence down along the middle of that River to the forty fifth degree of North Latitude, thence by a line due West on said latitude until it strikes the River Iroquois or Cataraquy, has not yet been surveyed: it is agreed that for these several purposes two Commissioners shall be appointed, sworn, and authorized to act exactly in the manner directed with respect to those mentioned in the next preceding Article unless otherwise specified in the present Article. The said Commissioners shall meet at St Andrews in the Province of New Brunswick, and shall have power to adjourn to such other place or places as they shall think fit. The said Commissioners shall have power to ascertain and determine the points above mentioned in conformity with the provisions of the said Treaty of Peace of one thousand seven hundred and eighty three, and shall cause the boundary aforesaid from the source of the River St Croix to the River Iroquois or Cataraquy to be surveyed and marked according to the said provisions. The said Commissioners shall make a map of the said boundary, and annex to it a declaration under their hands and seals certifying it to be the true Map of the said boundary, and particularizing the latitude and longitude of the North West Angle of Nova Scotia, of the North Westernmost head of Connecticut River, and of such other points of the said boundary as they may deem proper. And both parties agree to consider such map and declaration as finally and conclusively fixing the said boundary. And in the event of the said two Commissioners differing, or both, or either of them refusing, declining, or wilfully omitting to act, such reports, declarations, or statements shall be made by them or either of them, and such reference to a friendly Sovereign or State shall be made in all respects as in the latter part of the fourth Article is

contained, and in as full a manner as if the same was herein repeated.

ARTICLE THE SIXTH.

Whereas by the former Treaty of Peace that portion of the boundary of the United States from the point where the fortyfifth degree of North Latitude strikes the River Iroquois or Cataraquy to the Lake Superior was declared to be “along the middle of said River into Lake Ontario, through the middle of said Lake until it strikes the communication by water between that Lake and Lake Erie, thence along the middle of said communication into Lake Erie, through the middle of said Lake until it arrives at the water communication into the Lake Huron; thence through the middle of said Lake to the water communication between that Lake and Lake Superior:” and whereas doubts have arisen what was the middle of the said River, Lakes, and water communications, and whether certain Islands lying in the same were within the Dominions of His Britannic Majesty or of the United States: In order therefore finally to decide these doubts, they shall be referred to two Commissioners to be appointed, sworn, and authorized to act exactly in the manner directed with respect to those mentioned in the next preceding Article unless otherwise specified in this present Article. The said Commissioners shall meet in the first instance at Albany in the State of New York, and shall have power to adjourn to such other place or places as they shall think fit. The said Commissioners shall by a Report or Declaration under their hands and seals, designate the boundary through the said River, Lakes, and water communications, and decide to which of the two Contracting parties the several Islands lying within the said Rivers, Lakes, and water communications, do respectively belong in conformity with the true intent of the said Treaty of one thousand seven hundred and eighty three. And both parties agree to consider such designation and decision as final and conclusive. And in the event of the said two Commissioners differing or both or either of them refusing, declining, or wilfully omitting to act, such reports, declarations, or statements shall be made by them or either of them, and such reference to a friendly Sovereign or State shall be made in all respects as in the latter part of the fourth Article is contained, and in as full a manner as if the same was herein repeated.

ARTICLE THE SEVENTH.

It is further agreed that the said two last mentioned Commissioners after they shall have executed the duties assigned to them in the preceding Article, shall be, and they are hereby, authorized upon their oaths impartially to fix and determine according to the true intent of the said Treaty of Peace of one thousand seven hundred and eighty

three, that part of the boundary between the dominions of the two Powers, which extends from the water communication between Lake Huron and Lake Superior to the most North Western point of the Lake of the Woods;-to decide to which of the two Parties the several Islands lying in the Lakes, water communications, and Rivers forming the said boundary do respectively belong in conformity with the true intent of the said Treaty of Peace of one thousand seven hundred and eighty three, and to cause such parts of the said boundary as require it to be surveyed and marked. The said Commissioners shall by a Report or declaration under their hands and seals, designate the boundary aforesaid, state their decision on the points thus referred to them, and particularize the Latitude and Longitude of the most North Western point of the Lake of the Woods, and of such other parts of the said boundary as they may deem proper. And both parties agree to consider such designation and decision as final and conclusive. And in the event of the said two Commissioners differing, or both or either of them refusing, declining, or wilfully omitting to act, such reports, declarations or statements shall be made by them or either of them, and such reference to a friendly Sovereign or State shall be made in all respects as in the latter part of the fourth Article is contained, and in as full a manner as if the same was herein revealed.

ARTICLE THE EIGHTH.

The several Boards of two Commissioners mentioned in the four preceding Articles shall respectively have power to appoint a Secretary, and to employ such Surveyors or other persons as they shall judge necessary. Duplicates of all their respective reports, declarations, statements, and decisions, and of their accounts, and of the Journal of their proceedings shall be delivered by them to the Agents of His Britannic Majesty and to the Agents of the United States, who may be respectively appointed and authorized to manage the business on behalf of their respective Governments. The said Commissioners shall be respectively paid in such manner as shall be agreed between the two contracting parties, such agreement being to be settled at the time of the Exchange of the Ratifications of this Treaty. And all other expenses attending the said Commissions shall be defrayed equally by the two parties. And in the case of death, sickness, resignation, or necessary absence, the place of every such Commissioner respectively shall be supplied in the same manner as such Commissioner was first appointed; and the new Commissioner shall take the same oath or affirmation and do the same duties. It is further agreed between the two contracting parties that in case any of the Islands mentioned in any of the preceding Articles, which were in the possession of one of the parties prior to the commencement of the present war between the two Countries, should

by the decision of any of the Boards of Commissioners aforesaid, or of the Sovereign or State so referred to, as in the four next preceding Articles contained, fall within the dominions of the other party, all grants of land made previous to the commencement of the war by the party having had such possession, shall be as valid as if such Island or Islands had by such decision or decisions been adjudged to be within the dominions of the party having had such possession.

ARTICLE THE NINTH.

The United States of America engage to put an end immediately after the Ratification of the present Treaty to hostilities with all the Tribes or Nations of Indians with whom they may be at war at the time of such Ratification, and forthwith to restore to such Tribes or Nations respectively all the possessions, rights, and privileges which they may have enjoyed or been entitled to in one thousand eight hundred and eleven previous to such hostilities. Provided always that such Tribes or Nations shall agree to desist from all hostilities against the United States of America, their Citizens, and Subjects upon the Ratification of the present Treaty being notified to such Tribes or Nations, and shall so desist accordingly. And His Britannic Majesty engages on his part to put an end immediately after the Ratification of the present Treaty to hostilities with all the Tribes or Nations of Indians with whom He may be at war at the time of such Ratification, and forthwith to restore to such Tribes or Nations respectively all the possessions, rights, and privileges, which they may have enjoyed or been entitled to in one thousand eight hundred and eleven previous to such hostilities. Provided always that such Tribes or Nations shall agree to desist from all hostilities against His Britannic Majesty and His Subjects upon the Ratification of the present Treaty being notified to such Tribes or Nations, and shall so desist accordingly.

ARTICLE THE TENTH.

Whereas the Traffic in Slaves is irreconcilable with the principles of humanity and Justice, and whereas both His Majesty and the United States are desirous of continuing their efforts to promote its entire abolition, it is hereby agreed that both the contracting parties shall use their best endeavours to accomplish so desirable an object.

ARTICLE THE ELEVENTH.

This Treaty when the same shall have been ratified on both sides without alteration by either of the contracting parties, and the Ratifications mutually exchanged, shall be binding on both parties, and the Ratifications shall be exchanged at Washington in the space of four months from this day or sooner if practicable.

In faith whereof, We the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed this Treaty, and have hereunto affixed our Seals. Done in triplicate at Ghent the twenty fourth day of December one thousand eight hundred and fourteen.

GAMBIER [Seal]

HENRY GOULBURN [Seal]

WILLIAM ADAMS [Seal]

JOHN QUINCY ADAMS [Seal]

J. A. BAYARD [Seal]

H. CLAY [Seal]

JON. RUSSELL [Seal]

ALBERT GALLATIN [Seal]

Source: Hunter Miller, ed., Treaties and Other International Acts of the United States of America, Vol. 2, Documents 1–40: 1776–1818 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1931).

105. Andrew Jackson and John Lambert, Correspondence Between the U.S. and British Commanders after the Battle of New Orleans, January and March 1815

Introduction

The Battle of New Orleans occurred on January 8, 1815. The main action featured a British frontal attack against a fortified American line. Although American losses were remarkably few—13 killed, 39 wounded, and 19 missing—the British lost 291 killed, 1,262 wounded, and 484 captured. During the afternoon General John Lambert, who had replaced the slain Sir Edward Pakenham, sent an aide to request a suspension of hostilities so the dead could be buried and the wounded collected. The American commander, General Andrew Jackson, agreed to a temporary cessation on the east bank only. Jackson insisted that the truce apply only on the east bank because the situation on the west bank remained unclear to him. Jackson knew that the British had captured an American battery on the west bank, and he wanted the opportunity to send reinforcements to recapture the ground. Meanwhile, on the main front, the truce line was set 300 yards from the American position. Between the American defensive line and the truce line, the Americans collected about 300 British wounded and conveyed them to New Orleans for treatment. The following letters highlight the back and forth communications between the rival commanders as they establish the terms of the truce. In the last

in this group of letters, dated March 6, 1815—nearly two months after the battle—Jackson relays news of the Treaty of Ghent to Lambert and expresses his satisfaction that the two nations will soon be at peace.

Primary Source

MAJOR-GENERAL JOHN LAMBERT TO JACKSON.

BRITISH CAMP, January 8, 1815.

Sir,—having observed the humane attention that has been shewn to several wounded close to your Lines, by affording them immediate assistance I have to request you will have the goodness to direct that a Return of Officers by name, as well as soldiers may be sent to me; and it would be a satisfaction, as numbers are now laying there dead, and perhaps more wounded, to allow an unarmed party to bury the former, or bring such away whose cases are dangerous.

I have the honor to be Sir Your Most Obedient, Humble Servant.

To MAJOR-GENERAL LAMBERT.

LINES BELOW NEW ORLEANS, January 8, 18I5.

Sir, I have recd. your dispatch of this date. The Army which I have the honor to command have used every exertion to afford releif to the wounded of your Army, even at the constant risque of their lives, your men, never intermitting their fire during such exertions. The wounded now on the field beyond my lines, if you think proper may be taken beyond a line to be designated by my Adgt. General. and be paroled; Otherwise they may be taken to my hospital and treated with every care and attention. The flag sent by Commodore Patterson at my request, has been detained by the Admiral; leaveing him uninformed of the fate of his command that was taken in the Gun boats. The dead on the field beyond the line. above alluded to, you can inter. Those within that line shall be intered by my troops. When a return is made of the wounded and prisoners taken on board the Gun boats, and the few men taken on the night of the 23d it shall be returned by a similar one on my part If you should think proper to accede to the above propositions, you will please suggest any arrangement which you may think best for their Accomplishment.

I am respectfully etc.

MAJOR-GENERAL LAMBERT TO JACKSON.

[BRITISH CAMP], January 8, 1815

Sir, I feel much obliged to you: in order to prevent if possible any Wounded man being exposed during the night, I send Major Smith, A. A. G., (to concert upon any line as to the burial of the dead) and a Medical Officer to observe if there [are] any laying dangerously Wounded, when I hope you will permit an unarmed Party to bring them off.

I have the honor to be Sir,

To MAJOR-GENERAL. LAMBERT

BELOW NEW ORLEANS, January 8, 1815.

Sir, When my Adjt. General saw the Officer sent first by you this evening, he was ignorent of the last letter addressed me by you. To have a perfect understanding, I consider the following to be the result of our communications.

Hostilities to cease on this Side of the Mississippi river untill tomorrow 12 Oclock Meridian, to afford you time to Inter the dead, and have the wounded paroled and taken off: That the dead and wounded will be taken by my troops to the line of demarkation.

That hostilities does now cease on the Other side of the river and that no reinforcements are to be ordered from either army untill after the recommencement of hostilities, that the utmost strictness be used to prevent on either side the passing the line of demarcation, which is at the high sedge grass as defined: And it is understood that your troops are not to enter the woods, to prevent difficulties.

The wounded on the field shall be sought after, and every comfort administered them untill they are reed.

P. S. You will have the goodness to send me back a copy of this signed Officially if approved.

MAJOR-GENERAL LAMBERT TO JACKSON.

[BRITISH CAMP], January 9, 1815

Sir, I return you a copy of your letter, to which I perfectly subscribe in all its particulars. I should have sent an earlier answer, but by some accident I overlooked reading it before I went out. Yours to the Admiral was forwarded early this morning. It occurs to me that the object of our correspondence may not be completed by 12 o’clock therefore I beg to suggest the hour of two oclock P. M. being substituted and will be obliged to you to communicate the same to the Officer who carries this, verbally or on a slip of Paper, that no time may be lost, if you approve. I have the Honor to be

To MAJOR-GENERAL LAMBERT.

LINES BELOW ORLEANS, January 9, 1815·

Sir, I have received your dispatch of this morning, The hour of 2 P.M is acceded to, and a detail will be immediately made to take the killed of your army to the line pointed out

I have the honor to be Sir

To MAJOR-GENERAL LAMBERT.

CAMP BELOW NEW ORLEANS, January 11, 1815.

Sir, A Correspondence having been carried on Between Commodore Patterson Commanding the American Naval Force on this Station, and Sir Alexr. Cochrane Vice Admiral

and Commander in Chief of the Naval Forces of his B Majesty on the American Station, relative to the Exchange of Prisoners it becomes necessary in order to give Effect to an Extension of that arrangement to the Land forces that my Correspondence on that Subject should be carried on with the Commander in Chief the Army of his B. M. Employed on this Expedition. As you have not in our Correspondence Designated yourself as Such Allow me Sir to ask whether I have now the honor of Addressing the Commander in Chief.

MAJOR-GENERAL LAMBERT to JACKSON,

January 11, 1815.

Sir, I have the Honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of this days date and to inform you that I am Commr. of the Forces acting on the left Bank of the Mississipi.

It is no doubt my duty not to allow any correspondence connected with this Force to go through any other hands but my own, especially when what may be required must have the Sanction of the Commr of the Forces of the U. States Army acting on the same territory. Vice Admiral Sir A. Cochrane has told me that he had had a correspondence with Commodore Patterson, commg the Naval Force on this Station on the subject of the exchange of Prisoners, but I conceived that this originated from and had reference to those who were taken in the gun boats, I recollect his saying, that he considered the terms so explicit and fair that he had no difficulty in embracing them.

If, I am right, the basis was that there should be a mutual exchange, on each side, as far.as equal numbers went, that the residue on either should be given up on Parole, not to serve untill regularly exchanged, and that the Wounded whose cases would not admit of removal, should remain untill sufficiently recovered. If, Sir, such are your sentiments on the subject, I shall be very happy to concur in them and as in our Situation we find sufficient employment, if you will have the goodness to direct your Adj. General to make the correspondence relative to it pass through his office, it shall be met with equal attention from that of this Force.

I have the honor to be, sir

To MAJOR-GENERAL LAMBERT

NEW ORLEANS, March 6, 1815.

Sir: I have just received intelligence from Washington which leaves little Doubt in my mind that the treaty signed at Ghent between the U S. and G B has been ratified by the President and Senate of the U S. but by some unaccountable accident a Dispatch on another subject has been substituted for the one intended to give me official notice of this Event, The one I have reed. however is accompanied by an order from the Post Master GenL directing his

Deputies to forward the Express carrying intelligence of the recent peace. of this order I enclose a Copy, and from other scources to which I give credit I learn that the same Express brought official notice of the treaty to the Govr. Of Tennessee.

I have Deemed it a Duty without loss ot time to Communicate the exact state of these circumstances that you might Determine whether they would not justify you in agreeing by a cessation of all hostilities the first Direct intelligence must bring to us in an official form.

The prisoners from Natchez after having been long Detained by adverse winds are now within a short Distance of the city and will Cirtainly proceed tomorrow morning to the Balize to be Delivered to you officer according to my promise.

I pray you with the assurance of my high respect to receive that of the satisfaction I feel in reflecting that our Correspondence begun as Commanders of hostile armies as officers of nations in amity

I have the honor

Source: John Spencer Bassett, ed., Correspondence of Andrew Jackson, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Carnegie Institution, 1927), 133–134, 138–139, 184–185.

106. Joseph Valpey Jr., Journal Excerpts and Poems Describing His Capture at Sea and Imprisonment, 1813–1815

Introduction

The British held American prisoners of war in the notorious prison at Dartmoor. Even though negotiators at Ghent had signed a peace treaty on December 24, 1815, the British continued to hold American prisoners. At Dartmoor, about 300 soldiers guarded about 4,000 prisoners of various nationalities, including the Americans. The following excerpt, written by a 23-year-old American prisoner, provides a firsthand account of a very controversial event. According to British authorities, on the evening of April 6, 1815, American prisoners tried to escape. The guards opened fire, killing 7 and wounding 60. The Committee of American Prisoners of War formed to investigate the matter concluded that the prison commander planned the massacre out of hatred for the American prisoners who were soon to be released. The Lord Admiral’s investigation concluded that the men were rioting and attempting to escape. A joint U.S.–British investigation concluded that it was reasonable

for the British commander to think the prisoners were trying to escape, that he was scrupulous in trying to control the violence, but that the soldiers just got out of hand. The author of the following excerpt, Joseph Valpey Jr., had been captured while serving on an American privateer. He died at sea on the way back to America in March 1816. Also included here are several poems he wrote while in prison.

Primary Sources

[...]

On the sixth day of April as the prisoner of No five and seven Prisons made a Small hole in the wall near the Barracks when Captn Shortland gave Orders for the Soldiers to fire in upon the Unarmed Prisoners and a Dreadful Massacree took place in the first place he sent the Turnkeys for to Lock three of the doors out of four so that Escape to the prison’s was Impossible and after we had got Mostly in at the Remaining door and those that was at the lower ends of the yard and knew nothing of the Disturbance was mostly killed or wounded in No one and three where there was no offence given and without any provication they fired and then Charged Bayonet Many were killed and wounded in this yard and to Compleat the scene of slaughter and death a Simeler Scein took place in No 4 Yard it appears that the Blacks were near the gates of there Yard Gamboling and not Mistrusting any harm when a dreadful fire from the top of the wall killed several and wounded many the Soldiers kept a Cross fire upon the only Remaining door that we had open so that it was Impossible for any to Escape i have not yet Received the true list of the killed and wounded

On the seventh as soon as it was daylight i went round for to view the yards i found a Consider Blood in our yard and in No four but not so much in No one at 10 in the four noon i Received the List of the Killed and wounded, but thanks be to God there was but seven Killed and fifty wounded and the Most of them has lost there Legs or there arms and several Mortally wounded I Cannot but help Remarking the fait of one Young Man after he was wounded and Making the Best of his way for the prison five of the British Soldiers came up with him and put there Musquets to his head and Blow’d his Brains out against the wall

on the Eighth i was visited by J Orne who imforms me that there is a Number of Prisoners Missing supposed to have been Massacred on the 6 Ins and Buryed by the Soldiers

on the Ninth i was Visited by J Orne and G Felt in the evening i past in Company with I Phippen and S Cook

on the Tenth in the fore noon i was Visited by S. Cook and Wm Ashton

On the Eleventh. I past the day in Writing but no Glad Tidings do we hear yet no prospect of ever seeing our native home again

on the twelfth i past the fore part of the day in Company with Wm Abbot and Henry Upton and the Latter part in Meditating.

[...]


A Song

the Author when he was Expecting daly for to get Released from his Imprisonment Compos’d the following

J Valpey Jr

 

The heavy hour is almost past

That part my Love and Me

My Longing eyes may hope at Last

There only hope to see

But how my Lydia will you meet

The man you’ve Lost so long

Will love in all your pulses beat

And tremble on your Tongue

Will you in Every Look declair

Your heart is still the same

And heal each Idle anxious care

Our fears in absence fraim

Thus Lydia thus i paint the scene

When shortly we shall meet

And try what yet remain’s between

Of Loit’ring time to Cheat

But if the dream that sooths my mind

Shall false and Groundless prove

If I am doom’d at Length to find

You have forgot to Love

All i of Venus ask is this

No more to Let us Join

But grant me here the flattering Bliss

To live and think you no more mine

Finis

The Sharks of Dartmoor

Compos’d by a American prisoner of War in

Dartmoor Prison England March th 15 1815

 

Come all ye fellow prisoner’s attend to what i say

the Presidents Ratification arrived Yesterday

Prepare yourselves for Marching to Prison bid adieu

To shortland and his Turnkey’s and all his cursed crew

2

 

We’ll bid adieu to dartmoor there Potatoes Coal and Turf

There barley Bread and Turnips and dam’n Doctors stuff

There codfish and herrin no more of that we’ll use

But leave it behind for Doctors clerks Turnkey’s & Jews

3

 

We have done with your Messing out’ or will have very soon

The prison then you may inspect three time’s in the forenoon

Your Marketing then you may stop your Porter and small Beer

And your Poison Rum and Viteral that has killed hundred’s here

4

 

Grant us but one small favour then before that we do part

Do not discharge the Turnkey’s but use them in your cart

The Doctors too you will also keep the prison’s for to Clean

And have then all in readiness for Spaniards French or Dean’s

5

 

Your doctors you can well Employ as you shall Quickly find

In washing of the Lousy bed and beding left behind

The turnkey’s Louse the Blankets’ the hammocks next unsling

The clerks shall mark tham all a new’ when turnkey’s home do

bring

6

 

Ye cursed tribe of dartmoor attention pray now give

You know when Yankey Tar’s are gone you Cannot cannot live

for Murder then you will commit and robberies also

Until like Convict’s you are sent to Botany bay must go

7

 

Make no delay but send us of I tell you for your good

That we may once return again and Bring you back some food

Not you alone but many to keep’ you from a Starvation

for Yankey’s they have allway’s fed your proud Infernal Nation

8

 

Our President has sent for us’ so do not us detain

For fear that he should war declare & Your honour blast again

Do not Blockade the ports of France of Holland or of Spain

For fear the Wasp and Constitution should visit you again

9

 

I pray you’ll give attention and strive to learn my song

as it will be of use to you when Yankey tars are gone

It will remind you of your Living the like you ne’er had before

Nor never will again till we return to Dartmoor

10

 

No never then shall we return’ itts mark now what I say

Until Columbia flag no more shall triumph on the sea’s

But until then free Trade’ and Sailors righth shall wear

And our Gallant Independence the saucy flag shall Bear

11

 

I hope that you will attend on some appointed day

And pay respect to Yankey’s before we go away

You know it your duty you cannot well deny

So mind and pull your hats off when Yankey’s shall pass [by]

12

 

Fare well you sharks of dartmoor the day at length arrives

Behold the Yankey’s marching with tears all in your eyes

Adieu my loving Countrymen that behind the wall’s do lay

But your scotch and Irish Doctors no more of us shall slay

13

 

The happy day will soon arive to sail for Freedoms shore

With six thousand hearty fellow’s I think there is no more

The high Lands of Neversink they now appear in sight

The Narrow’s next we pass’ where we Anchor for all Night

Next morning we’ll get under way and next our Yards do man

... Cheer those sons of Liberty before that we do land

[Th]en free Trade and Sailors then every Tongue shall cry

[Wh]ile at our foremast head the very flag shall wear

(Finis)


Sacred to the Memory of Josiah Gwinn

 

Go spotless honour and unsullied Truth

Go smilling Inocence and Blooming youth

Go Male sweetness Join’d in Manly sence

Go winning wit that never gave offence

Go soft humanity that Blest the poor

Go saint eye’d patience from afflicktions door

Go Modesty which never gave a frown

Go Virtue and receive thy heavenly Crown

Not from a stranger came this heart felt verse

Thy Friend inscribes thy Tomb Where tears

Bedewd thy hearse

by Joseph Valpey Ju r

Source: Journal of Joseph Valpey, Jr., of Salem: November 1813–April 1815 (Detroit: Michigan Society of Colonial Wars, 1922), 27, 46–49.

107. An Act Fixing the Military Peace Establishment of the United States, March 3, 1815

Introduction

The beginning of the war had shown that the military establishment of the United States was entirely inadequate to meet the realities of war. Jeffersonian doctrine had relied on the militia, and the militia had proven unreliable. Instead, subsequent wartime experience showed the value of well-trained, professional soldiers. As soon as President James Madison proclaimed peace in February 1815, Congress met at Blodgett’s Hotel (because the British had burned the Capitol) and passed an act to create a small but efficient professional army supported by the militia. As the following document shows, the March 3, 1815, statute authorized

a peacetime army of 10,000 men in addition to the Corps of Engineers. The statute established the organizational structure for the fighting forces. It also converted the nine wartime military districts into a Northern and Southern division with nine territorial departments. Two officers who had made their reputation in the war, Major General Jacob Brown and Major General Andrew Jackson, commanded, respectively, the Northern and Southern divisions. During the next 30 years no foreign enemy seriously threatened the United States. The professional army instead fought Indians as the nation expanded inexorably westward.

Primary Source

That the military peace establishment of the United States shall consist of such proportions of artillery, infantry, and riflemen, not exceeding, in the whole, ten thousand men, as the President of the United States shall judge proper, and that the corps of engineers, as at present established, be retained.

SEC. 2. That the corps of artillery shall have the same organization as is prescribed by the act passed the 30th of March, 1814, and the regiment of light artillery the same organization as is prescribed by the act passed the 12th day of April, 1808; and that each regiment of infantry and riflemen shall consist of one colonel, one lieutenant-colonel, one major, one adjutant, one quartermaster, one paymaster, one surgeon, and two surgeon’s mates, one sergeant-major, one quartermaster-sergeant, two principal musicians, and ten companies; each company to consist of one captain, one first lieutenant, and one second lieutenant, four sergeants, four corporals, two musicians, and sixty-eight privates.

SEC. 3. That there shall be two major-generals, and four brigadier-generals; the major-generals to be entitled to two aids-de-camp, and the brigadier-generals to one aid-de-camp, each, to be taken from the subalterns of the line; four brigade-inspectors, and four brigade-quartermasters, and such number of hospital surgeons and surgeon’s mates as the service may require, not exceeding five surgeons and fifteen mates, with one steward and one ward-master to each hospital. The brigade-inspectors, appointed under this act, shall be taken from the line, and the brigade quartermasters, the adjutants, regimental quartermasters, and paymasters, from the subalterns of the line.

SEC. 4. That the compensation, subsistence, and the clothing of the officers, cadets, non-commissioned officers, musicians, artificers, and privates, composing the military peace establishment, shall be the same as are prescribed by the act entitled “An act fixing the military peace establishment of the United States;” passed 16th March, 1802,

and the act entitled “An act to raise, for a limited time, an additional military force;” passed 12th of April, 1808; and that the major-generals shall be entitled to the same compensation as is provided by an act entitled “An act to raise an additional military force,” passed 11th January, 1812.

SEC. 5. That the President of the United States cause to be arranged the officers, non-commissioned officers, musicians, and privates, of the several corps of troops now in the service of the United States, in such a manner as to form and complete out of the same the corps authorized by this act, and cause the supernumerary officers, non-commissioned officers, musicians, and privates, to be discharged from the service of the United States, from and after the 1st day of May next, or as soon as circumstances may permit.

SEC. 6. That to each commissioned officer, who shall be deranged by virtue of this act, there shall be allowed and paid, in addition to the pay and emoluments to which they will be entitled by law at the time of his discharge, three months’ pay.

SEC. 7. That the several corps authorized by this act shall be subject to the rules and articles of war, be recruited in the same manner, and with the same limitations, and that officers, non-commissioned officers, musicians, and privates, shall be entitled to the same provision for wounds and disabilities, the same provision for widows and children, and the same benefits and allowances in every respect, not inconsistent with the provisions of this act, as are authorized by the act of 16th March, 1802, entitled “An act fixing the military peace establishment of the United States;” and the act of the 12th April, 1808, entitled “An act to raise, for a limited time, an additional military force;” and that the bounty to the recruit, and compensation to the recruiting officer, shall be the same as are allowed by the aforesaid act of the 12th of April, 1808.

[Approved, March 3, 1815.]

Source: Statutes at Large, 13th Congress, 3rd Session, Chapter 79 (March 3, 1815), 224–225.

108. Barbary Treaty, June 30, 1815

Introduction

Throughout the years surrounding the turn of the 19th century, the dey of Algiers maintained a fleet of ships manned by what became known as the Barbary pirates. The Barbary States were three city-states in North Africa that were

then part of the Ottoman Empire—Algiers (capital of present-day Algeria), Tunis (Tunisia), and Tripoli (Libya). Armed with the dey’s blessing, these pirates raided foreign shipping in the Mediterranean. The Barbary pirates plagued U.S. trade most severely throughout the administrations of presidents Thomas Jefferson and James Madison. Although Jefferson had stopped the raiding in 1805 by agreeing to pay a tribute to the dey, the dey authorized his men to reinstitute the raids against American ships during the War of 1812. Toward the end of the war, the U.S. Navy ordered Commodore Stephen Decatur to the Mediterranean to deal with the dey. After a vigorous campaign that brought the Algerian force to its knees, Decatur forced the dey to sign this treaty on June 30, 1815, promising to end the raids. The treaty also provided for the repatriation of any prisoners held by the dey or the United States and the return of any captured goods. The U.S. Senate ratified the treaty on December 26, 1815.

Primary Source

Treaty of peace and amity concluded between the United States of America and his Highness Omar Bashaw, Dey of Algiers.

ARTICLE I

There shall be from the Conclusion of this treaty, a firm inviolable and universal peace and friendship between the President and Citizens of the United States of America on the one part, and the Dey and Subjects of the Regency of Algiers in Barbary, on the other, made by the free consent of both parties and upon the terms of the most favored nations; and if either party shall hereafter grant to any other nation, any particular favor or privilege in navigation or Commerce it shall immediately become common to the other party, freely when freely it is granted to such other nation; but when the grant is conditional, it shall be at the option of the contracting parties to accept, alter, or reject such conditions, in such manner as shall be most conducive to their respective interests.

ARTICLE II

It is distinctly understood between the Contracting parties, that no tribute either as biennial presents, or under any other form or name whatever, shall ever be required by the Dey and Regency of Algiers from the United States of America on any pretext whatever.

ARTICLE III

The Dey of Algiers shall cause to be immediately delivered up to the American Squadron now off Algiers all the American Citizens now in his possession, amounting to ten more or less, and all the Subjects of the Dey of Algiers now

in the power of the United States amounting to five hundred more or less, shall be delivered up to him, the United States according to the usages of civilized nations requiring no ransom for the excess of prisoners in their favor.

ARTICLE IV

A just and full compensation shall be made by the Dey of Algiers to such citizens of the United States, as have been Captured, and detained by Algerine Cruizers, or who have been forced to abandon their property in Algiers in violation of the 22d article of the treaty of peace and amity, concluded between the United States and the Dey of Algiers on the 5th of September 1795.

And it is agreed between the contracting parties, that in lieu of the above, the Dey of Algiers shall cause, to be delivered forthwith into the hands of the American Consul residing in Algiers the whole of a quantity of Bales of Cotton left by the late Consul General of the United States in the public magazines in Algiers; and that he shall pay into the hands of the said Consul the sum of ten thousand Spanish dollars.

ARTICLE V

If any goods belonging to any nation with which either of the parties are at war should be loaded on board of vessels belonging to the other party, they shall pass free and unmolested, and no attempt shall be made to take or detain them.

ARTICLE VI

If any Citizens or subjects belonging to either party shall be found on board a prize vessel taken from an Ennemy by the other party, such Citizens or subjects shall be liberated immediately, and in no case or on any presence whatever whatever shall any American Citizen be kept in Captivity or Confinement, or the property of any American Citizen found on board of any vessel belonging to any nation with which Algiers may be at War, be detained from its lawful owners after the exhibition of sufficient proofs of american Citizenship, and American property, by the Consul of the United States residing at Algiers.

ARTICLE VII

Proper passports shall immediately be given to the vessels of both the Contracting parties, on condition that the vessels of war belonging to the Regency of Algiers on meeting with Merchant Vessels belonging to Citizens of the United States of America, shall not be permitted to visit them with more than two persons besides the rowers; these only shall be permitted to go on board without first obtaining leave from the Commander of said vessel, who shall compare the passports and immediately permit

said vessel to proceed on her voyage; and should any of the subjects of Algiers insult or molest the Commander or any other person on board a vessel so visited, or plunder any of the property contained in her, on complaint being made to the Consul of the United States residing in Algiers, and on his producing sufficient proofs to substantiate the fact, the Commander or Rais of said Algerine ship or vessel of war, as well as the offenders shall be punished in the most exemplary manner.

All vessels of war belonging to the United States of America, on meeting with a Cruizer belonging to the Regency of Algiers, on having seen her passports, and Certificates from the Consul of the United States residing in Algiers shall permit her to proceed on her Cruize unmolested, and without detention. No passport shall be granted by either party to any vessels but such as are absolutely the property of Citizens or subjects of the said contracting parties, on any pretence whatever.

ARTICLE VIII

A Citizen or subject of either of the contracting parties having bought a prize Vessel condemned by the other party, or by any other nation, the Certificates of Condemnation and bill of sale shall be a sufficient passport for such vessel for six months, which, considering the distance between the two countries is no more than a reasonable time for her to procure passports.

ARTICLE IX

Vessels of either of the contracting parties putting into the ports of the other and having need of provisions, or other supplies shall be furnished at the market price, and if any such Vessel should so put in from a disaster at sea and have occasion to repair, she shall be at liberty to land, and reembark her Cargo, without paying any customs, or duties whatever; but in no case shall she be compelled to land her Cargo.

ARTICLE X

Should a vessel of either of the contracting parties be cast on shore within the Territories of the other all proper assistance shall be given to her, and to her crew; no pillage shall be allowed. The property shall remain at the disposal of the owners, and if reshipped on board of any vessel for exportation, no customs or duties whatever shall be required to be paid thereon, and the crew shall be protected and succoured until they can be sent to their own Country.

ARTICLE XI

If a vessel of either of the contracting parties shall be attacked by an enemy within Cannon shot of the forts of the other, she shall be protected as much as is possible. If

she be in port she shall not be seized, or attacked when it is in the power of the other party to protect her; and when she proceeds to sea, no Enemy shall be permitted to pursue her from the same port within twenty four-hours after her departure.

ARTICLE XII

The Commerce between the United States of America and the Regency of Algiers, the protections to be given to Merchants, masters of vessels, and seamen, the reciprocal right of establishing Consuls in each country, the privileges, immunities and jurisdictions to be enjoyed by such Consuls, are declared to be upon the same footing in every respect with the most favored nations respectively.

ARTICLE XIII

On a vessel or vessels of war belonging to the United States of America anchoring before the City of Algiers, the Consul is to inform the Dey of her arrival when she shall receive the Salutes, which are by treaty or Custom given to the ships of war of the most favored nations on similar occasions, and which shall be returned gun for gun: and if after such arrival so announced, any Christians whatever, Captives in Algiers make their escape and take refuge on board of the said ships of war, they shall not be required back again, nor shall the Consul of the United States, or commander of the said Ship be required to pay anything for the said Christians.

ARTICLE XIV

The Consul of the United States of America shall not be responsable for the debts Contracted by the Citizens of his own Country unless he gives previously written obligations so to do.

ARTICLE XV

As the Government of the United States of America has in itself no character of enmity against the laws, religion, or tranquility of any nation, and as the said States have never entered into any voluntary war, or act of hostility, except in defence of their just rights on the high seas, it is declared by the Contracting parties that no pretext arising from religious opinions shall ever produce an interruption of Harmony between the two nations; and the Consuls and agents of both nations, shall have liberty to Celebrate the rights of their respective religions in their own houses.

The Consuls respectively shall have liberty and personal security given them to travel within the territories of each other, both by land, and by sea, and shall not be prevented from going on board of any vessel they may think proper to visit; they shall likewise have the liberty of apointing their own Dragoman, and Broker.

ARTICLE XVI

In Case of any dispute arrising from the violation of any of the articles of this Treaty no appeal shall be made to arms, nor shall war be declared, on any pretext whatever; but if the Consul residing at the place where the dispute shall happen, shall not be able to settle the same, the Government of that country shall state their grievance in writing, and transmit the same to the government of the other, and the period of three months shall be allowed for answers to be returned, during which time no act of hostility shall be permitted by either party; and in case the grievances are not redressed, and war should be the event, the Consuls, and Citizens, and subjects of both parties respectively shall be permitted to embark with their families and effects unmolested, on board of what vessel or vessels they shall think proper. Reasonable time being allowed for that purpose.

ARTICLE XVII

If in the Course of events a war should break out between the two nations, the prisoners Captured by either party shall not be made slaves, they shall not be forced to hard labor, or other confinement than such as may be necessary to secure their safe keeping, and they shall be exchanged rank for rank; and it is agreed that prisoners shall be exchanged in twelve months after their Capture, and the exchange may be effected by any private individual, legally authorized by either of the parties.

ARTICLE XVIII

If any of the Barbary powers, or other states at war with the United States shall Capture any american Vessel, and send her into any port of the Regency of Algiers, they shall not be permitted to sell her, but shall be forced to depart the port on procuring the requisite supplies of provisions; but the vessels of war of the United States with any prizes they may capture from their Ennemies shall have liberty to frequent the ports of Algiers for refreshment of any kinds, and to sell such prizes in the said ports, without paying any other customs or duties than such as are customary on ordinary Commercial importations.

ARTICLE XIX

If any Citizens of the United States, or any persons under their protection, shall have any disputes with each other, the Consul shall decide between the parties, and whenever the Consul shall require any aid or assistance from the Government of Algiers to enforce his decisions it shall be immediately granted to him. And if any dispute shall arise between any citizens of the United States, and the citizens or subjects of any other nation having a Consul or agent in Algiers, such disputes shall be settled by the Consuls or

agents of the respective nations; and any dispute or suits at law that may take place between any citizens of the United States, and the subjects of the Regency of Algiers shall be decided by the Dey in person and no other.

ARTICLE XX

If a Citizen of the United States should kill wound or strike a subject of Algiers, or on the Contrary, a subject of Algiers should kill, wound, or strike a Citizen of the United States, the law of the country shall take place, and equal justice shall be rendered, the consul assisting at the trial; but the sentence of punishment against an american Citizen, shall not be greater or more severe, than it would be against a Turk in the same predicament, and if any delinquent should make his escape, the Consul shall not be responsable for him in any manner whatever.

ARTICLE XXI

The Consul of the United States of America shall not be required to pay any customs or duties whatever on any thing he imports from a foreign Country for the use of his house & family.

ARTICLE XXII

Should any of the citizens of the United States die within the Regency of Algiers, the Dey and his subjects shall not interfere with the property of the deceased, but it shall be under the immediate direction of the Consul, unless otherwise disposed of by will; should there be no Consul the effects shall be deposited in the hands of some person worthy of trust until the party shall appear who has a right to demand them, when they shall render an account of the property; neither shall the Dey or his subjects give hindrance in the execution of any will that may appear.

Done at Algiers on the 30th day of June A. D. 1815.

(Signed) OMAN BASHAW (L. S.)

Whereas the undersigned William Shaler a Citizen of the United States, and Stephen Decatur Commander in chief of the U. S. naval forces now in the medeterrenean, being duly appointed Commissioners by letters patent under the signature of the President, and Seal of the U. S. of America, bearing date at the City of Washington the 9th day of April 1815 for negotiating and concluding a treaty of peace between the U. S. of America, and the Dey of Algiers.

Now Know Ye that we William Shaler and Stephen Decatur commissioners as aforesaid, do conclude the foregoing treaty, and every article, and clause therein contained, reserving the same, nevertheless for the final ratification of

the President of the United States of America, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate

Done on board of the United States Ship Guerriere in the bay of Algiers on the 3d day of July in the year 1815 and of the independence of the U. S. 40th.

(Signed) WE SHALER

STEPHEN DECATUR.

Source: Hunter Miller, ed., Treaties and Other International Acts of the United States of America, vol. Documents 1–40: 1776–1818 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1931).

