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Abstract

The French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars was a time of unprecedented naval
success for the United Kingdom. By 1812, after nineteen years of warfare, the Royal Navy had
won every major battle and maintained a choking blockade over the ports of Frames aties.
When war broke out with the United States in 1812 many hoped that the new conflict meant a
fresh period of prizes, glory, and honour. By the end of the year, however, five British ships had
been defeated in action by their American countéspBor the British, it was as shocking as it
was depressing.

British naval historiography tends to focus on victory, and in this period, there were plenty
of victories to study. But these losses and the reactions to them provide an interesting case study
to examine the pogtielsonic Royal Navy culture and fighting spirit. This thesis exantioesthe
navy reacted to the losses culturally through an examination of the defenses made by the defeated
officers of 1812 and their receptions in Courts Martial le#tdr the loss of a shifhese naval
officers understood their losses not as the result of vastly superior enemy firepower but instead as
contests which they could have won if not for a lack of fortune. The ateaésted public did
not agree, and insad justified their own insecurities regarding their beloved naval heroes by
clinging to the 1 mpressive br o&dmstitudloas of Amer

The Admiralty responded to the defeats and resulting public uproar with cautious policies
in the North American Squadron. The captains of the North American Squadron, however, were
not sympathetic to the cautious policies. Their desire to avenge British honour resulted in the
i ssuing of chall enges swhblockhdehe Ursidd Stateadd elept t ai n 0

for thesuccessfuBhannorChesapeakaction were in vain
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Chapt er On e : |l ntroduct i

In the early afternoon dhe 19" of August1812, lookouts of HMSGuerrierg asixteen
yearold Royal Navyfrigate captured from the French in 1806, spotted another frigate on the
horizon. Not long after, one of her lieutenants made her out to be the American frigate USS
Constitution which hadescaped fronGuerriereand he companions earlier in the waNithout
hesitation Captain James DacresducedG u e r r sa# so ¢haConstitutioncould catch up. He
was determined to bring her to action, and the maneuvers of the Americans indicated that her
commander was equally determined to fighthen the guns fellilent that eveningDa cr e s 6 s hii
was battered to piecasd had struck to the eneniwas the first time in over a year that a British
ship hadsurrenderedand as news of the event spread through the British Empire abhitied
States shock followed.The British and Nova Scotians, bred on a diet of naval victories and a
perception of invincibility at sea, were dumbstruenkthis loss in Nova Scotian waterBhe
Americans, who had not expected anything of theiallnavy in the recently declared warere
surprised and overjoyed at the humbling of their former colonial masters.

In popular memory, and indeed in some aspects of historiography, both sides of the war
emphasizé their triumphs and tried to explasway their losses. The British foagson the
successful defense of Canada, the burning of Washington, amdutttecelebratedShannon
Chesapeakaction, whilst reminding readers that the frigate losses in 1812 were unequal contests,
pitting38gun frigates agai nst Agaegandthat thestrusangmg ofb | vy
Britain at the time was Napoleortcance The Americans focsl on their feat of holding their

own agai nstrenostglobalpowdr df he agé adfdriumphing in single ship actions



against the best navy ihd world, while downplaying their failure tmnquerCanada and the fact
that their aggressive war ended without any peace aims being settled in the cessation of hostilities.
In terms of the naval war, neither traditional narrative is truly correct,ugthoombined
they tell a coherent and mostly complstery. While the British are correct in pointing out that
the three famous single ship actions in 1812 wekerjual contestshey fail to acknowledge the
justification for thedeep shock and shame fielthe Royal Navy as a result of those losses. Simply
put, the Royal Navy, after two decades of war with France, expected their ships to triumph against
even vastly superior odds.
That is the subject of this studygiven the expectation of victory in the Royal Navy, by
the officers and by the public, how did the Royal Navy experience the losses in 18127 How did
the shock impact naval press, naval policy, and the actions of teersfferving on thBlorth
American Squadrdhlt is true that the three single ship actions in 1812 are often over emphasized
and over studied this despite them having no impact on, for instance, the American invasion of
Canadaor on Britainés ability to blockade the Ur
become clear, these battles were not unimportant. They mattered dabpliRtiyal Navy and the
British-Canadian culturasphere angxamining how the navy reactéadl these losseafter two
decades of victory will shed light on the nature of the naval officer culture of the period. To do

that, one first needs teviewthe factors that influenced that officer culture.

The Royal Navy in the Napoleonic Era
The soc a | backgrounds of naval officers, in Br
andwhile many were of noble backgrounds, many others were not. Familial backgrounds included

those fronprofessionalndpolitical backgrounds, and especially navy andyabackgroundsA



small percentage of officeewencame from the genuinely pgancluding at least two officers of
African descentlt was one of the few careers in which genuine social mobility was podgdig.

of the most famous peers in the servidéelson, Pellew, Jervigtc.i were not of noble birtiyut

instead earned their titleghroughv i ct or i es at sea. Of t en, t his

standing and reputation depended on their success at sea. Aristocrats who expected tibegherit ti

had established social positionunger sons or cousims titled aristocratsor thoseotherwise
without inherent social statusad to rely on their professional reputation. Certainly, established
connections in society were a boon to a naval career in Britain, jtret\asereo a career in the
army, but social connection and birth was not a guarantor of a successful'career.

Nearly every officer joined the nauyidshipmen, apprentice officers who started their
careers at sea as young as eighiese young boys served ah $ea hardening experienéeand

learned how to sail, navigate, and most importahthyv to lead Young bgs and teenagers often

found themselves in command of subdivisions of men, gun crews, boarding parties, and prizes.