109. Andrew Jackson, Farewell Address to the Army, 1815

Introduction

Andrew Jackson was a Revolutionary War veteran and a prominent Tennessee politician who won election as major general of the Tennessee militia in 1802. Jackson led a volunteer force against the Creek Indians in 1813. After a hard campaign and months of privation, he finally defeated them at Horseshoe Bend in March 1814. The Indian threat to the western frontier, a threat that many, including Jackson, believed was being supported by the British, plus a fierce patriotic pride, prompted Jackson to support war against Great Britain. After concluding the Creek War, Jackson invaded west Florida, which was held by Spain, a British ally, at the time. He then proceeded to Louisiana, where he was placed in charge of the military district encompassing the Gulf Coast. The arrival of the celebrated General Jackson and his careful preparations of the defenses of New Orleans did much to improve the morale of the population. His decisive defeat of the British attempt to capture New Orleans, in the final action of the War of 1812, sealed his reputation and helped earn him election as the nation’s seventh president in 1828. In 1815, after his leadership in the Creek Wars and the War of 1812, he congratulated his troops and bid them farewell. Jackson was then placed in command of the southern military division of the newly expanded U.S. Army. Within two years he again went to war against Indians in the southeast.

Primary Source

The major-general is at length enabled to perform the pleasing task of restoring to Tennessee, Kentucky, Louisiana, and the territory of the Mississippi, the brave troops who have acted such a distinguished part in the war which has just terminated. In restoring these brave men to their

homes, much exertion is expected of, and great responsibility imposed on, the commanding officers of the different corps. It is required of Major-Generals Carroll and Thomas, and Brigadier-General Coffee, to march their commands, without unnecessary delay to their respective states. The troops from the Mississippi territory and state of Louisiana, both militia and volunteers, will be immediately mustered out of service, paid, and discharged.

The major-general has the satisfaction of announcing the approbation of the President of the United States to the conduct of the troops under his command, expressed, in flattering terms, through the honourable Secretary of War.

In parting with those brave men, whose destinies have been so long united with his own, and in whose labours and glories it is his happiness and his boast to have participated, the commanding general can neither suppress his feelings, nor give utterance to them as he ought. In what terms can he bestow suitable praise on merit so extraordinary, so unparalleled? Let him, in one burst of joy, gratitude, and exultation, exclaim, “These are the saviours of their country; these the patriot soldiers, who triumphed over the invincibles of Wellington, and conquered the conquerers of Europe!” With what patience did you submit to privations; with what fortitude did you endure fatigue; what valour did you display on the day of battle! You have secured to America a proud name among the nations of the earth; a glory which will never perish.

Possessing those dispositions which equally adorn the citizen and the soldier, the expectations of your country will be met in peace, as her wishes have been gratified in war. Go, then, my brave companions, to your homes; to those tender connections and blissful scenes which render life so dear; full of honours, and crowned with laurels that will never fade. When participating in the bosoms of your families, the enjoyment of peaceful life, with what happiness will you not look back to the toils you have borne, to the dangers you have encountered? How will all your past exposures be converted into sources of inexpressible delight? Who, that never experienced your sufferings, will be able to appreciate your joys? The man who slumbered ingloriously at home, during your painful marches, your nights of watchfulness, and your days of toil, will envy you the happiness which these recollections will afford; still more will he envy the gratitude of that country which you have so eminently contributed to save.

Continue, fellow-soldiers, on your passage to your several destinations, to preserve that subordination, that dignified

and manly deportment, which have so ennobled your character.

While the commanding general is thus giving indulgence to his feelings, towards those brave companions, who accompanied him through difficulties and danger, he cannot permit the names of Blount, Shelby, and Holmes, to pass unnoticed. With what generous ardour and patriotism have these distinguished governors contributed all their exertions to provide the means of victory! The recollection of their exertions, and of the success which has resulted, will be to them a reward more grateful than any which the pomp of title, or the splendour of wealth, can bestow.

What happiness it is to the commanding general, that, while danger was before him, he was, on no occasion, compelled to use, towards his companions in arms, either severity or rebuke. If, after the enemy had retired, improper passions began their empire in a few unworthy bosoms, and rendered a resort to energetic measures necessary for their suppression, he has not confounded the innocent with the guilty, the seduced with the seducers. Towards you, fellow-soldiers, the most cheering recollections exist, blended, alas! with regret that disease and war should have ravished from us so many worthy companions. But the memory of the cause in which they perished, and of the virtues which animated them while living, must occupy the place where sorrow would claim to dwell.

Farewell, fellow-soldiers. The expression of your general’s thanks is feeble; but the gratitude of a country of freemen is yours, yours the applause of an admiring world.

Source: John Brannan, Official Letters of the Military and Naval Officers of the United States During the War With Great Britain (Washington, DC: Way & Gideon, 1823), 469–470.

110. Adams-Onís Treaty, February 22, 1819

Introduction

Negotiated by U.S. secretary of state (and future U.S. president) John Quincy Adams and Spanish diplomat Luis de Onís, the Adams-Onís Treaty transferred ownership of eastern Florida from Spain to the United States and established a definitive boundary between Spanish-held Mexico and the U.S. territory acquired in the Louisiana Purchase. The United States had already taken control of western Florida during the War of 1812. Although signed by Adams and Onís on February 22, 1819, in Washington,

D.C., the treaty was not ratified and put into effect until February 22, 1821. Two years later, on December 2, 1823, President James Monroe announced in his annual message to Congress the doctrine that he had drafted with the help of Adams. By this time, although the United States had acquired Florida from Spain, Spain retained present-day Texas. Concerned that Spain or Russia might lay claim to additional territory in the western hemisphere, Monroe issued a general warning to European powers that they were not to consider colonizing any part of the Americas. Subsequent presidents extended the Monroe Doctrine, declaring that the United States had the authority to maintain stability in the nations of Latin America. The Monroe Doctrine remained a major component of U.S. foreign policy, and subsequent presidents used it as justification for intervening in Western Hemisphere affairs.

Primary Source

TREATY OF AMITY, SETTLEMENT, AND LIMITS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND HIS CATHOLIC MAJESTY, CONCLUDED AT WASHINGTON, FEBRUARY 22, 1819; RATIFICATION ADVISED BY SENATE, FEBRUARY 24, 1819; RATIFIED BY PRESIDENT; RATIFIED BY THE KING OF SPAIN, OCTOBER 24, 1820; RATIFICATION AGAIN ADVISED BY SENATE, FEBRUARY 19, 1821; RATIFIED BY PRESIDENT, FEBRUARY 22, 1821; RATIFICATIONS EXCHANGED AT WASHINGTON, FEBRUARY 22, 1821; PROCLAIMED, FEBRUARY 22, 1821.

THE United States of America and His Catholic Majesty, desiring to consolidate, on a permanent basis, the friendship and good correspondence which happily prevails between the two parties have determined to settle and terminate all their differences and pretensions, by a treaty, which shall designate, with precision, the limits of their respective bordering territories in North America.

With this intention, the President of the United States, has furnished with their full powers, John Quincy Adams, Secretary of State of the said United States; and His Catholic Majesty has appointed the Most Excellent Lord Don Luis De Onis, Gonzales, Lopez y Vara, Lord of the town of Rayaces, Perpetual Regidor of the Corporation of the city of Salamanca, Knight Grand Cross of the Royal American Order of Isabella the Catholic, decorated with the Lys of La Vendee, Knight Pensioner of the Royal and Distinguished Spanish Order of Charles the Third, Member of the Supreme Assembly of the said Royal Order; of the Council of His Majesty; His Secretary, with Exercise of

Decrees, and His Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary near the United States of America;

And the said Plenipotentiaries, after having exchanged their powers, have agreed upon and concluded the following articles:

ARTICLE I

There shall be a firm and inviolable peace and sincere friendship between the United States and their citizens and His Catholic Majesty, his successors and subjects, without exception of persons or places.

ARTICLE II

His Catholic Majesty cedes to the United States, in full property and sovereignty, all the territories which belong to him, situated to the eastward of the Mississippi, known by the name of East and West Florida. The adjacent islands dependent on said provinces, all public lots and squares, vacant lands, public edifices, fortifications, barracks, and other buildings, which are not private property, archives and documents, which relate directly to the property and sovereignty of said provinces, are included in this article. The said archives and documents shall be left in possession of the commissaries or officers of the United States, duly authorized to receive them.

ARTICLE III

The boundary line between the two countries, west of the Mississippi, shall begin on the Gulph of Mexico, at the mouth of the river Sabine, in the sea, continuing north, along the western bank of that river, to the 32d degree of latitude; thence, by a line due north, to the degree of latitude where it strikes the Rio Roxo of Nachitoches, or Red River; then following the course of the Rio Roxo westward, to the degree of longitude 100 west from London and 23 from Washington; then, crossing the said Red River, and running thence by a line due north, to the river Arkansas; thence, following the course of the southern bank of the Arkansas, to its source, in latitude 42 north; and thence, by that parallel of latitude, to the South Sea. The whole being as laid down in Melish’s map of the United States, published at Philadelphia, improved to the first of January, 1818. But if the source of the Arkansas River shall be found to fall north or south of latitude 42, then the line shall run from the said source due south or north, as the case may be, till it meets the said parallel of latitude 42, and thence, along the said parallel, to the South Sea: All the islands in the Sabine, and the said Red and Arkansas Rivers, throughout the course thus described, to belong to the United States; but the use of the waters, and the navigation of the Sabine to the sea, and of the said rivers Roxo and Arkansas, throughout the

extent of the said boundary, on their respective banks, shall be common to the respective inhabitants of both nations.

The two high contracting parties agree to cede and renounce all their rights, claims, and pretensions, to the territories described by the said line, that is to say: The United States hereby to His Catholic Majesty, and renounce forever, all their rights, claims and pretensions, to the territories lying west and south of the above-described line; and, in like manner, His Catholic Majesty cedes to the said United States all his rights, claims, and pretensions to any territories east and north of the said line, and for himself, his heirs, and successors, renounces all claim to the said territories forever.

ARTICLE IV

To fix this line with more precision, and to place the landmarks which shall designate exactly the limits of both nations, each of the contracting parties shall appoint a Commissioner and a surveyor, who shall meet before the termination of one year from the date of the ratification of this treaty at Nachitoches, on the Red River, and proceed to run and mark the said line, from the mouth of the Sabine to the Red River, and from the Red River to the river Arkansas, and to ascertain the latitude of the source of the said river Arkansas, in conformity to what is above agreed upon and stipulated, and the line of latitude 42, to the South Sea: they shall make out plans, and keep journals of their proceedings, and the result agreed upon by them shall be considered as part of this treaty, and shall have the same force as if it were inserted therein. The two Governments will amicably agree respecting the necessary articles to be furnished to those persons, and also as to their respective escorts, should such be deemed necessary.

ARTICLE V

The inhabitants of the ceded territories shall be secured in the free exercise of their religion, without any restriction; and all those who may desire to remove to the Spanish dominions shall be permitted to sell or export their effects, at any time whatever, without being subject, in either case, to duties.

ARTICLE VI

The inhabitants of the territories which His Catholic Majesty cedes to the United States, by this treaty, shall be incorporated in the Union of the United States, as soon as may be consistent with the principles of the Federal Constitution, and admitted to the enjoyment of all the privileges, rights, and immunities of the citizens of the United States.

ARTICLE VII

The officers and troops of His Catholic Majesty, in the territories hereby ceded by him to the United States, shall be withdrawn, and possession of the places occupied by them shall be given within six months after the exchange of the ratifications of this treaty, or sooner if possible, by the officers of His Catholic Majesty to the commissioners or officers of the United States duly appointed to receive them; and the United States shall furnish the transports and escorts necessary to convey the Spanish officers and troops and their baggage to the Havana.

ARTICLE VIII

All the grants of land made before the 24th of January, 1818, by His Catholic Majesty, or by his lawful authorities, in the said territories ceded by His Majesty to the United States, shall be ratified and confirmed to the persons in possession of the lands, to the same extent that the same grants would be valid if the territories had remained under the dominion of His Catholic Majesty. But the owners in possession of such lands, who, by reason of the recent circumstances of the Spanish nation, and the revolutions in Europe, have been prevented from fulfilling all the conditions of their grants, shall complete them within the terms limited in the Same, respectively, from the date of this treaty; in default of which the said grants shall be null and void. All grants made since the said 24th of January, 1818, when the first proposal, on the part of His Catholic Majesty, for the cession of the Floridas was made, are hereby declared and agreed to be null and void.

ARTICLE IX

The two high contracting parties, animated with the most earnest desire of conciliation, and with the object of putting an end to all the differences which have existed between them, and of confirming the good understanding which they wish to be forever maintained between them, reciprocally renounce all claims for damages or injuries which they, themselves, as well as their respective citizens and subjects, may have suffered until the time of signing this treaty.

The renunciation of the United States will extend to all the injuries mentioned in the convention of the 11th of August, 1802.

(2) To all claims on account of prizes made by French privateers, and condemned by French Consuls, within the territory and jurisdiction of Spain.

(3) To all claims of indemnities on account of the suspension of the right of deposit at New Orleans in 1802.

(4) To all claims of citizens of the United States upon the Government of Spain, arising from the unlawful seizures at sea, and in the ports and territories of Spain, or the Spanish colonies.

(5) To all claims of citizens of the United States upon the Spanish Government, statements of which, soliciting the interposition of the Government of the United States, have been presented to the Department of State, or to the Minister of the United States in Spain, since the date of the convention of 1802, and until the Signature of this treaty.

The renunciation of His Catholic Majesty extends—

(1) To all the injuries mentioned in the convention of the 11th of August, 1802.

(2) To the sums which His Catholic Majesty advanced for the return of Captain Pike from the Provincias Internas.

(3) To all injuries caused by the expedition of Miranda, that was fitted out and equipped at New York.

(4) To all claims of Spanish subjects upon the Government of the United States arising from unlawful seizures at sea, or within the ports and territorial jurisdiction of the United States.

Finally, to all the claims of subjects of His Catholic Majesty upon the Government of the United States in which the interposition of his Catholic Majesty’s Government has been solicited, before the date of this treaty and since the date of the convention of 1802, or which may have been made to the department of foreign affairs of His Majesty, or to His Minister in the United States.

And the high contracting parties, respectively, renounce all claim to indemnities for any of the recent events or transactions of their respective commanders and officers in the Floridas.

The United States will cause satisfaction to be made for the injuries, if any, which, by process of law, shall be established to have been suffered by the Spanish officers, and individual Spanish inhabitants, by the late operations of the American Army in Florida.

ARTICLE X

The convention entered into between the two Governments, on the 11th of August, 1802, the ratifications of which were exchanged the 21st December, 1818, is annulled.

ARTICLE XI

The United States, exonerating Spain from all demands in future, on account of the claims of their citizens to which the renunciations herein contained extend, and considering them entirely cancelled, undertake to make satisfaction for the same, to an amount not exceeding five millions of dollars. To ascertain the full amount and validity of those claims, a commission, to consist of three Commissioners, citizens of the United States, shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, which commission shall meet at the city of Washington, and, within the space of three years from the time of

their first meeting, shall receive, examine, and decide upon the amount and validity of all the claims included within the descriptions above mentioned. The said Commissioners shall take an oath or affirmation, to be entered on the record of their proceedings, for the faithful and diligent discharge of their duties; and, in case of the death, sickness, or necessary absence of any such Commissioner, his place may be supplied by the appointment, as aforesaid, or by the President of the United States, during the recess of the Senate, of another Commissioner in his stead. The said Commissioners shall be authorized to hear and examine, on oath, every question relative to the said claims, and to receive all suitable authentic testimony concerning the same. And the Spanish Government shall furnish all such documents and elucidations as may be in their possession, for the adjustment of the said claims, according to the principles of justice, the laws of nations, and the stipulations of the treaty between the two parties of 27th October, 1795; the said documents to be specified, when demanded, at the instance of the said Commissioners.

The payment of such claims as may be admitted and adjusted by the said Commissioners, or the major part of them, to an amount not exceeding five millions of dollars, shall be made by the United States, either immediately at their Treasury, or by the creation of stock, bearing an interest of six per cent. per annum, payable from the proceeds of sales of public lands within the territories hereby ceded to the United States, or in such other manner as the Congress of the United States may prescribe by law.

The records of the proceedings of the said Commissioners, together with the vouchers and documents produced before them, relative to the claims to be adjusted and decided upon by them, shall, after the close of their transactions, be deposited in the Department of State of the United States; and copies of them, or any part of them, shall be furnished to the Spanish Government, if required, at the demand of the Spanish Minister in the United States.

ARTICLE XII

The treaty of limits and navigation, of 1795, remains confirmed in all and each one of its articles excepting the 2, 3, 4, 21, and the second clause of the 22d article, which having been altered by this treaty, or having received their entire execution, are no longer valid.

With respect to the 15th article of the same treaty of friendship, limits, and navigation of 1795, in which it is stipulated that the flag shall cover the property, the two high contracting parties agree that this shall be so understood with respect to those Powers who recognize this principle; but if either of the two contracting parties shall be at war with a third party, and the other neutral, the flag of the

neutral shall cover the property of enemies whose Government acknowledge this principle, and not of others.

ARTICLE XIII

Both contracting parties, wishing to favour their mutual commerce, by affording in their ports every necessary assistance to their respective merchant-vessels, have agreed that the sailors who shall desert from their vessels in the ports of the other, shall be arrested and delivered up, at the instance of the Consul, who shall prove, nevertheless, that the deserters belonged to the vessels that claimed them, exhibiting the document that is customary in their nation: that is to say, the American Consul in a Spanish port shall exhibit the document known by the name of articles, and the Spanish Consul in American ports the roll of the vessel; and if the name of the deserter or deserters who are claimed shall appear in the one or the other, they shall be arrested, held in custody, and delivered to the vessel to which they shall belong.

ARTICLE XIV

The United States hereby certify that they have not received any compensation from France for the injuries they suffered from her privateers, Consuls, and tribunals on the coasts and in the ports of Spain, for the satisfaction of which provision is made by this treaty; and they will present an authentic statement of the prizes made, and of their true value, that Spain may avail herself of the same in such manner as she may deem just and proper.

ARTICLE XV

The United States, to give to His Catholic Majesty, a proof of their desire to cement the relations of amity subsisting between the two nations, and to favour the commerce of the subjects of His Catholic Majesty, agree that Spanish vessels, coming laden only with productions of Spanish growth or manufactures, directly from the ports of Spain, or of her colonies, shall be admitted, for the term of twelve years, to the ports of Pensacola and St. Augustine, in the Floridas, without paying other or higher duties on their cargoes, or of tonnage, than will be paid by the vessels of the United States. During the said term no other nation shall enjoy the same privileges within the ceded territories. The twelve years shall commence three months after the exchange of the ratifications of this treaty.

ARTICLE XVI

The present treaty shall be ratified in due form, by the contracting parties, and the ratifications shall be exchanged in six months from this time, or sooner if possible.

In witness whereof we, the underwritten Plenipotentiaries of the United States of America and of His Catholic Majesty, have signed, by virtue of our powers, the present treaty of amity, settlement, and limits, and have thereunto affixed our seals, respectively.

Done at Washington this twenty-second day of February, one thousand eight hundred and nineteen.

JOHN QUINCY ADAMS [L. S.]

LUIS DE ONIS [L. S.]

Source: Francis Newton Thorpe, The Federal and State Constitutions Colonial Charters, and Other Organic Laws of the States, Territories, and Colonies Now or Heretofore Forming the United States of America (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1909), 650–655.

111. George Robert Gleig, Remarks on How Britain Lost the War, 1826 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Ensign George Robert Gleig served in the 85th Light Infantry Regiment when he was 18 years old. He participated with his regiment in the Battle of Bladensburg (August 24, 1814) and the Battle of New Orleans (January 8, 1815). In 1826, Gleig wrote an account of his military service in North America, an extract of which follows. Gleig reflects on why Great Britain did not do better in the war. He references the capture of the Chesapeake by the British frigate Shannon on June 1, 1813. He complains about the small size of the British expedition commanded by Major General Robert Ross that departed Europe via the Garonne estuary. Because the war against France had just ended victoriously, Gleig is correct to say that at this time a much larger veteran British force was available for duty in North America. Instead, Ross captured Washington, D.C., but quickly departed because his force was too small to remain deep inside American territory. Gleig argues that a much harder war featuring destruction of American harbors and cities was necessary to achieve victory. In sum, Gleig’s reflections are those of an embittered officer whose regiment shared in a humiliating defeat administered by Andrew Jackson’s army at New Orleans. Fortunately for the United States, Gleig’s hard views were not widely shared among British leaders.
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[...]

The fact, however, is that when we look back upon the whole series of events produced by the late American war, we shall find little that is likely to flatter our vanity, or increase our self-importance. Except a few successes in Canada, at its very commencement, and the brilliant inroad upon Washington, it will be found that our arms have been constantly baffled or repulsed on shore; whilst at sea, with the exception of the capture of the Chesapeake, and one or two other affairs towards its conclusion, we have been equally unsuccessful. From what cause does this proceed? Not from any inferiority in courage or discipline, because in these particulars British soldiers and sailors will yield to none in the world. There must, then, be some other cause for these misfortunes, and the cause is surely one which has continually baffled all our plans of American warfare.

We have long been habituated to despise the Americans, as an enemy unworthy of serious regard. To this alone it is to be attributed that frigates half manned were sent out to cope with ships capable of containing them within their hulls; and to this, also, the trifling handfuls of troops dispatched to conduct the war by land. Instead of fifteen hundred, had ten thousand men sailed from the Garonne under General Ross, how differently might he have acted! There would have been then no necessity for a re-embarkation after the capture of Washington, and consequently no time given for the defence of Baltimore; but marching across the country, he might have done to the one city what he did to the other. And it is thus only that a war with America can be successfully carried on. To penetrate up the country amidst pathless forests and boundless deserts, and to aim at permanent conquest, is out of the question. America must be assaulted only on her coasts. Her harbours destroyed, her shipping burned, and her seaport towns laid waste, are the only evils which she has reason to dread; and were a sufficient force embarked with these orders, no American war would be of long continuance.

A melancholy experience has now taught us that such a war must not be entered into, unless it be conducted with spirit; and there is no conducting it with spirit, except with a sufficient numerical force. To the plan here proposed of making desert the whole line of coast, it may be objected, that by so doing, we should distress individuals, and not the Government. But they who offer this objection, forget the nature both of the people whose cause they plead, and of the Government under which they live. In a democratical Government, the voice of the people must at all times

prevail. The very members of the House of Representatives are the persons who, from such proceedings, would suffer most severely, and we all know how far private suffering goes to influence a man’s public opinions. Besides, the very principle upon which the advocates for the sacredness of private property proceed, is erroneous. Every one will allow that, in absolute monarchies, where war is more properly the pastime of kings, than the desire of subjects, non-combatants ought to be dealt with as humanely as possible. Not so, however, in States governed by popular assemblies. By compelling the constituents to experience the real hardships and miseries of warfare, you will compel the representatives to a vote of peace; and surely that line of conduct is, upon the whole, most humane, which puts the speediest period to the cruelties of war. There are few men who would not rather endure a raging fever for three days, than a slow and lingering disease for three months. So it is with a democracy at war. Burn their houses, plunder their property, block up their harbours, and destroy their shipping in a few places; and before you have time to proceed to the rest, you will be stopped by entreaties for peace. Whereas, if you do no mischief that can be avoided, if you only fight their fleets and armies wherever you meet them, and suffer the inhabitants to live in undisturbed tranquility, they will continue their hostilities till they have worn out the means of one party, and greatly weakened those of both.

Should another war arise between Great Britain and America, this is the course to be adopted by the former. Besides this, I humbly conceive, that a second attempt ought to be made upon New Orleans, since the importance of the conquest would authorize any sacrifice for its attainment; and when once gained, it could easily be defended. The neck of land, upon which it is built, extends in the same manner above as below; and therefore the same advantages which it holds out to its present defenders it would likewise hold out to us. A chain of works thrown across from the river to the marsh would render it inaccessible from above; whilst by covering the lakes and the Mississippi with cruisers, all attacks from below would be sufficiently guarded against.

Source: George Robert Gleig, A Narrative of the Campaigns of the British Army at Washington and New Orleans... (London: John Murray, 1826), 374–377.

112. Shadrach Byfield, the Postwar Life of a Wounded British Private, 1828 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Shadrach Byfield was a private in the British 41st Regiment of Foot during the War of 1812, and perhaps the only known common soldier to provide a substantial memoir of that war. He was illiterate and so gave an oral account. Byfield joined the army at the age of 18 and reported that the news literally killed his mother. Byfield and his regiment had been in Canada since 1809, and took part in many of the war’s major engagements, beginning with the capture of Detroit. The regiment suffered enormous casualties and had its numbers greatly reduced by the end of the war. Byfield lost part of one arm at Black Rock in August 1814 and was returned to England in December 1814. The remainder of his regiment was sent to Belgium in 1815 but just missed the Battle of Waterloo. This excerpt describes Byfield’s fate after the war, one that could not have been unusual for common soldiers. Unable to work as a weaver, he and his family subsisted on his small army pension. He appealed for an increase and eventually received one, from 9 pence (pennies) a day to 12. Byfield reports having a dream that revealed to him the design for an implement that would allow him to operate a loom with one arm. He had it made by a blacksmith and used it successfully for many years. Public records show that Byfield’s wife lived in poverty after his death.
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We now had orders to go on board the Phoenix transport and sailed for England. We had a tolerably good passage, but was a little alarmed, one night, by a sudden squall of wind. The sails backed and we were near foundering, but in a short time the vessel righted, and all was well. We landed in the Isle of Wight, and marched into Newport barracks. Dec. 1814.

After examination, we were sent to Chatham, by water. Having been passed by the inspecting officer, there, I was sent to Chelsea. I appeared before the board, and was ordered nine pence per day pension.

My feelings were much excited, that day, on learning that our bugle-horn man, who was a young soldier, who had been but in one action, and had lost a fore arm about the same length as mine was rewarded with one shilling per day. I must say, that I felt very much dissatisfied with nine

pence, and I made several applications, at different times, to The Honourable Commissioners of Chelsea Hospital, to augment my pension, but without success. Hearing of a field officer residing in the neighbourhood of the town where I live, and that he was a soldier’s friend, I made bold to wait on him, and requested that he would be pleased to hear my case. He kindly condescended to comply with my request, and after hearing my statement, he was of opinion that I was not remunerated for my services and loss. He, very kindly, said he would represent my case, and it was not merely a promise, he persevered until he had caused an addition to be made to my pension of three pence per day. For which I very kindly thank him, and shall be ever bound gratefully to acknowledge his kindness to me.

Being deprived of my trade, in consequence of losing my arm in the service, and having received several very severe wounds, it was with great difficulty I could support my wife and children in a respectable manner; my pension at that time being only nine pence per day.

One night, I dreamt that I was working at my trade, and on awaking, I related my dream to my wife and told her I could weave; she said, “Go to sleep, there was never such a thing known as a person having but one arm to weave,” and on going to sleep a second time, I had the form of an instrument revealed to me, which would enable me to work at my trade. I awoke my wife, and told her the circumstance. I went to a blacksmith of the name of Court, and having drawn a design for him on a board, he made an instrument for me, similar to the pattern, with the exception of some little alteration, which I thought was for the best, but which, on trial, I was obliged to alter to the shape I saw in my dream; and I am happy to say that I have been enabled to labour for my family, and keep them comfortably, for nearly twenty years, in the employ of Edward Cooper, esq., clothier, Staverton works, near Bradford, Wilts.

Source: Recollections of the War of 1812: Three Eyewitness Accounts (Toronto: Baxter Publishing Co., 1964), 43–45.

113. Oliver Wendell Holmes, “Old Ironsides,” September 16, 1830

Introduction

News that on August 19, 1812, the American frigate USS Constitution had defeated the British frigate Guerriere in single combat in the North Atlantic shocked the British and electrified the American public. In less than 30 minutes the Constitution had battered the Guerriere into

a complete wreck, shattering the hull and knocking down all three masts. The Guerriere suffered 79 casualties, while the Constitution suffered only 14. This engagement earned the ship the nickname, “Old Ironsides,” when a cannonball bounced off the ship’s side. The Constitution’s victory was one of the few bright spots for the Americans during the first year of the War of 1812. The Constitution won two more spectacular victories during the war. The Constitution, one of the U.S. Navy’s first ships, was launched in 1797. During a period of inactivity in Boston, in 1830, the navy evaluated the ship’s need for repairs. A local publication falsely reported that the Constitution was to be rendered into scrap. Harvard student Oliver Wendell Holmes (1809–1894) wrote this poem decrying the alleged decision. Whether or not the poem influenced its fate, the Constitution was restored and returned to duty. It made noncombat cruises and served as a training ship. It was restored and put on display in Boston for the U.S. bicentennial celebrations in 1976.
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Ay, tear her tattered ensign down!

long has it waved on high,

And many an eye has danced to see

That banner in the sky;

Beneath it rung the battle shout,

And burst the cannon’s roar;—

The meteor of the ocean air

Shall sweep the clouds no more!

Her deck, once red with heroes’ blood,

Where knelt the vanquished foe,

When winds were hurrying o’er the flood

And waves were white below,

No more shall feel the victor’s tread,

Or know the conquered knee;—

The harpies of the shore shall pluck

The eagle of the sea!

Oh, better that her shattered hulk

Should sink beneath the wave;

Her thunders shook the mighty deep,

And there should be her grave;

Nail to the mast her holy flag,

Set every threadbare sail,

And give her to the God of storms,—

The lightning and the gale!

Source: Rupert Sargent Holland, ed., Historic Poems and Ballads (Philadelphia: George W. Jacobs, 1912), 225–226.



56. An Act to Encourage the Destruction of the Armed Vessels of War of the Enemy, March 3, 1813

Introduction

At the time of the War of 1812, Great Britain enjoyed numerical superiority over the United States at sea. The United States tried to counter this superiority in two ways. First, it licensed privateers—privately owned armed ships—to capture enemy vessels, rewarding them with shares of the captured ships’ cargo. Second, with this unprecedented act of Congress, the United States authorized private citizens to destroy British vessels at any time and place, using torpedoes, underwater mines, or any other destructive machine whatever. This law also authorized the payment of bounties based on the value of the destroyed vessel and its guns and cargo. Only ships sailing under a flag of truce were exempt from civilian attacks. A number of citizens tried to profit from what came to be known as the Torpedo Act by setting traps along the coast. Although civilians never succeeded in completely destroying a British ship, one action killed an officer and 10 sailors near New London, Connecticut, in June 1813, a few months after the Act’s passage. Because British vessels blockading the U.S. coast often confiscated goods from private American vessels, Americans booby-trapped one such vessel with gunpowder and an explosive device. When the British boarded the vessel, the American crew abandoned ship before it exploded.

Primary Source

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That, during the present war with Great Britain, it shall be lawful for any person or persons to burn, sink, or destroy, any British armed vessel of war, except vessels coming as cartels or flags of truce; and for that purpose to use torpedoes, submarine instruments, or any other destructive machine whatever: and a bounty of one half the value of the armed vessel so burnt, sunk, or destroyed, and also one half the value of her guns, cargo, tackle, and apparel, shall be paid out of the treasury of the United States to such person or persons who shall effect the same, otherwise than by the armed or commissioned vessels of the United States.

APPROVED MARCH 3, 1813

Source: An Act to Encourage the Destruction of the Armed Vessels of War of the Enemy. U.S. Statutes at Large, 12 (1813): 816.

57. Three Letters Reporting Civilian Actions Against British Ships, June and July 1813

Introduction

With an unprecedented act of Congress on March 3, 1813, the United States authorized private citizens to destroy British vessels at any time and place, using torpedoes, underwater mines, or “any other destructive machine whatever.” This law also authorized the payment of bounties based on the value of the destroyed vessel and its guns and cargo. Only ships sailing under a flag of truce were exempt from civilian attacks. A number of U.S. civilians tried to profit from what came to be known as the Torpedo Act by setting traps along the coast. Although civilians never succeeded in completely destroying a British ship, one action killed an officer and 10 sailors near New London, Connecticut, in June 1813. Because British vessels blockading the U.S. coast often confiscated goods from private American vessels, Americans booby-trapped one such vessel with gunpowder and an explosive device. When the British boarded the vessel, the American crew abandoned ship before it exploded. In these three letters about the incident, an American naval officer reports with pride to the U.S. secretary of the Navy, British admiral Sir John Borlase Warren expresses his outrage at the Americans’ “diabolical and cowardly” actions, and Sir Thomas Hardy, captain

of the British ship, reports to his admiral the sad results of “this new mode of warfare.”

Primary Sources

Master Commandant Jacob Lewis to Secretary of the Navy Jones

Sir:

I have Inform you that on finding some Persons, who were willing To try their Fortunes, in an attempt to destroy one of the Enimies Ship before New London, I assisted them in their project. A vessel was prepared for the purpose, partly loaded with peas & other Articles such as the Enimy were supposed to be in want of some naval Stores &c. I had frequently witness’d the Enimies hawling Coasting Vessels alongside for the purpose of hoisting out such articles that they were in want of in prefereance to discharging them with their Boats—(the plan was therefore) that if the Enimy should do with this Vessel as they were in the habit of doing with others—that of hawling her along Side of the Ship The Ship should be distroy’d.

To effect the object, a Quantity of powder with a great Quantity of Combustables were placed beneath, the articles which the Enimy were to hoist out—the act of displacing these Articles was to Cause an Explosion, by a Cord fasten’d to the striker of a Common Gun lock—which ignited with a train of powder.—the first of Second Hogshead moved the Cord—my plan was to have obtained a Vessel having a mast calculated to make a Top mast for one of their largest Ship and to have connected the Cord to the heel of it—(this because) they could not have taken it out in any other way than getting the Vessel alongside. (however) the expence prevented it. I could not afford the means. (As it is) the result as follows—

This vessel proceeded off New London the Barges as was expected, went in pursuit of her, the persons on board after discharging several vollies of small arms on the Launches abandon’d, in their boat—the Enimy very Triumphantly took possession and stood Towards the Ship evidently with a view of taking her alongside of her.

The tide running strong & the wind failing they were prevented after great exertion in towing with several of their Launches from getting alongside, and was obliged to bring the Vessel to Anchor & began discharging with their Launches—when the explosion took place, and it is believed distroy’d every Soul as well the Launches—I am unable to give the probable numbers—you may expect that in a day or two—I am about driving or destroying the Frigate In the Delaware—Ships can be Kept out of our narrow waters and tides way—this is Certain—and I trust Ere long I shall devise the Means—I have the honor to Assure you of my high Consr. & respt.

J Lewis

Come. U.S. Flotilla

New Yk. June 28th 1813

Admiral Sir John B. Warren, R.N. to First Secretary of the Admiralty, John W. Croker

San Domingo, Potowmac River

In the Chesapeake, July 22nd, 1813

Sir,

I request you will communicate the enclosed Letter from Sir Thos. Hardy to their Lordships, containing a most Melancholy event of the loss of a most Gallant officer and Ten Brave Seamen, by a Diabolical and Cowardly contrivance of the Enemy; Indeed the Dayly attempts practiced by Commodore Decatur and the Americans against that valuable officer Sir. Thos. Hardy and the Ships under his orders now Blockading the Enemy’s Frigates in the Port of New London: by means of Torpedoes Fire Vessels and other Infernal Machines are beyond conception—I have the honor to be Sir, Your most Obedient humble Servant—

John Borlase Warren

[Enclosure]

Ramilles off New London

26th June 1813

Sir,

I beg to acquaint you, that yesterday morning at 10 oClock, Mr. McIntyre Master’s mate was sent from this Ship in one of her Boats to cut off a Schooner that standing for New London, as there was but little wind he easily effected his purpose, but not until the Schooner had reached the Shore, and the Crew, who immediately deserted her, had let go her only anchor—She was taken possession of at 11. oClock by our Boat under a sharp musquetry from the Shore, but without doing any mischief—at 1. PM. I was hailed from the Schooner by Mr. McIntyre, and informed her name was the Eagle of New York, and was laden with Naval Stores and provisions—that he had cut her Cable—and as she had no other anchor on board, Lieutenant Geddes, with the Pinnace was (ordered to relieve the other Boat) and directed to take her alongside a Sloop we had Captured a few days before—at half past 2 o’Clock, whilst in the Act of furling her sails; and taking in moorings, the Schooner blew up with a most tremendous explosion, and I lament to say Lieutenant Geddes, and ten Valuable Seamen fell a sacrifice to this new mode of Warfare—Three Seamen who happened to be on the Foretopsail yard were very much burnt; but in a fair way of recovery—The Service will experience a great loss in Lieutenant Geddes, whose gallant and

meritorious Conduct I have frequently witnessed—he having served with me at different periods for more than eight Years—and he has left a Widow to lament his loss—

Under the Circumstances, it is most providential that the Schooner was not taken alongside this Ship, as it appears to me quite evident that the Naval Stores and Provisions were placed in her as an Inducement for us to do so—

I enclose a list of the persons who unhappily lost their lives, and of those wounded. I have the honor to be Sir Your most obedient humble Servant.

Signed

TM Hardy

Captain

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 161–162.

58. Mutineers’ Declaration to the Captain of an American Privateer, March 18, 1813

Introduction

The United States tried to counter British numerical superiority at sea by licensing heavily armed, privately owned ships, called privateers, to attack British merchant ships at sea, and confiscate the vessels and their cargo. Privateering was essentially a legal form of piracy. Throughout the War of 1812, American civilians deployed hundreds of privateers. Although privateers differed in many ways from naval ships, they shared with the navy their attitude toward command authority. A captain’s word was law aboard any vessel. In rare cases, subordinate officers or common seamen revolted, or mutinied, against the captain. Authorities typically dealt with mutineers quickly and severely. When the American privateer General Armstrong docked in Wilmington, North Carolina, in April 1813, Captain John Sinclair accused his officers and crews of mutiny. Such accusations were normally heard by formal naval courts-martial, which required at least five commissioned naval officers to convene. In this case, there were not enough officers available for a court-martial, so, extraordinarily, there was no trial and the mutineers went unpunished. The following letter presents the crew’s case against Captain Sinclair, in which they challenge his judgment and conduct. Had this case been tried by a U.S. naval court, the results would have been hard to predict. A British naval court-martial, however, in all likelihood would have sentenced the leaders to death by hanging.

Primary Source

Memorial of the Crew of the Privateer General Armstrong to John Sinclair

Copy of the Memorial handed Captain Sinclair, on board the American privateer armed ship Gneral Armstrong, latitude 22, 03, N longitude, 24 W. at Meridian, Thursday, 18th March, 1813

Captain John Sinclair,

Sir—

Eleven days have now elapsed since we left the Isle of Brava, all of which time we have been endeavoring to get to the Eastward: but our prospects are now no better than they were in our opinion of effecting such a thing when we started—For the ground we gained the evening before our coming to anchor in Brava, convinced us fully of the impracticability of our ever being able to work to windward among those islands, without getting a slant or two of wind, and should your object have been to touch at one of the Canaries, you would doubtless have stood well to northward first, so as to have got out of the Trade Winds, your intention surely cannot be to touch at one of the Cape de Verds, when you were apprised of a British Squadron being among those Islands which caused you to quit Brava in the manner you did without purchasing any supplies for the remainder of the cruse, well knowing the situation of our stores, not now having above 100 lbs. Bread, two and a half tierces of rice, two barrels of Cow-Peas, and one barrel of Flour, water we had in abundance of, say upon a moderate calculation 6000 gallons, and yet allowed only 2 quarts per man a day, and one quart per week to boil rice or pease with Great discontent (and God knows not without sufficient cause) which has for some time past prevailed on board among officers and men. STARVATION now staring us in the Face, for we are fully convinced your intention is to go on the coast of Africa. Langor and weakness already having possession of half of the crew, and that among the best of us, induces us to apprise you that we are aware of the situation we are likely to be placed in, even allowing that fortune should throw another prize within our grasp and she be of half the force of the one we lost, we hesitate not to say, that she will also slip through our fingers. If your intention has not been of a nature that may prove fatal to us, it has excited much alarm. Why did you not purchase (for you said you could) sufficient supplies at Brava? And not attempt to gull us with the story of a “British Squadron being off those Isles.” But, Sir, we are fully convinced that all is not clear on your part. The privations we have put up with from the commencement of the cruse, will convince

mankind when they come to be fully stated (and that they will one day or other) that we have done more than any commander of a private cruising ship could or would have expected from his crew. And still you would wish to make us more than slaves. Allowing Sir, you were at Africa. You could purchase no more there than what you could at Brava, & the time that it will take us to get on the coast will terminate our cruse & (from threats you have thrown out) there is no doubt many there are among us that you may have in your power. On whom you will execute them, If we have or may take any step, that you may think improper. Be it so. In our native country, we are ready at any and all times to have an investigation of our proceedings, but not trust to your clemency in a strange land, among a set of Turks, or Africans. But Sir, a presumption as strong as Holy Writ and the first law in nature bids us shape our course home, and that presumption is, sir, that there are a hundred chances to one, but we will fall in with one or more English cruisers on the coast, and then, sir, would it take much philosophy to tell what would become of us? A prison ship for life, for there would be no exchange under two years, and it is not likely one of us would weather that time out; or if by superior sailing, we should run away, we must starve to death. The crisis demands that we go to the Westward and the prospect far better, both for owners and crew. In fact in taking the one (going home) we have great hopes of doing better. In the other, The Horrors of a Prison Ship on a coast that is known to be fatal to Strangers at the coming season, or starvation on board our own ship, by standing to the Westward, should we fall in with any supplies, Let us stay out until the cruse expires; if not, let us proceed to the United States. Trusting you will consider seriously the dreadful situation you are placing us in, and without the most singular interposition of Divine Providence will prove a total loss to yourself and owners. We say, we trust you will shape our course toward the United States, or if you think we can get to France before our provisions be out, go thither; in so doing, we are willing and at all times ready to obey your commands.

[Here follow the names of sixty-three persons who signed the above]

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 63–64.

59. Address of the Six Nations to the President of the United States, September 28, 1812, and the President’s Response, April 8, 1813; Red Jacket’s Speech at a Council in Buffalo, October 21, 1813

Introduction

During the American Revolutionary War, the Indian tribes belonging to the Six Nations, or Iroquois—namely the Mohawks, Oneidas, Tuscaroras, Onondagas, Cayugas, and Senecas—split into pro-American and pro-British factions. After the war, many Indians left New York to live in Canada. When the War of 1812 began, the Six Nations were again divided. The British encouraged Indians living in Canada to fight the Americans. Some Americans wanted to enlist Indians in U.S. service. The Indians of the Six Nations were caught in a bind, not wanting to fight against fellow tribesmen while worrying about the consequences of trying to stay neutral. The first excerpt provides the Indian request for clarification of their status from the U.S. government now that war had begun. The second excerpt provides the official response. The last excerpt is a speech from the Seneca leader known to the white community as Red Jacket. He had earned that name during the Revolutionary War for the scarlet coat the British gave him when he served on the British side. Red Jacket was an Indian nationalist who believed, as his speech shows, that the Six Nations were best off if their lands remained within American boundaries. At the Battle of Chippawa, July 5, 1814, New York Iroquois served in a brigade commanded by General Peter D. Porter (mentioned in Red Jacket’s speech) and fought Indians belonging to the Six Nations who served with the British.

Primary Sources

Address of Six Nations, Resident in New York, to the President of the United States.

Brother,—The undersigned chiefs and warriors of the Oneida, Onondaga, Stockbridge and Tuscarora tribes of Indians, as far west as Tonawanda, regularly deputed by our respective tribes, have this day lighted up a council fire at Onondaga, the ancient council ground of the Six Confederate Nations of Indians, and have invited our white brothers of Onondaga to meet with us and hear what we have to say.

Brother,—We see that the tomahawk is lifted up between you and the British. We are uneasy about it, and therefore we have met and determined to tell you our minds about it:

Brother,—At the close of the late war Gen. Washington told us to be sober and attend to agriculture and to refain from shedding blood: this advice was good. Our good prophet of the Seneca tribe, who is now with us in this council, has given us the same advice, and our tribe have entered into a league to follow that advice. We wish to hold fast to it and not take any part in the contest between your people and the British.

We have been repeatedly told by your agents that it was your wish that we should remain neutral, and therefore we are much surprised and disappointed in the council, lately held at Buffalo Creek, at being invited to take up the tomahawk.

Brother.—You must not suppose from what we have now told you that we are unfriendly to you or your people. We are your decided friends. We reside among your people. Your friends are our friends, and your enemies are our enemies.

In the former war between your people and the British, some of us took up the tomahawk on their side. When the peace took place we buried it deep, and it shall never be raised against you and your people.

Brother
,—We are few in number and can do but little, but our hearts are good and we are willing to do what we can, and if you want our assistance say so and we will go with your people to battle.

We are anxious to know your wishes respecting us as soon as possible, because some of our young men are uneasy, and we fear they may disperse among different tribes and be hostile to you. Pray direct your communication to the chiefs and warriors of the respective tribes, to be left at Onondaga Postoffice.

Onondaga, Sept. 28th, 1812.

Signed by sixteen chiefs and warriors.

We, the subscribers, do certify that we were present at the council hereinbefore mentioned; that the same is as interpreted, and that the same was subscribed in our presence.

Onondaga, Sept. 29th, 1812.

Ephraim Webster,

Interpreter and agent for the Onondagas.

Joseph Hopper,

Clerk of Onondaga County.

Thaddeus Patchin,

Captain of Artillery.

Pulaski King,

Justice of the Peace.

Speech of the President of the United States to the Six Nations

BROTHERS OF THE SIX NATIONS:

Through our sub-agent and interpreter, Jasper Parrish, you have expressed some uneasiness with regard to the attacks of the British upon wives and children. Be not disquieted. Should the enemy cross the Niagara river you will be removed to a place of safety. Others of your red brethren have been so removed. They were honest to us and were therefore hated and menaced by the British. They are now eating our bread in the State of Ohio and in places of safety.

MY BROTHERS,—While on this subject let me offer to you my advice that during the war you should gather yourselves together and move to your reserved tract on the head waters of the Alleghany, where you may work and sleep in safety.

MY BROTHERS,—You have also expressed some fears lest your annuities and the interest on your bank stock should not be punctually paid. Bad men have raised in you these doubts. Listen to such no longer. Have not your claims upon us been punctually paid hitherto? And can you have a better assurance of our future conduct towards you than what is furnished by by your own experience of that which is past. It is true that the quantity of goods payable as part of your annuity as somewhat less than it was formerly, but this is the effect of the war forced upon us by the British. They therefore are the true causes of this evil.

MY BROTHERS,—Continue your good faith to the United States and trust to their justice and kindness.

War Department,

April 8th, 1803(Sic.)

By order of the President of the U. States.

John Armstrong,

Secretary of War.

Speech of Red Jacket at a Council held at Buffalo

October 21st, 1813

Addressed to Erastus Granger, Esq. agent, etc.

Brother, we are rejoiced to meet you in health, for which we are grateful to the Great Spirit. Brother, our feelings were hurt, that after the willingness we have shown to assist our brethren of the United States in the war in which

they are engaged, our friendship should be suspected. Our dissatisfaction arose from another cause.

Brother: General Porter and myself have promised our warriors that they should have pay for one month’s services for guarding the lines. General Wilkinson also promised them pay for their services, but went away and told them that General McClure would fulfil the promise made to them. We have not received pay according to promise. We think you were not authorized to promise us. We think we are trifled with. We were promised that all horses and cattle should be free plunder. We took horses; we had to give them up. We have been deceived. We, the Senecas and Onondagas, gave up the property we took. The Oneidas, whom you have educated and taught your habits, gave up nothing. We want you to state this to the president. We want permission to go to Washington. We are an independent nation. We have taken up arms in your favor. We want to know on what footing we stand. We know not how long the war will last. It was agreed by all at Fort George that we should send word. We want a small deputation from the friendly Indians at the westward to meet us at Washington. Let us unite, and in one season more we will drive the red coats from this island. They are foreigners. This country belongs to us and the United States. We do not fight for conquest, but we fight for our rights—for our lands—for our country. We hope our request will be granted. We trust that you will make our request known to the President and that we shall not be deceived.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1812, Vol. 1 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1896), 21–22.; The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 1 (1902), 153; The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 4 (1907), 86–87.

60. Statement of the Magistrates of York Regarding Maintenance of Order After Its Capture by U.S. Forces, April 1813

Introduction

The city of York, on the Canadian side of Lake Ontario, served as an important British naval base during the war. Naval control of the lake was an important objective for both the British and the Americans. On April 27, 1813,

the American fleet commanded by Isaac Chauncey landed 1,700 soldiers under General Zebulon Pike just west of York. The outnumbered British regulars withdrew into York, while many discouraged Canadian militia fled. The British commander, General Sheaffe, ordered York’s main gunpowder magazine destroyed to keep it out of American hands. The explosion killed or wounded 232 Americans, including Pike, who died just after his troops handed him a British flag as token of York’s surrender. Enraged by the loss of their leader and the casualties they had suffered, the Americans entered York and destroyed public buildings, burned down the provincial legislative building, and vandalized homes. Many of York’s citizens were pro-American, and they happily participated in the crimes. The following excerpt is the response of British officials in York. They reiterate their loyalty to the Crown and pledge to maintain order and enforce all laws against “felons and evil-doers.” The Americans remained in York until May 8, 1813. In 1814, the British cited the burning of York as justification for their burning down the White House in Washington.

Primary Source

At a Meeting of the Magistrates Resident in the Town of York, Attended by the Judges, the Sheriff and the Rev. Dr. Strachan.

The actual situation of the town and district was taken into consideration.

The enemy’s fleet and army lying in the harbour, all our military defences at the post destroyed, the inhabitants disarmed and on parole, it is obvious that measures, as much of energy as our circumstances admit, should be instantly adopted to preserve order and prevent anarchy, to support and encourage the loyal, to suppress the disloyal and to inspire the wavering. It is therefore unanimously declared that by the irruption of the enemy and temporary possession of this post no change was taken in the relation of the subject to His Majesty’s Government and laws, except as to such who were parties to the capitulation as prisoners of war and are under parole of honour not to bear arms until exchanged.

That it is equally now, as before this invasion, high treason to aid, assist, counsel or comfort the enemy.

That all felons and evil-doers are equally amenable to the laws as before, and that the powers of the magistrates and ministers of the law are unimpaired, and continued to be so during the actual possession of the enemy, as the Commander of their Forces declared by a general military order to his troops. That private property having remained

unchanged, not only by the construction of the law but by the express terms of the capitulation, the enemy himself disclaims the right assumed by some individuals to transfer it from the true owner.

That it is the duty of every good citizen to declare to the magistrate all instances of such unjust possession as may come to their knowledge, and of the magistrates to enforce restitution.

That all persons desirous to testify their abhorrence of anarchy, which must prevail if principles adverse to the above declaration gain ground, are called upon to associate in support of the laws and to afford their aid to the civil magistrates and their ministers.

That the High Sheriff do publish and enforce this declaration.

N. B.—The American officers, as well the General’s staff as others, had pretended to give away the property of the Crown and individuals to certain persons, sometimes merely gratuitously, at others under pretext of paying or compensating services rendered during their possession of the town.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 1 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1902), 177–178.

61. John Johnston, a British Midshipman’s Letters to His Mother, April 28 and June 23, 1813

Introduction

Because Upper Canada had few roads, both the American and British armies relied on river and lake transport to move men and supplies. Consequently, they competed for naval control of the Great Lakes. To control Lake Ontario, both sides sent sailors who had been serving in the saltwater navy to crew newly constructed warships. Sir James Yeo received the assignment of commanding all British naval forces on the Great Lakes. John Johnston was a young midshipman in the Royal Navy who accompanied Yeo to Lake Ontario. Johnston, who served at the lowest officer level, had been born into a prominent naval family. The First Lord of the Admiralty, Lord Melville, promised him that he would gain promotion if he served in North America.

Johnston’s first letter is full of complaint as he learns that whatever privileges he possessed in England do not matter aboard a man-of-war. Johnston objects to the fact that Yeo does not treat him like a gentleman but instead works him and the other “mids” (midshipmen) very hard. Johnston did not realize that hard duty was the expected lot for all midshipmen as they learned how to become competent seamen and leaders.

Primary Sources

Midshipman John Johnston, R.N., to Jane Johnston

H.M.S. Wollwich

April 28th, 1813

At Sea

My dear Mother

As we are now within a few days sail of Quebeck, I shall begin and give you an account of our voyage since our departure from Plymouth, which I am sorry to say has been one of the most uncomfortable I ever heard of or can imagine. To begin with Sir Jas. Who talked so smoothly in London quite altered his tone in Blue Water, particularly with the Mids, who he looks upon as a poor set of wretches sent out to be butchered for their Commissions and not worthy of the name of Officers: We are not only obliged to attend particularly to our own men, but to keep our Watch as if we belon’d to her, the Ship is so lumbered we cannot by any chance get to our Chests under 3 hours so that when we get wet on our Watch we cannot Shift ourselves by which means half of us are in the Doctors list; and I have gone into it today; for this Week we have been Sailing through immense Islands of Ice, so you may guess how intolerably cold the weather is. Sir Jas was very angry when he heard I mess’d in the wardroom and hinted which I suspect will be the case that I should be the last Promoted, he has already made one so I am sure of not being the first as he promised Lady S. Smith, if it was not that we are going purposely to fight therefore would appear Cowardly I certainly wou’d leave him at Quebeck & return home never to go to Sea more. I am afraid my Letter will not be very consolatory, but it makes me easy to unburden my griefs. The scene around me is not very apt to infuse fresh Spirits in me; Ice as far as the Eye can see every thing looking Cold Bleak and Dreary. At Quebeck we shall disembark and I believe proceed to the Lakes immediately, so that for the first Month we shall almost be Froze by the cold as I believe we have 500 miles to go from Quebeck to the Lakes. I hop if you can you wou’d try & get a commission sent out to me, as perhaps now I am on a Foreign Station Lord Melville might do it. I do not write with pleasure as I know how seldom Letters go safe from a Foreign Station, but I hope you will learn the best way to direct to me, they will most likely

be able to tell you at the Admirals though I fear we shall get few letters there. I forgot to tell you that I was obliged to take my things out of the Wardroom and to sleep in such a horrid place so crowed & jam’d up in such manner that I frequently feel suffocated the passage home from India was completely Paradise compared to it—

Quebec May 5th. We are just arrived here this morning. Everything is in the very most confusion, the Americans have burnt some of our Ships in the Lakes; Sir Jas is very vex’d and I believe we all march away today without Baggage or any thing but our Arms. The beginning of my Letter was written in a dull moment, but it is a true account of our Passage. The Idea of so soon being alongside the Yankee has dispel’d those gloomy Ideas; and I am now on the qui vive. I now more than ever feel the Want of my Sword. As we are all packing & busy I must make a finish. I now take my leave, and may Heaven bless you all my dearest Mother my very kindest & most Affectionate Love to Grandmama & Fredk. And all my good resolutions so adieu And Believe me Ever Your Dutiful & Affectionate Son.

John Johnston.

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 444–446.

62. Two Canadian Indictments for Sedition, May and June 1813

Introduction

During the war, both sides fought hard for control of the Niagara frontier and nearby Great Lakes ports such as York on Lake Ontario. Civilians on both sides of the U.S.–Canadian border suffered when armies and fleets campaigned near their homes. Both sides sought support from the civilian population by requisitioning shelter and food and asking for intelligence about the enemy. Making matters more complex was the fact that many former citizens of the United States had moved to Canada, either for political or economic reasons. British authorities worried about the loyalty of some of these immigrants and relied on the legal system to enforce loyalty. The first extract is an indictment against a civilian named Andrew Patterson who lived near the important British naval base at York. His crime was to cheer in public for the Americans. The prosecution wanted to punish Patterson as a warning to other pro-American Canadians. Instead, the jury decided to postpone the trial

to October 1814. The second indictment represented a more serious case. On April 27, 1813, American forces had captured York, remaining in the town until May 8. During the brief occupation, Elijah Bentley preached a sermon praising the Americans and their leader, General Henry Dearborn. The jury judged Bentley guilty of the crime of sedition and sentenced him to six months in jail.

Primary Sources

Indictment of Andrew Patterson.

Home District.

The jurors for our Lord the King upon their oath present that on the first day of June in the fifty-third year of the reign of our Sovereign Lord George the Third, by the Grace of God of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland King, Defender of the Faith, and for a long time before open and public war existed and was carried on between our said Lord the King and the United States of America, and does still exist and is carried on, and that Andrew Patterson of the Township of Whitchurch, yeoman, being an ill-designing and seditious person and greatly disaffected to the Government of our said Lord the King and of this Province of Upper Canada, on the first day of June in the said fifty-third year of the reign of our Lord the King at the Township of Whitchurch in said district in the presence of divers good liege subjects of our Lord the King, did pull off his hat and hurra for the United States, enemies of our Lord the King, and wish them success, and did then and there cry out, “Huzza to the United States,” (public and declared enemies of our Lord the King,) “for their, (meaning the United States,) great success in taking Fort George,” (meaning Fort George in the District of Niagara in the Province of Upper Canada, taken in open war and by arms by the forces of the United States, public and declared enemies of our Lord the King, from our Lord the King, on the twenty-seventh day of May in the year aforesaid, or words to that effect and meaning, and did then and there openly and loudly in presence and hearing of the said liege subjects of our Lord the King, express great joy at the success of the enemies of our Lord the King over the arms of our Lord the King in the taking of Fort George aforesaid on the day aforesaid, to the great scandal and disgrace of the Government of this Province of Upper Canada, to the evil example of all others in the like case offending and against the peace of our said Lord the King, his Crown and Dignity.

Endorsed—The King against Andrew Patterson, sedition.

Witnesses—Edward Sanders, John Wideman, Jacob Wideman.

True Bill—Alexander Wood, foreman.

Prisoner arraigned and traversed to the next assize, 20th Oct., 1814. The jury by their foreman, Abram Legg, brought a verdict Guilty. Thos. Scott, C. J.

Abstract of Indictment of Elijah Bentley.

Home District.

The jurors present Elijah Bentley of the Township of Markham, an Anabaptist preacher, in that while the forces of the United States were in possession of the town of York, on the 2d day of May, 1813, at Markham, in a certain large congregation of good and faithful liege subjects of our Lord the King, assembled to hear the said Elijah Bentley preach and hold forth on religious matters, he, the said Elijah Bentley, did say, “I thank God there never has been such freedom for poor people in York as there has been since General Dearborn set his foot in it,” to the great scandal and disgrace of the Government of this Province of Upper Canada, to the evil example of all others in the like case offending and against the peace of our said Lord the King, his Crown and Dignity. The jury brought in a verdict Guilty. Sentenced to be imprisoned in gaol for the term of six calendar months, and to give bonds to keep the peace for five years.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 2 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1904), 80–81.

63. Philip Broke, Personal Challenge Letter Leading to the Naval Battle of the Shannon versus the Chesapeake, Late May or Early June 1813

Introduction

When the war began, James Lawrence commanded the U.S. sloop of war Hornet. As a reward for the Hornet’s victory over the Peacock on February 24, 1813, Lawrence received command of first the frigate Constitution and then the frigate Chesapeake. Lawrence took command of the Chesapeake while it was refitting in Boston. He was in command for only two weeks before his ship engaged in battle. Captain Philip Broke commanded the British frigate Shannon, which was assigned to blockade duty off of Boston. In contrast with Lawrence’s brief experience with the Chesapeake, Broke had enjoyed an unbroken seven-year tenure as captain of the Shannon. During this time, Broke had trained his crew hard and well, particularly in

broadside gunnery, the exacting art of firing all the guns along one side of a ship as fast and accurately as possible. Broke knew that soon the Shannon would have to return to port for extensive repairs. Before this occurred, he badly wanted the glory of fighting an American frigate in single-ship action. Accordingly, Broke sent the following letter to Lawrence challenging the American captain to a duel between their ships. Broke honestly stated the strength of his ship and listed reasons why the Chesapeake should fight him. In the event, Lawrence had already sailed from Boston before the letter arrived. The two ships met early in the evening of June 1, 1813. A short, bloody engagement ensued during which the Shannon’s superior broadside gunnery proved decisive. After 15 minutes the Chesapeake surrendered. Losses were heavy on both sides. Lawrence died during the fight, and Broke received a near-crippling wound.

Primary Source

Captain Philip B.V. Broke, R.N., to Captain James Lawrence

His Britannic Majesty’s Ship

Shannon off Boston 1813

Sir,

As the Chesapeake appears now ready for Sea, I request you will do me the favor to meet the Shannon with her, Ship to Ship, to try the fortune of our respective Flags; to an Officer of your character, it requires some apology for proceeding to further particulars, be assured Sir, that it is not from any doubt that I can entertain of your wishing to close with my proposal, but merely to provide an Answer to any objection which might be made, and very reasonably, upon the chance of our receiving an unfair support.

After the diligent attention which we had paid to Commodore Rodgers, the pains I took to detach all force, but Shannon and Teedos, to such a distance that they could not possibly join in any Action fought in sight of the Capes, and the various Verbal messages which had been sent into Boston to that effect, we were much disappointed to find that the Commodore had eluded us, by sailing on the first charge, after the prevailing Easterly winds had obliged us to keep an offing from the Coast; he, perhaps, wished for some stronger assurance of a fair meeting; I am, therefore induced to address you more particularly, and to assure you that what I write I pledge my honor to perform to the utmost of my power.—

The Shannon mounts twenty four Guns upon her broadside and one light Boat Gun. Eighteen pounders on her Main

deck and Thirty two pound Carronades on her Quarter deck and Forecastle; and is manned with a Complement of Three Hundred Men and boys, (a large proportion of the latter), besides Thirty Seamen, Boys, and Passengers which were taken out of re-captured Vessels lately. I am thus minute, because a report has prevailed in some of the Boston papers, that we had one Hundred and Fifty Men additional lent us from La Hogue, which really never was the case. La Hogue is now gone to Halifax for Provisions, and I will send all other Ships beyond the power of interfering with us, and meet you whenever is most agreeable to you, within the limits of the undermentioned Rendezvous, viz;

From Six to Ten Leagues east of Cape Cod light House; from Eight to Ten Leagues East of Cape Ann’s light; on Cashe’s ledge, in Lat. 43°00 No, or, at any bearing and distance you please to fix: off the South breaker of Nantucket, or the Shoal on St. George’s bank.

If you will favor me with any plan of Signals, or Telegraph, I will warn you, (if sailing under this promise) should any of my Friends be too night, or any where in sight—until I can detach them out of our way: or I would sail with you, under a truce Flag, to any place you think safest from our Cruisers, hauling it down when fair to begin Hostilities.

You must, Sir be aware that my proposals are highly advantageous to you, as you cannot proceed to Sea singly in Chesapeake without imminent risque of being crushed by the superior force of the numerous British squadrons which are now abroad, where all your efforts, in case of a rencontre, would, however gallant, be perfectly hopeless.

I entreat you, Sir, not to imagine that I am urged by mere personal vanity to the wish of meeting the Chesapeake, or that I depend only upon your personal ambition for your acceding to this Invitation. We have both nobler motives: you will feel it as a compliment if I say that the result of our meeting may be the most grateful Service I can render to my Country; and I doubt not that you, equally confident of success, will feel convinced that it is only by continued triumphs in even combats, that your little Navy can now hope to console your Country for the loss of that Trade it can no longer protect. Favor me with a speedy reply. We are short of Provisions and Water, and cannot stay long here: I have the honor to be Sir Your obedient humble Servant.

Captain of His Britannic Majesty’s Ship Shannon

P B V Broke

N.B.—For the general service of watching your Coast, it is requisite for me to keep another Ship in Company, to support us with her Guns and Boats, when employ’d near the Land, and particularly to Aid each other, if either Ship in chase should get on shore. You must be aware that I cannot consistently with my duty, wave so great an advantage for this general service by detaching my Consort, without an assurance on your part of meeting me directly and that you will neither seek or admit Aid from any other of your armed Vessels, if I detach mine expressly for the sake of meeting you. Should any special order restrain you from thus answering a formal challenge you may yet oblige me by keeping my proposal a secret, and appointing any place you like to meet us (within Three Hundred Miles of Boston) in a given number of days after you sail, as, unless you agree to an Inverview, I may be busied on other service, and perhaps be at a distance from Boston, when you go to Sea. Choose your terms, but let us meet.

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 126–128.

64. Two Letters to the Governor of Virginia About Quakers and Military Service, March 21, 1813, and May 18, 1814

Introduction

After the American Revolution, the standing army had dwindled to a few hundred men. In 1792, the Militia Act required states to enroll all able-bodied white men between the ages of 18 and 45. The state militias were poorly organized, equipped, and trained and had limited terms of service; some even refused to serve beyond their own state borders. During the War of 1812, Congress authorized an expansion of the U.S. Army. Attempts to enact a national military draft failed, so the war effort had to rely on militia. Early enthusiasm for the war dissipated, so volunteers were not plentiful. Several states instituted a draft but were still unable to field sufficient troops. Virginia’s Militia Act, which required men to muster when called or pay a fine, ensnared a number of Quakers in its net. Members of the Society of Friends, commonly called Quakers, were pacifists who refused to participate in military service or to pay fines or taxes that might be used to support war. Only Pennsylvania exempted Quakers from militia service. In these letters, two sympathetic Virginia militia officers write the state governor about the plight of Quakers under

their command. General Robert Taylor, holding three Quakers who refuse to serve, is reluctant to punish them for their beliefs but fears that releasing them will encourage his other men to pretend to be Quakers. Militia captain Thomas Gregg argues that the militia law is being unfairly applied to Virginia’s Quakers, and that they face unjust imprisonment and excessive fines.

Primary Sources

B.G. Robert B. Taylor to the Governor

... Three Quakers have been sent down in the requisition from Nansemond. They have refused to do duty, to furnish substitutes, or receive rations, and have been put under guard by their commanding officer. I am at a loss to know what to do with them. Quakers are not included in the list of exempts from military duty. I cannot bring myself to punishs any man for a scruple of conscience, and yet fear to discharge least Quakerism should become the predominant religion in our ranks. Will you direct me what is to be done?...

Thos. Gregg (Capt. In the 56th Reg’t) to the Governor.

It is with extreme reluctance I take upon myself to trouble you, but I consider it a duty incumbent on me as an officer and a citizen to address you on a subject in which hundreds and perhaps thousands, of the citizens of Virginia are deeply interested. I regret to ssee the great sacrifice of property that is about to be made; the honest and good citizens of this Commonwealth seized on and dragged to prison like criminals, who look up to you as a father and defender of their legal rights, and hope for that protection they have failed to receive from a Court Martial.

The General Orders from the Adjutant-General’s office, Richmond, March 24th, 1813, called out a certain portion of Militia detailed for Service under the General Orders of April 19th, 1812, ordering the said Militia to march to Richmond, the place established as the general rendezvous. Many failed to comply with this call; some being of that respectable denomination of people called Quakers; others, for various reasons, appeared willing to subject themselves to the penalties fo the law, which amounted to a fine not exceeding twelve months’ pay.

A second requisition was made on this country, I believe, some time in July last. The men that were held in requisition, and failed to go to Richmond under the General Orders of the 24th of March, 1813, though the time they were called for had not expired, were again ordered under a second call from the United States to march to Alexandria. They likewise failed to comply with this call. At a special Court Martial, of which I was a member,

convened at Leesburg some time since for the purpose of assessing the fines on those of the 56th and 57th Reg’ts of Virginia Militia that failed to march to Richmond and Alexandria, according to the orders of the President of the United States. Those same men were fined for not marching to Richmond, ninety-six dollars, and not marching to Alexandria, ninety-six dollars, which fines amounted to the enormous sum of one hundred and ninety two dollars for failing to perform military duty within the course of six months. And they are sentenced to be imprisoned one calendar month for every five Dollars they fail to pay of the said fines, though many of them to my certain knowledge, are not worth half that sum.

I would call the attention of your Excellency to the 26th section of the Militia Law of Virginia, passed January the 28th, 1804, which says a non-commissioned officer or private failing to report to the place of rendezvous, &c. shall forfeit a sum not exceeding Eighty Dollars, to be adjudged and determined by their respective Bat’n Com’ts of enquiry, and moreover shall be enrolled in the class destined to perform the next tour of duty. No Bat’n Court of enquiry was held in this County last summer between the time the militia were called to Richmond and Alexandria. Of course they were not adjudged and enrolled by that Court; Neither do I think that Court had any jurisdiction over those called into service and held in requisition under the authority and by the laws of the United States, passed February 28th, 1795, under which those men were tried and fined ninety-six Dollars for each offence, although this law does not say they shall be enrolled in the class destined to perform the next tour of duty.

The 4th Section says no officer or private of the militia shall be compelled to serve more than in due rotation with every other able-bodied man of the same rank in the Bat’n to which he belongs; yet those same men have been called upon under the laws referred to, or the laws existing in 1813, to serve two tours within the same six months under two calls from the United States, which was impossible to perform (although not one-eighth of the militia of the 56th and 57th Reg’t were called out the first, and not so many of the second call). If these grievances are allowed to exist, the property of many Individuals will be sacrificed and the jails filled with the unfortunate people. If these grievances should legally come under your notice, I hope you will not fail to relieve the sufferers as speedily as you conveniently can, who are looking up to you with anxiety and hope. I should be glad to hear from you on the subject.

Source: H. W. Flournoy, ed. Calendar of Virginia State Papers..., Vol. 10 (Richmond, VA: 1892), 210, 331–332.

65. Benjamin Bates, Memorial and Petition of the Religious Society of Friends Asking for Relief from Militia Law, May 31, 1813

Introduction

After the American Revolution, the standing army had dwindled to a few hundred men. In 1792, the Militia Act required states to enroll all able-bodied white men between the ages of 18 and 45. The state militia were poorly organized, equipped, and trained and had limited terms of service; some even refused to serve beyond their own state borders. During the War of 1812, Congress authorized an expansion of the U.S. Army. Attempts to enact a national military draft failed, so the war effort had to rely on militia. Early enthusiasm for the war dissipated, so volunteers were not plentiful. Several states instituted a draft but were still unable to field sufficient troops. Virginia’s Militia Act, which required men to muster when called or pay a fine, ensnared a number of Quakers in its net. Members of the Society of Friends, commonly called Quakers, were pacifists who refused to participate in military service or to pay fines or taxes that might be used to support war. Only Pennsylvania exempted Quakers from militia service. The prominent Virginia Quaker, Benjamin Bates, submitted this petition to the Virginia legislature asking for relief from the militia law. He argues that the law’s requirement conflicts with Quaker religious obligations. Bates also addresses his plea in a more personal manner to a specific member of the legislature. The documents were published in a Georgetown newspaper but did not yield any result.

MEMORIAL, &c.

TO THE LEGISLATURE OF VIRGINIA.

The Memorial And Petition Of The Religious Society Of Friends, Commonly Called Quakers,

Respectfully Show,—

That your memorialists, estimating the high regard with which the legislature will be disposed to consider every subject affecting the great principles of civil or religious liberty, beg leave to solicit your attention to the militia laws of this commonwealth, and to the incompatibility which sometimes results between the requisitions of the law, and the obligations of religious duty.

In this enlightened age and country, and before this legislature, your memorialists conceive it unnecessary to urge the unalienable rights of conscience, or to adduce any

argument to show that the relations between man and his Creator, neither can, nor ought to be prescribed or controlled by any human authority. It is unnecessary, because the proposition is self-evident, and especially because it is one of the fundamental principles upon which the civil and political institutions of this country are established. This principle is recognised in the bill of rights; it is confirmed by the law of 1785, passed in the enlightened and liberal spirit of that instrument; and the state itself, by its convention which ratified the federal constitution, expressly declared, that “the liberty of conscience cannot be cancelled, abridged, restrained, or modified by any authority of the United States.” The free exercise of religion, therefore, is not merely tolerated; it is declared in the most solemn form—it is confirmed in the most explicit manner.

But the liberty of conscience, your memorialists conceive, cannot be restricted to the mere liberty of thinking, or to the silent and unseen modifications of religious opinion. Religion has duties to be performed, and it points out offences to be avoided; its free exercise must, therefore, consist in an active compliance with its dictates enforced by no legal compulsion, restrained by no legal impediment. Your memorialists, in common with every virtuous citizen, would disclaim any exemption under the color of religious liberty, from the universal obligation of moral duty. But the law of 1785, in making ‘overt acts’ of an injurious nature, the limit of the privilege, and the criterion of its abuse, removes all danger to the community. An encroachment on the rights of others, or violation of the moral law, under pretence of liberty of conscience, would immediately betray its own guilt and hypocrisy, and afford a legitimate cause for the interposition of the civil authority.

These considerations are suggested, as applicable to the case which is now submitted to the wisdom and justice of the legislature.

Your memorialists are Christians; and impressed with the firm conviction that war is forbidden under the gospel—they cannot bear arms. To require it under legal penalties, is to reduce them to the alternative of refusing a compliance with the laws of their country, or of violating what they most solemnly believe is, to them, a law of God, clothed with the most awful sanctions.

Your memorialists plead for no new doctrines—they set up no novel pretensions. They ask permission only to practice the precepts of Jesus Christ—to adhere to the principles which prevailed through the first centuries of the Christian

dispensation, which pious men through every subsequent age have maintained; and which their predecessors, from the time they have been known as a religious society, under various forms of government, and through sufferings imposed by rigorous and persecuting laws, have uniformly supported.

It is true, that in the lapse of time, the spirit of persecution has faded before the lights of truth. Our own country, as already stated, has been particularly distinguished for maintaining the principles of civil and religious liberty, and for rejecting those of coercive law and religious intolerance. The very grievance to which we now solicit your attention, has been acknowledged and redressed. A legislature composed of enlightened statesmen and sages, who had assisted in establishing the chartered rights of America, who had seen the principles which your memorialists maintain, tested through the revolutionary war, convinced it is believed, of their sincerity, and of the justice of their claim, exempted them from the obligation to bear arms, and from certain fines and penalties which had been imposed on their non-compliance with military requisitions. But the laws are changed. They now require that your memorialists, notwithstanding the insuperable objection of their religious scruples, should be trained to arms. Their refusal subjects them to fines, which, within certain limitations, are fixed at the discretion of the courts martial, and become in numerous instances, extremely oppressive: Nor is this all—your memorialists conceive, that the voluntary payment of a fine imposed for adhering to religious duty, or the receiving of surplus money arising from the sale of their property seized for the satisfying of these demands, would be to acknowledge a delinquency, which they cannot admit, and to become parties in a traffic or commutation of their principles. Hence, also, considerable loss is sustained. And notwithstanding your memorialists may acknowledge that many officers of the government, in these cases, manifest great reluctance, and execute their trust with a scrupulous regard to the sufferers; yet there are other instances in which wanton depredations are made on the property of individuals.

Your memorialists are aware that it may be said, that the law does not discriminate between them and others, and that they ought equally to support the public burdens, and yield their services to the exigencies of the State. This objection supposes that a general law cannot have a partial or unequal operation. It supposes, too, that what may be deemed a national concern, may supersede the chartered rights and privileges of the people. But your memorialists cannot suppose that these principles, which indeed are no other than the maxims of tyranny, will ever be deliberately adopted or acted upon by this legislature. If one member

of the community believes that it is his duty to fight, and to slay the enemies of his country, and if another believes that he is prohibited by divine command from planning the destruction or shedding the blood of his fellow creatures, the question, as it relates to the present subject, is not which or whether either is wrong, but whether a law commanding both to take arms would not operate unequally and violate the rights of conscience? It would operate unequally, because it does not discriminate—because to the conscience of the one it would enjoin the performance of a duty, to that of the other, the commission of a crime. It would violate the liberty of conscience, because it would compel, under pains and penalties, the performance of an act, which is believed offensive to the Divine Being. Human authority cannot, like the great Searcher of hearts, try the spirit of men respecting truth and error; it cannot remit the penalties, of sin, or control the convictions of the heart; and therefore in this country at least, the liberty of conscience is wisely placed beyond the sphere of legislation, and protected from the encroachment of any power in the government.

It may be recollected, too, that in every nation of the civilized world, where this Society is found, they profess and maintain the same principles. That no hope of reward, no dread of punishment, nor confiscations, imprisonments or death, would induce them to bear arms against their country, or in any other cause whatever, and that every attempt to coerce them, would result, on the one side, in the triumph of principle, however severely tested, and in unavailing persecution on the other.

While it is, therefore, evident, that the ostensible object of the law, or training them to arms, cannot be effected; and it is presumed from the general notoriety of their principles, that it is not even expected to be attained—while your memorialists believe that the principles they hold can in no sense prove injurious to the community, and are persuaded, that this legislature would disclaim the idea of raising revenue by laws inflicting fines on the free exercise of conscience—they trust, that a privilege conferred by the Supreme Being, and by the highest authority in this country, declared sacred and inviolable, may be safely expected from its justice and liberality. They, therefore, respectfully petition, that the laws imposing military requisitions and penalties for non-compliance, may be considered as they respect your petitioners, and such relief afforded as to the wisdom of the legislature shall seem just and necessary.

Signed by order and on behalf of a meeting of the representatives of the aforesaid Society, held in Dinwiddie county, the 17th of the I lth month 1810, by

BENJAMIN BATES,

Clerk at this time.

THE LETTER.

The friendly manner in which we discussed together the principles of our memorial, (now before the legislature) induces me to hope that a few additional observations will receive a candid and impartial consideration.

It would be useless I apprehend, in introducing this subject, to enter into any minute inquiry respecting the nature and extent of the rights of men in society; or to examine any of the various theories of government to find in how many ways these rights have been abused. The American people understand this subject—they did not, in establishing the empire of liberty on the basis of equal laws, look to the pittance of privilege which had in different ages been extorted from bigotry, or Wrung from the grasp of power. No—they were men, and conscious of their rights—they were brethren, and saw that their rights were equal. To preserve them, they did not set up human beings, like themselves, with crowns and mitres on their heads, and commit to their ambition, cupidity and caprice, for safe keeping and distribution, those sacred immunities with which their Creator had endowed them, which he had made co-existent with mind itself, inherent and unalienable

It was to preserve to themselves these inestimable blessings, to transmit them to their children; to guard them forever from usurpation; that, viewing the whole ground of polity with a discriminating eye, they declared irrevocably, that conscience belongs to God, and civil government to the people. On this principle their whole political structure is erected; hence the law emanates, and every power in the government is bound by its authority. So it stands upon paper—but how does it operate in practice? Is the liberty of conscience indeed preserved inviolate? Do the laws impose no other restraints on religious freedom than are sufficient to preserve the peace and order of society? Are none of the honest and inoffensive inhabitants of this commonwealth taxed, fined or harassed, in their persons or property, on account of their religious tenets? These are questions on which the patriot and statesman may ponder, but the answer is obvious and undeniable. The liberty of conscience is abridged; the laws do impose other restraints than those contemplated by the act establishing religious freedom—and a number of peaceable and useful citizens are exposed to fines and penalties on account of their religious principles. How is this infraction of natural and constitutional right to be accounted for? It will not be said that either these people or their principles were unknown, when the declaration of rights was made, and the form of

government established. It will not be pretended that they were excluded from the common privileges of citizens and the common rights of humanity. No, but it is said that the government must be defended; and they are therefore enrolled for the purpose of learning the use of the firelock and bayonet, and for acquiring the art of inflicting death with the greatest expedition and effect. Men whose religion is a system of universal benevolence, who believe that God Almighty forbids animosity, revenge and violence, and who are assured that disobedience to his commands involves dreadful and eternal consequences.