Al ternatively, a small number of officers
Academy, a shorbased institution envisied to provide young gentlemen with a better education
than their sedoorn counterparts, who relied on stipard schoolmasters and other officers for
instruction? Very few officers of the period started via this route, and it washalismissed as

insignificant. Ear 'y wri ters were dismissi v¥nteestingtyh e

1 Adam NicolsonMen of Honour: Trafalgar and the Making of the English Hérondon, New York, Toronto, and
Sydney: Harper Perennial, 2005): 10P4; Tom War e h am, AThe Duration of
Revolutionary andhilapal ¢ o 88, dos 4 (ROAWAL0eDL, Tom WarehamThe Star
Captains: FrigateCommand in the Napoleonic Waflsondon: Chatham Publishing, 2001): 35;0 the Right
Honourable the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, 1809.Nicholas Tracy,The Naval Chronicle: The
Contemporary Record of the Royal Navy at Wal, \I, (London: Chatham Publishing, 199855356
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2John Bl atdhlyg, YoBthkand Educat i ®@mwkeofthe Bharthonmandthe War ofk e r |, €

1812 (Seaworth Publishing, Barnsley, 2013): 78
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several of the officers involved in the key actions of the War of 1812, including Captain Philip
Broke, began their service at the Academy.

After an avesge ofsix years as midshipmethe now young men faced an examination
before being eligible for promotion to lieutenawWhile described as onerous and an effective
measure of controlling competency withskih t he |
that every officer needed to demonstrattés worth mentioning that very fewoung gentlemen
actually failed their examinationdt was also not uncommon for midshipmen to pass their
examinations and never receive a commissidmere was intense competition for promotion
within the Royal Navy, even when the fleet was fully manned at wartime. Promotion sprees at the
beginning of conflicts, as the navy rearmezkulted inperiods of stagnatiosuch adate in the
Napoleonic Wars, ten the lists of lieutenants, commanders, and captains far exceeded the
demand for officersThis only worsened during times of peace, when large portions of the fleet
was laid up in ordinary.

Once oneeceivedhis commission as a ligenant, he next stepvas that of commandér
previausly called master and commander, captains of small unrated vessels called sloops of war
A fundamental problem for officers in the Royal Navy was that there were always far more
commanders than there were unrated shigany lieutenants were effectively promoted to
commander into retiremeftBecoming a post captain was thstcoveted steppost captains
commanded t he n &omytidysfrigates ttoentassigehshigs sof the line.was
particularlydesirablebecaus®f the nature of promotion past thatdint. Captains were promoted
to admirals based on their senioiitthe Admiralty could not promote a captain to admiral without

first promoting every captain of higher seniority to hifna captain lived long enoudte was

4 Evan Wilson, "Social Background and ProinatProspects in the Royal Navy, 177815." English Historical
ReviewCXXXI, no. 550 (2016): 538
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guaranteed to be promoted to admiral. Again, this did not ensure sebaity admirals never
served at sea after promotion. Rather than be promoted intbrdedired red, white, and blue
admiralty system, some becmiralsi thobeadffectmetysn c al | e
retirementStill, a halfpay post captain earned far more than a half pay commander, and he was
guaranteed another boost in pay upon reaching flag rank. If an officer was worried about a future
on half pay, the notion of reitng as a half pay admiral was preferable to a half pay commander.
Additionally, some appointments and commands were more desirable than others,
particularly when prize money was concern@fficers frequentlycomplained about inadequate
pay, rates of pay for officers had not kept up with inflation in th® déntury, and the expectations
of social status among officers meant that it could be expensive to serve in the fleet. Prize money
was the coveted solutidnit was a fundamental partbfhe navyés system of in
honours and titlesgnd some officers earned fortunes from capturing enemy warships, privateers,
and merchant vessel3he chance of capturing an enemy ship in action was the opportunity that
nearly every officetonged for but it was also a relatively rameccurrenceThose commanding
ships of the line, for instance, were unlikely to make any significant capagepposed tihose
commanding frigates or sloop&s such, frigates were the most desired shipstteer command
or be appointed tb.
Given the competition for promotions and appointments, with the incentives of
empl oyment and prize money dangled before eve

officer corpswasheavilyinfluenced by competitionAs with any competitive job field, candidates

5 Douglass W. Allen, "The British Navy Rules: Monitoring and Incompatible Incentives in the Age of Fighting Sail."
Explorations in Economic Histon\89 (2002) 2042 3 0 , Gabriela A Frei, APrize Laws
Voelcker, editorBroke of the Shannon and the War of 1.§B2aworth Publishing, Barnsley, 2013):52, D.A.B.

Ronald,Young Nelsons: Boy Sailors during the Napoleonic Wi@sdord: Ospey Publishing, 2012): 26211
8WarehamThe Star Captains 160 War eham, @ADuratid28 of Frigate Comman

5



with better and more weknown reputations had an advantage. Social and political connections
were certainly an advantage for naval officénst so too were professional connections, which

were becoming increasingly more influential in the Nigonic period. @icers who demonstrated

ability, determination, aggression, and zeal were the most likegc&ive desirable appointments

and commandsBr i t ai nds naval st r auseof gggrasdive action and n g e d
reflected virtues of bravery and professionalism in its naval officers. Driven by competition and

the wider culture, naval officers approached command at sea with an aggressive ethos. Battles
were eagerly sought and fought imedit, ferocious close quarter fashiod$hese qualities were a
significant factor in the unprecedented level of success that Britain saw at sea dutiventiye

two-year period of warfare against Revolutionary and Napoleonic FraBriain and France,

along with the other major European powers, had battled for naval supremacy throughout the
eighteenth centurypuring the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, however, the Royal
Navy attained a dominant position on the seas. Every major battle wasywbe Royal Navy,

and the majority of minor actions were British victorigkast of the major actions were fought in

the period before the Peace of Amighso | | owi ng the resumption of w
to effectively blockade the major Fren@panish, and Dutch fleets in port. The only notable foray

of NapoleonB o n a p aattte dl@etsfollowing 1803 culminated in the decisive Battle of
Trafalgar. It is oftermisleadinglystated that this battle destroyed French naval poWrance
continued ¢ build ships of the line and maintained large fleets in Brest and T,dldets in being

that continued to worry the Royal Navy until the wars concluded in.\8h&at Trafalgar did do