This society maintains, with the framers of our constitution, and in conformity with the repeated declared sense of the American people, that government has no right to bring the laws of God and man into competition; and that there exists no authority in any department thereof to cancel, abridge, restrain or modify the liberty of conscience. When this declaration was solemnly made, the last time by the people of this State, and reciprocated by the whole Union, the Society of Friends were exempt by law, as well as by their constitutional privileges, both from militia duty and personal service in war. Did not the law which afterwards subjected them under heavy penalties to all the requisitions of the military system, abridge this liberty of conscience which had been thus solemnly guaranteed? And if it did, ought not an evidence of the fact and an appeal to the justice of their country, to be sufficient to restore them to their rights? The fact is undeniable, the appeal is made, and its success perhaps, ought not to be doubted. But in the mean time, the subject is variously canvassed, and many objections and difficulties are thrown in the way. We have referred, in our memorial, to the rights of conscience as a natural and constitutional privilege—but we are told that the liberty of conscience is an abstract principle, and as such, is not to be relied on in particular cases. What is an abstract principle? Is it some remote uninteresting truth which may be indifferently remembered or forgotten? or is it some proposition to which the understanding assents, but which is still to be tested by experience! Now it cannot be supposed that the men selected by the people to mark out the boundaries of the laws and to fix the limits of power, in a great, free and enlightened nation, would so insignificantly employ their time and abuse their trust, as to set down as a declaration of rights, any random proposition that might chance to occur to their recollection, as true. The fathers of American liberty did not attract to themselves the gratitude of their country, and the admiration of the world by writing merely what was true, but for selecting the very truths they meant to establish; for drawing an insuperable, unalterable line of separation between those powers which a free people may confide in their government, and those inherent

and unalienable rights which they retain to themselves. It was expressly for the preservation of these rights that the constitution was formed. Its barriers were laid strong and deep around them, and wherever they are broken down, tyranny and oppression will resume their course. Nor can it be thought that this liberty of conscience was introduced as a new or untried principle. The statesmen of our country were not such novices in the subjects of law and government, or so unacquainted with human nature, as to suppose that the rights of conscience had never been tested. Nor would they, if such had been their opinion, expose the nation to difficulties and danger by a novel and presumptuous experiment! No, these men understood their subject; its nature, its history and its importance, were familiar to their minds. They knew how readily the pride of opinion and the possession of power combine to produce intolerance. They knew that a denial of these rights constitutes the worst species of tyranny. Nations have groaned for ages under its influence; and to preserve this country from a similar fate, they held forth the rights of conscience, not as an abstract metaphysical notion, but as a living indestructible privilege, of which no law should ever deprive a citizen.

But why was it necessary to guard these rights with such anxious solicitude? Why enshrine them in the constitution and protect them with such jealous care from the powers of the legislature? Is not the government derived from the people? Is it not administered by their agents, and solely for their benefit? And cannot the people be trusted with the guardianship of their own privileges? The answer is plain—a government of the people is necessarily a government of the majority; but the majority, if they are not bound by constitutional restraints, may, in securing their own rights, overlook or violate the rights of others. But would it not be mockery to tell the minority, under these circumstances, they ought not to complain—that their country is a free republic, and themselves integral parts of the sovereign authority? Would they not be sensible, that their rights and liberties depended on the will, and lay at the mercy of individuals; and that, however many or few those individuals might be, and under whatever forms their proceedings might be conducted, an arbitrary government is still a despotism, and the subjects of it are slaves? Hence the necessity of constitutional restrictions; and when these are properly established—when the government simply occupies the ground on which it is placed, and exercises only the powers which have been submitted to its discretion, the decisions of a majority become the legitimate rules of action, and every member of the community (whatever be his opinion of their wisdom or experience) is bound to obey them. This is presumed to be the true definition of a free government. But of what avail,

under any form of government, is the attempt to enslave the mind? As soon would the academy devise means to arrest or control the revolution of the solar system, as the legislature of any country find laws that would bind the free spirit of man. How long has tyranny tortured its invention and varied its apparatus for discovering this grand desideratum?—Creeds, tests, and anathemas have been tried—stripes, fetters and dungeons, have done their best—racks, flames and gibbets have exhausted all their powers. and all have ended in miserable disappointment—and is it not extremely difficult to conceive how the notion ever came to be entertained, on this side the Atlantic, that the thing is still practicable? The genius of our country did not borrow even the mildest feature of such a system; and it is certainly not congenial with our habits of thinking to suppose that the mind may be fettered by putting a chain upon the leg; or that a man’s heart can be divested of its convictions by a warrant to take his cattle. But, admitting that the liberty of conscience is both a natural and constitutional right, and that it is physically impossible to control the free agency of the mind, still, it is contended, an expedient may be found which shall protect those rights from violation, and at the same time satisfy the law, which would otherwise infringe them. Thus—if the legislature enjoin the performance of certain duties, on which it is supposed, the very existence of the government depends, and those duties happen to interfere with the constitutional rights of any individual, let that individual pay an equivalent and be excused. If it be a military service, for instance, and his religious principles forbid him to fight, let him pay a tax for the support of schools, and make the tax equal to the military service. The argument, fairly stated, stands thus—the legislature shall not restrain the free exercise of conscience; but they may levy a tax upon the advantages derived from the exemption. Have I any objection to the support of schools? Far from it—I should rejoice to see knowledge and virtue diffused among the lower classes of society; I would cheerfully pay an equivalent for the purpose, and might even be disposed to encourage it by a voluntary contribution; but when I pay a partial tax, a fine, I am neither discharging the common duties of a citizen, nor doing an act of benevolence. I am paying what is considered by the government as a debt—and for what consideration? Plainly for being allowed to enjoy the liberty of conscience. But I do not derive the liberty of conscience from the government: I hold it from a tenure antecedent to the institutions of civil society. It was secured to me in the social compact, and it was never submitted to the legislature at all. They have, therefore, no such privilege to grant or withhold, at their pleasure; and certainly no pretence or authority to sell it for a price. It appears then, that this exclusive tax for the support of schools, is a groundless and oppressive demand.

It is a muster-fine in disguise—and violates the very principle which it seemed to respect.

But is it not unreasonable, it is asked, that our fellow citizens, who believe war to be allowable and necessary, should be subjected to the hardships and privations incident to the training and service, while we, under the protection of our religious privileges, enjoy a complete exemption? We answer, No. If those citizens do believe that war is necessary for their defence; if they conceive it to be their duty and interest to fight; if it accords with their religious principles to repel aggression by the sword; if, in the full exercise of their privileges, they give to the government authority to command them in these services; this is their own act, and they cannot complain of the consequences! But a man is not the judge of his neighbor’s conscience, and if the powers they surrender for themselves, involve the constitutional privileges of others, they are binding only on those who have consented to them.

May I inquire what it is that constitutes the obligation to fight for one’s country? I mean to apply the question to a free people—for under a despotism the will of the master is the obligation of the slave. What is it, then, in a free country, that induces a man to go to war? Is it for the protection of his rights? But what rights has he to protect, whose most essential privileges are already wrested from him? Or is it the interest which every individual feels in preserving his property—his home, his children, and his friends? Have not all some interesting attachment—have not all some endearing objects that cling about the heart? Is not the aggregate of these their country? Every man, therefore, engaged by common consent, in a defensive war, considers that he is fighting for himself and his domestic enjoyments; his home identified with his country—and he is using those means which his own reason and conscience approve for its defence. We too have homes, and a little property, and children and friends, whose welfare is dearer than life. We too connect them with our country, and for their preservation would make any sacrifice which our reason and conscience would approve. But these forbid us to fight.

The Being to whom we are indebted for all our enjoyments, and whose divine providence is our best protection, has not committed to us the right to destroy our fellow creatures, or to seek redress of our wrongs by the shedding of human blood. But we know he has communicated to man a principle capable of silencing war and violence. There is, my friend, in the religion taught by Jesus Christ, a power able to reconcile us to God and to one another. It can divest the heart that receives it, of its propensities to wrongs and violence; and implant in their place the disposition to suffer

wrongs and violence for its sake. Thousands of living witnesses bear testimony to this divine principle. Thousands who would suffer any privation or punishment, rather than impede, by their example, its influence and increase. And ought it not to console the friend of his country, and of his species, to see its growth; and to be assured, by indubitable evidence, that it is possible to return good for evil—to love even our very enemies; and for man, in all situations, to be the friend of man.

I am with much respect, thy Friend,

B. BATES.

Source: Federal Republican and Commercial Gazette, 7:975 (May 31, 1813), 1–2.

66. Laura Secord, Narrative of a Canadian Heroine’s Exploits of June 1813, First Published 1853

Introduction

Laura Secord attained legendary status as a Canadian heroine for making an epic solo journey on foot to convey American plans to a British commander. Mrs. Secord had fled her home during the Battle of Queenston, which took place on October 13, 1812. She returned to find that her husband, a militia sergeant, had been wounded in the battle and her home plundered. In June 1813, during the American occupation, she was forced to billet American officers in her house and overheard their plans to attack British troops. Because her husband was still disabled by his wound, Laura Secord talked her way past a sentry and set off on a nearly 20-mile journey through the American lines. The hot and difficult all-day journey over rough terrain brought her to an Indian encampment well after nightfall. Enlisting the Indians’ help, Secord made her way to the weakly held Beaver Dam and informed Lieutenant James FitzGibbon of the impending attack. As a result, the vastly outnumbered FitzGibbon was able to set up an Indian ambush of the Americans and convince their commanding officer, Colonel Charles Boerstler, to surrender some 500 troops. Boerstler faced a court of inquiry for his performance but was exonerated. As Laura Secord’s story became known, members of her family made various appeals for recognition. Many years after her trek, when she was an aged widow, the future king of England sent her a small monetary award. Several Canadian schools and a chocolate company have been named after her.

Primary Source

Mrs. Laura Secord’s Narrative

I shall commence at the battle of Queenston, where I was at the time the cannon balls were flying arund me in every direction. I left the place during the engagement. After the battle I returned to Queenston and there found that my husband had been wounded, my house plundered and property destroyed. It was while the Americans had passion of the frontier that I learned the plans of the American commander and determined to put the British troops under FitzGibbon in possession of them, and if possible to save the British troops from capture or perhaps total destruction. In doing so I found I should have great difficulty in getting through the American guards, which were out ten miles in the country. Determined to persevere, I left early in the morning, walked nineteen miles in the month of June overe a rough and difficult part of the country, when I came to a field belonging to a Mr. Decamp in the neighborhood of the Beaver Dam. By this time daylight had left me. Here I found all the Indians encamped; by moonlight the scene was terrifying and to those accustomed to such scenes might be considered grand. Upon advancing to the Indians they all rose and with some yells said “woman,” which made me tremble. I cannot express the awful feeling it gave me, but I did not lose my presence of mind. I was determined to persevere. I went up to one of the chiefs, made him understand that I had great news for Capt. FitzGibbon and that he must let me pass to his camp, or that he and his party would all be taken. The chief at first objected to let me pass, but finally consented, after some hesitation, to go with me and accompany me to FitzGibbon’s station, which was at the Beaver Dam, where I had an interview with him. I then told him what I had come for and what I had heard—that the Americans intended to make an attack upon the troops under his command and would, from their superior numbers, capture them all. Benefitting by this information, Capt. FitzGibbon formed his plans accordingly and captured about five hundred American infantry, about fifty mounted dragoons, and a field piece or two was taken from the enemy. I returned home the next day exhausted and fatigued. I am now advanced in years and when I look back I wonder how I could have gone through so much fatigue with the fortitude to accomplish it.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 2 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1904), 127–128.

67. Margaret Bayard Smith, a Letter on the Fear of a Slave Revolt, July 20, 1813 [Excerpt]

Introduction

Margaret Bayard Smith was a member of Washington, D.C., high society and the author of novels, stories, and a biography of Dolley Madison. However, it was the publication, many years after her death, of her collected letters and journals covering 40 years of Washington life that brought her the most fame as a writer. She was married to Samuel Harrison Smith, founder of the National Intelligencer newspaper (which he sold in 1810), and the couple were close friends with Thomas Jefferson. The Smiths lived on a farm just a few miles from the center of Washington. The ongoing War of 1812 and the proximity of British forces began to engender fear among the population. In this letter to her sister, Smith reports that the situation is growing too dangerous for her to visit. Her greatest fear is that slaves will join the British side and attack American civilians. In the slaveholding states, slaves frequently outnumbered their masters, so the fear of a slave uprising was widespread. The Smiths acquired pistols in to defend themselves from what she called the “enemy at home.” Although many of Smith’s Washington friends planned to flee to the Smiths’ farm in case of an attack on Washington, the farm lay in the path of the British invasion that was to take place in August 1814.

Primary Source

TO MRS. KIRKPATRICK

[Sidney] Tuesday, July 20, 1813.

... I every day from the time I received Maria’s, intended writing to press you to come on and pass a few weeks or more with us and to bring Fanny and Elizabeth. I believed such a jaunt might be highly serviceable to you all. But it is now out of the question and will be so while the British are such near neighbours and continue to menace us. Until the late alarm I have never been able to realize our being in a state of war; but now when such active preparations are made, when so many of our citizens and particular acquaintance have marched to meet the enemy, I not only believe but feel the unhappy state of our country. Mr. Seaton and Mr. Gales are both with our troops at Warburton, and Mrs. Seaton and Miss Gales anxiety naturally excites ours. It is generally believed impossible for the English to reach the city, not so much from our force at Warburton, tho’ that is very large, as from the natural impediments; the river being very difficult of navigation. Every precaution has

been taken to ensure the safety of the city. Fort Warburton is in a state of perfect defence and our troops are each day augmented by hundreds and thousands from the adjoining country who come pouring in. The presence of Genl. Armstrong and Col. Monroe animates and invigorates our soldiers. And our little army is full of ardour and enthusiasm. Mr. Gales and Seaton have each been up to look after the paper and give a most interesting and animating picture of the scene. There is so little apprehension of danger in the city, that not a single removal of person or goods has taken place,—a number of our friends have desired leave to send their trunks here and a number have determined to come themselves, should the British effect a passage by the fort, so you see we are esteemed quite out of danger. As for our enemy at home I have no doubt that they will if possible join the British; here we are, I believe firmly in no danger, as the aim of those in the country would be as quickly as possible to join those in the city and the few scatter’d s——s about our neighbourhood, could not muster force enough to venture on an attack. We have however counted on the possibility of danger and Mr. S. has procured pistols &c &c sufficient for our defence, and we make use of every precaution which we should use were we certain of what we now only reckon a possibility. In the city and George town the gentlemen who by their age or other circumstances are exempted from service, have formed volunteer companies both of horse and foot, who nightly patrol the streets. The members of congress have determined to join the citizens, in case of an attack and there are many old experienced officers amongst them. The affair of Hampton, which I disbelieved until the publication in the Intelligencer, inspires us with a terror we should not otherwise have felt. There were 300 French men at that attack and it was chiefly these wretches who perpetrated these horrors. Their intention was to desert to our side and they march’d near to our militia with a view to surrender, but were fired on and so obliged to fight in their own defence,—20 did desert and are now at the fort. The French prisoners taken from the English jails, will it is supposed, and the Irish likewise all desert the moment they are landed. Mrs. Seaton behaves with admirable self command, I quite admire her composure and serenity, as I am certain loving as she loves her amiable husband, it must require great effort. We one and all resist the intrusion of useless anxiety and alarm. We go on regularly with our every day occupations. I spend the morning in my family affairs and school. Ann sits with our guests and after dinner we all assemble and while the rest sew, Miss Gales reads some amusing book. If we did not resolutely adhere to this plan of occupation our fancy would augment our fears and we should be sad enough. As it is we are quite animated, each strengthens the resolution

of the other and since we have been so well provided with fire arms, my apprehensions have quite ceased. For those whom I fear’d are easily intimidated. Mr. Smith has this morning gone in to the Bank, and Mrs. Seaton and Miss Gales, to see Mr. Seaton who has come up to arrange the paper. If Susan is with you, read or show her this letter as you think proper, or if at Princeton and you think it may allay her anxiety, please to send it. Ann is quite a Heroine. She makes no protestations but her cheerfulness and freedom from unnecessary alarm shows that she is not easily intimidated. She is a dear good girl. I love her every day more and more. And if danger comes, I shall not think of or risque more for my children than her. We expect Mrs. Clay, her sister Mrs. Brown, Mrs. Cutting and many others to come to us in case of a serious alarm. At present all the members and citizens say it is impossible for the enemy to ascend the river, and our home enemy will not assail us, if they do not arrive...

Source: Gaillard Hunt, ed., The First Forty Years of Washington Society (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1906), 89–91.

68. Canadian Letter in Cipher About the Effect of Imprisonment on the American Will to Fight, July 20, 1813

Introduction

During times of war, secret communications were written in cipher or code. Both the writer and the reader had to possess the same key to allow them to code and decode the writing. In the following example, Thomas Barclay, the British commissioner for prisoners at New York, writes a coded letter to Sir George Prevost, the senior British commander in Canada. Because Barclay enjoyed official, lawful status to live and work in New York, he was in a good position to obtain intelligence. However, Barclay had to expect that the Americans would read his letters. Consequently, he used a code in which numbers represented letters. In this case it appears that the number group “3060” corresponds to the word “the.” The subject of Barclay’s letter is whether to continue the practice of paroling prisoners of war. Typically, prisoners, particularly officers, would sign a document called a parole in which they pledged not to serve again until an exchange, or trade, of prisoners took place. For example, an American captain captured at Detroit would sign a parole, and then wait until a British captain was captured and signed a parole. Then the two

captains would be exchanged and both were allowed to return to active duty. Barclay writes that this policy is too lenient and that the British should instead keep their American prisoners to discourage the American public from supporting the war.
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Thomas Barclay, Commissioner for Prisoners at New York, to Sir George Prevost.

New York, 20th July, 1813.

(IN CIPHER.)

Sir,—

1537 2861 650 2271 2029

It is sound policy not to

3096 2181 155 1843 808 2339 2652

parole any more prisoners.—

3060 1829 650 3060 2584 650 3060

The moment they return they

94 2744 650 24 3406 2652 3073

move against us.—This

1555 1164 1234 808 3035 3060 650

Government have told the officers

2082 808 3018 1604 3537 650

taken last year they were

3060 650 3438 650 142 808 1716

exchanged and made

3061 2744 94 2652 3060 650

them move again.—The best

299 1783 3096 1716 3060 808 127

method to make the Americans

650 3095 2077 3060 3432 3478

tired of the war will

265 386 650 1566 808 3060 1122

be by keeping their rel-

1517-21 142 650 1106 2339 2652

ations and friends prisoners.—

16 1234 650 2363 3096 3060 650

I have proposed to the Amer-

127 533 1140 2077 2339 3096

ican Commisr. Gen’l. of prisoners to

1716 140 930 2077 808 127 1058

make an exchange of prisoners for

3060 369 650 3148 650 3060

the British troops they

1234 2379 385 1234 2029 3542

have prisoners, but have not yet

650 2484 1267 151 2652

received his answer.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 2 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1904), 259.

69. Lord Henry Bathurst, Two Letters About Threats to Execute Prisoners of War, August 12, 1813, and March 5, 1814

Introduction

In most wars, opponents treat captured enemy officers decently but treat common soldiers and sailors more harshly. Suspected “traitors,” or men who had deserted from one side to join the other, received particularly harsh treatment. The definition of a deserter became especially murky in the War of 1812 because many citizens of the two sides shared a common heritage. In the following, Lord Henry Bathurst, the British official in charge of the war in North America, writes to Sir George Prevost, the senior British commander in Canada, about the fate of 23 American soldiers whom the British had captured during the Battle of Queenston on October 14, 1812. Based on their accents the British identified them as Irishmen, and thus still viewed them as British subjects. The British had sent them to England to be tried for treason (Great Britain did not recognize the right of their subjects to ever change their citizenship). The U.S. Congress granted the president the right to retaliate by holding a like number of prisoners of war as hostages. Bathurst informs Prevost that the British have escalated the dispute by holding twice as many Americans as hostages for the 23 British soldiers the Americans have seized. President James Madison responded in November 1813 by ordering 46 British officers held hostage. Mutual threats of retaliation against the prisoners continued almost for the duration of the war.

Primary Sources

From Bathurst in Downing Street to Prevost at

No. 40 -

[Endorsement.] Earl Bathurst, 12th Aug. 1813

Downing Street

12 August 1813

Sir,

I have had the honour of receiving your Dispatch No. 66 of the 6th of June inclosing a letter addressed to your Excellency by M. Genl Dearborn. In this letter it is stated that the American Commissary of Prisoners in London had made it known to his Government, that Twenty three Soldiers, of the 1st, 6th, & 13th Regiments of United States Infantry, made Prisoners, had been sent to England, and held in close Confinement as British Subjects, and that M. Genl Dearborn had received instructions from his Government to put into close Confinement twenty three British Soldiers, to be kept as Hostages for the safe keeping and Restoration in Exchange, of the Soldiers of the United States, who had been sent as above stated, to England; and Genl Dearborn apprized you that in obedience to those Instructions he had put 23 British Soldiers in close confinement to be kept as Hostages.

The Persons referred to in this letter were Soldiers serving in the American Army taken Prisoners at Queenstown and sent home by you that they might be disposed of according to the Pleasure of His Royal Highness, The Prince Regent, they having declared themselves to be British born Subjects.

Your Excellency has been directed to send home the necessary Evidence upon this point, and they are held in Custody to undergo a legal trial. You will lose no time in communicating to M. Genl Dearborn that you have transmitted home a Copy of his letter to you, and that you are in consequence instructed distinctly to state to him, that you have received the Commands of H.R.H. The Prince Regent forthwith to put in Close Confinement Forty six American officers & Non Commissioned Officers to be held as Hostages for the safe keeping of the 23 British Soldiers, stated to have been put in close Confinement by order of the American Government; and you will at the same time apprize him that if any of the said British Soldiers shall suffer Death, by reason that the Soldiers, now under Confinement here, have been found Guilty, & that

the known Law, not only of Great Britain, but of every Independant State under similar Circumstances, has been in consequence executed, you have been instructed to select out of the American officers & non commissioned officers, whom you shall have put into Confinement, as many as may double the number of British Soldiers who shall have been so unwarrantably put to Death, & cause such Officers & non Commissioned Officers to suffer Death immediately.

And you are further instructed to notify to Major General Dearborn that the Commanders of His Majesty’s armies & Fleets on the Coast of America have received instructions, to prosecute the War with unmitigated Severity against all Cities, Towns, and Villages, belonging to the United States’ & against the Inhabitants thereof, if after this Communication shall have been duly made to M Genl Dearborn and a reasonable time given for its being transmitted to the American Government, that Government shall unhappily not-be deterred from putting to Death any of the Soldiers who now are, or may be hereafter be kept as-Hostages’ for the purposes stated in the Letter from M Genl Dearborn.

I have the honour to be, Sir,

Your most obedient,

Humble Servant

Bathurst

From

Bathurst, Downing Street, to Prevost at—

N. 62

Downing Street, 5 March 1814

Sir

Your dispatch No. 114 of the 11 December has been received and laid before the Prince Regent.—

It is much to be lamented that no evidence can be brought against any of the Men, who have been so long confined. Their acquital—in consequence of no evidence being adduced will be either attributed to their being very unwarrantably imprisoned of which the American Government accuse us, or it will be imagined that we did not dare to execute the Sentence which their Condemnation would have inflicted.

It is difficult to State which supposition is most to be deprecated. That we should not in future be subjected to either, you will take care not to imprison any against whom you have, not Evidence, and in those cases in which you have you will put the Parties on their Trial and after Conviction execute them without delay—It is much to be wished that some example may be found before the Men in question are released.

I have the honor to be

Sir

Your Most Ob’t Serv’t

(Signed) BATHURST

Source: William Wood, ed., Select British Documents of the Canadian War of 1812, Vol. 1 (Toronto: Champlain Society, 1920), 809–811, 840–841.

70. Depositions of Two American Deserters, September 3, 1813

Introduction

Enemy deserters provided a valuable source of information about an enemy’s strengths, weaknesses, and dispositions. The value of a deserter’s information depended on many factors, including the deserter’s intelligence, experience, and veracity. The following two examples come from the depositions of two American soldiers who served at Fort George, on the Canadian side of the Niagara River. The Americans had captured the fort on May 26, 1813, and would use it as a base for the invasion of Upper Canada (present-day southern Ontario). William Quin told interrogators, accurately, that the American fleet on Lake Ontario was short of experienced crew. He then provided detailed information about the fort’s defenses. Francis Brown provided more general and therefore less useful information. Because both soldiers were low ranking, they did not have detailed knowledge about the strength of the American army. Brown estimates the strength as “3 and 4000 effectives.” This wide range is not very helpful to British planners. Still, piecing together depositions such as these two examples, and combining them with scouting reports, officers’ observations, newspaper accounts, and reports from civilians and spies, intelligence officers worked to construct an accurate picture of the enemy. The Americans held Fort George for seven months until the British retook it in December 1813.

Primary Sources

Deposition of William Quin, a Deserter from the American Army at Fort George, taken 3d or 4th September, 1813.

Wm. Quin, an Irishman, from the County of Wicklow, town of Bray, belonging to the 6th American [Regiment.] The fleet are short of hands; are drafting soldiers for this purpose. The enemy are very weak, falling sick every day; about 3500 effective men; would desert very fast but for fear of the Indians; from No. 5 [piquet] 36 men; the

duty very hard, not more than one or two nights off. The squadron commanded by Captain Hull; one new schooner carrying 22 long eighteens, 10 feet longer than the brig. Fleet did not bring either men or provisions, evidently the Commodore came in for a want of men. Understands Commodore Chauncey is put under arrest. The troops in the fort are much afraid of attack. From four o’clock in the morning they lay behind the breastworks. Half the boats are on this side, half on the other. Hears they have mounted four pieces of cannon at the Point of Fort Niagara, two 18-pounders, one 32-pounder and one 24-pounder. On the battery between Niagara and the Salt Battery there are two guns—believe 18-pounders. Respecting the intrenchments, that which runs from the church towards the water finishes at the top of the hill, but from thence a trench two or three feet deep, with a row of pickets of nearly twelve feet in length, slanting outwards, is continued down quite to the water’s edge. To go round it would take a man up to his middle. There is a vacancy made occasionally by the waggons, but the pickets are always replaced. The line of sentries is continued to the water, a considerable distance outside. The encampment on the other side is said to contain about 500 dismounted cavalry and a few Indians—does not know how many—has never seen more than 50 or 60 at any time. On the face of the fort towards Queenston there are five guns, 18-pounders, and they are going to begin to build barracks for the troops there. [They] have not altered the work which covers that face of the fort. A considerable space remains between the end of it and the end of the new works, very slight. Conceives the top of the parapet not more than two or three feet [thick], the lower part 5 or 6 feet. When the breast works are manned the men are at extended order, about 4 feet asunder. Says that on alarm they turn out sick men who are quite unable to do anything, in order to make a show. Hears that Capt. FitzGerald is doing well; has not lost his leg and likely to do well. Says that when the piquets were attacked it was generally believed that all the troops were going to retreat to the inside of the fort and leave the breastworks as untenable. General Wilkinson [has] not arrived. Believe there are about 15 field pieces. A great number of artillery horses. Has a friend living at York and wishes to get there as soon as possible—Mr. J. Lyons, a tailor. The deponent brought his arms and accoutrements with him.

Deposition of Francis Brown, who Deserted from the American Army at Fort George 3rd or 4th September, 1813.

Francis Brown, an Irishman, County of Donegal, has been 12 months in the 6th Regiment, has been 18 years in the America, has been at Fort George since its capture.

Supposes there are between 3 and 4000 effectives. The sick are all sent away. [There] are 130 Canadian volunteers who wear a white cockade and green ribbon round their hats. Says that the breastworks are very slight, about 3 or 4 at bottom, the ditch between 3 and 4 feet deep, no palisades. Agrees respecting the trench down to the river, and the pickets say there is a small redoubt, which flanks the ditch and pickets. Believes the fleet brought no troops. Expects that the troops would be drafted to man it. Says there is subaltern’s detachment on board the Pike, the same on board the brig. Was himself on board the Fair American when the schooners were taken. Says he was in Fort Niagara about 3 weeks ago. Knows only of the artillery and some Indians being there. No guns on the Salt Battery. No guns on that between the Salt Battery and Niagara. The only one was removed a few days ago. Was never beyond. Piquet No. 6 is at McFarland’s—1 captain, 1 subaltern, 2 sergeants, 2 corporals, 40 men. Brought his arms and accoutrements with him.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 3 (Welland, Ontario.: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1905), 96–97.

71. Oliver H. Perry, Two Reports of U.S. Victories on Lake Erie, September 10 and 13, 1813

Introduction

On September 10, 1813, Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry led his Lake Erie squadron against a British fleet commanded by Lieutenant Robert H. Barclay. A hard-fought three-hour battle ensued. The British ships had the advantage of more long-range cannon. However, once the American ships closed to close range the advantage shifted. The ensuing battle featured desperate fighting that proved costly to both sides. Perry’s implacable determination produced a complete American victory that secured American naval control of Lake Erie for the remainder of the war. This control changed the balance of power in the northwest because the British could not keep open their supply lines to the west. It also allowed Major General William Henry Harrison’s army to advance and recapture territory on the Ohio and Michigan frontier that had been lost in 1812. Sternly contested between improvised ships mostly crewed by untrained men, the Battle of Lake Erie had a decisive impact on the war on the western frontier. The first extract is Perry’s terse victory message to Major General

Harrison. It remains one of the most celebrated messages in U.S. naval history. The second account is Perry’s formal report to Secretary of the Navy William Jones.
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Captain Oliver H. Perry to Major General William Henry Harrison, U.S.A.

We have met the enemy and they are ours. Two Ships, two Brigs one Schooner & one Sloop. Yours, with great respect and esteem.

O.H. Perry

Sept. 10, 1813

Captain Oliver H. Perry to Secretary of the Navy Jones

(Copy.)

U.S. Schooner Ariel.

Put in Bay 13th Septr. 1813

Sir,

In my last I informed you that we had captured the Enemy’s Fleet on this Lake. I have now the honour to give you the most important particulars of the Action. On the morning of the 10th, Inst. At sunrise, they were discovered from Put in Bay, where I lay at anchor with the Squadron under my command. We got under way, the wind light at S.W. and stood for them. At 10 A.M. the wind hauled to S.F. and brought us to windward; formed the Line, and bore up. At 15 minutes before twelve, the Enemy commenced firing: at 5 minutes before twelve, the action commenced on our part. Finding their fire very destructive, owing to their long guns, and its being mostly directed at the Lawrence. I made sail, and directed the other vessels to follow, for the purpose of closing with the Enemy. Every brace and bowline being soon shot away, she became unmanageable, notwithstanding the great exertions of the Sailing Master. In this situation, she sustained the action upwards of two hours within canister distance, until every gun was rendered useless, and the greater part of her crew either killed or wounded. Finding she could no longer annoy the Enemy. I left her in charge of Lieut. Yarnal, who, I was convinced from the braver already displayed by him, would do what could comport with the honour of the Flag. At half past two, the word springing up. Capt. Elliott was enabled to bring his vessel, the Niagara, gallantly into close action. I immediately went on board of her, when he anticipated my wishes by volunteering to bring the Schooners, which had been kept astern by the lightness of the wind, into closer action. It was with unspeakable pain that I saw, soon after I got on board the Niagara, the Flag of the Lawrence come down; although I was perfectly sensible that she had been

defended to the last, and that to have continued to make a shew of resistance would have been a wanton sacrifice of the remains of her brave crew. But the Enemy was not able to take possession of her, and circumstances soon permitted her Flag again to be hoisted. At 45 minutes past two the signal was made for “closer action.” The Niagara being very little injured, I determined to pass through the Enemy’s line, bore up, and passed ahead of their two Ships and a Brig, giving a raking fire to them from the Starboard Guns, and to a large Schooner and Sloop from the Larboard side, at half Pistol shot distance. The smaller vessels, this time having got within Grape and Canister distance, under the directions of Captain Elliott, and keeping up a well directed fire, the two Ships, a Brig, and Schooner, surrendered, a Schooner and Sloop making a vain attempt to escape.

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 553, 557–558.

72. Robert H. Barclay, British Report of the Battle on Lake Erie, September 12, 1813 [Excerpt]

Introduction

On September 10, 1813, Lieutenant Robert H. Barclay led his Lake Erie squadron into battle against an American fleet commanded by Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry. Because of the difficulty obtaining armaments, supplies, and trained crew, Barclay’s fleet comprised only six small ships crewed with a mix of professional sailors, untrained soldiers, and Canadian recruits. However, Barclay knew that time was not on his side because the Americans could build more ships faster than he could. Consequently, in the best tradition of the Royal Navy he aggressively sought battle before the Americans grew even stronger. The British ships had the advantage of more long-range cannon. However, once the American ships closed to close range the advantage shifted. The ensuing three-hour battle featured desperate fighting that proved costly to both sides. It ended in a complete American victory that secured American naval control of Lake Erie for the remainder of the war. This control meant that the British could not keep open their supply lines to the west. It also allowed Major General William Henry Harrison’s army to advance and recapture territory on the Ohio and Michigan frontier that had been lost in 1812. The following extract contains part

of Barclay’s battle report to the senior Royal Navy officer in Canada, Commodore Sir James Yeo.

Primary Source

Lieutenant Robert H. Barclay H. Barclay, R.N., to Commodore Sir James Lucas Yeo, R.N.

Copy

His Majesty’s late ship Detroit

Putin Bay, Lake Erie, 12th Sept. 1813

Sir,

The last letter I had the honor of writing to you dated the 6th Instant, I informed you that unless certain intimation was received of more Seamen being on their way to Amhersburg, I should be obliged to sail with the Squadron, deplorably manned as it was, to fight the Enemy (who Blockaded the Port) to enable us to get supplies of Provisions and Stores of every description, so perfectly destitute of Provisions was the Post that there was not a days Flour in store, and the Crews of the Squadron under my Command were on half allowance of many things, and when that was done there was no more; Such were the motives which induced Major Genl. Proctor (whom by your Instructions I was directed to consult, and whose whishes I was enjoined to execute as far as related to the good of the Country) to concur in the necessity of a Battle being risqued under the many disadvantages which I laboured, and it now remains for me, the most melancholy task, to relate to you the unfortunate issue of that Battle, as well as the many untoward circumstances that led to the event.

No Intelligence of Seamen having arrived I sailed on the 9th Inst. Fully expecting to meet the Enemy next morning as they had been seen among the Islands, nor was I mistaken, soon after daylight they were seen in motion in Putin Bay, the Wind then at S.W. and light, giving us the Weather gage, I bore up for them, in hopes of bringing them to Action amongst the Islands, but that intention was soon frustrated by the Wind suddenly shifting to the South East, which brought the Enemy directly to Windward.

The Line was formed according to a given plan, so that each Ship might be supported against the superior Force of the two Brigs opposed to them. About ten the Enemy had cleared the Islands and immediately bore up under easy sail in a line abreast, each Brig being also supported by the small Vessels; At a quarter before twelve I commenced the Action by firing a few long Guns, about a quarter past the American Commodore, also supported by two Schooners, one carrying four long twelve Prs., the other a long thirty two and twenty four pr. Came to close action with the Detroit, the other Brig of the Enemy apparently destined to engage the Queen Charlotte, supported in like manner by

two Schooners, kept so far to Windward as to render the Queen Charlotte’s 24 pr. Carronades useless, while she was with the Lady Prevost, exposed to the heavy and destructive Fire of the Caledonia and four other Schooners armed with heavy Guns like those I have already described.

Too soon, alas, was I deprived of the Services of the noble & intrepid Captn. Finnis, who, soon after the commencement of the action fell, and with him fell the greatest support. Soon after Lieut. Stokoe of the Queen Charlotte was struck senseless by a Splinter which deprived the Country of his Services at this very critical period, as I perceived the Detroit had enough to contend with without the prospect of a fresh Brig; Provincial Lieut. Irvine who then had charge of the Queen Charlotte behaved with great courage, but his experience was much too limited to supply the place of such an officer as Capt. Finnis, hence she proved of far less assistance than I expected.

The Action continued with great fury until half past two, which I perceived my opponent drop astern and a Boat passing from him to the Niagara (which Vessel was at this time perfectly fresh) the American Commodore seeing that as yet the day was against him (his Vessel having struck soon after he left her) and also the very defenseless state of the Detroit, which Ship was now a perfect Wreck, principally from the Raking Fire of the Gun Boats, and also that the Queen Charlotte was in such a situation that I could receive very little assistance from her, and the Lady Provost being at this time too far to Leeward from her Rudder being injured, made a noble, and alas, too successful an effort to regain it, for he bore up and supported by his small Vessels passed within Pistol Shot and took a raking position on our Bow, nor could I prevent it, as the unfortunate situation of the Queen Charlotte prevented us from wearing, in attempting it we fell onboard her. My Gallant first Lieut. Garland was not mortally wounded and myself so severely that I was obliged to quit the deck.

Manned as the Squadron was with not more than Fifty British Seamen, the rest, a mixed Crew of Canadians and soldiers, and who were totally unacquainted with such Service, rendered the loss of Officers more sensibly felt—And never in any Action was the loss more severe, every Officer Commanding Vessels and their Seconds was either killed or Wounded so severely as to be unable to keep the deck.

[...]

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 555–556.

73. Davy Crockett, Serving with General Jackson [Excerpt]

Introduction

On receiving news of the Fort Mims massacre, August 30, 1813, Andrew Jackson organized and led a volunteer force of Tennessee militia against the Creek Indians. Davy Crockett had first served with Jackson in 1811 and joined again for the 1813 campaign. The 27-year-old frontiersman had considerable experience with the brutalities of Indian warfare. His grandparents had died at the hands of Creek and Cherokee warriors before he was born. The following account is based on Crockett’s original autobiography published in 1834. It begins just after the Battle of Talladega, November 9, 1813. Crockett mentions that provisions were low. In fact, Jackson’s command faced near starvation as they struggled to hold out at Fort Strother, and Jackson himself suffered from a bad case of dysentery. Crockett describes how the militia disbanded when their terms of service expired. He reports on the desperate fighting that occurred when the Indians attacked Jackson’s camp early in the morning of January 22, 1814. A retreat followed and an Indian attack against Jackson’s rear guard at Enotochapco Creek on January 24 routed the militia. Crockett notes that although Jackson refused to acknowledge it, he was “pointedly whipped.” Although lacking in formal education, Crockett was a charismatic leader who later parlayed his experience under Jackson to win election to the Tennessee legislature and then to the U.S. Congress.

Primary Source

[...]

We now remained at the fort a few days, but no provision came yet, and we were all likely to perish. The weather also began to get very cold; and our clothes were nearly worn out, and horses getting very feeble and poor. Our officers proposed to General Jackson to let us return home and get fresh horses and fresh clothing so as to be better prepared for another campaign, for our sixty days had long been out, and that was the time we entered for.

But the general took “the responsibility” on himself and refused. We were, however, determined to go, as I am to put back the deposites, if I can. With this, the general issued his orders against it, as he has against the bank. But we began to fix for a start, as provisions were too scarce, just as Clay, and Webster, and myself, are preparing to fix bank matters, on account of the scarcity of money. The general went and placed his cannon on a bridge we had to cross, and ordered out his regulars and drafted men to keep us from crossing;

just as he had planted his Globe and K.C. to alarm the bank men, while his regulars and militia in Congress are to act as artillery men. But when the militia started to guard the bridge, they would holler back to us to bring their knapsacks along when we come, for they wanted to go as bad as we did, just as many a good fellow now wants his political knapsack brought along, that, if when we come to vote, he sees he has a fair shake to go, he may join in and help us to take back the deposites.

We got ready and moved on till we came near the bridge where the general’s men were all strung along on both sides, just like the office holders are now, to keep us from getting along to the help of the country and the people. But we all had our flints ready picked and our guns ready primed, that if we were fired on we might fight our way through, or all die together, just as we are now determined to save the country from ready ruin, or to sink down with it. When we came still nearer the bridge we heard the guards cocking their guns and we did the same, just as we have had it in Congress, while the “government” regulars and the people’s volunteers have all been setting their political triggers. But, after all, we marched boldly on, and not a gun was fired, nor a life lost, just as I hope it will be again, that we shall not be afraid of the general’s Globe, nor his K.C., nor hiss regulars, nor their trigger snapping, but just march boldly over the executive bridge, and take the deposites back where the law placed them and where they ought to be. When we had passed, no further attempt was made to stop us; but the general said we were “the damned’st volunteers he had ever seen in his life; that we would volunteer and go out and fight, and then at our pleasure would volunteer and go home again in spite of the devil.”

But we went on, and near Huntsville we met a reinforcement who were going on to join the army. It consisted of a regiment of volunteers, and was under the command of some one whose name I can’t remember. They were sixty day volunteers.

We got home pretty safely and in a short time we had procured fresh horses and a supply of clothing better suited for the season; and then we returned to Fort Deposite, where our officers held a sort of a “national convention” on the subject of a message they had received from General Jackson,—demanding that on our return we should serve out six months. We had already served three months instead of two, which was the time we had volunteered for. On the next morning, the officers reported to us the conclusions they had come to; and told us, if any of us felt bound to go on and serve out the six months, we could do so; but that they intended to go back home. I knowed if I went back

home I wouldn’t rest, for I felt it my duty to be out; and when out I was, somehow or other, always delighted to be in the very thickest of the danger. A few of us, therefore, determined to push on and join the army. The number I do not recollect, but it was very small.

When we got out there, I joined Major Russell’s company of spies. Before we reached the place, General Jackson had started. We went on likewise, and overtook him at a place where we established a fort, called Fort Williams, and leaving men to guard it, we went ahead; intending to go to a place called the Horseshoe bend on the Talapoosa river. When we came near that place, we began to find Indian sign plenty, and we struck up camp for the night. About two hours before day we heard our guard firing and we were all up in little or no time. We mended up our camp fires and then fell back in the dark, expecting to see the Indians pouring in; and intending, when they should do so, to shoot them by the light of our own fires. But it happened they did not rush in as we had expected, but commenced a fire on us as we were. We were encamped in a hollow square, and we not only returned the fire, but continued to shoot as well as we could in the dark, til day broke, when the Indians disappeared. The only guide we had in shooting was to notice the flash of their guns, and then shoot as directly at the place as we could guess.

In this scrape we had four men killed and several wounded, but whether we killed any of the Indians or not we never could tell, for it is their custom always to carry off their dead, if they can possibly do so. We buried ours, and then made a large log heap over them and set it on fire, so that the place of their deposite might not be known to the savages, who we knew would seek for them that they might scalp them. We made some horse litters for our wounded, and took up a retreat. We moved on till we came to a large creek which we had to cross; and about half our men had crossed, when the Indians commenced firing on our left wing, and they kept it up very warmly. We had left Major Russell and his brother at the camp we had moved from that morning, to see what discovery they could make as to the movements of the Indians; and about this time, while a warm fire was kept up on our left as I have just stated, the major came up in our rear, and was closely pursued by a large number of Indians, who immediately commenced a fire on our artillery men. They hid themselves behind a large log, and could kill one of our men almost every shot, they being in open ground and exposed. The worst of all was, two of our colonels just at this trying moment left their men, and by a forced march, crossed the creek out of the reach of the fires. Their name, at this late day, would do the world no good, and my object is history alone, and not the slightest interference

with character. An opportunity was now afforded for Governor Carroll to distinguish himself, and on this occasion he did so, by greater bravery than I ever saw any other man display. In truth, I believe, as firmly as I do that General Jackson is President, that if it hadn’t been for Carroll, we should all have been genteely licked that time, for we were in a devil of a fix; part of our men on one side of the creek, and part on the other, and the Indians all the time pouring it on us, as hot as fresh mustard to a sore shin. I will not say exactly that the old general was whipped; but I will not say, that if we escaped it at all, it was like old Henry Snider going to heaven, “mit a dam tite squeeze.” I think he would confess himself, that he was nearer whipp’d this time than he was at any other, for I know that all the world couldn’t make him acknowledge that he was pointedly whipped. I know I was mighty glad when it was over, and the savages quit us, for I begun to think there was one behind every tree in the woods.

[...]

Soon after this, an army was to be raised to go to Pensacola, and I determined to go again with them, for I wanted a small taste of British fighting, and I supposed they would be there.

Here again the entreaties of my wife were thrown in the way of my going, but all in vain; for I always had a way of just going ahead at whatever I had a mind to. One of my neighbors, hearing I had determined to go, came to me, and offered me a hundred dollars to go in his place as a substitute, as he had been drafted. I told him I was better raised than to hire myself out to be shot at; but that I would go, and he should go too, and in that way the government would have the services of us both. But we didn’t call General Jackson “the government” in those days, though we used to go to fight under him in the war.

I fixed up, and joined old Major Russell again; but we couldn’t start with the main army, but followed on in a little time, after them. In a day or two, we had a hundred and thirty men in our company; and we went over and crossed the Muscle Shoals at the same place where I had crossed when first out, and when we burned the Black Warrior’s town. We passed through the Choctaw and Chickasaw nations, on to Fort Stephens, and from thence to what is called the Cut-off, at the junction of the Tom-Bigby with the Alabama river. This place is near old Fort Mimms, where the Indians committed the great butchery at the commencement of the war.

We were here about two days behind the main army, who had left their horses at the Cut-off and taken it on foot; and they did this because there was no chance for forage between there and Pensacola. We did the same, leaving men enough to take care of our horses, and cut on foot for that place. It was about eighty miles off; but in good heart we shouldered our guns, blankets, and provisions, and trudged merrily on. About twelve o’clock the second day, we reached the encampment of the main army, which was situated on a hill, overlooking the city of Pensacola. My commander Major Russell, was a great favorite with General Jackson, and our arrival was hailed with great applause, though we were a little after the feast; for they had taken the town and fort before we got there. That evening we went down into the town, and could see the British fleet lying in sight of the place. We got some liquor, and took a “horn” or so, and went back to the camp. We remained there that night, and in the morning we marched back towards the Cut-off. We pursued this direction till we reached old Fort Mimms, where we remained two or three days. It was here that Major Russell was promoted from his command, which was only that of a captain of spies, to the command of a major in the line. He had been known long before at home as old Major Russell, and so we continued to call him in the army. A Major Childs, from East Tennessee, also command a battalion, and he, and the one Russell was appointed to command, composed a regiment, which by agreement with General Jackson, was to quit his army and go to the south, to kill up the Indians on the Scamby river.

General Jackson and the main army set out the next morning for New Orleans, and a Colonel Blue took command of the regiment which I have before described. We remained, however, a few days after the general’s departure, and then started also on our route.

As it gave rise to so much war and bloodshed, it may not be improper here to give a little description of Fort Mimms, and the manner in which the Indian war commenced. The fort was built right in the middle of a large old field, and in it the people had been forted so long and so quietly, that they didn’t apprehend any danger at all and had, therefore, become quite careless. A small negro boy, whose business it was to bring up the calves at milking time, had been out for that purpose, and on coming back, he said he saw a great many Indians. At this the inhabitants took the alarm, and closed their gates and placed out their guards, which they continued for a few days. But finding that no attack was made, they concluded the little negro had lied; and again threw their gates open and set all their hands out to work their fields. The same boy was out again on the

same errand, when, returning in great haste and alarm, he informed them that he had seen the Indians as thick as trees in the woods. He was not believed, but was tucked up to receive a flogging for the supposed lie, and was actually getting badly licked at the very moment when the Indians came in a troop, loaded with rails, with which they stopp’d all the portholes of the fort on one side except the bastion; and then they fell in to cutting down the picketing. Those inside the fort had only the bastion to shoot from as all the other holes were spiked up; and they shot several of the Indians, while engaged in cutting. But as fast as one would fall, another would seize up the axe and chop away, until they succeeded in cutting down enough of the picketing to admit them to enter. They then began to rush through, and continued until they were all in. They immediately commenced scalping, without regard to age or sex; having forced the inhabitants up to one side of the fort, where they carried on the work of death as a butcher would in a slaughter pen.

The scene was particularly described to me by a young man who was in the fort when it happened, and subsequently went on with us to Pensacola. He said he saw his father, and mother, his four sisters, and the same number of brothers, all butchered in the most shocking manner, and that he made his escape by running over the heads of the crowd, who were against the fort wall, to the top of the fort, ad then jumping off and taking to the woods.

[...]

Source: Davy Crockett’s Own Story as Written by Himself (New York: Citadel Press, 1955), 74–81.

74. Entry from a British Officer’s Journal Describing the Battle of the Thames, October 3–5, 1813

Introduction

Master Commandant Oliver Hazard Perry’s victory on Lake Erie (September 10, 1813) gave the Americans naval control of the lake. This enabled Perry’s fleet to ferry Major General William Henry Harrison’s army across the lake to take the offensive against the British, commanded by General Henry Proctor. Badly outnumbered, Proctor retreated from Fort Malden to a position on the Thames River, where the Battle of the Thames was fought on October 5, 1813. In prior campaigns, the British 41st

(Welsh) Regiment of Foot had earned a fine reputation. However, during Proctor’s retreat it became demoralized and did not fight well at the Battle of the Thames. As the following anonymous entry from an officer’s journal shows, shortly before the action began one captain said that “it was downright murder if we attempted to make a stand where we were.” Nonetheless, the 41st deployed in two thin lines, 200 yards apart. Because of the wooded ground, soldiers could not see clearly to shoot. A charge by mounted riflemen commanded by Richard Johnson overran the regiment. In less then 30 minutes the Americans won an overwhelming victory, capturing some 477 British and killing 33 Indians. Among the killed was the great Indian leader Tecumseh. His death prompted many Indians to cease actively supporting the British cause.

Primary Source

From the Journal of an Officer of the 41st Regiment

3d Oct., [1813]. Dolson’s. A report of the Americans being within two or three miles of us. Our dragoons fell in with their advanced guard. The General at Moravian town 26 miles from Dolson’s or Dover. Marched from this place 2½ miles; halted and formed on the bank of the river in expection of the enemy every instant. Marched a few miles further and halted for the night. Col. Warburton did not appear to know how to act, the General not having left any directions but he decided on falling in with the wishes of the Indians.

4th Oct,—This morning the Indians thought it advisable to proceed at once to Moravian town. We accordingly marched; at dusk the rear guard halted at Richardson’s; the remainder proceeded about a mile farther, within five miles of Moravian town.

5th Oct.—This day we proceeded towards Moravian town and when within a mile and a half of it were halted and marched back a few paces. No person appeared to have any idea of what was going to be done. A report came in of the Americans being within a very short distance of us, and that they had taken all our boats in which was most of our baggage and the whole of the ammunition except what the men had in their pouches. After having halted for nearly an hour, we were suddenly ordered to form in the midst of a very thick wood apparently without any previous arrangement and in such a manner that the grenadiers were nearly in the centre of the line and the light company towards the right—a second order came for the grenadiers and No. 1 company to march to the rear as a reserve, which was done. The men were formed at extended order and the enemy

it was said were strong in cavalry and mounted riflemen. N.B. No brush wood to prevent the cavalry acting. About four o’clock the enemy attacked us and succeeded in driving us from our ground. The company I commanded had not received their provisions for the two last days until the very moment before we received the order to march; the consequence was that those men who had time to do cut off a slice of the raw beef and ate it uncooked. The rest had none at all.

Mem. While at Dolson’s was told by G[eal]e that a council of war was going to assemble immediately in order to decide whether or not the command should be taken from the G[eneral] ought to be hanged for being away and that Col. W[arburton] ought to be hanged for not assuming the command. A few moments before the action Captain D[erenzy] said it was downright murder if we attempted to make a stand where we were. Colonel Elliott told me that the day the G[eneral] went to the Moravian town the Prophet (Tecumseh’s brother) asked him (Col. Elliott) where the G[eneral] was going and on being informed remarked that he had a great mind to take the epaulettes off his shoulders for he was not worthy to wear them.

Source: E. Cruikshank, The Documentary History of the Campaign upon the Niagara Frontier in the Year 1813, Pt. 4 (Welland, Ontario: Lundy’s Lane Historical Society, 1907), 258–259.

75. Robert Breckenridge McAfee, Account of the Thames Campaign by a U.S. Participant, 1816 [Excerpt]

Introduction

The climactic land battle in the northwest came on October 5, 1813, along the shores of the Thames River. After a multiday, driving pursuit, Major General William Henry Harrison’s army engaged a smaller British force commanded by General Henry Proctor. In less then 30 minutes the Americans won an overwhelming victory, capturing some 477 British and killing 33 Indians. Among the killed was the great Indian leader Tecumseh. His death prompted many Indians to cease actively supporting the British cause. A regiment of mounted riflemen commanded by Richard Johnson charged against a line of British regulars and routed them. This outcome was very unusual for the period. The following account, published three years after the battle, relates an American participant’s experiences during the

battle. It details the terrain, which had a major role influencing Johnson’s charge. Because of the wooded ground, the British could not see clearly to shoot. This meant that the British could not generate enough firepower to stop the charging American cavalry before the horsemen closed to sword and tomahawk range. The Americans fought with particular savagery to avenge an earlier incident known as the River Raisin Massacre (January 23, 1813).

Primary Source

The place selected by General Proctor to resist the progress of our army was well calculated for his purpose. The ground along the margin of the river, through which the road passed, was covered chiefly with beech, intermixed with sugartree and oak timber, and tolerably free from undergrowth. At a small distance there was a marsh running nearly parallel with the river about 2 miles, the distance between them becoming less as you proceed up the river. Where the enemy was posted, there was a narrow swamp, between 200 and 300 yards from the river, after which there was some solid ground, before the main swamp commenced. The British regulars were formed in two lines, with their left on the river and their right extending to the first swamp, their artillery being planted in the road near the bank of the river. The Indians were all posted beyond the first swamp. Their left, where Tecumseh commanded in person, occupied the isthmus between the swamps, on which the undergrowth was tolerably thick; and their right extended a considerable distance down the main marsh, the margin of which at this place receded very fast from the river, and formed a very obtuse angle with the lines of the army.

The mounted regiment in its present order of battle, occupied the ground between the river and the first swamp. General Harrison immediately came up to it, on being informed that the enemy was discovered, and having satisfied himself as to the situation and views of his adversary, he directed Colonel Johnson when the infantry approached, to take ground to the left, and forming his regiment on that flank, to endeavor to turn the right of the Indians. He then returned to give orders for the formation of the infantry, who were but a short distance in the rear of the horsemen when the enemy was first discovered. While engaged in this business, he was informed by Major Wood that he had approached very near the lines of the enemy and discovered that his regulars were drawn up in open order. This information, with the suggestion of Colonel Johnson, that the thickets and swampiness of the ground on the left, would render it impracticable for his mounted men to act efficiently in that direction, immediately induced the general

to change his plan of attack. He determined to refuse his left to the Indians, and to try the novel experiment of breaking the British lines at once, by a charge of mounted infantry. He therefore directed the mounted regiment to be formed in two charging columns in short lines, and on receiving the enemy’s fire, to charge through his ranks, form in his rear, and act as circumstances might require.

The kind of enemy to be fought rendered it necessary that the rear and flanks should be well secured against his attacks. The foot troops, consisting of five brigades, which averaged but little more than 300 men each, were therefore disposed in the following order: The brigade commanded by Trotter constituted the front line, at a convenient distance in the rear of the mounted regiment, with its right on the river and its left extending a short distance over the first swamp. The brigade of General King formed the second line, 150 yards in the rear of the former, and that of General Chiles was posted in the road, and still further in the rear, to act as a corps of reserve. These three brigades formed the command of General Henry. The division of General Desha, consisting of the brigades of Allen and Caldwell, and the regiment of Colonel Simrall, was formed on the left, in a line fronting the outer swamp, to protect the left flank against the Indians in that quarter. The right of this line joined the left of the front line under Trotter, with which it formed an abtuse angle or crotchet between the two swamps, whilst it extended on the left to a considerable distance parallel with the margin of the swamp. A small corps of regulars under Colonel Paul, about 120 strong, was posted between the road and the river, for the purpose of advancing in concert with a few Indians under the bank, and seizing the artillery of the enemy.

The governor of Kentucky was directed to take his position at the angle between the swamp, which was considered as a very important point in these arrangements for the contest. General Harrison placed himself at the head of the front line, from which he would be able to observe the charge of the horsemen, and to give them any support which might be required.

When Colonel Johnson proceeded to form his regiment, agreeably to the orders of General Harrison, he found there was not room for all his men to act against the British between the river and the nearest swamp, and having ascertained that he could cross the latter, he concluded to exercise the discretion which had been given him, and to carry his battalion through the swamp to attack the Indians. The first battalion was therefore formed, according to orders, by Lieutenant Colonel J. Johnson and Major Payne, opposite to the British lines, in four columns of double

files, with Major Suggett and his spies in front. Its right was placed about fifty yards on the left of the road, that it might be in some measure out of the immediate range of the British artillery. The second battalion was marched through the swamp, and formed in two columns on horseback, with a company on foot in front, the right column being headed by Colonel Johnson and the left by Major Thompson. These columns, of course, were immediately in front of the angle where Governor Shelby was stationed.

Everything being in readiness for the onset, the whole army advanced in the order now described, until the front of the first battalion received a distant fire from the British lines; this somewhat frightened the horses, and caused a little confusion at the heads of the columns, and thus retarded the charge, giving the enemy time to prepare for a second fire, which soon followed the first. But the columns in a moment were completely in motion, and rushed upon the British with irresistible impetuosity. Their front line immediately broke in every direction, and their second about thirty paces in its rear, after giving us a fire, was also broken and thrown into confusion. Our columns, having passed through, wheeled to the right and left, and began to pour a destructive fire on the rear of their disordered ranks—but in a moment the contest was over. No sooner had our horsemen charged through their lines and gained their rear, then they began to surrender as fast as they could throw down their arms. And thus in a moment the whole British force, upwards of eight hundred strong, was totally vanquished and the greater part of it captured by the first battalion of the mounted regiment, under Lieutenant Colonel James Johnson. Before the front line of our infantry had gotten fairly in view of them General Proctor, however, made his escape, escorted by a small party of dragoons and mounted Indians, who were immediately pursued as far as the Moravian town, by a party of the mounted regiment consisting chiefly of officers.

The contest with the Indians on the left was more obstinate. They reserved their fire till the heads of the columns and the front line on foot had approached within a few paces of their position. A very destructive fire was then commenced by them, about the time the firing ceased between the British and the first battalion. Colonel Johnson, finding his advanced guard, composing the head of his column, nearly all cut down by the first fire, and himself severely wounded, immediately ordered his columns to dismount and come up in line before the enemy, the ground which they occupied being unfavorable for operations on horseback. The line was promptly formed on foot, and a fierce conflict was then maintained for seven or eight minutes, with considerable execution on both sides, but the Indians

had not sufficient firmness to sustain very long a fire which was close and warm and severely destructive. They gave way and fled through the brush into the outer swamp, not, however, before they had learned the total discomfiture of their allies, and had lost by the fall of Tecumseh, a chief in whom were united the prowess of Achilles and authority of Agamemnon.

Source: Robert B. McAfee, History of the Late War in the Western Country (Lexington, KY: Worsley & Smith, 1816), 388–392.

76. Martin Chittenden, Proclamation on the Role of the Vermont Militia in the War of 1812, November 10, 1813

Introduction

Before and during the War of 1812, the Federalist Party enjoyed substantial political strength in the New England states. One of the party’s unifying beliefs was opposition to the war. Governor Martin Chittenden of Vermont was an ardent Federalist. State governors controlled each state’s militia. Consequently, Chittenden was in a strong legal position to express his opposition to the war by issuing the following proclamation. Chittenden argues that the Vermont militia should be recalled from New York State because their sole legitimate role is to protect Vermont while operating under the command of Vermont officials. Chittenden’s proclamation came at an awkward time for the national government under the Republican president James Madison because Madison’s administration was trying to increase the strength of American military forces along the Canadian border. The Vermont militia were not the only problem. Earlier in the war, New York militia had refused to contribute to the invasion of Canada and cited the same reasoning used by Chittenden, namely that they were solely a defensive force charged with protecting their state. Many of the people of Vermont followed their governor’s lead in opposing the war. They drove cattle north across the border to sell to British authorities. Without this food supply, British forces in Canada would have faced severe shortages.

Primary Source

Whereas it appears, that the third brigade of the 3d division of militia of this state, has been ordered from our frontiers to the defence of a neighbouring state; and whereas it further appears, to the extreme regret of the captain general, that a part of the militia of said brigade have been placed

under the command, and at the disposal of, an officer of the United States, out of the jurisdiction or controul of the executive of this state, and have been actually marched to the defence of a sister state, fully competent to all the purposes of self-defence, whereby an extensive section of our own frontier is left, in a measure, unprotected, and the peaceable, good citizens thereof are put in great jeopardy, and exposed to the retaliatory incursions and ravages of an exasperated enemy; and whereas disturbances of a very serious nature are believed to exist, in consequence of a portion of the militia having been thus ordered out of the state:

Therefore—to the end that these great evils may be provided against, and as far as may be, prevented for the future:

Be in known, that such portion of the militia of said 3d division as may be now doing duty in the state of New York, or elsewhere, beyond the limits of this state, both officers and men, are hereby ordered and directed, by the captain general and commander in chief of the militia of the state of Vermont, forthwith to return to the respective places of their usual residence, within the territorial limits of said brigade, and there to hold themselves in constant readiness to act in obedience to the orders of brigadier general Jacob Davis, who is appointed, by the legislature of this state, to the command of said brigade.

And the said brigadier general Jacob Davis is hereby ordered and directed, forthwith, to see that the militia of his said brigade be completely armed and equipped, as the law directs, and held in constant readiness to march on the shortest notice, to the defence of the frontiers: and, in case of actual invasion, without further orders, to march with his said brigade, to act, either in co-operation with the troops of the United States, or separately, as circumstances may require, in repelling the enemy from our territory, and in protecting the good citizens of this state from the ravages of hostile incursions.

And in case of an event, so seriously to be deprecated, it is hoped and expected that every citizen, without distinction of party, will fly at once to the nearest post of danger, and that the only rallying word be—“our country.”

Feeling, as the captain general does, the weight of responsibility which rests upon him, with regard to the constitutional duties of the militia, and the sacred rights of our citizens to protection from this great class of the community, so essentially necessary in all free countries: at a moment too, when they are so eminently exposed to the dangers of hostile incursions and domestic difficulties, he

cannot conscientiously discharge the trust reposed in him by the voice of his fellow citizens, and by the constitutions of this state and the United States, without an unequivocal declaration, that, in his opinion, the military strength and resources of this state must be reserved for its own defence and protection, exclusively; excepting in cases provided for by the constitution of the United States; and then, under orders derived only from the commander in chief.

Given under my hand at Montpelier, this 10th day of November, in the year of our Lord 1813, and of the independence of the United States, the 38th.

Source: John Brannan, ed., Official Letters of the Military and Naval Officers of the United States During the War with Great Britain (Washington, DC: Way & Gideon, 1823), 261–262.

77. John W. Croker, Letter on British Naval Disposition During the War of 1812, March 20, 1813 [Excerpt]

Introduction

The Royal Navy enjoyed an overwhelming numerical superiority over the U.S. Navy. Most of the Royal Navy’s 640 warships in commission were blockading French ports, but the British also kept strong squadrons based in Halifax, Nova Scotia, and the West Indies. This letter from John W. Croker, the British First Secretary of the Admiralty, to Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren, the commander in chief of the North American station, discusses how best to deploy British naval vessels against the United States. British naval strategy called for both a blockade of the U.S. coast and convoys to protect British merchant vessels. Warren believed this twofold task would be beyond the capacity of the forces at his disposal. The Admiralty, however, believed that it would not be difficult to succeed in these two tasks and initially brushed off requests for additional ships in North America. Croker argues that the strategic challenge in the War of 1812 is simpler than during the Revolutionary War because this time there is little threat that a French fleet could appear off the U.S. coast to help the Americans. Croker also rebukes Warren for allowing several American vessels to depart the port of Boston during the winter despite the difficulties posed by winter weather, and hints that Warren is not up to the task and should perhaps divide his command and place part of it under separate officers.

Primary Source

20th March 1813

Sir,

I have this day received your several despatches numbered in the margin, dated the 20th and 26th of last month; and as the subjects to which they relate are very much connected and blended together, I have received the commands of my Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty to communicate to you in one despatch their general observations and Instructions on the whole....

With regard to the watching Boston, I am to state to you that my Lords are aware that this Port cannot be effectually blockaded from November to March, but they must also observe that Commodore Rogers with the United States, Congress, and Argus, and Commodore Bainbridge with the Constitution and Hornet appear to have sailed in the month of October, and in the month of December, tho’ it was not possible perhaps to have maintained a permanent watch on that Port, yet having as you state in your letter of the 5th November last precise information that Commodore Bainbridge was to sail at a given time, my Lords regret that it was not deemed practicable to proceed off that Port (at a reasonable and safe distance from the land) and to have taken the chance at least of intercepting the Enemy if the weather should not have permitted you to blockade him.

With regard to your future operations and the disposal you propose to make of your force, I have to express to you their Lordships approbation of the general arrangement. They observe however that this arrangement was made before you were aware that four additional Sail of the Line were given to your command, two of which joined in the interval between the writing and despatching your letters.

This accession of force will enable you to establish a better system of relief than you contemplated at the time you wrote.

On the details of your proposed distribution my Lords command me to state their opinion that in each separate Squadron which you may form, there should, if possible, be one Line of Battle Ship at least; but as your measures must necessarily depend on the state and disposal of the Enemy’s Ships, and on many considerations which cannot be anticipated, they must leave to your own judgment and discretion the appropriation of your force and the measures which it may be right to adopt in counteraction of the Enemy’s views.

My Lords are glad to think that you will consider the amount of force now under your orders as most ample—It exceeds very much what on a mere comparison with the means of the Enemy would appear necessary; and in addition to this great force not less than Ten sail of the Line, as many heavy Frigates, and double the number of sloops are employed for the protection of the Trade against the Americans, some of them occasionally within the limits of your Station, the rest in situation to which it appears most probable that the Enemy, escaping from your Station, should direct his operations.

The comparison which you make between the amount of force employed in the last American war and the present is by no means just; you will recollect that at the former period the fleets of France were actually in the West Indies and American Waters, and it was chiefly to oppose them that so great a force was then necessary.

If the french (as is perhaps not improbable) should push out a force to succour the Americans, my Lords would and will feel it their duty to increase your Squadron in an equal or even greater proportion; but the force now permanently under your orders of upwards of 100 Pendants and 16- or 1700 Men, they have placed at your disposal to be employed against an Enemy whose principal Ports are capable of being blockaded, and whose force according to the statement inclosed in your letter No. 78 consists of 4 large and 3 smaller frigates, and 1 Sloop and 4 Brigs in Commission, manned by 3400 men, and of two or three small frigates in a state of forwardness.

With regard to the state of the Squadrons under your orders, as to their Complements of men, which you represent as being very short, my Lords observe from your state and condition of the 21st February and from those of Jamaica and the Leeward Islands of the 31st January that on a full Complement of 14673 your fleet was only 727 short, while on the other hand there appear to have been 1388 Supernumeraries in the Squadrons, leaving (if the accounts be correct) 661 men over and above the full Complements of the several ships....

With respect to the observation which you take occasion to make on Admiral Stirling’s proceedings, and the opinion which you intimate that the several Commands should be so far separated, as that while you retained a general authority over the whole, the divisional flag officers should have a greater share of responsibility than is at present, as you conceive, imposed upon them, I am on the first point to observe to you, their Lordships agree with you in disapproving Admiral Stirling’s proceedings in the particulars

referred to, and will not fail to acquaint him that they do so; and on the subject of the conveyance of Specie they direct you to give orders that in future no Sum exceeding £100,000 be sent home in less than a heavy frigate; and if a Sum of £500,000 should be likely to be collected, you are to appropriate a Line of Battle Ship to it’s conveyance—But on the 2nd point, my Lords command me to say that they do not exactly comprehend your proposition, or how the Junior Officers can be at once under your orders and separately and distinctly responsible—

You observe that all that you would wish to consider as being within your power, are the general Stations of the force, the power of withdrawing or adding to the force on each Station, and the Convoys being regularly attended to—These, my Lords agree with you, are the principal points on which the interference of the Commander in Chief is likely to be called for; but how these most important subjects are to be separated from the general responsibility of an Admiral their Lordships do not see.

It was with the view of giving unity and effect to our operations against a single Enemy that the stations were united into a single command. If you should find that you are unequal to the management of so extensive a duty, it would be better, in their Lordships opinion, to have again three distinct and responsible Commanders in Chiefs, than to have three Officers with divided authority and mixed responsibility....

The obvious course is that you should allot to the divisional Admirals such force as from your view of the state and disposition of that of the Enemy you may judge necessary or expedient; that you should give them express orders on such subjects as may admit of them, and discretional orders where they may be most proper; and for the execution of these and for the due employment of the force you entrust to them, they must be held responsible in the first degree to you, but thro’ you to their Lordships and His Majesty in the same manner that all other divisional Admirals now are, and at all times, and in all situations, have been; and while my Lords recommend and expect the most conciliatory conduct on the one part, and cordial cooperation on the other, they command me to say that they will not fail to visit any contravension of your commands as strongly as of their own....

Finally my Lords command me to recall to your attention my several letters of the dates named in the margin, and to recommend to you the most active and vigorous prosecution of the War during the Season when the whole of the American Coast is accessible by your Squadron, and which

will admit of your placing all the Enemy’s Ports in a state of close and permanent Blockade....

J.W.C.

P.S. I am further to signify their Lordships particular approbation of the measures you propose to take for the protection of the Trade and Convoys destined for the River St Lawrence.

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 3 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 76–78.

78. Edward Cutbush, Letter on the Situation of Naval Surgeons, February 13, 1813

Introduction

In the years preceding the War of 1812, the U.S. naval establishment became aware of the inadequacies of medical care for seamen. There were too few naval surgeons to meet all the navy’s requirements. In 1811, Congress voted to fund naval hospitals and set up a commission to draft governing regulations for the hospitals. Dr. Edward Cutbush, a Philadelphia naval surgeon, served as head of the commission. The secretary of the Navy presented the commission’s findings to Congress, but Congress failed to act. When the war began, Dr. Cutbush wrote to the new secretary of the Navy, William Jones, of the problems caused by the lack of Congressional action. Cutbush suggests that insufficient rank and pay deter American doctors from service in naval hospitals. He argues that army and civilian surgeons enjoy higher pay, and that the navies of France and Great Britain confer higher rank and greater respect on their surgeons. Based on his experience operating a small naval hospital at New Castle, Delaware, he also complains that some seamen refuse to submit to treatment, get drunk at every opportunity, and go rampaging around town. He argues that regulations are needed that would permit navy surgeons to impose discipline on the unruly convalescing seamen under their care.
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Sir,

A System of rules and regulations for the government of Naval Hospitals, drawn up by myself, and concurred in by Drs. Davis, Marshall and Ewell, were presented to Congress at the last session by Mr. Hamilton; they were examined

by a Committee appointed for the purpose, and reported to the house with some amendments, July 11, 1812, but were not finally acted upon. Although there is no law authorizing the establishment of Naval Hospitals, yet as temporary buildings have been appropriated at different places, for the reception of the sick and wounded belonging to the Navy, I conceive that some rules and regulations for their government are necessary. The want of a system of rules, authorized by an act of Congress, was sensibly felt by me, during the last summer, in the small hospital at New Castle under my direction; I therefore beg leave to solicit your attention to the subject, for, without regulations, it is impossible to restrain the convalescents from acts injurious to themselves, to the service and to the inhabitants, who reside in the vicinity of those establishments. I likewise beg leave to state, that a certain number of Hospital Surgeons are appointed for the army, but none are authorized for the Navy!! With due deference, I conceive that the responsibility attached to those who act in that capacity in the Navy, not only entitles them to the rank, but to the same pay and emoluments, received by an Army Hospital Surgeon. Whilst engaged in attendance on the Hospital at New Castle, I was only authorized to charge the extra expenses incurred in my visits, between the Navy Yard at Philadelphia and that place. Permit me, Sir, (as the subject of the rank of Officers has been brought before Congress) to solicit your attention to that of the surgeons of the Navy, when you take into consideration the relative rank of Officers. Although, it is apparently of little consequence, yet, I can assure you, that the description of a Naval Surgeon, by the pen of the celebrated Dr. Smollett in his Roderick Random, has prevented many men of professional abilities from entering our service, under an idea, that the surgeons and mates, were considered in the same menial situation, and I must add that the pay is not a sufficient inducement. There is scarcely a village in the US where a practitioner of medicine and surgery, does not receive a greater compensation than a Naval Surgeon. There is not a sufficient degree of respectability attached to the Surgeons of our Navy. In the British service, at present, the pay increases with the number of years that a surgeon serves, and the rate of the ship to which he is advanced; it is considered a promotion to be advanced from a sloop of war to a Frigate, and so on to a first rate; he likewise ranks with Sea Lieutenants and Captains of the Army, subject, however, to the orders of the Lieuts in the line of his duty as a surgeon. In the French service, I believe the rank has been made still more respectable. I hope, Sir, for the honor of our Navy and the profession of Medicine that, (although the army surgeon receives more pay) you will permit no invidious distinction in point of rank.

As to Naval Hospital Surgeons, I humbly conceive that they ought to rank with Hospital Surgeons of the army, and with the same grade of officers with whom they are ranked. I have the honor to remain your humble Servant,

E. Cutbush

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 3 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1992), 38–39.

79. William Jones, U.S. Secretary of the Navy’s Orders Regarding the Secret Mission of the John Adams, April 16, 1813

Introduction

Just a year before the outbreak of the War of 1812, the wealthy fur-trading tycoon John Jacob Astor had established Fort Astoria, his Pacific Fur Company’s outpost in the Oregon Territory. Astor feared that a Canadian fur company would set up a competing post and lay claim to the area, so he lobbied the federal government to send a naval vessel to the fort to discourage any British incursion. The government undertook the mission with the utmost secrecy. Secretary of the Navy William Jones appointed William Crane as commandant of USS John Adams and ordered him to report to Washington to receive instructions in person for a secret mission. Jones also wrote Crane this letter in which he ordered him to New York to outfit and provision the John Adams for the mission and gave detailed instructions on how to accomplish these tasks. Repairs and outfitting of the ship took two months. In the meantime, two British vessels had already left England in March 1813, heading for Oregon to challenge Fort Astoria. The United States postponed the Oregon mission and sent Crane and the crew of the John Adams to Lake Ontario, where they were badly needed. The British seized Fort Astoria in 1813 and renamed it Fort George. It was returned to American possession after the war but fell into disuse. The American–British dispute over possession of the Oregon Territory continued intermittently until a boundary was established by treaty in 1846.

Primary Source

William M. Crane, Esquire,Navy Dep’tm’t.

U.S. Navy,April 16th 1813.

Baltimore.

Sir,

You will proceed immediately to New York and take the Command of the United States Ship John Adams, destined, by the President, for a special and confidential object, and in order to render her fit for service it will be necessary to cut down her top side, and re-convert her into an efficient Corvette, as she was previous to the last repair and outfit at Boston.

About 16 or 17 feet of the after part of the quarter deck and the top gallant forecastle will be retained, but without armament, or any thing above, other except the Crane Irons and ridge Rope. Her armament will be 20 heavy 12 pounders and four long 18’s. The nature of the service requires very great attention to the equipment, Stores and provisions, with a view to the utmost possible extension of time, and of such nature and quality as will occupy the least space, be least liable to decay, and comprehend the most vegetable and antiscorbutic substances. Your hospital Stores must be laid in with great judgment, and your provisions should comprehend a large proportion of Rice, kilndried Indian Meal, Molasses, Sourcrout, essence of spruce, Cremtartar, Slops, vinegar, beans, flour packed in tight barrels, with the inside of the Staves and heads chared to a Coal, pickled Cucumbers, &c. &c., and a great abundance of dried herbs, pressed into boxes, for culinary and medicinal purposes.

Of your salted provisions a large proportion should be pork, which, in some convenient part of the Ship, will not only go further, but is very convenient and economical when supplies of fish may be had. The flour of which your bread is made should not be bolted too close, and the bread should be rebaked before it is packed in the Rooms.

Your Military Stores must be of the best description, and put up with care. You will require a very good Armourer and a good Smith, with tools and conveniences for erecting a forge, with a supply of bar, bolt & hoop Iron.

Your Naval Stores should not only be of the best kind, but should be so apportioned as to provide for the consumption of those articles in remote situations, where commerce and the arts do not furnish the means of replenishing.

With these general views you will proceed to equip and prepare the Ship for Sea, and on your arrival at New York you will suggest to me the means which appear to you best calculated to furnish you with Officers and Crew fit for this special service, and of every thing which may expedite and facilitate the Progress of the equipment. Your final instructions will be prepared in due time, with the deliberation due to the importance of the object which has been, in confidence, developed to You. I am, very respectfully,

W. Jones

Source: William S. Dudley, ed., The Naval War of 1812: A Documentary History, Vol. 3 (Washington, DC: Naval Historical Center, 1985), 103–104.

80. Tecumseh, Speech to Henry Proctor at Amherstburg during War of 1812, September 18, 1813

Introduction

In 1810 and 1811, the great Shawnee leader Tecumseh, along with his brother, the Prophet (Tenskwatawa), set about organizing an Indian League to resist white encroachment from American settlers. In 1811, Governor William Henry Harrison led a U.S. force against Tecumseh’s capital. The Battle of Tippecanoe, fought on November 7, 1811, ensued. The Americans narrowly defeated the Indians and then burned their capital. This battle shattered the Prophet’s mystical authority, caused Tecumseh to lose prestige, and ended his dream to forge an Indian confederation. During the War of 1812, Tecumseh was reduced to leading a handful of Indians in British service against the Americans. Commodore Oliver Hazard Perry’s victory on Lake Erie (September 10, 1813) gave the Americans naval control of the lake. This enabled Perry’s fleet to ferry Harrison’s army across the lake to take the offensive against Procter’s army. On September 18, 1813, an Indian Council was held at Amherstburg to announce Procter’s decision to retreat. Tecumseh was angered by the decision and gave an impassioned speech chastising Procter for what he saw as cowardice and offering to continue the fight against the United States without British help. The following is the text of his address. In spite of Tecumseh’s threat, Procter continued his retreat until he reached the Thames River. Here occurred an overwhelming American victory, the Battle of the Thames, on October 5, 1813. Among the killed was Tecumseh.

Primary Source

It is true I am a Shawanee. My forefathers were warriors. Their son is a warrior. From them I only take my existence; from my tribe I take nothing. I am the maker of my own fortune; and oh! that I could make that of my red people, and of my country, as great as the conceptions of my mind, when I think of the Spirit that rules the universe. I would not then come to Governor Harrison, to ask him to tear the treaty, and to obliterate the landmark; but I would say to him, Sir, you have liberty to return to your own country.

The being within, communing with past ages, tells me, that once, nor until lately, there was no white man on this continent. That it then all belonged to red men, children of the same parents, placed on it by the Great Spirit that made them, to keep it, to traverse it, to enjoy its productions, and to fill it with the same race. Once a happy race. Since made miserable by the white people, who are never contented, but always encroaching. The way, and the only way to check and stop this evil, is, for all the red men to unite in claiming a common and equal right in the land, as it was at first, and should be yet; for it never was divided, but belongs to all, for the use of each. That no part has a right to sell, even to each other, much less to strangers; those who want all, and will not do with less. The white people have no right to take the land from the Indians, because they had it first; it is theirs. They may sell, but all must join. Any sale not made by all is not valid. The late sale is bad. It was made by a part only. Part do not know how to sell. It requires all to make a bargain for all. All red men have equal rights to the unoccupied land. The right of occupancy is as good in one place as in another. There cannot be two occupations in the same place. The first excludes all others. It is not so in hunting or travelling; for there the same ground will serve many, as they may follow each other all day; but the camp is stationary, and that is occupancy. It belongs to the first who sits down on his blanket or skins, which he has thrown upon the ground, and till he leaves it no other has a right.

Source: Thomas B. Reed, ed., Modern Eloquence: A Library of Political Oratory (Philadelphia: John D. Morris and Company, 1903), 1970–1971.

81. William Jones, U.S. Secretary of the Navy’s General Order on Curtailing Smuggling, July 29, 1813

Introduction

Canadian farmers barely produced enough food to feed themselves, let alone feed the expanding British army during the War of 1812. Furthermore, to preserve its alliances with various Indian tribes, the British had to feed hundreds of warriors and their families. Because it was time consuming, expensive, and difficult to transport food all the way across the Atlantic, the British looked elsewhere to find supplies. A large part of the solution came from a surprising source: American smugglers. This general order from Secretary of the Navy William Jones, issued on July 29, 1813, was one of several attempts by the U.S. government to curtail smuggling during the War of 1812. It calls for

all naval officers to intercept smugglers and prevent them from giving material aid and intelligence to the enemy. Many American merchants, particularly those in New England, opposed the war and insisted on continuing their trade with Great Britain. Smugglers sailed small vessels at night to meet British ships at sea or moved goods over land into Canadian territory. The growing illicit trade not only aided the enemy but also showed the U.S. government’s lack of effective authority over a segment of its population. President James Madison asked Congress to impose another embargo, but Congress refused. Madison then ordered the secretaries of the army and navy to take action against smugglers.
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The palpable and criminal intercourse, held with the enemy’s forces, blockading and invading the waters and shores of the United States, is, in a Military view, an offence of so deep a dye, as to call for the vigilant interposition of all the Naval officers of the United States.