" This is explored in detail in my 2015 Acadia University honours thesis. Though at times uncritical of the institution
of the British navy as@ahole, it effectively breaks down the system that developed in the Royal Navy that established
a unique fighting force that, supported by a superb administrative system, dominated the seas during the period
Professionalism and the Fighting Spirit of tReyal Navy: Rules, Regulations, and Traditions that made the British
Royal Navy an Effective Fighting Force during the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Ward 8lEBonours
Thesis, Acadia University, 2015.



was provide a nail i n t.h eN eclastofymasshattering, aral the e 6 s |
French navy remained under blockade for the rest of thegiang the British a free hand to
operate worldwidé

Most seaactions were between smaller squadransl ships in localized skirmishes
throughout the theaters of war. Many of these were not even cortib@és not uncommon for
two frigates to chance upon a lone enemy frigate, for exahiipleas rare for two evenly matet
ships to meet in combatp muchso that when such an action occurred it had a significant impact
back home. The Royal Navybds record in single
exemplary Of theforty-five single ship frigate battles fought between Britain and Frahoéy-
five were outright British victories, seven were inconclusive, and only three were French
victories® A handful of those British victories were affairs where a frigate armed wiffolil8der
main batteries defeadla heavy frigate armed with 2dounder mai batteries.

Broadly speaking, there were three types of frigates in existence during the Napoleonic
period. The first wereated with between twenty and twergight guns and weilled sixth rates
by the Royal Navy and often corvettes by the FrenchyNake most notable of these frigates
todaywas HMSSurprise made famous as tli@voriteshipofPat r i ck O6Bri Asnds Ja
with the smallest rate of ships of the li(feurth rates, which were rated between fifty and sixty
guns) these frigates were increasingly rendered obsalaténg the Napoleonic Wars, and
consequentially there were few of them in service. The most common build of frigate in the navies
of Europe were what the Royal Navy ternféth rates rated between 30nd 40 gunsThese

frigates carried main batteries &P or 18-pounders, often with carronades as fastle and

8 Martin RobsonA History of the Royal Ng/: The Napoleonic War$ondon and New York, |.B. Tauris & Co Ltd,
2014): 142143

9 Mark LardaspBritish Frigate vs. French Frigate: 1978814 (London: Osprey Publishing 2013)0

10| ardas British Frigate vs. French Frigate59



guarterdeck armamentda f r i gat ebés rate did not always <cor

on board, as individual captains would tweakrtheis hi p6s ar mament to t hei

being short range weapons, we r e Fooifistarcey, HMSOt  Cc 0 L

Javaand Guerriereeach carried over fortguns and carronades (including chase guns), despite

their 38-gun rating!! Their captor, USSConstitution(rated 44guns) carried fiftytwo guns and

carronades, of a significantly larger caliber. While not normally a good indication of the exact

number of shipboar d neverthglesangsod indicatiorhof gangts. r at e wa
As frigate design had developed over the eighteenth century, there was a general trend

towards building larger vessels that had the speed and maneuverabitityatds but carried

heavier armaments. By the 1780s an@0k, Francebegan experimenting with larger frigates,

rated at 40 or 44uns(and usually carried close to their rate in gutisat carried main batteries

of24pounders This sparked some initial concern amo

capture of Fran e BafPomonean 1794 an arms race broke dogtween the two warring powers.

British yardsproducedrigates armed with 2¢ounder main batteries. Three British@4n ships

(Indefatigable Anson and Magnanimé were razéedinto 44-gun frigates that keptheir 24

pounder main batteries. Purpdsdlt ships rated at 38, 40, and 44 guns, such as HMfymion

and HMSCambrian were constructed, and designed to carsp@dnder main batterie’. What

the British found, however, was that their smaller frigatesed with 18ounder main batteries

were able to handle the new hedxigates so much so that by 1803, during the rearmament, the

heavy frigate threat was no longer of concérn.

11 Rif Winfield, British Warships in the Age of Sail, 174817: Design, Construction, Careers and Faflesndon,
Chatham Publishing, 2005): 176, 181

2 Robert GardinerErigates of the Napoleonic Wa¢annapolis, Naval Institute Press, 200048, Winfield, 132;
Mark LardasAmeiican Heavy Frigates, 1794826 (Oxford: Osprey, 2003): 11

13 Gardiner, 948



Across the Atlantic, however, a separate innovati@s takingplace.In response to
maritime threats posed by Algiers pirates, the United States Congress authorized the construction
of six frigates, including the stiifloatUSSConstitution Three of theseConstitution President
andUnited Stateswere ofaradical designThey were heavily builtwhile consequentially less
hand that 18pounder frigates, they were still excellent sailors when well handled. Their heavier
scantlings provided increased protectilmm enemy fire And, most importantly, they were even
more havily armed than their French and British counterpaftsey wererated 44guns but
carriedbetween 50 and 60, with main batteries ofp®dlinders. They were designed to be able to
tackle any frigate in the European navies and to run fneyforces they cold not handlée?

By the outbreak of the War of 1812, Britai
fleet was the largest in the world and maintained squadrons of varying strength throughout the
globe. Every major naval battle and nearly every mietioa had been a British victory. In fact,
in 1811, no British ships struck their colours to the endmthe words of American statesman,
historian, and future President Theodore RoOS
by seamanship, hadade the English sailor overweening selb n f i Mtevastin that context
that the war with America, motivated by justified American outrage at British impressment of
Americansand hawksh aspirations to liberate Canada from the Empire, began.

A theme of Pat r The kKortude @ Warsetniro 1812 ara vnewhich the
protagonists witness both the capture of HlM8aand USSChesapeakés the excitement among
several British naval officers when they hear of the commencement of theitivahevUnited

States. Naval characters express a yearning for a declaration aheMar the chance to get at

lan W. Toll,Six Frigates: The Epic History of the Founding of the U.S. N@Ngw York and London, W.W. Norton

and Company, 2006): 488; LardasAmerican Heavy Frigated-22; Gardner, 87

5 Theodore Roosevelthe Naval War of 1812 or the History of the United States Navy during the last war with Great
Britain, (New Yor k: G. P. Putnambés Sons, 1882): 24
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American prizesand upon hearing news of the war converse at great lengths about the prospects
of matching their frigates against those of theited States. One officer even remarks to Dr
Stephen Maturiri renowned doctor andonvenientnaval novice used for explaining nautical
topics to the readérthat taking a heavy frigate armed with-@dunders in a much smaller frigate
canbedone HMS SyhbilletakingLa Fortein 1799wasan excellent exampl&ollowing the news

of Gu e r r loss anel the destruction &va that excitement gives way to a sense of anger and
urge for vengeanc€.O6 Br i andés works ar e, of c emarkablge |, fi
accurate fictionThey ardnteresting enough to garner a mention in the preface of than®ne
nortfiction work on the age of Nelspandfor historianJohn B. Hattendorio contribute to two
seriesreference companion work§Given the diffialty of finding personalized, less formal and
official accounts from the officers of the Royal Navy in general, and the small selection of officers
who served in the North American Squadron, it is difficult to judge how accurately those scenes

reflect thereality of the naval culture during the period.

Historiography of the Royal Navy in the Napoleonic Period

A Royal Navy social history of this nature is, inherently, difficult to do. Getting inside the
minds ofnaval officers to judge the overalkrspective of the naval service primarily using official
dispatchesand occasional letters submitted to publications such as the Naval Chriemiceas
straightforward asusing personal correspondenBersonal correspondence from serving naval

officers was rare, and the only surviving sources relating to the North American Squadron appear

¥patr i ckTheBoBuné od\WarHarperCollins, 2003 originally piblished in 1979).

17 John B. Hattendorf collaborated with author Dean King on two reference wdtksg, Dean, John B. Hattendorf,
and J. Worth Este# Sea of Words: a Lexicon and Companion for Patrick O'Brian's Seafaring. (s York:
Henry Holt,2002); King, Dean, and John B. Hattenddffarbors and High Seas: an Atlas and Geographical Guide
to the Complete Aubréylaturin novels of Patrick @rian. (New York: Henry Holt, 2000 Additionally, three other
reference/companion works exist that fean the AubreyMaturin series.

10



to be those oPhilip Broke the victor of the celebrateéshannorChesapeakaction,and while
extensive and thoroughiyseful they only provide insight into omean. Understandably, this type
of historical research is not a common thread in Royal Naval historiography. Most historical works
focus on administrative or operational aspect:
and excellent field ofaval social histories.
One monolith of recent Royal Navy historiography (who will be examimedore depth

later), N.A.M. Rodger, best summarized the historiography of the British Royal layg most
of the 20" century in a 199%istorical Journalatticle:

It is not very likely that the editor of thdistorical Journal or any other

scholarly publication, would have asked for such an article as this twenty

five years ago, or indeed that it could have been written had it been invited.

Even in Britain,where it might be thought to have a natural habitat, naval

history was deeply unfashionable, and among academics lay on the bare

margins of professional acceptabilify.
In that articleRodgers described the cycle of naval historiography in Britain since the conclusion
of the Napoleonic Wars. During the Pax Britannia, a wealth of authors produced an extensive
collection of naval history works, detailing the operational history of the IRéapay, particularly
in the Napoleonic EraThese works, led by giants such\A4lliam James an eccentric arnti
American Dr. John CampbelCaptain William Goldsmith, and Captain Edward Pelham Brenton
focused on operational narrativéxpressing themesf patriotism and daring, these works were
long, multi volume collections of anecdotes, from titanic naval actions to minor -sinigle
actions.

In the decades before the First World War, naval power was increasingly being seen by the

public and politicaklite of Europe as the key to global power and security. As such, interest in

naval history intensified. The style of the historical works being produced did not change

8 N.A.M. Rodger, "Recent Work in British Naval History, 175815."The Historical Journabl, no. 3 (2008): 741

11



considerably, andnulti volume histories attinued to dominateyut there was an inasingly
practical application of naval history to current geopolitics. American naval history giant Alfred
Thayer Mahan, a USN officer and lecturer at the United States Naval War College, exemplified
this. His works explored the influence of naval powehimtory andorovided lessons that could
be applied to the modern United States Naylike previous works, Mahan also emphasi the
importance of qualty n t er ms of men and ship building. F
was excellentand that his made up for issues of poor treatment and poor administration in the
naval service. The efficiency of the n&val o f
This contrasted with the importance of ship building quallitgeed, Mahan was adantdhat the
losses in 1812 were primarily because of the inferiafigritish 18-pounder frigateto American
24-pounder heavy frigates.