This intercourse is not only carried on, by foreigners, under the specious garb of friendly flags, who convey provisions, water, and succors of all kinds (ostensibly destined for friendly ports, in the face, too, of a declared and rigorous blockade) direct to the fleets and stations of the enemy, with constant intelligence of our Naval and Military force and preparation, and the means of continuing and conducting the invasion, to the greatest possible annoyance of the Country; but the same traffic, intercourse, and intelligence, is carried on, with great subtlety and treachery, by profligate citizens, who, in vessels ostensibly navigating our own waters, from port to port, under cover of night, or other circumstances favouring their turpitude, find means to convey succours, or intelligence to the enemy, and elude the penalty of the law. This lawless traffic and intercourse, is also carried on, to a great extent, in craft, whose capacity exempts them from the regulations of the revenue laws, and from the vigilance, which vessels of greater capacity attract.

I am, therefore, commanded by the President of the United States, to enjoin and direct, all Naval commanding Officers, to exercise the strictest vigilance, and to stop and detain, all vessels, or craft, whatsoever, proceeding, or apparently intending to proceed, towards the enemy’s vessels, within the waters, or hovering about the harbours of the United States; or towards any station, occupied by the enemy, within the jurisdiction of the United States, from which vessels, or craft, the enemy might derive succours or intelligence.

Source: United States Congress, The Miscellaneous Documents of the House of Representatives for the Second Session of the Fifty Third Congress, (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1805), 102.

82. William Wordsworth, “November, 1813”

Introduction

William Wordsworth (1770–1850) was one of England’s best known Romantic poets. Romantic poetry was characterized by the spontaneous expression of emotion. After graduating from Cambridge, Wordsworth traveled in France, dabbled in revolutionary politics, and fathered an illegitimate child. However, he was forced to return to England when his family refused further financial support, and war broke out between England and France shortly after his return home. It took Wordsworth some time to renounce his love for France and recover his loyalty to England, but the growing tyranny of Napoleon provided the impetus. At the outbreak of the War of 1812, George III (1738–1820) was still king of England but was unable to rule because of severe mental illness. He had been competent to govern during the Revolutionary War, but his episodic illness had overtaken him permanently by 1811. Also, as war broke out between Great Britain and the United States, the British were in the midst of a decades-long war with France. At the time William Wordsworth penned this sonnet, Great Britain and its allies had just dealt Napoleon a major defeat in Germany and pushed his army back into France. Wordsworth’s poem celebrates this victory and credits George III with the leadership that brought it about, while lamenting that the king is now too ill to realize his triumph.
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NOVEMBER, 1813.

Now that all hearts are glad, all faces bright.

Our aged Sovereign sits; to the ebb and flow

Of states and kingdoms, to their joy or woe,

Insensible; he sits deprived of sight,

And lamentably wrapt in twofold night,

Whom no weak hopes deceived; whose mind ensued,

Through perilous war, with regal fortitude,

Peace that should claim respect from lawless Might.

Dread King of kings, vouchsafe a ray divine

To his forlorn condition! let thy grace

Upon his inner soul in mercy shine;

Permit his heart to kindle, and embrace

(Though it were only for a moment’s space)

The triumphs of this hour; for they are Thine!

Source: William Wordsworth, The Complete Poetical Works of William Wordsworth (Philadelphia: Troutman & Hayes, 1854), 264.


Medals, Decorations, and Military Honors

Decorations are symbolic awards conferred by military organizations to recognize gallantry, valor, distinguished service, or meritorious achievement. Medals, which rank below decorations in precedence, recognize service in a war, a campaign, a battle, or periods of long peacetime service. Most modern American decorations and medals consist of a metal badge suspended from a ribbon that has a color scheme unique to that specific award. The badge of the medal generally consists of a round bronze medallion. Decorations generally, but not always, have badges in some shape, with stars and crosses being the most common.

The first permanent American military decoration, the Medal of Honor, was introduced at the start of the American Civil War in 1861. The first permanent British purely military decoration, the Victoria Cross, was introduced in 1856 during the Crimean War. Nonetheless, the foundations of the current British system of military awards were already firmly established by the late 18th century, while the current system of American military awards really did not start to develop until the first two decades of the 20th century.

Modern military decorations evolved from the system of chivalric and noble orders that existed in Europe for hundreds of years. America, of course, had no tradition of chivalric or noble orders, and for that reason there was widespread resistance to the introduction of permanent military decorations and medals during the colonial period and the early years of the republic. There were, however, other forms of recognizing valorous military conduct and distinguished service, although those honors were almost

always restricted to officers. Such distinctions carried no outward badges or devices to be worn on the uniform, but much like modern military decorations, they were entered into an officer’s permanent record and became key elements of his professional reputation.

During the period of the War of 1812, the three highest forms of recognition bestowed on American military officers by the U.S. Congress were in reverse order of precedence: (1) the Thanks of Congress, (2) the Congressional Sword, and (3) the Congressional Gold Medal. All three distinctions were expressed through a congressional resolution. The Congressional Sword and the Congressional Gold Medal, of course, included physical tokens of appreciation. But rather than being military decorations for wear on the uniform, the Congressional Gold Medal was relatively large and intended for display in a case or on a tabletop. Each individual Congressional Gold Medal was uniquely designed for the person or persons being honored. The recipient of the first Congressional Gold Medal was General George Washington in March 1776. After ratification of the U.S. Constitution, the U.S. Congress continued all three forms of recognition until just after the Civil War. The U.S. Congress today continues to confer the Congressional Gold Medal as its highest form of recognition, but the vast majority of those awarded since the start of the 20th century have gone to civilians for nonmilitary achievements. Quite often the Congressional Gold Medal is confused with or mistakenly equated to the Medal of Honor.

The U.S. Congress awarded 27 Congressional Gold Medals for service in the War of 1812, more than for any

other war. Of the 11 U.S. Army officers who were so honored, Jacob Brown, Edmund Gaines, Andrew Jackson, Alexander Macomb, William Harrison, and Isaac Shelby also received the Thanks of Congress. Peter B. Porter was an officer of New York volunteers, and Isaac Shelby, in his capacity as governor of Kentucky, personally commanded the militia of that state. They were the first U.S. volunteer and militia officers respectively to receive congressional honors. The 11 were:


	Major General Jacob Brown: November 3, 1814, for the Battles of Chippawa, Niagara, and Fort Erie.

	Colonel George Croghan: February 13, 1835, for the defense of Fort Stephenson.

	Major General Edmund Gaines: November 3, 1814, for the Battle of Fort Erie.

	Major General William Henry Harrison: April 4, 1818, for Battle of the Thames.

	Major General Andrew Jackson: February 27, 1815, for the Battle of New Orleans.

	Major General Alexander Macomb: November 3, 1814, for the Battle of Plattsburgh.

	Brigadier General James Miller: November 3, 1814, for the Battles of Chippawa, Niagara, and Fort Erie.

	Major General Peter Porter: November 3, 1814, for the Battles of Chippawa, Niagara, and Fort Erie.

	Brigadier General Eleazer Ripley: November 3, 1814, for the Battles of Chippawa, Niagara, and Fort Erie.

	Major General Winfield Scott: November 3, 1814, for the Battles of Chippawa and Niagara.

	Governor Isaac Shelby: April 4, 1818, for Battle of the Thames.



Simultaneous with the April 4, 1818, resolution honoring Harrison and Shelby for the Battle of the Thames, Congress also conferred a Congressional Sword on Colonel Richard M. Johnson for the same action. On February 13, 1835, Congress belatedly conferred a Congressional Gold Medal on Colonel George Croghan for the defense of Fort Stephenson on August 1, 1813. In that same resolution Congress voted Congressional Swords for the Fort Stephenson action for Captain James Hunter; Lieutenants Benjamin Johnston, Cyrus Baylor, and John Meek; and Ensigns Joseph Duncan and Edmund Shipp. The awards to Johnston and Shipp were posthumous.

Captains Stephen Cassin, Robert Henley, Thomas Macdonough, and Oliver Perry also received the Thanks of Congress. Stephen Decatur’s award was his second congressional honor. Previously, on November 27, 1804, he had received the Thanks of Congress and a Congressional Sword for the Battle of Tripoli. Burrows, who died in the 1813 battle between the brigs USS Enterprise and HMS

Boxer, was the first American officer to receive the Congressional Gold Medal posthumously. The awards to Lawrence and Blakeley were also posthumous. Three of the War of 1812 commanders, Bainbridge, Hull, and Stewart, received their Congressional Gold Medals for actions while in command of USS Constitution. This made a total of four awards for “Old Ironsides,” including the Congressional Gold Medal that Commodore Edward Preble received for the Battle of Tripoli while commanding his squadron from the Constitution as his flagship.

Sixteen U.S. Navy officers received the Congressional Gold Medal during the War of 1812:


	Captain William Bainbridge: March 3, 1813, for the capture of HMS Java.

	Captain James Biddle: February 22, 1816, for the capture of HMS Penguin.

	Captain Johnston Blakeley: November 3, 1814, for the capture of HMS Reindeer.

	Lieutenant William Burrows: January 6, 1814, for the defeat of HMS Boxer.

	Lieutenant Stephen Cassin: October 20, 1814, for the Battle of Plattsburgh.

	Captain Stephen Decatur: January 29, 1813, for the capture of HMS Macedonian.

	Captain Jesse D. Elliott: January 6, 1814, for the defeat of the British squadron at Lake Erie.

	Captain Robert Henley: October 20, 1814, for the Battle of Plattsburgh.

	Captain Isaac Hull: January 29, 1813, for the defeat of HMS Guerriere.

	Captain Jacob Jones: January 29, 1813, for the defeat of HMS Frolic.

	Captain James Lawrence: January 11, 1814, for the capture of HMS Peacock.

	Captain Thomas Macdonough: October 20, 1814, for the Battle of Lake Champlain (Plattsburgh).

	Lieutenant Edward McCall: January 6, 1814, for the defeat of HMS Boxer.

	Captain Oliver Hazard Perry: January 6, 1814, for the defeat of the British squadron at Lake Erie.

	Captain Charles Stewart: February 22, 1816, for the capture of HMS Cyane and HMS Levant.

	Captain Lewis Warrington: October 21, 1814, for the defeat of HMS Epervier.



Prior to the award of his Congressional Gold Medal, Lieutenant Jesse D. Elliott also was voted a Congressional Sword on January 29, 1813, for capturing HMS Caledonia. The January 6, 1814, resolution for Perry and Elliott also conferred posthumous Congressional Swords on Midshipmen Thomas Claxton and Henry Laub for the Battle of

Lake Erie. On February 19, 1814, a separate congressional resolution awarded a posthumous Congressional Sword to Midshipman John Clark for that same action.

On February 22, 1815, Commodore Daniel T. Patterson and U.S. Marine Corps major Daniel Carmick received the Thanks of Congress for their roles in the Battle of New Orleans. On May 13, 1826, Congress passed a resolution belatedly conferring the Thanks of Congress on Lieutenant Silas Duncan for the Battle of Plattsburgh.

In almost all cases, the subordinate officers of the naval ship or squadron commanders who received the Congressional Gold Medal received a silver medal of the same design. The resolutions for Perry and Elliott (January 6, 1814), Macdonough and Henley (October 20, 1814), Warrington (October 21, 1814), and Blakeley (November 3, 1814) also conferred Congressional Swords on the midshipmen and sailing masters who served under those commanders. For the most part, however, the recipients of those swords and silver medals were not identified by name in the resolutions. Five officers, however, were named specifically to receive posthumous silver medals that were replicas of those awarded to their commanders:


	Marine Lieutenant John Brooks: January 6, 1814, for the Battle of Lake Erie.

	Lieutenant William S. Bush: January 29, 1813, for the defeat of HMS Guerriere by USS Constitution.

	Midshipman John M. Funck: January 29, 1814, for the capture of HMS Macedonian by USS United States.

	Lieutenant Peter Gamble: October 20, 1814, for the Battle of Plattsburgh.

	Midshipman John Stansbury: October 20, 1814, for the Battle of Plattsburgh.



Only officers and normally only the most senior officers received congressional recognition. From the Revolutionary War through the end of the 19th century, the standard method of recognizing the performance of U.S. Army and U.S. Marine Corps officers was through the conferral of brevet promotions. (The U.S. Navy never conferred such promotions.) Adopted from British practice by the Second Continental Congress in 1775, the brevet promotion was an advancement in rank without an accompanying advancement in pay or assigned position. During the first half of the 19th century, brevet promotions were conferred upon officers for 10 years of faithful service at the same rank if no regular vacancies were available in the next higher rank. Starting in 1815, many new graduates of the U.S. Military Academy at West Point were commissioned as brevet second lieutenants until a second lieutenant’s commission came open in their assigned regiments.

More significantly, however, brevet promotions were conferred upon officers for gallantry in the presence of the enemy or for other distinguished service. Thus, the brevet promotion for combat valor or for distinguished service served the same function in the U.S. Army and the U.S. Marine Corps of the 19th century that modern decorations serve today. Brevet promotions were far more than merely certificates to hang on the wall. Like the three forms of Congressional Honors, the brevet promotion was recorded in an officer’s permanent record and was a mark of honor and high distinction in the small professional pre–Civil War U.S. Army and the even smaller U.S. Marine Corps, where most officers knew each other well. Although the army never introduced medals to recognize brevet promotions, the secretary of the navy in 1921 authorized the establishment of the Marine Corps Brevet Medal to recognize U.S. Marine Corps officers who had received brevet promotions that had been confirmed by the U.S. Senate. Only 23 of the medals were ever awarded, covering the period from the Civil War to the Philippine Insurrection. None of the Marine Corps officers who received brevet promotions during the War of 1812 or the Mexican-American War received the medal because it was awarded only to living recipients. The Marine Corps Brevet Medal ranked in precedence just below the Medal of Honor and above the Navy Cross, which is a fair indicator of the level of prestige of the brevet promotions for combat valor.

Of the 3,396 regular U.S. Army officers and some 31,210 U.S. volunteer officers who served during the War of 1812, 108 received brevet promotions for gallantry in action. Another 14 officers received brevet promotions for meritorious or distinguished service during the war. The largest number of brevet promotions awarded for a single battle was 25 for Niagara, followed by 20 for the defense of Fort Erie on August 15, 1814; 19 each for the sortie from Fort Erie on September 17, 1814, and the Battle of New Orleans; and 12 each for the Battles of Chippawa and Plattsburgh. Sixteen officers received two brevet promotions for valorous conduct during the war, and 4 received a brevet each for heroism and for meritorious service. Three army officers received brevet promotions to brigadier general during the war, including Revolutionary War veteran Moses Porter. Four officers—Edmund Gaines, Alexander Macomb, Eleazer Ripley, and Winfield Scott—received brevets to major general. All four also received the Congressional Gold Medal. Four officers received a brevet promotion for each phase of the Fort Erie battle, the defense on August 15 and the sortie on September 17, 1814:


	George M. Brooke: lieutenant colonel and colonel

	Reynold M. Kirby: first lieutenant and captain

	Richard Lee: second lieutenant and first lieutenant

	Patrick O’Flyng: second lieutenant and first lieutenant



The U.S. Navy did not award brevet promotions, but the U.S. Marine Corps followed U.S. Army practice. Six Marine Corps officers received brevet promotions for their service in the War of 1812, including Archibald Henderson, promoted to brevet major. After the war Henderson became the lieutenant colonel commandant of the Marine Corps and later the colonel commandant.

The United States was the first nation to confer military awards on common soldiers. In 1780 the Continental Congress authorized decorations for three New York militiamen to recognize their roles in capturing British intelligence officer Major John Andre, who was Benedict Arnold’s contact. The so-called Andre Medals were one-time creations. The first standing American military decoration was the Badge of Military Merit, established by Washington in 1782. The badge consisted of a purple cloth heart and was awarded only three known times. Sergeant Elijah Churchill of the 2nd Regiment Light Dragoons was the first to receive the badge. After the Revolution the award fell into disuse until it was reestablished in its modern form in 1932 as the Purple Heart, awarded for wounds (including mortal wounds) received in combat. Unfortunately, after the Badge of Military Merit lapsed, there was no formal mechanism to recognize the service or combat heroism of enlisted soldiers until the U.S. Army established the Certificate of Merit on March 3, 1847.

Campaign medals are awarded to military personnel for participation in a war, campaign, or battle. Although the first official American campaign medals were established in the early years of the 20th century for the Civil War and the Indian Wars, the membership badges of various veterans’ organizations throughout the 19th century served as unofficial campaign medals and were authorized for wear on U.S. Army uniforms up through 1905. The Society of the Cincinnati, an organization of Revolutionary War officers, was the first such organization to issue a membership medal for uniform wear. Older senior officers who had served during the Revolutionary War, such as Brigadier General Moses Porter, routinely wore the Society of the Cincinnati medal on their uniforms. The medal can be seen clearly in the U.S. Army’s official portrait of Major General Henry Dearborn, who was the senior officer in the U.S. Army from January 1812 through June 1815. The General Society of the War of 1812, founded in 1814, and the Military Society of the War of 1812, founded in 1826, were similar organizations. Their membership medals too were worn on military uniforms as quasi-campaign medals. The Society of the Cincinnati and the other war service organizations became hereditary groups, which led to such curious situations as

great-grandsons and even great-great-grandsons of Revolutionary War officers continuing to wear on their uniforms, through the end of the 19th century, the Society of the Cincinnati medal earned by their ancestors more than a century earlier. Individual state legislatures were also capable of voting distinguished officers ceremonial swords at their discretion.

Unlike the United States, Great Britain had one of the world’s greatest traditions of noble and chivalric orders. The preeminent British orders of chivalry were the Most Noble Order of the Garter, established in 1348; the Most Ancient and Most Noble Order of the Thistle, established in 1687; and the Most Illustrious Order of Saint Patrick, established in 1783. All three orders were headed personally by the British sovereign, and membership was highly restrictive. For the most part, all three orders were far beyond the reach of even the most senior military and naval commanders. Field Marshal Sir Arthur Wellesley, first Duke of Wellington, was a notable exception. The most celebrated British soldier of the first half of the 19th century, he was a member of both the Order of the Garter and the Order of St. Patrick.

The next British chivalric order in precedence was established in 1725 as the Most Honorable Military Order of the Bath, specifically to recognize military and naval officers. In 1847 Queen Victoria changed the name to the Most Honorable Order of the Bath, as it is currently known, and established a civil division alongside the original military division. The original organization of the order was very restrictive as well, limited to only 24 living members. It had only a single class. All members were Knights Companion, who appended the postnominals “KB” to their names. But the Napoleonic Wars and the War of 1812 resulted in larger numbers of officers deserving of formal recognition. On January 2, 1815, the order was expanded into three classes: Knights Grand Cross (GCB), Knights Commander (KCB), and Companions (CB). GCBs normally had to be at least major generals or rear admirals. KCBs normally had to be at least colonels or naval captains. CBs were rarely conferred on officers below the rank of lieutenant colonel. Only GCBs and KCBs were full-fledged knights, authorized to add the title “Sir” after their military ranks. All the existing KBs at the time of the reorganization were converted to GCBs.

Three of the major British commanders in North America during the War of 1812 were already Knights Companion of the Bath: Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cockburn (1806), Major General Sir John Coape Sherbrooke (1809), and Major General Sir Isaac Brock (1812). Brock was killed in action three days after he was knighted, and Cockburn and Sherbrooke were converted to Knights Grand Cross in 1815. British commanders who were made members of the

Order of the Bath in recognition specifically of their services in the War of 1812 included the following:


	Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn, GCB (1815)

	Rear Admiral Sir Edward Codrington, GCB (1815)

	Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond, GCB (1817)

	Admiral Sir John B. Warren, GCB (1815)

	Captain Sir Philip Broke, KCB (1815)

	Captain Sir James Gordon, KCB (1815)

	Major General Sir John Lambert, KCB (1815)

	Vice Admiral Sir Herbert Sawyer, KCB (1815)

	Captain Sir James Yeo, KCB (1815)

	Captain John Harvey, CB (1815)

	Captain James Hillyar, CB (1815)

	Lieutenant Colonel Robert McDouall, CB (1817)

	Captain Charles Napier, CB (1815)

	Lieutenant Colonel Charles de Salaberry, CB (1817)



The first British campaign medal was the Naval Gold Medal. Instituted in 1795 and awarded through 1815, it was really something significantly more than a simple campaign medal, awarded to all ranks for service in a particular battle. Rather, the Naval Gold Medal was actually a service award to flag officers and ship’s commanders. The subordinate officers of a given ship received no such recognition. The medal was only awarded for successful actions, not for defeats, and came in two versions but with essentially the same design. The Large Navy Gold Medal was awarded to admirals, commodores, and captains of the fleet. The Small Navy Gold Medal was awarded to ship and boat commanders. Only 22 of the large version were ever awarded, and 77 of the small version were awarded. There was no device or system to indicate subsequent awards. Those commanders who received a second award wore both medals. Vice Admiral Sir Horatio Nelson received three of the large medals. The Royal Navy considered the award of the Naval Gold Medal so significant that all recipients were listed in a special section of the Navy List. Officers who received the Navy Gold Medal for War of 1812 actions included the following:


	Captain Henry Baker: Commander of HMS Fairy during the action that destroyed American shipping at Alexandria, Virginia, and on the Potomac River, August 17, 1814.

	Captain David Bartholomew: Commander of HMS Erebus during the action that destroyed American shipping at Alexandria, Virginia, and on the Potomac River, August 17, 1814.

	Captain Philip Broke: Commander of HMS Shannon for the capture of USS Chesapeake, June 1, 1813.

	Captain James Alexander Gordon: Commander of HMS Seahorse during the action that destroyed American shipping at Alexandria, Virginia, and on the Potomac River, August 17, 1814.

	Lieutenant Matthew Gray: Commander of HMS Anna Maria during the action that destroyed American shipping at Alexandria, Virginia, and on the Potomac River, August 17, 1814.

	Captain James Hillyar: Captain of HMS Phoebe for the capture of USS Essex and USS Essex Junior, March 28, 1814.

	Captain Henry Hope: Commander of HMS Endymion for the action with USS President, January 15, 1815.

	Captain Richard Kenah: Commander of HMS Aetna during the action that destroyed American shipping at Alexandria, Virginia, and on the Potomac River, August 17, 1814.

	Captain Nicholas Lockyer: Commander of the boat squadron during the battle on Lake Borgne, Louisiana, December 14, 1814.

	Commander John Maples: Commander of HMS Pelican for the capture of USS Argus, August 14, 1813.

	Captain Charles Napier: Commander of HMS Euryalus during the action that destroyed American shipping at Alexandria, Virginia, and on the Potomac River, August 17, 1814.

	Lieutenant Henry Pine: Commander of the boat squadron that destroyed 27 American vessels on the Connecticut River, April 8, 1814.

	Commander Samuel Roberts: Commander of HMS Meteor during the action that destroyed American shipping at Alexandria, Virginia, and on the Potomac River, August 17, 1814.

	Commander Thomas Tucker: Commander of HMS Cherub for the capture of USS Essex and USS Essex Junior, March 28, 1814.

	Lieutenant Miller Worsley: Commander of the boat squadron on Lake Huron that captured USS Tigress and USS Scorpion, September 3 and 6, 1814.



The Army Gold Medal was initiated in 1808 and awarded for actions between 1793 and 1814. Like the Navy Gold Medal, the Army Gold Medal came in two versions, the large medal awarded to general officers and the small medal awarded to majors and above. Unlike the navy version, however, the Army Gold Medal was awarded far more liberally. It was awarded to all general officers and field-grade officers who participated in a successful battle, not just the victorious commanders. A total of 88 large medals and 596 small medals were awarded. Bars

for the medal’s ribbon were awarded for participation in subsequent battles, with the name of the battle on the bar. Most of the Army Gold Medals and bars were conferred for battles of the Napoleonic Wars. The only three War of 1812 battles recognized were Fort Detroit (August 1812), Châteauguay (October 26, 1813), and Crysler’s Farm (November 11, 1813).

A maximum of two bars were authorized for wear on the Army Gold Medal, indicating participation in three battles. For the fourth battle the award was converted to the Army Gold Cross. The names of the four battles were indicated on each of the arms of the cross, which meant that every medal had to be struck individually. Recognition for the fifth battle returned to the system of ribbon bars, with no theoretical limit on the number of bars, as with the Army Gold Medal. A total of 163 Army Gold Crosses were awarded. The Duke of Wellington had the most bars on his cross, with nine bars representing 13 battles in all.

In 1847 Britain finally instituted a true campaign medal, available to all ranks who participated in the various battles of the Napoleonic era up through 1814. The Military General Service Medal was awarded with 29 possible bars, indicating participation in specific battles. Only three of those battles were from the War of 1812, the same three

battles recognized by the bars for the Army Gold Medal and the Army Gold Cross. Canadian militiaman J. B. Lapierie is the only known recipient of the Military General Service Medal with all three of the War of 1812 bars: Fort Detroit, Châteauguay, and Crysler’s Farm. The Military General Service Medal was only awarded to living veterans of the recognized battles. Senior officers who previously had received the Army Gold Medal or Army Gold Cross for a specific battle were not eligible for the Military General Service Medal for the same battle. A total of approximately 26,000 Military General Service Medals were awarded.

The Royal Navy followed suit in 1849 with the Naval General Service Medal, although it was awarded for battles up through 1840. Like its army equivalent, the Naval General Service Medal was awarded to all ranks but only to those still alive in 1849. Some 24,000 Naval General Service Medals were awarded. Only 10 of the 231 bars were for the War of 1812. In most cases the commanders of the ships and boats involved had already received the Navy Gold Medal for the action. Five were for ship-on-ship actions:


	Shannon with Chesapeake, June 1, 1813.

	Pelican capture of USS Argus, August 14, 1813.

	Phoebe capture of USS Essex and USS Essex Junior, March 28, 1814.

	Cherub capture of USS Essex and USS Essex Junior, March 28, 1814.

	Endymion with President, January 15, 1815.



The other five were known as Boast Service Bars, recognizing various actions involving boat squadrons:


	Boat Service, April and May 1813: HMS Dolphin, HMS Dragon, HMS Fantome, HMS Highflyer, HMS Maidstone, HMS Marlborough, HMS Mohawk, HMS Racer, and HMS Statira for the destruction of the cannon foundry at Frenchtown, Maryland, and shore batteries at Havre de Grace, Maryland.

	Boat Service, April 8, 1814: HMS Boxer, HMS Endymion, HMS Hogue, and HMS Maidstone for the destruction of 27 American vessels on the Connecticut River.

	The Potomac, August 17, 1814: HMS Aetna, HMS Anna Maria, HMS Devastation, HMS Erebus, HMS Euryalus, HMS Fairy, HMS Meteor, and HMS Seahorse for the attack on Alexandria, Virginia, and the destruction of American shipping on the Potomac River.

	Boat Service, September 3 and 6, 1814: British boats on Lake Huron for the capture of the

	American schooners USS Tigress and USS Scorpion.

	Boat Service, December 14, 1814: The boats of 16 British warships for the capture of 5 American gunboats and 1 sloop during the Battle of Lake Borgne in Louisiana.



Significantly, Lieutenant George de Lacy Evans, Quartermaster General’s Department, was the only soldier of the War of 1812 to receive the Naval General Service Medal, for his role in the Battle of Lake Borgne.

David T. Zabecki
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Military Ranks

From the earliest days of the United States, American military rank structure was based closely on that of the British. Many of the senior officers of the Continental Army had served previously in regular or colonial militia units of the British Army. The American and British armies during the period of the War of 1812 had two primary classes of soldiers: officers and enlisted men. This distinction originated in the armies of ancient times. In the medieval period the distinction was between knights and men at arms: nobility and commoners.

Throughout the 19th century, the distinction between military officers and enlisted soldiers reflected the social class distinctions of the American and British societies as a whole. An officer was by definition a gentleman; a common soldier was not. The worldwide breakdown in the old social orders that started with the beginning of the 20th century was likewise reflected in the world’s armies but to differing degrees in different countries. In most Western armies today the distinction between officers and enlisted soldiers is far more professional than social. Nonetheless, the officer ranks of American military organizations during the War of 1812 period were far more accessible to men of capability from a wider range of socioeconomic classes than their British counterparts. With the exceptions of the Royal Artillery and the Royal Engineers, the rest of the British Army used the purchase system for commissions and promotions within the officer ranks. The expense and social criteria involved usually restricted applicants to men of aristocratic background.

By March 1814 at the height of the War of 1812, officers comprised only 5.9 percent of the U.S. Army and were

divided into three basic groups. Company-grade officers (captains, lieutenants, and below) were responsible for the leadership of companies and platoons. Field-grade officers (colonels, lieutenant colonels, and majors) led and performed the key staff functions at the regimental level. A relative handful of general officers commanded the higher echelons and also coordinated the overall direction of the army and its operations in the field. In both armies, generals answered directly to the political authorities of their respective nations.

Enlisted soldiers were divided into two basic categories: enlisted men and noncommissioned officers (NCOs). All enlisted soldiers below the NCO levels wore no insignia and held the rank of private, although in both armies the actual rank title depended on the branch of the soldier’s unit: troopers or lancers for cavalry, gunners or cannoneers for artillery, riflemen or grenadiers for infantry, etc. The NCOs, which include corporals and sergeants, have always been the backbone of the British military, and the American military imitated British military practices closely. To this day, the American and British NCO corps remain the envy of most of the world’s armies. The NCOs were those responsible for training individual soldiers and for training and leading squads and gun crews. NCOs held key leadership positions in companies, and at the higher levels they assisted staff officers in the planning and execution of operations. As in all other armies of the early 19th century, almost all of the American and British enlisted ranks denoted the distinctions within the NCO corps.

From the beginning of the Republic, Congress prescribed the establishment of the U.S. Army. Today the

army’s force structure is managed centrally by end-strength and total officer/enlisted count. During most of the 19th century, however, the force structure was prescribed by organizations and by grade within organizations. Each regiment had specific number of authorized officers enlisted by pay grade. Regardless of the officer’s actual service and duty position, he occupied a specific slot on the establishment of a certain regiment. Through the rank of captain, all promotions were within a specific regiment by seniority and vacancies resulting from promotions, resignations, retirements, or deaths. Promotions to major and lieutenant colonel were based on seniority within a given branch or corps, regardless of regiment. Promotions to colonel and general officer were by seniority army-wide regardless of regiment or branch. Every officer promotion in the 1800s required Senate confirmation.

By June 1812 the officer rank structure of the U.S. Army was similar to what it is today, although it underwent a number of changes during the course of the war. By March 1821 the officer rank structure, with the exception of the higher general officer ranks, was essentially what it would be for the remainder of the 19th century and all of the 20th century. Major general (two stars) and brigadier general (one star) were the only two general officer ranks. When George Washington was recalled to active duty in 1798 to assume command of the U.S. Army during the period of increasing tensions with France, President John Adams made Washington the first American officer to hold the rank of lieutenant general (three stars). After Washington died in 1799, the rank was abolished until War of 1812 veteran Winfield Scott received a brevet promotion to lieutenant general in 1855. Promoted to lieutenant general in March 1864, Ulysses S. Grant was the first officer to hold that substantive rank since Washington, and on 25 July 1866, Grant became America’s first general (four stars).

Field-grade officer ranks remained fairly consistent in the U.S. Army throughout the 19th century and to the present. Typically a regiment was commanded by a colonel, assisted by one or two lieutenant colonels and one or two majors. Regimental staffs also had a number of specialist officers designated by titles such as adjutant, quartermaster, paymaster, and surgeon. Most of the officers serving in those positions during the War of 1812 ranked between majors and captains.

Companies, batteries, and troops were commanded by captains, assisted by a first lieutenant and a number of second lieutenants. In 1812 second lieutenant was the lowest-ranking officer in engineer and artillery units. The infantry regiments, however, had a rank of ensign, just below second lieutenant. In the two dragoon regiments cornet was the most junior officer, equivalent to an ensign in

the infantry. In March 1813 the U.S. Army added the rank of third lieutenant in all branches except engineers, while still retaining infantry ensigns and dragoon cornets as the junior-most officers in those branches. In other words, the engineers at that point had only three company-grade officer ranks, the artillery had four, and the infantry had five. Thus, the entry-level rank for engineer officers was two grades higher than for infantry and dragoon officers and one grade higher for artillery officers. This relative prestige between branches is reflected in the branch of commissioning numbers of the graduates of the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. Between 1802 and 1813, 70 of West Point’s first 90 graduates were commissioned as either engineer or artillery officers. Only 19 were commissioned in the infantry, and 1 was commissioned in the dragoons.

The ensign and cornet ranks were eliminated by the Army Organization Act of March 1815. Third lieutenants were retained in the structure but only for the Ordnance Department and the Corps of Artillery. Second lieutenant was the entry rank for the Corps of Engineers and the infantry regiments. (The dragoons were disbanded.) Finally, in March 1821 the Army Organization Act eliminated third lieutenants, and second lieutenant became the entry-level officer rank throughout the U.S. Army.

A brevet promotion was an advancement in an officer’s rank without an accompanying advancement in pay. Adopted from British practice by the Second Continental Congress, the brevet promotion was the primary means through which the large numbers of foreign volunteer officers were brought into the Continental Army. After the adoption of the U.S. Constitution in 1787, the brevet system was retained as the U.S. military was slowly reconstituted. On April 6, 1818, Congress passed an act requiring that all brevet promotions be confirmed by the Senate. During the 19th century brevet promotions were conferred on officers for valor in the presence of the enemy or for distinguished or meritorious service.

Starting in 1815 and up through the Civil War, many West Point graduates were commissioned initially as brevet second lieutenants and essentially served without pay until a substantive second lieutenant slot in their assigned regiment came open. In 1815 the waiting period was anywhere from nine months to more than three years, depending entirely on the regiment. Brevet promotions were also conferred upon officers for 10 years of faithful service in one grade if no regular vacancies were available in the next higher rank. Officers who were assigned to positions commensurate with their brevet rank wore that rank insignia and functioned at that level of authority while still being paid at their lower substantive rank. In 1870 Congress passed legislation prohibiting officers from wearing their higher brevet rank insignia or serving in higher positions

equal to the brevet rank except in special circumstances. From that point on brevet promotions were little more than symbolic recognitions. The brevet system finally lapsed into obsolescence just prior to World War I. The U.S. Navy never used brevet rank, but the U.S. Marine Corps followed U.S. Army practice.

Throughout the War of 1812, U.S. Army officer rank insignia was much as it had been during the final years or the American Revolution. All officers wore epaulettes made of metallic thread, silver for infantry officers, gold for all others. General officers had been wearing silver stars on their gold epaulettes since 1779, but specific distinctive insignia for the other officer grades only started to appear in 1832. All three of the field-grade officer ranks wore the same type of epaulettes on both shoulders. Captains wore only a single epaulette on the right shoulder. Lieutenants and below wore a single epaulette on the left shoulder.

NCOs also wore epaulettes to indicate their rank, but the epaulettes were made of worsted wool. Infantry NCOs wore white epaulettes, and all others wore yellow epaulettes. There were only four basic NCO ranks during the War of 1812. Corporals wore a single epaulette on the right shoulder. Sergeants wore epaulettes on both shoulders. At the regimental level, sergeant majors and quartermaster sergeants wore epaulettes on both shoulders but with a brass crescent at the end of the epaulette at the base of the fringe.

The regular army accounted for only about 7 percent of the American soldiers who served in the War of 1812. The vast majority of the American force was composed of state militia and U.S. volunteer units. In some cases the volunteer regiments were based on existing state militia units, while others were newly raised. The soldiers and officers in those units held either militia or volunteer rank, which was only recognized by the regular army when that unit was serving under federal service. The volunteer and militia units generally followed the existing rank structure of the federal army, but the uniforms were often quite different. Rank insignia also differed somewhat, especially in the NCO ranks. In many cases the uniforms and insignias of rank were far more elaborate and ornate than those of the regular army. Some volunteer and militia officers received federal commissions in recognition of their services. Andrew Jackson, for example, was elected a colonel of the Tennessee Militia in 1801. When the War of 1812 started he was commissioned a major general of U.S. volunteers. In April 1814 he was commissioned a brigadier general in the U.S. Army and then major general the following month. In light of the 1821 army reductions, Jackson resigned his commission rather than face demotion back to brigadier general.

Although the small U.S. Marine Corps was part of the U.S. Navy, the Marine Corps rank structure was based on that of the U.S. Army. From 1800 to 1834 the senior officer in the Marine Corps was the lieutenant colonel–commandant. During the War of 1812 the Marine Corps had only a single major, who commanded the 300-man Marine Corps detachment at New Orleans. Both the lieutenant colonel–commandant and the major wore gold fringed epaulettes on both shoulders. Captains wore a gold fringed epaulette on the right shoulder and a gold epaulette without fringe on the left shoulder. First lieutenants wore a single gold fringed epaulette on the right shoulder, while second lieutenants wore theirs on the left shoulder. Lieutenants of the line wore only the single fringed epaulette. Staff lieutenants also wore a gold shoulder strap—called a counterstrap—on the opposite shoulder.

Marine Corps staff NCO ranks included sergeant major, quartermaster sergeant, orderly sergeant, drum major, and fife major. They wore a yellow worsted wool epaulette on each shoulder. At the time there was only one of each in the entire Marine Corps, all serving at headquarters. Marine Corps sergeants wore a single yellow worsted wool epaulette on the right shoulder, while corporals wore theirs on the left shoulder.

During much of the 19th century there were three different forms of officer rank within the British Army. Regimental rank defined an officer’s place within his own regiment. As in the U.S. Army, advancement in rank was based on seniority and vacancies within the regiment. Unlike the U.S. Army, however, advancement in the British Army also depended on the officer’s ability to purchase the commission necessary for the next available opening. Brevet rank was conferred on officers to recognize distinguished or valorous service. An officer was allowed to wear his higher brevet rank, but he was still paid at his substantive rank. Lieutenants and other subalterns were not eligible for brevet promotions. Local rank was a temporary emergency measure that gave senior commanders the flexibility of putting the most capable officer in charge of accomplishing a specific mission, ensuring that he outranked all his subordinates.

The British structure for company- and field-grade officers was essentially the same as the U.S. Army. With a couple of exceptions, almost all British regiments had only three company-grade officers. Below the rank of lieutenant, the junior-most subaltern in the infantry regiments was an ensign, in the cavalry regiments a cornet, and in the Royal Artillery and Royal Engineers a second lieutenant. Only the Royal Artillery and Royal Engineers had a fourth company-grade officer, second captain, who ranked above first lieutenant but below captain. The Royal Artillery and Royal Engineers were actually separate from the British

Army until 1855, coming under the Board of Ordnance rather than the War Office. For officers with middle-class backgrounds, these corps served as an excellent source of social mobility and advancement otherwise denied to them.

Major general was the lowest-ranking British general officer, followed by lieutenant general, general, and field marshal. In 1815 five British officers held the rank of field marshal. All but Arthur Wellesley, the Duke of Wellington, were members of the royal family. The U.S. Army did not have a rank equivalent to field marshal until the five-star rank of general of the army was established in December 1944. Brigadier was a temporary rank between colonel and major general. First established as brigadier general during the reign of King James II (r. 1685–1688), the exact title of the rank alternated between brigadier and brigadier general ever since. (It has been brigadier in the British Army since 1928.) During the War of 1812, brigades were temporary tactical groupings of three or more battalions. The title “brigadier” was given to the senior colonel assigned overall command of the brigade. No increase in pay came with the assignment.

All officers in the British Army wore crimson silk sashes. Each regiment had its own distinct uniform. There were no general officers in regiments; however, all general officers wore similar distinctive uniforms. By 1800 the key rank distinctions for British generals was in the grouping of their uniform buttons. Major generals had buttons grouped in twos, lieutenant generals’ buttons were grouped in threes, and the buttons on generals’ uniforms were all evenly spaced. Unique insignia for field-grade officers were introduced in 1810. Majors wore a multipointed star on the epaulette of both shoulders. Lieutenant colonels wore a crown on each epaulette. Colonels wore a crown and a star on each epaulette. Captains and subalterns wore a single epaulette on the right shoulder with no insignia. The captains’ epaulette had bullion fringe, while the subalterns’ had plain fringe. Rank insignia for company-grade officers was not introduced until 1855.

The exact title of the privates in the British Army depended on the regiment. In the infantry they were riflemen, grenadiers, or fusiliers; in the cavalry they were troopers; in the artillery they were gunners or drivers; and in the engineers whey were sappers. Corporal and sergeant were the only two substantive NCO ranks in the British Army at the time. Color sergeants, quartermaster sergeants, and sergeant majors were duty assignments, or appointments, as they are still called, although they did have distinctive insignia. In the Royal Artillery, corporals were (and still are) called bombardiers.

In 1802 the British introduced the system of chevrons to distinguish NCO rank, which has been copied to one degree or another by most of the world’s armies ever since.

All the chevrons were worn points down and only on the right sleeve in most regiments. In some regiments and in the flank companies of almost all regiments the NCOs wore their chevrons on both sleeves. Corporals wore two chevrons, and sergeants wore three. The color sergeant rank, introduced in 1813, had a single chevron with a regimental flag surmounted by a crown in the angle. Sergeant majors and quartermaster sergeants wore four chevrons. The rank of chosen man (below a corporal but above an ordinary private, trooper, sapper, gunner, etc.), which had a single chevron and was something like a senior private, quickly evolved into the rank of lance corporal, the lowest of the NCO ranks.

Although officially part of the Royal Navy, the Royal Marines in 1810 adopted rank structure and insignia system almost identical to the British Army. Of course, the Royal Marines did not have the rank of field marshal, but they had all the other general officer ranks. In 1815, however, there was only a single general, lieutenant general, and major general each. The lowest subaltern rank was second lieutenant. NCO ranks and insignia were similar to those of the army.

The rank structure of the U.S. Navy was considerably different from that of the U.S. Army. Commodore in the U.S. Navy was a temporary rank accorded to officers who commanded squadrons and who might be referred to thereafter by that title as a matter of courtesy although reverting to the actual paid rank and formally addressed rank of captain. The rank equivalent of an army brigadier general, commodore did not become a formal U.S. Navy rank for promotion and pay purposes until 1862 during the Civil War, when the ranks of lieutenant commander and rear admiral were also introduced. Below commodore there were only four line-officer ranks between 1806 and 1820: captain, master commandant, lieutenant-in-command, and lieutenant. Captains, the equivalent of army colonels, commanded major ships of the line. Master commandants and lieutenants-in-command commanded the lesser ships. Commodores wore gold-fringed epaulettes with a single silver star on each shoulder, similar to what an army brigadier general wore. Captains wore similar epaulettes but without the star. Master commandants and lieutenants-in-command wore a single epaulette on the right shoulder, while lieutenants wore a single epaulette on the left shoulder.

Specialist officers with limited authority were called warrant officers and were assigned to positions such as boatswain, gunner, sailmaker, and carpenter. The U.S. Army at the time had no functional equivalent to warrant officers. The most senior warrant officer on a ship held the rank of sailing master. He was responsible for both the deck and navigation and ranked as almost the equivalent of a commissioned officer. Officer candidates, called

midshipmen, were also warrant officers. Surgeons, surgeon’s mates, and pursers also ranked as warrant officers. Warrant officers wore uniforms with standing collars, similar to those worn by commissioned officers. The sailing master’s insignia was a gold button with a solid band of gold lace on each collar. Midshipmen wore a single gold diamond on each collar. Surgeons wore two buttons, each with an open loop of gold lace on both collars; surgeon’s mates wore a single button and an open loop. Pursers’ collars were edged in gold. Boatswains, gunners, carpenters, and sailmakers wore plain collars. By the late 19th century surgeons and pursers were commissioned officers but not in the line of command.

Although the U.S. Navy was reestablished in 1794, the first uniform regulation was not issued until 1797. Even then, only uniforms for commissioned and warrant officers were specified. A standard uniform for enlisted sailors was not established until 1817, and even then enlisted rank insignia did not appear until 1841. During the period of the War of 1812 most of the warrant officers were authorized mates, who in 1841 were officially designated petty officers, the navy’s NCOs. These included the boatswain’s mate, sailmaker’s mate, carpenter’s mate, cooper, gunner’s mate, gunner of the gun room, quarter gunner’s mate, armorer, master-at-arms, cook, and steward. In 1814 the navy added the rank of master’s mate, which although a mate rating was still considered a warrant officer. Below the mates, the U.S. Navy’s enlisted sailor ranks were, in order of seniority, able seaman, ordinary seaman, seaman, and boy.

The U.S. Navy’s rank structure was based closely on that of the Royal Navy, arguably the world’s premier sea force of the 19th century. Royal Navy personnel fell into four basic categories: commissioned officers, warrant officers, petty officers, and enlisted ratings. As a far larger organization, however, the Royal Navy’s rank structure was far more complex and varied.

The Royal Navy’s primary line officers were captains, commanders, and lieutenants. The rank of sublieutenant was introduced in 1804. Midshipmen were officer candidates who were roughly equivalent to petty officers in rank. Captains commanded the major ships, while commanders commanded the lesser ships. On the major warships the captains were assisted by three lieutenants. Their designations of first lieutenant, second lieutenant, and third lieutenant were duty positions rather than actual rank titles. Captains who actually commanded warships were sometimes referred to as

post captains, although they were never addressed by such a title. Commodore was a temporary rank, usually given to a senior captain in command of a small squadron in the absence of an admiral. Since the U.S. Navy of the period had no admirals, appointment of commodores was more common than in the Royal Navy.

The three primary flag officer ranks were rear admiral, vice admiral, and admiral, but they were further organized into a complex structure of nine distinct ranks based on the standard organization of the British fleet of three squadrons, designated red, white, and blue squadrons in order of seniority. Each squadron was commanded by an admiral, whose flagship operated from the center of the battle line. The vice admiral’s flagship took the front of the line, and the rear admiral’s flagship took up the rear of the line, hence the origin of the rank title. When a captain was promoted to rear admiral, his official title was rear admiral of the blue. He then had to proceed up the promotion ladder through rear admiral of the white and rear admiral of the red before he could advance to vice admiral of the blue, and so on up. Originally the senior-most admiral, the admiral of the red, was also called the admiral of the fleet. But the two distinctions were split into separate ranks in 1805. During the War of 1812 the Royal Navy had only one admiral of the fleet, the Duke of Clarence, who later became King William IV.

Commissioned officers held their appointments by commission from the Admiralty. Warrant officers held their appointments by warrant from the Navy Board. Royal Navy warrant officers were divided into wardroom warrant officers (i.e., those who had the privilege of eating with and associating with the commissioned officers in the wardroom) and standing warrant officers. The master was the senior-ranking warrant officers on any ship. The equivalent of the U.S. Navy’s sailing master, he was directly responsible to the captain for all matters of deck operations and navigation. The other wardroom warrant officers included the surgeon, purser, and chaplain. The standing warrant officers were so designated because they never transferred from ship to ship, staying with their own ship even when it was temporarily out of commission. They included the boatswain, gunner, and carpenter.

By 1808 there were more than 20 distinct Royal Navy petty officer ratings, organized into three broad classes for the purpose of dividing prize money. The senior petty officers included the master-at-arms, armorer, ropemaker, and caulker. The petty officers included the sailmaker, boatswain’s mate, gunner’s mate, quartermaster, and master-at-arms’ corporal. The junior petty officers included the cook, the quartermaster’s mates, the cooper, the gunsmith, the quarter gunners, and the sailmaker’s mate.

The Royal Navy did not prescribe a standard uniform for seamen until 1857. The enlisted sailors were, in order

of seniority, able seamen, ordinary seamen, landsmen, and boys. The ordinary seamen worked aloft, maintaining the ship’s vital sails and rigging. During battle they worked the guns. The able seamen were the most experienced and technically qualified sailors on a ship. Landsmen had no seamanship skills and were used to perform supervised manual labor tasks requiring brute force. Boys, sometimes younger than 15 years old, worked on ships as officers’ servants and seamen apprentices. During battle, for example, boys called powder monkeys ran back and forth between the ship’s magazine and the gun positions carrying powder charges.

David T. Zabecki

Further Reading


Callahan, Edward W. List of Officers of the Navy of the United States and of the Marine Corps, from 1775 to 1900, Comprising a Complete Register of All Present and Former. New York: L. R. Hamersly, 1901.

Chartrand, Rene. British Forces in North America, 1793–1815. London: Osprey, 1998.

Emerson, William K. Chevrons: Illustrated History and Catalog of U.S. Army Insignia. Washington DC: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1983.

Franklin, C. E. British Napoleonic Uniforms. Stroud, Gloucestershire, UK: History Press, 2010.

Fremont-Barnes, Gregory. Nelson’s Officers and Midshipmen. London: Osprey, 2009.

Fremont-Barnes, Gregory. Nelson’s Sailors, London: Osprey, 2005.

Fremont-Barnes, Gregory. The Royal Navy, 1793–1815. London: Osprey, 2007.

Great Britain, Admiralty. The Navy List. London: John Murray Bookseller, 1834.

Great Britain, War Office. 1815 List of All the Officers of the Army and Royal Marines on Full and Half-Pay. London: War Office, 1815.

Haythornthwaite, Philip. Nelson’s Navy. London: Osprey, 1993.

Heitman, Francis B. Historical Register and Dictionary of the United States Army. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1903.

Hogan, David W., Arnold G. Fisch, and Robert K. Wright. The Story of the Noncommissioned Officer Corps: The Backbone of the Army. Washington, DC: Center of Military History, 2003.

Katcher, Philip. Armies of the American Wars, 1753–1815. New York: Hastings House, 1975.

Katcher, Philip. The American War, 1812–1814. London: Osprey, 1990.

Ogden, H. A., and Henry Loomis Nelson. Uniforms of the United States Army: First Series. New York: Thomas Yoseloff, 1959.

Perrenot, Preston B. United States Army Grade Insignia since 1776. Lexington, KY: Self-published, 2009.

Perrenot, Preston B. United States Marine Corps Grade Insignia since 1775. Lexington, KY: Self-published, 2009.

Perrenot, Preston B. United States Navy Grade Insignia, 1776–1852. Lexington, KY: Self-published, 2010.

Reid, Stuart. British Redcoat, 1793–1815. London: Osprey, 1997.

Reid, Stuart. Redcoat Officer, 1749–1815. London: Osprey, 2002.




Glossary

abaftNautical term for “farther aft than,” toward the stern or rear of a ship.

abatisMakeshift defense consisting of felled trees with the branches pointing outward toward the enemy line.

accoutrementsA soldier’s gear except for his weapon or clothing.

accrocherTo grapple and board an enemy vessel.

aftToward, near, or at the rear of a ship.

agroundA ship whose bottom has become mired or stuck on the bottom of a body of water.

aheadDirection in front of a ship’s bow.

aide-de-campStaff officer assisting a flag or general officer or senior official.

all handsAll members of a ship’s crew, including officers.

aloftAny position above the highest deck of vessel.

amidships/In or toward the middle of a ship, both

midships between the fore and aft sections and between the port and starboard sides.

amphibiousLanding of troops on shore from ships.

warfare

anchorageArea suitable for the mooring of a vessel.

armadaLarge number of warships.

armisticeA mutual halt to fighting (means literally “arms standing still”).

armyMilitary organization, usually composed of several corps and support troops and commanded by a full general.

asternBehind a ship.

athwartNautical term for at right angles to a point; across.

awashLevel with, and open to, the surface of the water.

ballastAdditional weight placed low in the hull of a ship to improve its stability and allow the vessel to carry more sail. Ballast can be external (outside the hull) or internal (inboard) and permanent (as in concrete) or temporary (as in saltwater tanks).

ballisticsThe science of projectiles.

barbetteProtective circular armor feature for a cannon or heavy artillery piece either on land or in a ship. The name comes from the French term en barbette, the practice of firing a gun over the crest of a parapet (defensive wall) rather than through an opening (embrasure). En barbette provides better angles of fire but less protection.

bargeA large flat-bottomed vessel used to transport goods. Barges are utilized in

both inland and coastal waters and are usually towed by a tugboat.

bark (barque) A ship of three or more masts, square-rigged

or barkentine on the foremast and mainmast and fore-and-

(barquentine)aft rigged on the mizzenmast. The earlier strict definition referred to a three-masted sailing vessel only; however, modern usage encompasses all vessels of such rig, regardless of the number of masts. The masts, from forward to aft, are: foremast, mainmast, mizzenmast, and, if a fourth is carried, jiggermast. On five-masted barks the center mast becomes the middle mast, the fourth mast is termed the mizzenmast, and the after mast is referred to as the jiggermast. A variation of the type is the jackass bark in which a fore-and-aft sail was rigged on the lower mainmast and square sails on the top and topgallant masts.

barrageconcentrated artillery bombardment, a barrier of fire, usually delivered close to friendly troops for the purpose of screening them from the enemy; also a sea barrier formed of an antisubmarine net or mines.

bastionA pointed projecting part of a fortification protruding from the face of the main fortification or at an angle at its corners.

battalionMilitary units, usually commanded by a lieutenant colonel, comprising several companies and part of a regiment.

batteryA group of guns. In nautical usage the term “battery” denotes all guns on one side of the ship or, in modern terminology, the armament of a surface ship.

battleA series of interrelated tactical engagements.

beamNautical term for the breadth of a ship at its widest point. The waterline beam is the measurement of this at the point where the hull touches the waterline.

bearingThe horizontal direction of one terrestrial point from another.

beatNautical term, meaning to sail into the direction of the wind (windward).

Conducted by necessity on a zigzag course with sails close-hauled.

bermFortification term for the narrow space between a ditch and the base of the parapet.

bilgeThe rounded part of the ship’s hull where the bottom curves up toward the sides.

bilgesThe lowest part inside the hull where bilge water collects. Bilge water accumulates as a result of spray, rain, condensation, leaks, etc.

bivouacA temporary military camp, often without tents or cover.

blockade runnerA ship that attempts to pass through a blockade, either outward bound or on return.

boarding axAx used by boarding parties at sea to cut away rigging, netting, etc.

boarding pikeLong-handled pike primarily used at sea to defend against boarding parties.

boatswainSailor or chief in charge of deck operations and maintenance such as sails, rigging, anchors, cables, etc. Pronounced “bosun.”

bombExploding shell, usually fired from a mortar, but also a term for ships (bombs, bomb vessels, or bombards) carrying one or two mortars each and used to bombard shore installations.

boomA long spar used to extend the foot of a sail.

bowThe front part or prow of any vessel.

bow chaserCannon mounted in the fore part of a ship used to fire in the pursuit of an enemy ship

breastworksDefensive barricade created to protect troops from enemy small arms fire.

brig(1) Short for “brigantine,” a two-masted square-rigged ship; such ships were fast and maneuverable and especially favored in the 18th century and the first half of the 19th century. (2) A place of confinement aboard ship.

brigadeA military unit, usually consisting of two or more regiments and beneath a division in size. Usually commanded by a brigadier general.

broadsideSimultaneous, or nearly so, firing of all guns on one side of a ship.

buck and ballA musket load intended for close-in fire and involving two or three large buckshot bound on top of a smoothbore musket ball.

calibrationThe process of test firing a gun to determine the performance of a specific gun–­ammunition lot combination as compared to standard data listed in firing tables.

campaignA series of interconnected military operations designed to achieve one or more strategic objectives within a given time and space.

canisterSmall shot packed usually in a tin case

(cannister) fitting the bore of the gun that breaks open on firing, scattering the shot much like a shotgun.

cannonGunpowder weapon, usually with a long barrel and designed for long-range flat-trajectory fire.

cantonmentTemporary or semipermanent military camp. In South Asia the term also describes a permanent military station. The word is derived from the French canton, meaning “corner” or “district.”

caponnierPart of a defensive fortification consisting of a masonry gallery with embrasures, built across a ditch to flank the curtain wall.

carcassIron shell packed with combustible material and with holes from which the flame may burn; used to set fire to buildings and ships.

carronadeShort, light-for-caliber, chambered, muzzle-loading gun of short range and low velocity developed in 1776 by the Carron Company of Scotland. The carronade had no trunnions and was attached to its carriage by means of a lug at the bottom of the gun. It reached its maximum efficiency and use in the War of 1812.

cartel shipA ship used to transport prisoners.

cartridgeCylinder containing the gunpowder charge for a gun or firearm. The cartridge prevented overcharging and caking of loose powder. Initially it

was usually of flannel. Such cartridges continued in use with the largest guns, while smaller guns and individual firearms came to employ cartridge cases of brass with an attached primer to set it off. A cartridge then consisted of the bullet, the cartridge case with the powder charge, and the primer.

casemateAn armored vaulted chamber in a fortress with embrasures through which guns are fired.

case shotIn its earliest form, a projectile consisting of a wooden or canvas case filled with various kinds of scrap metal, musket balls, or stones fired from a cannon. Wooden cases came to be preferred. Later, case shot was a shell made up of several small iron balls packed in a cylindrical tin case and fired from a cannon, a precursor to modern explosive shell. See also shrapnel.

cashier (verb)To dismiss an individual from government service, especially the military.

casus belliAn event used as justification for war.

cease-fireHalt in armed combat, sometimes temporary in nature.

center of gravityThe hub of all power and movement upon which everything depends; that characteristic, capability, or location from which enemy and friendly forces derive their freedom of action, physical strength, or the will to fight.

chain shotTwo shots or hemispheres connected by a chain and fired from cannon, used primarily at sea in the Age of Fighting Sail to damage masts and spars or disable rigging.

chase gunA cannon mounted in the forepart of a ship, capable of firing on an enemy ship during a pursuit. Such guns were usually those capable of firing at longer distance.

cheval-de-friseLiterally “horses of Friesland,” for the Netherlands province where they were first employed, cheval-de-frise were large wooden boxes crossed by timbers on which iron spikes were secured. Weighted down by stone, the boxes were sunk in a river with the spikes pointing downstream and just below the surface

of the water at low tide. If a cheval-de-frise did not rip open the hull of a ship, it would at least have to be removed, a difficult and time-consuming process for an attacker.

cimetar (scimitar)Convex-edged curved sword popular with the Barbary States.

circumvallationLine of fortifications, built by a besieging army around an enemy fortification and facing toward it. Circumvallation is designed to protect the besiegers against attacks (sorties) by the besieged as well as to strengthen the blockade of a fortress or a city. Lines of circumvallation generally consist of earthen ramparts and entrenchments and may be used as a base for launching assaults against the besieged city and for constructing additional earthworks closer to it.

close-hauledNautical term for sailing as close to the wind as possible.

coehornSmall mortar for trench warfare, usually carried by two men and capable of throwing grenades and small shells.

columnA military or naval formation that is greater in depth than in breadth. Put another way, it is small laterally and deep from front to rear. For ground troops, it is usually the march formation, with columns deploying into line to charge.

combined armsThe synchronized application of two or more arms (infantry, artillery, armor, cavalry, engineers, aviation) in which the strength of one of the arms either complements the strengths of the other arms or compensates for their weaknesses. The British term for combined arms is “all arms.”

combinedCoalition operations conducted by the mili-

operations tary organizations of two or more nations, usually involving an integrated command and control structure, not to be confused with combined arms.

commerceA form of economic warfare in attacks on

raiding an enemy’s merchant ships by means of privateers, warships, and later

submarines. The French term for this is guerre de course.

commissariesOfficials responsible for providing supplies for the military.

commissionTo place a ship in service under the direct command of a designated officer once it is fitted out for sea.

commissionedAn officer who has command over noncom-

officer missioned officers and enlisted men and whose rank is conferred by a government. Until the 19th century, commissioned officers were generally from the nobility because ranks were purchased.

commodoreIn the U.S. Navy and the British Royal Navy, a title for senior captains who commanded a squadron of vessels. Commodores flew broad pennants from their ships. Generally another captain had charge of the actual running of the ship. As a courtesy, commodores were often referred to by that title after they were no longer in that capacity.

companyMilitary unit made up of several platoons, numbering up to several hundred men in size and usually commanded by a captain. Several or more companies make up a battalion.

conscriptionCompulsory enlistment of men of a certain age for military service.

consortA ship accompanying another, usually larger, ship.

contravallationLine of fortifications constructed by a besieging army in order to protect itself from being attacked by enemy forces seeking to raise the siege. This second line of fortifications, generally consisting of earthen ramparts and entrenchments, parallels the line of circumvallation that faces inward toward the enemy fort but differs in that it faces outward. In addition to protecting troops involved in the siege from outside attack, the line of contravallation strengthens the blockade of the enemy fortress or city, making it more difficult for the latter to bring in supplies.

corpsMilitary unit, made up of one or more divisions and support troops and usually commanded by a lieutenant general.

corsairRefers to privateers, armed vessels taking booty, and pirates.

corvetteA smaller flush-decked, three-masted, square-rigged warship. Also known as a ship, a sloop of war, and occasionally a sloop.

counterbatteryAll fires directed against enemy artillery or

fire target acquisition means.

counterpre-Planned fires delivered on an enemy prepar-

paration fireing to attack, designed to neutralize his attacking force, disrupt his own preparation fires, and desynchronize his fire and maneuver.

counterscarpOuter wall or slope of a ditch surrounding a fortification.

counterscrapIn a fortification, a work behind the coun-

gallery terscarp that allows defense by means of reverse fire.

coup de mainLiterally, a blow of the hand, an offensive operation that capitalizes on surprise and simultaneous execution of supporting operations to achieve success in one swift stroke.

coup d’étatSudden and decisive overthrow of a government.

coup d’oeilLiterally, a stroke of the eye, a concept that Carl von Clausewitz called the quick recognition of the truth, the commander’s intuition.

court-martialMilitary trial of an individual by a board of officers.

covered wayIn a fortification, the space between the counterscarp and the crest of the glacis, by means of which the defenders may move without being seen or subjected to enemy fire.

culminationThe point in time and space when the attacker’s combat power no longer exceeds that of the defender or when the defender no longer has the capability to resist successfully.

curtain wallThe part of the wall of a fortification that connects bastions.

cutlassShort heavy sword, slightly curved, used for boarding or to repel boarders.

cutterSingle-masted fore-and-aft rigged vessel.

decisive pointA point, usually but not always geographic in nature, that when obtained or retained provides a commander with a marked advantage over his opponent. Decisive points can also include other physical elements, such as enemy formations, command posts, or communications nodes.

defeat in detailTo defeat an enemy force in battle unit by unit, most often because the individual enemy units are operating out of supporting range of each other.

defiladeA condition of being masked from the enemy’s direct observation and direct fire.

deployTo spread troops out from a column into a line of battle for combat.

depthThe concept of extending military operations against an enemy in both space and time.

destruction fireA firepower effect designed to render a target completely combat ineffective.

direct fireThe process of firing any weapon by sighting and aiming it directly at the target.

ditchThe evacuation around a fortification; when it is filled with water, it is called a wet ditch or moat.

divisionMilitary unit composed of regiments and/or brigades and usually commanded by a major general. Divisions may be infantry, artillery, or armor and contain supporting units such as engineers. Divisions usually number between 8,000 and 20,000 men.

doubleTactical maneuver whereby the flanks of an

envelopment enemy are attacked simultaneously, after it has advanced forward, in an effort to surround the enemy unit and destroy it.

dragoonsMounted infantrymen who use horses to move about but then usually fight on foot.

embrasureOpening on a parapet in a fortification to permit the firing of a gun.

enfiladeAs a verb, to position one’s own forces from the flank of an enemy so as to be able to fire upon the length of the enemy line.

enfilading fireFire delivered against the flank of an enemy position or formation for the purpose of raking it.

ensignNational flag flown by warships in commission.

envelopmentTo close upon an enemy from another direction; in a double envelopment, the enemy line is enclosed from both flanks.

executive officerSecond-in-command.

fascineLong cylindical bundle of brushwood, firmly bound together and used to fill ditches.

fieldpieceLighter weight, more easily transportable cannon used on the battlefield.

filibusterAn individual who engages in an unauthorized military expedition into a foreign country to foment or support a revolution.

fire adjustmentThe process of correcting the point of impact of artillery fire until a suitable effect can be achieved against the target.

fire controlThe tactical command of one or more firing units for the purpose of bringing their fire to bear on a specific target at a specific time.

fire directionThe process of calculating and applying specific target firing data to individual weapons or firing units.

firepowerThe projection of kinetic energy force against an enemy with the purpose of suppressing, neutralizing, or destroying him; one of the primary elements of combat power.

fireshipA vessel that is filled with combustibles and then set on fire and cast adrift to float in the current in the hopes of setting fire to an enemy ship or ships.

flag lieutenantFlag officer’s personal staff officer.

flag officerCommissioned officer, sufficiently senior to be entitled to fly a flag showing that he or she exercises command. The term usually refers to senior officers in the navy or coast guard and

generally those who hold the rank of commodore or admiral. Strictly speaking, it also applies to general officers in other services, as these officers are also permitted to fly their own flags.

flagshipThe ship from which an admiral or other officer executes command.

flankThe side of a military formation.

flècheA small V-shaped defensive earthwork, open at the rear.

fleetThe largest naval formation commanded by an admiral.

floating batteryA type of warship, often improvised or experimental, designed for defensive firepower and carrying a heavy armament but with few other qualities as a warship.

flotillaA grouping of smaller warships that may be part of a larger fleet. The word “flotilla” derives from the Spanish diminutive of flota (“fleet”); thus, “flotilla” means “little fleet.” A flotilla includes all small surface vessels, usually the same class of ship, under the command of a captain.

fore and aftNautical term for a ship rigged with sails in

rigged line with the keel when at rest; schooner or sloop rigged.

formation(1) A grouping of units—usually infantry, cavalry, or armor, with artillery, engineers, and other units in support—capable of operating independently of the main army. The term is most often applied to brigades, divisions, or corps. (2) A pattern or method of drawing up units for battle, as in a column on land or line-ahead at sea.

fraiseA defensive palisade formed of pointed timbers pointing in an upward, slanting pattern.

freebooterA pirate or plunderer (from the Dutch vrijbuit, meaning “plunder”).

frictionThe accumulation of chance errors, unexpected difficulties, enemy actions, and confusion in battle.

frigate(1) In the days of Fighting Sail, a three-masted square-rigged ship (each mast had crossyards), with a single covered

gun deck. Large frigates carried 50–60 guns, and small frigates carried 26–38 guns. Frigates performed scouting for the fleet or operated on detached service. (2) In present times, a warship of the speed and size of a destroyer.

gabionA cylindrical wicker basket, open at each end, that is filled with earth and is used to fortify a position or erect a battery.

general chaseNaval term whereby pursuing ships are free to act on their own, with the fastest pursuing ship overhauling the slowest enemy ship.

glasisGradually sloping earthen area in front of the counterscarp of a fortification to enable defending artillery and infantry at the counterscarp to have a clear field of fire against attackers.

grapeshotType of artillery ammunition, consisting of iron balls (generally nine in number, around a wooden spool, and weighing the same as a single large solid shot). The whole was in a canvas bag and bound with cord so that it resembled a bunch of grapes. Grapeshot scattered when fired. It was employed against small boats and personnel at close range.

grasshopperLight 3-pounder field piece, so-named because it was mounted on legs rather than a wheeled carriage.

grenadierAn infantryman, equipped and trained to hurl hand grenades. Grenadier companies were elite formations often formed of the tallest men and used as a shock force if required.

guerre à outranceFight to the finish.


guerre de courseWarfare directed against an enemy nation’s seaborne trade, carried out by smaller warships and privateers.

guerrilla warfareDeriving from the Spanish term for “little war” and emerging from the Napoleonic Wars in Spain, guerrilla war is a form of highly flexible irregular warfare, usually conducted by small groups of combatants who more or less operate on their own conducting hit-and-run and ambush tactics on enemy

units in the field. Usually guerrilla warfare is employed by the side in war that lacks numerical or technological advantage.

gunAny firearm other than a pistol, but generally the term is applied only to cannon rather than to muskets or rifles.

gunboatIn the Age of Fighting Sail, a small vessel mounting one to two guns and propelled both by sails and long oars known as sweeps.

gunboatLiterally, the dispatch of a warship or war-

diplomacy ships by one nation to enforce its will on another nation; now a term used to describe the display of military might by one nation against another in order to achieve its diplomatic objectives.

gun deckThe covered deck or decks of a warship that support the main gun battery (batteries).

gun portsOpenings cut in the side of a ship through which cannon may be fired.

HMSHis or Her Majesty’s Ship, the term for warships in the Royal Navy.

horse artilleryHighly mobile light field guns drawn by teams of horses, with the gun crews riding on the limbers or on horseback.

hot-shot furnaceA furnace used for heating shot, which then can be fired with the intention of setting wooden ships or houses on fire.

howitzerA short gun of 5 to 10 calibers designed originally for high-trajectory intermediate-range fire and usually of bronze and chambered. Howitzers are the second major category of artillery, between guns and mortars.

hulkAn obsolete ship stripped of fittings and permanently moored, especially for use as storage or as an accommodation vessel for personnel or as a prison ship.

hullThe body of a ship, excluding superstructure and masts.

indirect fireThe process of aiming a large-caliber weapon, usually an artillery piece, by applying a vertical angle of tube elevation for range and a horizontal angle from some fixed reference point for direction. Such a procedure is necessary

when a target lies beyond the visual range of the gun crew.

in ironsNaval term for a sailing ship that is unable from lack of wind to move while heading into the wind and attempting to tack.

initiativeThe ability to set or change the terms of battle.

in ordinaryTerm of the Age of Fighting Sail for a ship that is laid up, the equivalent of the modern term “mothballing.”

intelligenceIn the military sense, the product resulting from collecting, processing, integrating, analyzing, evaluating, and interpreting information concerning an enemy force.

interdictionActions to divert, disrupt, delay, or destroy an enemy force before it can affect friendly forces.

invalidsSoldiers disabled for active service.

investTo assault or lay siege to an enemy position, usually a city or fortification.

joint operationsCoordinated, synchronized, and mutually supporting military operations conducted by two or more military services of the same nation (army, navy, air force, etc.).

kedgingNautical term for the technique of sending out a boat from another boat or ship with a line. The boat takes up position and then anchors, and the line is used to pull the other vessel to it.

ketchStrongly built fore-and-aft rigged ship with tall mainmast and smaller mizzenmast. This type of ship was often adapted to mounting mortars for shore bombardment, in which case it was known as a bomb ketch or simply a bomb.

langridgeArtillery ammunition, consisting of irregular small pieces of metal, packed like cannister shot, that scattered on firing, much like a modern shotgun. Used at close range against personnel on land and at sea.

lateen rigLong triangular sail rig, common to ships in the Mediterranean.

lee gaugeNaval term for the direction away from the wind, the opposite of weather gauge.

leewardDirection away from the wind.

letter of marqueCommission granted to a privateer enabling him to seize the goods and ships of any enemy country.

liaisonThe contact or intercommunication maintained between elements of military forces to ensure mutual understanding and unity of purpose and action.

light infantryInfantry trained for a more flexible and mobile tactical role than regular infantry, usually as skirmishers.

line(1) A military or naval formation greater in breadth than depth. (2) Ordinary infantry or cavalry, as opposed to guard or light troops.

line ofA directional orientation that connects a

operations force in the field with its base of operations and its objective.

lines ofAll routes (land, water, and air) that connect

communication an operating military force with its base of operations and along which supplies and military forces move.

linstockInstrument that held a slow burning match with which cannon were fired.

logisticsThe system of planning and executing the movement and sustainment of forces in the execution of military operations.

magazinePlace where powder charges and ammunition are stored.

main batteryThe principal guns in a ship.

maneuverBattlefield movement to gain positional advantage; one of the primary elements of combat power.

martial lawMilitary law; the temporary military governance of a civilian population.

maskTo hinder or prevent from activity an enemy formation or troop formation.

merlonFortification term for the part of a parapet between two embrasures.

mobilizationThe raising of armed forces of a nation for active service in a national emergency or war.

moleBreakwater, along which on the sheltered side ships may berth; in the Age of Fighting Sail it was usually a structure of stone extending at right angles from the shore.

mortarA short artillery piece, designed for high-angle fire over obstacles. Early mortars generally had a large bore in proportion to length and fired explosive shell. They were usually mounted at a fixed angle with the trunnions at the breech end. Range was adjusted by varying the powder charge.

nautical mileUnit of measurement at sea, equivalent to 6,076 feet.

neutralizationA firepower effect designed to render a target

fire temporarily combat ineffective for a specific period.

noncommis-An enlisted soldier promoted to a position

sioned officer of leadership, between an officer and the

(NCO) enlisted men.

no quarterThe failure of a victor to show clemency or mercy and refuse to spare the life of the vanquished after they surrender.

oblique orderAlso known as the declined or refused flank,

or oblique attack this is a military tactic where the commander of an attacking force concentrates his own resources against a portion of the enemy line. Requiring highly disciplined and well-trained troops able to maneuver and deploy rapidly, the oblique attack allows a commander with weaker or equal forces to achieve local superiority in numbers and attempt to defeat his enemy in detail. The oblique attack is most usually identified with the armies of King Frederick II of Prussia.

operational artMilitary planning and execution actions at the operational level of war.

operationalThe distinct level of warfare between the

level of war tactical and the strategic.

ordnanceWeapons and their associated hardware and appliances. Usually applied only to heavy guns.


ordre mixteAn extreme adaptable infantry formation employing troops in line and in column (fire and shock).

paradeThe area, usually within a fort, where troops would assemble for drill and inspection.

parallelsLarge trenches employed in siege operations and dug at various distances from the objective (and aligned to run parallel to it). Parallels sheltered troops and stores prior to a final assault on the enemy position.

parapetWall of a fortification.

partisansIrregular troops or guerrillas.

petty officerNaval rank equivalent to noncommissioned officer for the army, between officer and sailor.

picketA small detached body of troops set out in front of a camp or defensive position to warn of an enemy approach.

pioneersCombat engineers, as opposed to construction or topographical engineers; also known as pioneer infantry or sappers.

platoonMilitary formation, made up of several squads. Several platoons constitute a company.

point-blankRange term for cannon shot firing at flat trajectory.

polaccaA type of Mediterranean sailing vessel. It had three single-pole masts, often lateen rigged on foremast (which was slanted forward to accommodate the large lateen yard) and a gaff or lateen sail on the mizzenmast. The mainmast was square rigged in the European style.

post captainObsolete form of British naval rank to distinguish those who were captains by rank from officers who simply commanded a naval vessel and who were (and still are) addressed as captain regardless of rank. Once an officer was promoted to post captain, further promotion was strictly by seniority.

preparation fireFire delivered prior to an attack by friendly maneuver forces, designed to disrupt enemy defenses and fires.

presidioSpanish fortress, most usually found in the southwestern United States and established to protect Catholic missions and other important installations and areas.

privateerVessel of war owned, manned, and armed privately, as opposed to being owned by a state entity, but nonetheless commissioned by the national government to cruise against ships of an enemy nation.

provincialsTroops raised in the colonies to fight for the mother country.

provost masterChief of military police.

quakerFake cannon, often fashioned from logs, to give an enemy a false impression of one’s own strength.

quarterTo take mercy on an opponent when he surrenders, sparing that individual’s life.

quarterdeckThe part of the upper deck abaft the mainmast, including the poop deck when there is one and usually reserved for officers, their guests, and passengers.

quartermasterCommissioned officer whose duty it is to secure clothing and subsistence for soldiers or sailors.

rakeTo cannonade the length of an enemy ship, with one’s own vessel positioned at a 90-degree angle, either from bow or stern.

rank and fileCommon soldiers.

rateAn indication of the firepower of a warship in the Age of Fighting Sail. Smaller numbers meant more guns: first rates had 100 or more guns, and sixth rates had 20–29 guns. The third-rate 74-gun ship of the line was the workhorse capital ship of the era.

ravelinDefensive outwork of two faces that forms a salient angle. The ravelin was constructed outside the main ditch and in front of the curtain of a fortification.

razeeShip altered by the removal of its upper deck(s).

reconstitutionActions taken by higher headquarters to rebuild combat-worn military units to a level of effectiveness commensurate with mission requirements and available resources.

redanSimple form of defensive earthwork formation, not completely enclosed and with two sides forming a salient angle, similar to a flèche.

redoubtSmall independent earthwork, usually square or polygonal in shape and completely enclosed.

regimentBody of troops made up of one or more battalions and usually commanded by a colonel and assigned its own distinct name or number, sometimes both.

registration fireArtillery term for the procedure of adjusting the fire of guns onto their targets by observation and recording (thus “registering”) the final data of elevation and deflection needed to hit particular targets.

ricochet fireType of artillery fire when a shot is deliberately fired in such trajectory as to bound through an enemy position.

riflemanOriginally a soldier equipped with a rifle instead of a smoothbore musket.

round shotThe most frequently employed artillery ammunition of the muzzle-loading era. Round shot consisted of a spherical cast metal ball, usually of iron.

saberA cavalry sword, usually with a curved blade, commonly issued to light cavalry but also carried by general officers. The term was also used to describe any cavalry soldier.

sally portAn opening in a fortification to allow the passage of troops.

salvoThe simultaneous firing of a number of guns.

sapA covered trench or a tunnel used by attacking troops to approach an enemy fortification or defensive position.

sappersSee pioneers.

scarpthe inside of a ditch around a fortification. The counterscarp is the outside of the ditch. In permanent fortifications both may be encased in stone.

schoonerFore-and-aft rigged ship having two, three, or more masts.

scuttleTo intentionally sink one’s own ship, usually to prevent it from falling into enemy hands.

set-piece battleA military engagement that usually involves large formations moving according to a plan and responding to an opposing force also by plan.

shipA three-masted, square-rigged, flush-decked vessel.

ship of the lineTwo-decked to four-decked three-masted square-rigged ship that carried 64 to 120 guns. The U.S. Navy had no ships of the line in active service until 1815.

shotCast-iron solid shot employed against fortifications and troops in the open. Shot had the longest range of any artillery projectile.

shrapnelArtillery ammunition, invented by British artilleryman Henry Shrapnel, that was a hollow thin-walled shell packed with musket balls and fused, timed to explode. Shrapnel was used primarily against enemy troop formations and is also known as spherical case.

siege trainA collection of artillery and other equipment necessary to conduct a siege, together with its crews and transport vehicles.

sloopSingle-masted fore-and-aft rigged ship.

sloop of warAny warship with its guns on a single open gun deck.

snowA square-rigged vessel with a trysail mast.

sortieA foray from a defensive position or harbor.

spar deckThe highest (and open) deck of a ship.

spherical caseSee shrapnel.

shot

spontoonA pike or halberd carried by officers as a symbol of their authority and to identify them in battle.

squadThe smallest military formation, in modern times comprising some 8–14 men and commanded by a noncommissioned officer.

squadron(1) A subunit of cavalry, usually commanded by a captain and numbering about 100 men. (2) A subunit of a fleet consisting of two or more warships detailed for independent service under one command.

staffGeneral or admiral’s assistants who are involved in planning operations, intelligence, training, and supply activities.

staff collegeA school for training officers.

status quo anteThe situation before a war.

bellum

steal a march onTo gain an advantage over an opponent in a covert way, such as to march unobserved or before an opponent can do likewise.

strategyThe art and science of employing armed forces and other elements of national power during peace or war to secure national objectives.

strike the colorsto lower the flag of a ship as a sign of its surrender.

suppression fireA firepower effect designed to temporarily disrupt the capability of enemy forces in the target area from delivering effective fire on friendly forces.

sweepsLong oars carried aboard smaller warships (of up to some 30 guns) used to propel the ship when becalmed.

swivelSmall antipersonnel cannon, with a bore size of one to three inches and mounted on the rail of ships and walls of forts. The weapon takes its name from its swivel or pinion mount. Swivels made their shipboard appearance at the end of the 14th century and continued in naval use until the end of the age of wooden warships. Swivels seldom were loaded with solid shot, their usual ammunition being pistol or musket balls, scrap iron, or, in early days, stones. They were not counted in the rating of a ship’s armament.

tacticsThe art and science of employing available means to win battles and engagements.

task forceA military or naval force assembled on a temporary basis to accomplish a specific task or activity.

tempoThe rate of a military action. Controlling or altering tempo is a necessary means to initiative.

thick weatherAnything that creates conditions of reduced visibility on the war, including fog, haze, heavy rain, or snow. Fog is probably the most likely condition to be encountered.

tonnageThe measure of weight of a vessel.

tottenAn armored embrasure with iron shutters in

embrasure order to protect the gun crews.

trainGeneral transportation system of an army, responsible for supplying necessary equipment and supplies (i.e.,

supporting services for an army or navy in the field).

traverseBarrier thrown across the approach to a fortification or across its interior to cut off one part from another.

troopA subunit, usually of cavalry or artillery.

unitA body of soldiers, all of whom are usually of the same arm (i.e., infantry or artillery); battalions, batteries, and regiments are the usual formations.

water batteryA defensive artillery works that has its guns facing a body of water.

weather gaugeNaval term for the direction toward the wind, the opposite of lee gauge.

windageArtillery term describing the difference in the diameter of the bore and the diameter of the shot.

windwardToward the wind.

xebecSmall shallow-draft fast and easily maneuvered three-masted sailing ship peculiar to the Mediterranean. Its hull was identified by pronounced overhangs at bow and stern, and its rig was easily converted from square to lateen sails. Such ships required large crews, but these crews also provided manpower for boarding and seizing enemy ships. Xebecs were commonly employed as warships by the Barbary States as corsairs against merchant vessels.
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Chronology


November 1806 21 French emperor Napoleon I issues the Berlin Decree, inaugurating the Continental System.