Among the other major authors of the perio
the style and principled Mahan.He examined British naval and military history in many periods,
from the Elizabethan war with Spaia the early nineteenth century. One notable work of his is
Some Principles of Maritime Strategy publ i shed in 1911, in which
naval history to modern naval theole makes an argumethtat the best naval defense is made
withan offensive spirit, demonstrated by Japané
watess, and being the same spirit that underpinned fighting doctrine and culture in the Nelsonic
period?! For example, the Royal Navy defended the Channel by maintaining a blockade of Brest;

any French fleet intending to invade England had to first bringltdukading squadron to batflé.

19 Alfred ThayerMahan,The Influence of Sea Power Upon The French Revolution and Empire18123Vol. .
(London: Sampson Low, Marston, 1898%-71

201bid, 6667

2! This book was published during the High Point of the Antipanese Alliance, and in fact the Imperial Japanese
Navy was modelled after the British Royal Navy in many ways, includirtgdgtics and strategy

22 Sjr Julian Stafford CorbetSome Principles of Maritime StrategAnnapolis, Md.: Naval Institute Press, 1911):
20-23
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Following the First World War, naval history fell out of fashion amongst university trained
historians. As such, the volume and quality of naval history works deéfirEte niche was
picked up primarily by nomcademic histaanswriting general histacal works. Additionally,
this period saw the continued activities of the Navy Records Society, which had been founded
during the previous boom period of British naw#tory andwas dedicated to preserving and
publishing colletions of naval documents. Today, the societygublished over 160 volumes of
documents, ranging from tiAaglo-Spanish War of the late 150@sthe Second World Warheir
works are overall an excellent collection of resources for students and acadkdtimicggh as a
source for researching Britainds naval histor:
notable collections rel at i nmcludeoav@Bumeddiaatedtdé s act
naval operati ons 61837 pnoasians of the MBveriPlata and the a vbl@r
edited by JulianGwyn on the first decade of exploits of the Royal Navy in North American
waters?* More recently, a section of tiaval Miscellany/olume VII| a series of collections too
small individuwally for an entire volume, contained the correspondence of Admiral Warren during
his time commanding thdorth American Squadroft

Published resources for British navy records relating to the two conflicts with the United
Statesthe Revolutionary War anithe War of 1812are American in originThe twelve volume
(and countingNaval Documents of the American Revolutionsists of more than 16,000 pages
of documents representing the American, British, French, and Spanish points of view in the naval

theaterof the Revolutionary WarThe current twelve volumes only cover the war until 1778, the

23 Rodger, "Recent Work in British Naval History, 176815." 741 N.A.M. Rodger, "Recent Books on the Royal
Navy of the Eighteenth CenturyThe Journal of Military Histor63, no. 3 (1999): 683

24 John D. GraingerThe Royal Navy in the River Plate, 1806Vol 135 (London, Navy Records Society, 1996);
Julian GwenThe Royal Navy and North Amerjcéol 118, (LondonNavy Records Society, 1973)

25 Brian Vale, The Naval Miscellany Volume V]Nol 164, (London, Navy Records Society, 2017)
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first year during which the Kingdom of Frangarticipatect® Of particular use for this thesigas
the less extensiviree volumerhe Naval War of 1812: A Documentafistory. Published by the
Department of the Nayyand electronically by the American Naval Records Society, these three
volumes provide important documents principally from the American point of view, but also
incorporate key British documents from therwdany documents which are otherwise buried in
overseas archives were made available toptttigectthrough the first two volumes.
Around the 1970aniversityt r ai ned hi st ori ans began to ret
a subject of respectable sydnd in doing so introduced the recent trends of historical research
to the field. Naval history, which had once been dominated by {oaitieted narratives, was wo
being examined through the leokdifferent schools of thoughtt was approached thugh the
traditional operational lens, but also though the scope of social history, economic history, and
wider national histories’
As this thesis is primarily a work of naval social history, literature on the social history of
the Royal Navy is importd to addressTom Warehand Star Captaings an excellensocial
history of frigate captains in the Royal Navy. He challeshtfge longstanding view thafrigate
command was a stepping stone to command ships of the line. Frigate commanders were not all
young captains, indeed some of the most fanioush e fAst ar captaiwesed as h
older, Edward Pellew among them. He also demongirtitat while single ship frigate actions
were very rare evenisonly about 45% of captains who commanded friga ever fought oni

there wasadeep longing for such a victory amongst many captains. Since they were so rare, they

26 The Naval History and Heritage Command has all twelve current volumes available ‘\idimal Documents of
the American Revolutioh Naval History and Heritage Comman#iccessed May 16, 2018.
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/publications/publicatibgssubject/navatiocumentsof-the-american
revolution.html.

2" Rodger, "Recent Books on the Royal Navy of the Eighteenth Century86&83
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had a major impact on the culture of naval captfiwWa r e h a mé s  wfiost ditemptta s t h e
survey the social history of the Roydla v yibgatfe captains, many of wh
the men they commande®o in naval hi storiograp
D. A. B. Roungaé¢lsdsbakes on the task of describing the lives and careers of the
Navyos appr iemdshipmen andfodys as yayias eighttraining for careers as naval
officers by serving afloat, learningn the joh and being thrust into the realities and dangers of
naval life in the process. Of relevance to this thesis, Ronald argues that wartime service gave young
menanopparuni ty to break out of the rigid %1 ass =
To that end, many young gentlemen in the service (and indeed, many older officers) were
particularlyeager to serve in frigates due to the better opportunities forlacatvice angbrize
moneyS!
Anot her work that examines the socMenl hi st
of Honour, a work that focuses on explaining the mental landscape behind the victory at Trafalgar.
Ni col sonds wor k, aproach to rthepttegriold yarrative afdhe Battke ofa
Trafalgarexplores thédea of the Trafalgar hero, and indeed the way in which the battle was fought
and understood by Nelson and his Band of Brothers hinged in the sense of totality that hung over
the British fleet. Over a decade of warfare and the looming sense of crisis, brought on by the
disastrous war in Europe, the threats of French invasion, and the memories of revolution
contributed to the sense of urgency that dominated the psyche of the offitersNe | s.dhed s f | e

battle was fought with totalityNel sondéds tactics hinged on 1|ibe

28\WarehamThe Star Captainsl57-160
22 bid, 168

30Ronald, 207221

31 1bid
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energies to pursue the annihilation of the enéhBattle was not understood as a necessary evil
but as a moment @inticipatedevelaton. Howeer, once the battle ended, Nicolson notes that the
British expended every effort to save the lives of their opponents. While aggression had dominated
the mindset of the British captains before and during the battle, charity, honour, and sétitrestr
dominated afterwards.

One patrticularly useful field in the category of social history for this thesis is the study of
advancement, promotions, and social class in the Royal Navy. This is one of the key points
addressed i n War eh aamgies thav whilék the, wasi anhighprdportooh of h e
ai stocratic officers i n the Roygresive &tloy of, t he
pr of es s inwhicadttainingitbeatronage of officerrough proverbility was crucial to
a successful naval care€rEven the King could not save the career of an officer who was
thoroughly incompetenWarehanargued* Richardknight explorel the role of patronage further
by examining the system of patronage and netingramongt the Royal Navy, arguing that
maintaining extensive and overlapping social connections across various aspects of British society
T but most importantly within the navy itsélfwas of crucial importance when building a career
in Brit#&bDotdgl assyW. Al | Expldasionir0EzchonacrHistoyi Tk e i n
British Navy Rules: Monitoring and |exgooechpat i bl
the system of incentives and momito ng o f t h e .3 Niervaygaesl that fhfei cnearvsy 6 s
reward system hinged upon the promise of prize money and the threat of unemployment

Aggressive and zealous officers were promoted and appointed to the ideal stations, while those

32 Nicolson,Men of Honouy 182199

33WarehamThe Star Captainsl22123, 228

341bid, 150

35 Timothy Knight, "Navigating Networks in the Napoleonic Era: A Close Study of three British Naval Officers and
their Deliberate use of Networking." Masters Thesis, California State University (2016)1002

36 Allen, 204 210
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who were found lacking or failed to build a reputation as suate wot:’ Evan Wilson, inSocial
Background and Promotion Prospeatsilized new sources and statistical databases to challenge
the conventional view that the navy was dominated by titled nabitistead, he found that the
most important connections kave as an officer were to other naval officers, n&dgalty and
the Nobility.*® Finally, thaugh far more briefly, Nicolsomakes the distinction in his work that the
of ficers of Britainbds Royal navy wer e

largely a reflection of social structure. In Haugd, the officers of the navy

came from a broad spread of English society, stretching from the power

reaches of the aristocracy through the landed gentry and professional

classes to (occasionally) the genuinely p8or.
Career prospects played hand in haiidh the culture of naval officerdhe navy expected their
officers to behave in a certain way, in and out of battle. And as there were always fewer
appointments than officers commissioned, even during wartime, competition was rife amongst the
officer corps.

Naval culture, being the culmwithin the Royal Navy and the culture of naval admiration
and influence in wider societwyase x pl or ed by Margaret Lincoln ar
Representing the Royal Nagyamines the self image of naval nasrwell agivilian and political
views of the navySheargued that the navy made an extensive effort to portray itself as a defender
of British liberty andreligion andfostered a reputation of invincibility and honodir was a

reflection of their self imagewhich hinged upon the realitseof the serviceShe highlighedthe

rewards officers might expect for valorous service, and the high degree of competitiveness for

37 1bid

38 Evan Wilson, "Social Background amudomotion Prospects in the Royal Navy, 17/85." English Historical
ReviewCXXXl, no. 550 (2016)

3% Nicolson, 24
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appointments, especially in ped€dhis was sangrainedint he publ i cdés i mage o
victories against opponenbf equal force did not normally garner significant honour of dtory.
That public image of the navy in wartime Britgiostered by celebrations of victory and the efforts
of the navy and governmentas very strong. As Jenks argu&oweverhaval commeraration
did not work to harmonize societytarease social or political tensigmaval patriotism was often
a divisive force?

Operational narratives and studies are still promimentwval historiographyparticularly
in the category of general histes. However, the operational histories of today are radically
different from those of th@revious two centuried_arge, multivolume works that exteusly
detail individual skirmishes, actions, and battles are no longer the norm. Some, such as Martin
Robs 0 n 6 s A Histaryeohthe Royal Nawseries, provides an introduction to the naval warfare
of individual periods (the flagship of the series being the mistitbgableonic Wark In recounting
the major actions and operations of the French Revolutidars and Napoleonic Wars, Robson
emphasized the importance of amphibious operations and came to the defense of Admiral Robert
Calder, who washastasizeth life for failing towin a decisivevictoryoverVi | | eneuav e 6 s f |
the Battle of Cape Finister. Robson argued that, despite failing to inflict a significant defeat on
the French fleet, Calderé6és action was enough

British blockade, the crucial first stage of any invasion of Britdifhe importance of amphibious

40 Margaret Lincoln,Representing the Royal Navy: British Sea Power, 1185 (Aldershot, Ashgate and the
National Maritime Museum, 2002): 13

4 lincoln, 1719

42 Timothy JenksNaval Engagements: patriotism, Cultural Politics, and the Royal N&¥931815 (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2006).