January 1807 7A British government Order in Council prohibits neutral ships from trading with French-controlled ports or those of its allies.

June 1807 22 The Chesapeake-Leopard Affair occurs.

November 1807 21 Additional British Orders in Council regarding neutral trade with Napoleonic Europe are issued.

December 1807 17 Napoleon’s Milan Decree tightens the Continental System.
22The U.S. Embargo Act prohibits American ships from trading with any foreign country.

April 1808 17 Napoleon’s Bayonne Decree is directed against American merchant shipping.

March 1809 1 Congress passes the Non-Intercourse Act.
4James Madison is inaugurated president of the United States.

May 1810 1 Congress passes Macon’s Bill No. 2.

October 1810 27 President James Madison proclaims the U.S. annexation of West Florida.

May 1811 16 The President–Little Belt Affair occurs.

July 1811 8 Shawnee chief Tecumseh meets with Indiana Territory governor William Henry Harrison at Vincennes.

October 1811 12 George Prevost becomes governor in chief and commander of military forces in British North America.

November 1811 7 William Henry Harrison defeats an Indian force in the Battle of Tippecanoe.

April 1812 10 Congress authorizes the president to call up 100,000 militiamen to serve for six months.

June 1812 16 British foreign secretary Robert Stewart, Lord Castlereagh, announces the suspension of the Orders in Council.
18 The United States declares war on Britain, unaware of the British government action two days before.

July 1812 12 U.S. Army brigadier general and governor of the Michigan Territory William Hull invades Upper Canada.
16U.S. Army colonel Lewis Cass secures a key bridge over the Canard River near Fort Minden. With no support from Brigadier General William Hull, Cass withdraws.
17 Captain Charles Roberts mounts a surprise attack on and captures the important U.S. outpost of Fort Mackinac on Mackinac Island that controls the strait between Lake Huron and Lake Michigan.
17–20 The U.S. Navy frigate Constitution encounters a British ship of the line, four frigates, a brig, and a schooner off New Jersey, escaping from them in an epic three-day chase.
19 Colonel Robert Lethbridge leads a Provincial Marine squadron from Kingston, Ontario, across Lake Ontario and bombards the American naval base of Sackets Harbor, New York.

August 1812 1 When word is received in Quebec City that the British government has rescinded the Orders in Council, a brief local truce is arranged with U.S. forces under Major General Henry Dearborn.
5In the Battle of Brownstown, Tecumseh scatters American militiamen under Major Thomas Van Horne sent to escort an American supply train from the Raisin River to Fort Detroit.
8 American brigadier general William Hull abandons his belated plan to move against Fort Malden and withdraws from Upper Canada to Fort Detroit.
9 In the Battle of Monguagon (Maguaga), Lieutenant Colonel James Miller, leading a force to protect the American supply train at the Raisin River, repels an attack led by Captain Adam Muir and Tecumseh, but the next day Hull orders Miller to return to Detroit.
13 The U.S. Navy frigate Essex defeats the British ship sloop Alert, the first Royal Navy warship captured
in the war.
15 In the Battle of Fort Dearborn, Pottawatomi Indians massacre a number of American soldiers under Captain Nathan Heald and their dependents who had abandoned the fort under an Indian pledge of noninterference.
16 U.S. brigadier general William Hull surrenders Fort Detroit to British major general Isaac Brock. The entire Michigan territory passes into British hands.
19 The U.S. Navy frigate Constitution defeats the British frigate Guerriere.

September 1812 3U.S. Navy captain Isaac Chauncey is ordered to take command of U.S. naval forces on lakes Erie and Ontario, where he initiates a shipbuilding race that will continue throughout the war.
Native Americans attack Pigeon Roost in the Indiana Territory and massacre 24 inhabitants.
4 U.S. major general Henry Dearborn ends the truce with the British and resumes combat operations.
4–12 Native Americans lay siege to Fort Harrison at Terre Haute, where a small garrison commanded by Captain Zachary Taylor manages to hold out until relieved.
5–8Fort Madison, Missouri Territory (now Fort Madison, Iowa), resists an attack by several hundred Winnebago warriors.
5–12 Fort Wayne (Indiana) is besieged by Indians but relieved by Brigadier General William H. Harrison.
20–21 U.S. Army captain Benjamin Forsyth leads a raid on the British supply depot at Gananoque, below Kingston, Ontario, in Upper Canada.
27 In retaliation for Seminole and Black raids into Georgia, Colonel Daniel Newnan leads Georgia militiamen into northern Florida, but they are badly mauled there and withdraw on October 11, 1812.

October 1812 4British colonel Robert Lethbridge assembles a force at Prescott for an attack across the St. Lawrence River against Ogdensburg, New York, but is halted by American artillery fire directed by Brigadier General Jacob J. Brown.
8American boat parties commanded by Lieutenant Jesse D. Elliott, U.S. Navy, and Captain Nathan Towson, 2nd U.S. Artillery, cut out the British
brigs Detroit and Caledonia on Lake Erie, burning the Detroit after it grounds.
13 In the Battle of Queenston Heights, the British, Canadians, and allied Indians under Major General Isaac Brock defeat an American invasion of Upper Canada across the Niagara River led by New York Militia major general Stephen Van Rensselaer. Brock is killed in the action.
17–30 Illinois territorial governor Ninian Edwards leads militia forces and some U.S. rangers in destroying a number of Kickapoo Native American villages near Lake Peoria.
18 The U.S. Navy sloop Wasp defeats and captures the British sloop Frolic, but the Wasp is itself sufficiently damaged that a few hours afterward it is unable to escape the Royal Navy ship of the line Poitiers.
23 A party of New York militia under volunteer captain William L. Marcy surprises a Canadian militia outpost at St. Regis, capturing a flag.
25 The U.S. Navy frigate United States defeats the Royal Navy frigate Macedonian, which will be taken into the U.S. Navy.
28 The second cruise of the Essex begins. The U.S. Navy frigate Essex raids British commerce in the Pacific Ocean, devastating the British whaling industry and taking 15 prizes. The cruise ends on March 28, 1814.

November 1812 9–10U.S. commodore on the Great Lakes Isaac Chauncey sails from Sackets Harbor, New York, with the brig Oneida and a half dozen commercial schooners converted to warships, intercepts the British corvette Royal George and two schooners, and chases them back to Kingston.
20 In an American invasion of Canada at Lacolle Mills near Champlain, Ontario, U.S. major general Henry Dearborn is defeated by British troops, Canadian militia, and Mohawk warriors under Lieutenant Colonel Charles-Michel d’Irumberry de Salaberry. Dearborn returns to Plattsburgh, New York.
21 A heavy exchange of cannon fire occurs between the garrison of Fort Niagara, New York, and Fort George, Upper Canada.
22 The British frigate Southampton captures the U.S. Navy schooner Vixen, but four days later both vessels are wrecked on a reef, although all crew members are saved.
25–27 On the Niagara front, inept U.S. Army brigadier general Alexander Smyth makes several attempts to cross the Niagara River and invade Upper Canada before abandoning the effort. Smyth is sacked in consequence.

December 1812 3Blamed for the spate of recent American military disasters, Secretary of War William Eustis resigns and is temporarily replaced by Secretary of State James Monroe.
14–25 U.S. Army lieutenant colonel John Campbell leads an expedition against the Miami Indians, attacking and burning a number of villages along the Mississinewa River.
20 U.S. Army brigadier general William Henry Harrison orders Brigadier General James Winchester to advance to the Maumee Rapids.
26 The British proclaim a naval blockade of the Delaware and Chesapeake Bays, a paper blockade made real with the arrival of a British squadron in mid-January 1813.
29 The U.S. frigate Constitution defeats the British frigate Java, burning it two days later.

January 1813 2 Congress votes funds to build four 74-gun ships of the line and six 44-gun frigates, too late to affect the course of the war, however.
13U.S. Army brigadier general John Armstrong Jr. is confirmed as secretary of war.
17 The British frigate Narcissus captures the U.S. Navy brig Viper.
18 American forces capture Frenchtown (present-day Monroe, Michigan) on the Raisin River.
19 William Jones becomes secretary of the navy, replacing Paul Hamilton.
22 At Frenchtown, Brigadier General James Winchester fails to make adequate defensive arrangements, and British forces under Colonel Henry Procter surprise and rout the Americans.
23 Massacre on the Raisin River. Following the Battle of Frenchtown, British colonel Henry Procter leaves behind some 80 American wounded. Despite his pledges, they are inadequately protected and massacred by Indians. “Remember the Raisin!” becomes a rallying cry for the Americans.

February 1813 1U.S. Army brigadier general William Henry Harrison is forced to end his winter campaign, which began on January 23, 1813.
3 Tennessee Militia colonel John Williams leads Tennessee volunteers into Florida from Georgia and in a three-week campaign destroys a number of Seminole villages.
6–7 Major Benjamin Forsyth leads men across the frozen St. Lawrence River from Ogdensburg, New York, and briefly captures Elizabethtown (now Brockville, Ontario).
22 Stung by the American raid on Elizabethtown, British lieutenant colonel George MacDonnell leads men across the frozen St. Lawrence against Orangeburg, New York, defeating Major Benjamin Forsyth’s smaller force there.
24 The U.S. Navy sloop Hornet defeats the British sloop Peacock, which is badly damaged and sinks shortly thereafter.

March 1813 3 Congress votes to expand the U.S. Army by 18 new infantry regiments.

April 1813 8–15Major General James Wilkinson and U.S. Navy captain John Shaw sail from New Orleans with five gunboats, and on April 15 they capture Spanish Fort Charlotte at Mobile. Mobile is the only permanent territorial gain for the United States during the War of 1812.
27 U.S. forces led by Commodore Isaac Chauncey and Major General Henry Dearborn set out from Sackets Harbor on April 22, cross Lake Ontario, and occupy York (present-day Toronto), the capital of Upper Canada. The Americans destroy the nearly completed sloop Sir Isaac Brock and capture the schooner Duke of Gloucester. The Americans remain at York for four days, during which time against Dearborn’s orders they loot some private homes and burn York’s public buildings. The raiders return to Sackets Harbor on May 8, having accomplished little beyond hardening Canadian resolve and resentment. U.S. Army brigadier general Zebulon M. Pike is among those killed by a magazine explosion.

May 1813 1–9British forces under Brigadier General Henry Procter lay siege to Fort Meigs, held by American forces under Major General William Henry Harrison. The British and Indians win the May 5 Battle of the Maumee, but Procter does not take the fort and lifts the siege and withdraws.
15Royal Navy captain Sir James Lucas Yeo arrives at Kingston (Ontario) and takes command of the Ontario Squadron.
In East Florida, the so-called Patriot War comes to an end when Congress refuses to authorize Florida’s annexation. American forces under Lieutenant Colonel Thomas Adams Smith are ordered evacuated to Georgia.
27At Niagara, an amphibious force under General Henry Dearborn and Commodore Isaac Chauncey captures Fort George. British forces under Brigadier General John Vincent are allowed to escape intact, however. This American success compels the British at Fort Erie to withdraw, and it is occupied by American forces.
28British forces led by Sir George Prevost and Commodore Sir James Yeo cross Lake Ontario to attack the American base of Sackets Harbor, New York. The British intercept an American supply convoy bound for Sackets Harbor from Oswego, taking 12 of 19 supply bateaux and inflicting a number of casualties.
29At Sackets Harbor, American regulars and militia under Brigadier General Jacob J. Brown repulse the British landing force. Unfortunately, a navy lieutenant mistakenly informed that the battle is lost precipitously sets fire to the General Pike, a sloop on the stocks ready for launching, and the brig Duke of Gloucester, taken in the raid on York, as well as substantial quantities of naval supplies. The General Pike is saved, but the Duke of Gloucester is a total loss. More serious is the loss of some $500,000 in naval supplies.

June 1813 1Shannon vs. Chesapeake. The British skein of losses in two-ship engagements is broken when the Royal Navy frigate Shannon defeats and captures the U.S. frigate Chesapeake. The mortally wounded Lawrence’s reported words of “Don’t give up the ship!” become a rallying cry for the U.S. Navy.
3A British boat assault captures the U.S. Navy schooners Growler and Eagle at the northern end of Lake Champlain. They are taken into the Royal Navy as the Chubb and the Finch, respectively.
6In the Battle of Stoney Creek near Hamilton, Ontario, British forces under Brigadier General John Vincent surprise and defeat a far larger American force under Brigadier Generals William H. Winder and John Chandler. The actual attack is spearheaded by Lieutenant Colonel John Harvey.
9U.S. forces at Fort Erie withdraw, and the British reoccupy that post.
22In the Battle of Craney Island, American forces turn back a British effort under Vice Admiral Sir John Borlase Warren, commander of the North American Station, to take Norfolk and the frigate Chesapeake, anchored in the Elizabeth River under the protection of two forts and a number of gunboats.
24In the Battle of Beaver Dams, the British defeat an American force from Fort George planning to attack Beaver Dams (Ontario) in Upper Canada, but it is the Americans who are surprised and ambushed and are forced to surrender to Captain James Faial.
25–27British occupation of Hampton, Virginia. Frustrated in their effort to take Norfolk, the British land near Hampton, defeat a militia force there, and occupy the town, which they loot and partially burn. The British continue intermittent and minor raids in the Chesapeake region until September 1813.

July 1813 11The British raid the American supply depot of Black Rock, New York, burning its military installations and carting off military supplies, but they are then counterattacked by American troops and Tuscarora Indians.
18Near Rockport (Ontario), two American gunboats capture 15 British supply boats and then repel a British rescue attempt mounted from Kingston at Goose Creek, New York.
20–28Second Siege of Fort Meigs. British forces under Major General Henry Procter again lay siege to Fort Meigs on the Maumee River, but he is forced to raise the siege on July 28.
27Red Stick Creeks, who oppose white settlement, have secured ammunition from the Spanish at Pensacola and are returning home when they are attacked by Alabama militiamen near Burnt Corn Creek, in present-day southern Alabama. The Red Sticks rally to defeat the Americans. This action begins the Creek War.
30British forces under Colonel John Murray sail down Lake Champlain and destroy the American supply base of Plattsburgh, New York.
31 Commodore Isaac Chauncey and U.S. Army colonel Winfield Scott plan to raid Burlington (Ontario), but adverse winds lead them to again attack York (Toronto), where they burn the barracks and public buildings.

August 1813 2British major general Henry Procter attacks the American outpost of Fort Stephenson on the Sandusky River (Ohio). Its commander, Major George Croghan, refuses an order to evacuate and, although heavily outnumbered, forces the British to retire, with heavy losses.
7–11Inconclusive sparring occurs between the British and American squadrons on Lake Ontario.
8On Lake Ontario, the American schooners Scourge and Hamilton capsize in a sudden squall. Most of their men are lost.
13At St. Michaels, Maryland, militia under Brigadier General Derry Benson repulse a British raiding party landed there by Admiral Sir George Cockburn.
14In the English Channel, the larger British brig Pelican defeats the American brig Argus, which has taken 19 prizes, the largest number for any American warship of the war.
30Retaliating for the Battle of Burnt Corn Creek, Red Stick Creeks attack Fort Mims, a U.S. Army post on the Alabama River, and massacre as many as 500 people there, including women and children.

September 1813 5Off the Maine coast, the U.S. Navy schooner Enterprise captures the Royal Navy brig Boxer.
10U.S. Navy master commandant Oliver H. Perry wins the strategically important Battle of Lake Erie, capturing the entire British squadron of six ships and securing command of Lake Erie.
26British forces under Major General Henry Procter evacuate Detroit on September 24, and American forces under Major General William H. Harrison occupy it two days later.
27Major General William H. Harrison invades Upper Canada from Detroit and quickly occupies Fort Malden (Amherstburg) in Ontario.

October 1813 5In the Battle of the Thames, American forces under U.S. Army major general William H. Harrison defeat British forces under Major General Henry Procter and allied Indians under Tecumseh, who is among those killed.
The U.S. Lake Ontario Squadron captures five British schooners.
12U.S. riflemen under Colonel Isaac Clark attack and capture several Canadian militia detachments
at Massequoi Bay, Lower Canada. They also secure quantities of smuggled goods.
26In the Battle of the Châteauguay, U.S. Army major general Wade Hampton, outnumbering his opponents eight to 1, attacks British and Indian forces under Lieutenant Colonel Charles de Salaberry, who bluffs Hampton into believing that he is about to be enveloped, causing him to withdraw back to Plattsburgh.

November 1813 1–2At French Creek, New York, artillery units commanded by Brigadier General Jacob J. Brown drive off British gunboats commanded by Captain William H. Mulcaster.
3In the Battle of Tallushatchee in Tennessee, mounted riflemen under Brigadier General John Coffee defeat the Red Stick Creeks.
9In the Battle of Talladega, Tennessee militia under Major General Andrew Jackson defeat the Red Stick Creeks.
11In the Battle of Crysler’s Farm in Ontario, Canada, Brigadier General John Parker Boyd attacks Colonel Joseph W. Morrison, shadowing the American rear, but is repelled by the latter’s smaller force. Informed that Major General Wade Hampton has broken off his advance to Montreal and withdrawn, Major General James Wilkinson goes into winter quarters at French Mills.
18Attack on the Hillabee Upper Creeks. Tennessee Militia major general John Cocke orders his subordinate, Brigadier General James White, to attack the four Hillabee (Hillibee) towns of the Upper Creeks at the headwaters of the Tallapoosa River. The Hillabees, who had been in peace negotiations, now vow to fight to the end.
29Brigadier General John Floyd of Georgia attacks and defeats hostile Creeks at Autosee (Atasi) in Alabama.

December 1813 10American evacuation of Fort George. New York Militia brigadier general John McClure evacuates the former British Fort George (Niagara-on-the-Lake, Ontario). He bungles an effort to destroy the fort, turns 400 Canadian civilians out into the snow, and the next day orders the village of Newark and part of Queenston burned.
19In a surprise night attack, the British capture the key American outpost of Fort Niagara, securing immense amounts of arms and stores. The British occupy Fort Niagara for the remainder of the
war. Major General Phineas Riall then proceeds from Queenston to ravage the nearby New York countryside.
23Mississippi Militia brigadier general Ferdinand L. Claiborne leads Mississippi militiamen, army troops, and allied Choctaw Indians to attack and destroy the Red Stick Creek town of Holy Ground (Econochaca) in the Mississippi Territory.
The British frigate Belvidera captures the U.S. brig Vixen.
29–30British major general Phineas Riall leads regulars and Indians across the Niagara River. They defeat militiamen under Major General Amos Hall and burn both Buffalo and Black Rock, New York, destroying substantial supplies and shipping.
30The British schooner Bramble (10 guns) arrives at Annapolis, Maryland, carrying a letter from British foreign secretary Robert Stewart, Lord Castlereagh, proposing the opening of peace talks between Britain and the United States. President James Madison accepts 10 days later.

1813–1814 The war at sea and commerce raiding continue throughout this period. The British naval blockade becomes increasingly effective, and most American ports and shipping are shut down. The U.S. Navy, for all practical purposes, is confined to port. The Americans respond by sending out increasing numbers of privateers. Of 22 U.S. Navy ships, 18 are engaged in commerce warfare and take 165 prizes. Of 526 registered privateers, only some 200 engage in extended operations, but these take 1,344 prizes. British insurance rates soar and lead to pressure on the government to conclude peace.

January 1814 22 andBattles of Emuckfaw Creek and Enitachopco Creek. In
24 the Creek War, Tennessee Militia commander Major General Andrew Jackson marches on the Creek village of Emuckfaw but is ambushed on January 22 by Red Stick warriors about a dozen miles from Emuckfaw. The militiamen drive off the Indians, but Jackson is forced to return to Fort Strother. On the way there on January 24, he is again ambushed while crossing Enitachopco Creek but is able to return to Fort Strother.
27Congress votes to increase U.S. Army strength to 67,773 men, although only about two-thirds of that number is actually recruited.
Battle of Calabee Creek. In Georgia during the last offensive operation of the Creek War, Georgia Militia brigadier general John Floyd is advancing along with friendly Creeks on the village of Tuckabatchee when his camp is attacked by hostile Creeks. Floyd beats back the attackers but then withdraws.

February 1814 1U.S. Army major general James Wilkinson evacuates French Mills, sending part of his force under Major General Jacob Brown to Sackets Harbor while Wilkson proceeds with the remainder to Plattsburgh.
10Congress authorizes another four U.S. Army infantry regiments. Manpower problems persist, however, with many regiments at half strength or less.

March 1814 4An American foraging party led by Captain Andrew H. Holmes is attacked near Longwoods (Ontario) by British regulars, Canadian militiamen, and allied Indians. The Americans beat back the attackers.
24Major General George Izard assumes command of U.S. forces at Plattsburgh, New York, while Major General Jacob Brown is ordered to assume direction of the U.S. war effort along the Niagara frontier.
27Battle of Horseshoe Bend (Tohopeka). In the most important engagement of the Creek War, Tennessee Militia major general Andrew Jackson defeats a large Red Stick Creek force at the Horseshoe Bend of the Tallapoosa River in present-day central Alabama. The Red Stick Creeks now enter into peace negotiations, culminating in the Treaty of Fort Jackson on August 9, 1814.
28Near Valparaiso, Chile, the British frigate Phoebe and sloop Cherub defeat the U.S. Navy frigate Essex.
30Second Battle of Lacolle Mills. Major General James Wilkinson leads a new invasion of Lower Canada on the Niagara front but is rebuffed by a small British force at Lacolle Mills near Champlain, Upper Canada (Ontario). Wilkinson withdraws. He is subsequently relieved of command and replaced by Major General George Izard.

April 1814 6French emperor Napoleon I abdicates. The defeat of Napoleon frees up substantial numbers of British regulars for service in North America.
7A half dozen British barges proceed up the Connecticut River, and some 20 American vessels are destroyed at the town of Essex in the most costly action of the war in New England waters.
20The British frigate Orpheus and schooner Shelburne chase and capture the U.S. sloop Frolic.
29The U.S. Navy sloop Peacock defeats the British brig Epervier.

April–June 1814 U.S. Army major general Jacob J. Brown, Brigadier General Winfield Scott, and Major General George Izard thoroughly drill their troops in upper New York state so that they are able to perform equally to British Army regulars.

May 1814 5–7British commodore Sir James Yeo’s Lake Ontario Squadron transports troops under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond to raid Oswego, New York. Lieutenant Colonel George E. Mitchell mounts a stout defense. The British capture the schooner Growler (two guns), with seven guns destined for Sackets Harbor and a large quantity of provisions. However, they fail to snare heavy cannon intended for Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s squadron.
10–11American forces under Lieutenant Colonel John B.
and 19 Campbell take Port Dover (Ontario) and burn it. A smaller American raiding party also takes and destroys Port Talbot (Ontario).
20British commodore Sir James Yeo blockades Sackets Harbor, New York, to prevent the Americans from moving to that place the heavy ordnance to arm their recently completed frigate Superior, the largest American warship on the Great Lakes.
25Commodore Joshua Barney, commander of the American flotilla in the upper Chesapeake Bay, departs Baltimore to engage British boats and barges. He establishes a base of operations in the Patuxent River.
29–30Battle of Sandy Creek. British commodore Sir James Yeo continues his close blockade of the New York shore of Lake Ontario to prevent the Americans from moving heavy 32-pounder long guns from the Oswego Falls to Sackets Harbor to arm the completed frigate Superior, the largest
American ship on the Great Lakes. On May 28 Master Commandant Melancthon T. Woolsey and Major Daniel Appling send 19 bateaux transporting 34 guns and 10 cables. They are supported by 100 riflemen and 130 Oneida warriors. Eight miles from Sackets Harbor, the bateaux pull into Sandy Creek to await an additional escort from Sackets Harbor. On May 29 the British capture one of the bateaux and learn of the operation. The British set out after the others with three gunboats and four cutters. Warned of the British approach, the Americans and Indians lay an ambush and force the British to surrender. On June 6, with the American cannon having reached Sackets Harbor and with the loss of 200 of his men and many of his boats, Yeo abandons the blockade and returns to Kingston.

June 1–August 21, 1814 Patuxent River campaign. U.S. Navy commodore Joshua Barney is operating from the Patuxent River in Maryland against British barges and boats. Barney has 18 vessels, most of them barges. To attack Barney’s flotilla up the river, the British will have to rely on boats. With the Americans also able to employ militia forces on land to help defend the flotilla, the British will need a combined land and water operation. For them this has the advantage of masking their intention of a quick strike against Washington, D.C.
On the morning of June 1 Barney’s force quits the Patuxent, but the British pursue with larger ships and force him back up that river and into St. Leonard’s Creek. A series of engagements occur on June 9 and 10, with the Americans disabling a British schooner and themselves losing a galley. The British then land men on the banks of the Patuxent.
Early on June 26, Barney takes the offensive in conjunction with land units. Abandoning his two gunboats, he exits the creek and pushes up the Patuxent. On August 19 the main British force proceeds up the Patuxent. The British mask their planned British descent on Washington by making it appear that Barney’s flotilla is the target.
The American flotilla is cornered at Pig Point, near Upper Marlborough, and Barney abandons his boats on August 21 and destroys them the next day as the British approach.

June 1814 19On Lake Ontario, American boats capture the British gunboat Blacksnake.
22The Royal Navy frigate Leander captures the U.S. Navy brig Rattlesnake.
28The U.S. Navy sloop Wasp defeats the Royal Navy sloop Reindeer.

July 1814 2–3New American commander on the Niagara front Major General Jacob Brown invades Upper Canada (Ontario) from across the Niagara River and captures Fort Erie.
4At Detroit, U.S. Navy captain Arthur Sinclair and U.S. Army lieutenant colonel George Croghan set out with 700 men in three brigs and two schooners to take strategically situated Fort Mackinac on Mackinac Island in the strait between Lakes Huron and Michigan.
5Battle of Chippawa. Near present-day Chippawa, Ontario, British forces under Major General Phineas Riall attack American forces under Brigadier General Winfield Scott and are repulsed but withdraw in good order. This is the only battle of the war in which two regular army units of approximate size engage in close combat in extended order. The battle marks a turning point in the war for the U.S. Army, establishing that American regulars are a match for British regular troops.
7British forces under Major General Phineas Riall withdraw to Fort George. The Americans pursue and occupy Queenston.
11British forces arrive by sea from Nova Scotia and capture Eastport, Maine. It is not finally returned to the United States until 1818.
19 On the Mississippi River, a small force intending to reinforce Fort Shelby, Prairie du Chien, is repelled by Indians at Campbell’s Island.
20British forces capture Fort Shelby at Prairie du Chien in the Wisconsin Territory.
The American expeditionary force sent against Mackinac Island under U.S. Navy captain Arthur Sinclair and U.S. Army lieutenant colonel George Croghan captures the trading post and fort at St. Joseph’s and then proceeds to take the post at Sault St. Marie.
22Second Treaty of Greenville. Reflecting the dramatic shift in the fighting in the region, representatives of Native American tribes of the Old Northwest meet at Greenville, Ohio, and there conclude with William Henry Harrison and
Governor Lewis Cass a treaty whereby the Delawares, Miamis, Senecas, Shawnees, and Wyandots are all forced to declare war on their former ally, Great Britain.
25Battle of Lundy’s Lane. U.S. major general Jacob Brown moves against Lundy’s Lane, a village in present-day Niagara Falls, Canada. In the most bitterly contested land battle of the war, Brown engages a British force under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond and Major General Phineas Riall in a five-hour battle that ends in a draw. Because he is not reinforced, however, Brown must withdraw back to Fort Erie.
31On Lake Ontario, the U.S. Navy schooner Sylph chases down the British brig Magnet, the crew of which run it ashore and burn it to prevent its capture.

July–August 1814 Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn mounts a series of harassing operations in Chesapeake Bay. At the same time, London sends out a ground force of some 4,000 British regulars under Major General Robert Ross.

August 1814 4The expeditionary force under U.S. Navy captain Arthur Sinclair and U.S. Army lieutenant colonel George Croghan lands on Mackinac Island but is repulsed by the British defenders of Fort Mackinac. The Americans then depart, but on their return they destroy a British blockhouse at the mouth of the Notawasaga and a schooner, the Nancy. Sinclair then leaves the Scorpion and Tigress to maintain a blockade there.
British forces under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond lay siege to Fort Erie. On August 12 the British mount a boat attack and capture the American schooners Somers and Ohio. The siege ends on September 21, 1814.
8U.S. and British diplomats begin formal peace discussions at Ghent, Belgium.
9Treaty of Fort Jackson. Andrew Jackson, having been given a commission as an army general, negotiates peace with the Red Stick Creeks to end the Creek War. The Creeks lose some 23 million acres, approximately two-thirds of their land representing half of present-day Alabama and a good bit of southern Georgia.
15Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond launches an overly complicated night attack against Fort Erie, Upper Canada, and is
disastrously repelled with the loss of 900 men after a captured magazine explodes.
16British forces under Vice Admiral Sir Alexander Cochrane, commander in chief of British naval forces in American waters, and Major General Robert Ross begin their movement up the Chesapeake Bay, with their objective the federal capital of Washington, D.C.
19British troops under Major General Robert Ross land at Benedict, Maryland. The British objective is Washington, D.C., but Ross masks this by first proceeding against the small American flotilla under U.S. Navy commodore Joshua Barney trapped in the Patuxent River by British warships. Ross reaches Upper Marlborough, Maryland, on August 22 and can now proceed toward his main objective, Washington, D.C.
24Battle of Bladensburg. With British forces now threatening Washington, D.C., U.S. Army brigadier general William Winder, commander of the Potomac Military District, issues a call for 75,000 militia. Barely 6,000 men answer the appeal, and these are soon dispersed by British major general Robert Ross’s regulars.
24–25The British occupy Washington and burn its public buildings, including the Capitol and the White House. The Americans set fire to the Washington Navy Yard and its ships there.
26In one of the war’s major miscalculations, U.S. secretary of war John Armstrong orders Major General George Izard and his right division of some 4,000 men from Plattsburgh, New York, to the Niagara front to assist in the defense of Fort Erie. This means that only some 1,500 men under Brigadier General Alexander Macomb are left to defend Plattsburgh.
29British naval forces moving up the Potomac occupy Alexandria, Virginia, secure 22 merchant ships and considerable food stocks. The occupation ends on September 2, 1814.
30British major general Robert Ross reembarks his army of some 4,000 troops at Benedict, Maryland.
31Substantial British reinforcements arrive in Canada in July, and Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, British governor in chief of North America, leads 11,000 troops south in an invasion of upper New York state.

September 1814 1The U.S. sloop Wasp defeats the British sloop Avon. The Wasp mysteriously disappears at sea from unknown causes; it is last seen on October 9.
1–10 After seizing Eastport, Maine, the British take Castine, force the Americans to destroy the frigate Adams in the Penobscot River, and capture Bangor and Machias. The British now hold approximately 100 miles of Maine coastline. The failure of Massachusetts to defend Maine leads many in Maine to demand their own state, which occurs in 1820.
3–4Royal Navy lieutenant Miller Worsley leads boat attacks that capture the American schooners Scorpion and Tigress, which had been watching over the passageways from Georgian Bay into Lake Huron.
5Battle of Credit Island. U.S. Army Major Zachary Taylor leads a force up the Mississippi River from St. Louis in an effort to recapture Fort McKay (former U.S. Fort Shelby) at Prairie du Chien (Wisconsin), but en route the Americans are attacked by Sauk and Fox Indians led by Chief Black Hawk and are forced to withdraw. The British control the upper Mississippi River for the remainder of the war.
7In the English Channel, the U.S. Navy sloop Wasp engages and captures the British brig sloop Avon.
11Battle of Lake Champlain and Battle of Plattsburgh. British forces under Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost, commander in chief of British forces in North America, operating in conjunction with a naval force on Lake Champlain under Captain George Downie, advance on the American base at Plattsburgh on September 6, 1814, defended by only a single brigade of U.S. regulars under Brigadier General Alexander Macomb along with militia. Macomb wages a skillful defense.
Prevost is determined to secure control of the lake before continuing his advance, but Downie’s squadron of 4 ships and 12 galleys is defeated by the defending American naval force of 4 ships and 10 gunboats under Master Commandant Thomas Macdonough. Deprived of his naval support and well aware of what had happened to a British invading army in this same region under Lieutenant General John Burgoyne during the American Revolutionary War, Prevost now orders a general withdrawal.
12–14British troops under Major General Robert Ross come ashore at North Point near Baltimore on September 12, but the Americans mount a stout defense, and Ross is killed. At the same time, British ships proceed against Fort McHenry in Baltimore Harbor, shelling it on the night of September 13–14. The bombardment of Fort McHenry inspires American eyewitness Francis Scott Key to
write the poem “The Defence of Fort McHenry,” from which the U.S. national anthem “The Star-Spangled Banner” was derived. With the failure of their naval bombardment, the British embark their troops at North Point on September 15 and later sail for Jamaica.
14–16Four Royal Navy warships and a land force that includes allied Indians attack American Fort Bowyer at Mobile Bay but are repulsed with the loss of one of their ships.
16U.S. New Orleans naval forces under Master Commandant Daniel Patterson with troops under Lieutenant Colonel George T. Ross attack and destroy the pirate stronghold in Lake Barataria, securing 17 prizes.
17At Fort Erie, Upper Canada, the American garrison under Major General Jacob J. Brown suddenly sorties and surprises British forces under Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond in its trenches. The Americans take several siege batteries before being chased back into their works.
26–27In violation of a neutral port, the boats of a British squadron attack the privateer General Armstrong at Faial in the Azores. Facing vastly superior British forces, Captain Samuel Chester Reid orders his men ashore and burns the privateer.
27Widely blamed for the debacle of the defense of Washington, D.C., John Armstrong resigns as U.S. secretary of war. Secretary of State James Monroe again becomes acting secretary of war.

October 1814 15U.S. major general George Izard crosses the Niagara River into Upper Canada with some 5,500 regulars and 800 militiamen. A protracted bombardment of British positions across Chippawa Creek ensues, and several guns are silenced. However, Izard finds the British defenses stronger than anticipated and then learns the next day that Commodore Isaac Chauncey’s Lake Ontario Squadron has retired to Sackets Harbor, fearing a British naval assault there to include the largest warship on the Great Lakes, the new British first-rate ship of the line St. Lawrence (112 guns). Izard is reluctant to proceed farther into Canada without naval support protecting his lines of communication back to U.S. territory.
17Seeking to provide a diversion for Major General George Izard in his invasion at Niagara, U.S. brigadier general Duncan McArthur departs Detroit on a spectacular 150-mile mounted raid into Upper Canada that ends on November 17, 1814.
19Battle of Cook’s Mills. Hoping to draw his opponent into battle, on October 17 and 18 U.S. major general George Izard maneuvers with his own army before British lieutenant general Sir Gordon
Drummond’s smaller force, but Drummond refuses to take the bait. Izard then dispatches Brigadier General Daniel Bissell to destroy grain at Cook’s Mill, where the Americans are victorious against a British force under Lieutenant Colonel Christopher Myers. It is the last clash between British and U.S. regular forces on Canadian soil.

November 1814 5 With British control of Lake Ontario ensured, U.S. major general George Izard withdraws across the Niagara River, abandoning Fort Erie, which would be difficult to hold. This closes out the American effort to seize Upper Canada.
6Kentucky cavalry under Brigadier General Duncan McArthur attacks and scatters Canadian militia at Malcolm’s Mills. The raiders then ride back to Detroit.
7–9Major General Andrew Jackson seizes Spanish-held Pensacola, Florida, forcing the British to evacuate the forts they had occupied there. This denies the British the use of Pensacola as a staging area. Jackson installs a U.S. garrison and then withdraws with most of his men to Mobile before proceeding on to New Orleans.
27A large Royal Navy task force of some 50 ships (including 7 ships of the line along with 7 frigates and numerous sloops and brigs) commanded by Vice Admiral Sir Alexander F. I. Cochrane sails from Jamaica with 7,500 seasoned veterans of the Peninsular War under the command of Major General Sir Edward Pakenham. Their objective is the rich American port city of New Orleans.

December 1814 1U.S. major general Andrew Jackson arrives at New Orleans from Mobile and immediately begins organizing its defenses against a presumed British attack.
14Battle of Lake Borgne. On December 13, 1814, the British New Orleans expeditionary force arrives in the Lake Borgne area, some 40 miles east of New Orleans. The next day they send 42 launches and other craft under Captain Nicholas Lockyer, defeating the 5 American gunboats commanded by Lieutenant Thomas ap Catesby Jones in Lake Borgne.
23At Villeré Plantation south of New Orleans, Major General Andrew Jackson launches a vigorous night attack against a British encampment under Major General John Keane. Though initially surprised, the British Peninsular War veterans beat
off the attack, and Jackson withdraws. Keane, convinced that he is outnumbered, refuses to pursue, and the Americans have additional time to perfect their defenses along the Rodriguez Canal.
24Treaty of Ghent. At Ghent, Belgium, both sides sign an agreement ending the war, with the British acceding to the U.S. position of status quo ante bellum and restoration of prewar borders.
27The U.S. Navy schooner Caroline supporting U.S. troops ashore from the Mississippi River is destroyed by hot shot from British land batteries.

January 1815 1At New Orleans, British artillery under Colonel Alexander Dickson engages in a prolonged bombardment of the American position along the Rodriguez Canal but is worsted in the exchange.
8In the Battle of New Orleans, American forces under Major General Andrew Jackson devastate attacking British forces under Major General Sir Edward Pakenham, who is killed.
9–18British ships shell Fort St. Philip on the lower Mississippi River with little effect.
13A British amphibious force under Rear Admiral Sir George Cockburn attacks and then sacks the settlement of Point Peter, Georgia.
15A British squadron of the razee Majestic and frigates Endymion, Pomone, and Tenedos capture the U.S. frigate President.

February 1815 7–12Second Battle of Fort Bowyer. British forces under Major General John Lambert attack and capture Fort Bowyer as the first step toward securing Mobile. Informed of the end of the war, Lambert then withdraws. The Second Battle of Fort Bowyer is the last land engagement of the war.
15The U.S. Senate unanimously approves the Treaty of Ghent, formally ending the War of 1812. The treaty is officially proclaimed by President James Madison on February 17.
20The U.S. Navy frigate Constitution defeats the Royal Navy corvette Cyane and sloop Levant.

March 1815 23The U.S. Navy sloop Hornet defeats the Royal Navy sloop Penguin.

April 1815 6At Dartmoor Prison in Devon, England, unruly American captives, angered by their prolonged detention, are fired on by nervous British guards.
The ensuing massacre takes the lives of 7 and injures 31.

May 1815 24Battle of the Sinkhole. On the Cuive River in Missouri, a party of rangers engages hostile Sauk Indians under Black Hawk, who had been allied with the British and refuses to recognize the end of the war. Seven rangers and some Indians are killed in this, the final land action connected to the War of 1812.

June 1815 30In Sunda Strait in the Pacific, the U.S. Navy sloop Peacock defeats the British East India Company brig Nautilus in the last engagement of the War of 1812.
Spencer C. Tucker
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