43Martin Robson, A History of the Royal Navy: The Napoleonic Wars (London and New YorKauis & Co Ltd,
2014): 114119
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operations and army support iWelflumtgh,aimcbe x pNlaosry
examines naval operations in support of the PeninsulafVar.
The aforementionetl.A.M. Rodge has produced some of the most extansvorks in

Age of Sail naval history whichave touched uporperational, administrative, arsdcial history.
Rodgertriedt o reconnect naval history with Britaino:
to his most extensive work that

To desciibe the eighteentbentury British state, in war or peace, without

mentioning the Royal Navy is quite a feat of intellectual virtuosity; it must

have been as difficult as writing a history of Switzerland without

mentioning mountains, or writing anovelwitit usi ng ®t he |l etter 0
Rodger 6s works are part of a movemerfiRoddezscr i b
provided a fresh take on the i mportance of Br.i
impressment, shipbuilding, andihg conditions on board Georgian navy ships with the goal of
mythb u st i ng. I n some areas, however, Rodger 0s
realities of the Royal Navy as too benfgn.

Another area that has seen recent historical revisiorssthat of maritime warfare in

general, under Sam Willis. Willis points out that:

With such an established tradition of scholarly research backed, and in

many respects driven, by public and commercial interests in sailing

warfare, one may be forgiven fonitking that we know more about how

sailing warships of the eighteenth century were fought and how battles

were won or lost than we actually do, but the reality of the situation is far

less encouraging. There is indeed much that we do not know, and much of
what we do know is unsafé.

4ChristopherHallwe | | i ngt on6s Navy: Sea Polg#&ondon:ChathhmePulilishing, nsul ar
‘%5082:M_."Rodger,TheCommand of the Ocean: A Naval History of Britain, 14845 (New York: W.W. Norton,
fﬁooKi)iltlr?ull\/lercer, North Atlantic Press Gangs: Impressment and N&digllian Relations in Nova Scotia and
Lll\;(n/)\i/;oundland, 1749815Ph.D. Dissertation, Dalhousie University, (2008): 12
;Sosoasr)n Willis,Fighting at Sea in the Eighteenth Centifhe Art of Sailing Warfar@Noodbridge, The Boydell Press,

01
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He argued that Historians have been limited by the complexity and uniqueness of maritime
language. Rather than focus on the printed Fighting Instructions, Willis exdainealth of
different records tdeterminehow ships actally fought at sea. Willis found that academic studies

of maritime warfare in the age of saieretoo often done in a vacuum, angredetached from

the practical realities of sailing warfaf®This fresh take on maritime hisgomay be the result of

Willis having no real maritime links or interests before turning to naval higtaglike myself,

who grew up immersed in maritime life and had a lifetime fascination with naval history, Willis
entered the field without any preconceived notions for how weadtsea was conducted. When
examining how it actually happened, this allowed him to take an unbiased approach to describing
the realities of maritime warfare.

Of the British works, academic and general, that tell a narrative history of tioel pe
(particularly in books that examine the 179813 period of warfarehe War of 1812is often a
sideshowRodger tended to dismiss the Iimportance o
history>> The section devoted to t lxensivelhe Comman ofc onf |
the Ocearis very short and dismissive of the importance of that conflict on any aspect of naval
history>2 While not all are as dismissive as Rodger, discussions of the American war are often
dismal compared to other theaters offtonin the Napoleonic Ergparticularly in more general

worksDa v i d Ho waSoverhigh®f the Se@ks the entire period, passing right from the

49 1bid, 170

50 This is discussed at length in tRedcasHistories of the Unexpectetosted by Willis and Plymouth University

professor James Daybell

51 N.A.M. Rodger,The Wooden WorldAn Anatomy of the Georgian NavfLondon: Collins, 1986)Rodger,

AShi pboard Life i n-1t8l10D: Géldhreg iDaerc | Nanwey ,ofl1 *5h® Ol dheOr der ?,
North Sea: Twelve Essays on the Social History of Maritime Laf®iavangr, Norway, 1992), pp. 299; Rodger,

i S dawer and Empire, 168B7 9 3, 0 i n P . The Oxkal Histdryeof the BijtishdEmpirgolume2, The

Eighteenth CenturgOxford, 1998), pp. 1683.

52Rodger,The Command of the Ocge@67-572
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calm after Trafalgar t o NaBeleloghain 88%5. Ghiistoghér s ur r
LIl oydNatitde andandtehtee rNadHogoeddasb i t dieclissidhiofahie Wary 6 s
of 1812is effectively reduced to two paragrapsthe actions of 181,2he ShannorChesapeake
action, ad the Admiralty policy response.v en Ar t hur Her manToRulettheor ou g |
Wavesdismissé the War of 1812 as a side note to the ongoing cofifliéss this thesis will
explore, the events that occurred during the War of 1812 had a significant influence on naval policy
and navhidentity back in Britain

Literature regarding the operations and administration of the North American Squadron
has exclusively come from Canadian historidng,it has not been a subject of great popularity
even within Canaddzarly worksin the 1950ghat addressed the topic inclu@Bee r al d Gr aham
Empire of the North Atlantiand a Ph.D thesis by W.A.B. Douglass, though in the decades that
followed little was done in the fieRfMar ¢ Dr ol et 6s 2002 thesis was
North Amercan SquadronHe examined the operations of the squadron from 1807 ¢o th
conclusion of the War of 181%2,and argued that too often historians and popular imagination
focused on what the North American Squadron did not achiewg comingo a poor conclusion
regarding is effectivenesdie instead concluded that given the logistical and geographic problems
that the Squadron had to surmount it did an effective job of protecting British trade, establishing a
nearcoastlong maritime blockadené giving the British army freedom to strike along the

American coastling® This thesiswas soon after f ol IFigatesdandby J u

53 Arthur Heman, To Rule the Wales: How the British Navy Shaped the Modern \(f¢ehdt York: Harper Collins,
2004).

54 Julian Gwyn Frigates and Foremasts: The North American Squadron in Nova Scotia Watersl8T78& oronto
and Vancouver: UBC Press, 2003): xi

55 Marc Drolet, The North American Squadron of the Royal Navy, 1B8I5Ph.D. Dissertation, McGill University,
(2008): 4

%6 1bid, 4-7, 360365
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Foremastswhich madethe same argument Beset by logistical problems, the North American
Squadron, and particulg the ships that operated out of Halifax, proved to be a very effective
fighting forceduring its years of operatiot?

Kei t h Mer c dissérationgxplorédathe adlatively untouched field of naval
civilian relations, in the context of impressmémNova Scotia and Newfoundland. His work is
significant for using the North American Squadron as a case study to examine wider naval trends
andfor its work in revising historical interpretations of impressment in the British Empire. His
work fits intothe historiography in between the lestgnding view of the press gangs as violent,
indiscriminate kidnapping rackets arttetbenign view of N.A.M. RodgeMercerarguel that
while violent confrontations between communities and the navy erupted overghedwlities of
the press gang, there was also a great deal of cooperation between comnuoidieal
authorities and the navy. It was indeed a hazard for maaijors butwas regarded as an
occupational hazart. He also argus that colonial historiesieed to write the navy back into
Canadian histgr, and naval historians ne¢d examine the impacts and relations of the Royal
Navy beyond imperial warfare. Too often narratives areftolth one end of the spectruth.

Mer cer 6s | at e savalcomumerkorator ia theé Moeth American contéxt
anotheraresowhi ch naval historians need to pay mor e
examined commemorations of the victories and career of Admiral Horatio Nelson in Halifax,
finding thatforHalg oni ans Nel son was At he biggest <cel et

memory of Nelson lived oafterinto his deatlf! The impact of th&ShannorChesapeakaction

57 Gwyn, Frigates and Foremast449150

58 |bid, 149

59 Mercer,North Atlantic Press Gang$é

60 Mercer,North Atlantic Pres$Gangs 4

61 Keith Mercer, "Lord Nelson on the Mind: Naval Victories and Cultural Memory in Nova Scotafalgar
Chronicle22, (2012), 174172
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was even more profoundlercer argued that the commemorations following the lotabry

were unprecedented in scale and generated a-bef@eseen level of patrissm in Halifax and

Nova Scoti? While the relationship between the Royal Naayd wider societyhas been

examined before (though, as Rodger pointed out in 2008, itlia sew field), Mercer was the

first to explore this relationship in the Canadian colofidésdeed, Mercer commented on the little
attention that was paid to Hal i fdlectiorsof atioleeme mo r ¢

on theShannorChesagakeaction by Tim Voelckef?

Historiography of the War of 1812

The historiography of the War of 1812 comes from three broad national perspectives
American, Canadian, and Britigllost books that discuss this conflict are written from the United
St at es 6 9P Whilsitthasdatgelwfaded from public memory, the War of 1812 was often
portrayed at Americabs Second War of I ndepend:
world power while in Britain it is rarely thought of as more thanside note to the titanic
Napoleonic Wars being waged across Europe contemporary literatureand overall

historiographythe American conflict was viewed as a regrettable distrafibomthe true enemy.

I n Canada, arguabl y dtbhtiee coantticf®thae confligtavithmmerita hasmp a c t

62 Keith Mercer , ACol oni al Patriotism to 6Mystical Ch
Commemorationsf theShannorChesapeak® a t tAtadiensis<LIV, no. 1 (2015): 3739

8Mercer, ALord Nelson on the Mind: 0o 172

“Mer cer, fColonial Pat r i oBrokesofrthedShaandn andrthervanobi@Beakoshr , e di t
Publishing, Barnsley, 2013)

5Car | Benn, f@AReview of 1812: War with AmericaTheby Jon

English Historical Reviewy o | 124, No. 506, (Feb, 2009): 197; Martin ¢
by Jon Latimer (London, Faber and Fabér,12 2Jpudnal for Maritime Resear¢iol 17, No. 1, (Feb, 2015): 82

56 While the conflict was not the patriotic war of national identity that is sometimes seized upon in Canada, its outcome

was incredibly important to the development and existence of eesegauntry in the northern half of North America,

one framed by a culture of Loyalism and one whose Head of State is not an elected President but a Monarch of the
House of Windsor.
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never keen popular in academiccircl&r i me Mi ni st er Stephen Harper ¢
Commemorationgvere met with ambivalence from many academic historians.

Recently, there have not been marell-knownworks on the War of 1812 to emerge from
Canadian authors’Ne s | ey Turner 6s 1990 acc-Ganadiansandthee ed t |
Americans won the conflicThe United Statew e r e i v ibecausérendedite threat posed
by the Britishand Native Americansand the BritishCanadiansvon because they had secured the
existence of an Angk€anadian stati the northern half of North Americd The most notable
Canadian accounts were ol der . isRiheraighlgreaBablet on 6 s
account of the campaigns on latiitbugh does not discuss the war at sea in any fedaiMackay
Hi t s ma nmanograph,6atong other things, countered the myth that the war was won by
Upper Canadian militighis work was updated in 199 Donald E. Graves, who also wrote an
article that emphasized the internal dissent within Canada during the ctnflict.

Nicole Eustace and Donaldickey both argud that the United States claimed victory
during the War of 1812, bihat the Americankadno real evidence to support the claim. Their
aggressive war ended irse@tus quo ante bellurargely due to military blunder$.They are also
in agreement over the historical significance of the War of 18iough heir approacho the
war 0 s asce gpkes different forms. Eustace focuses on the cultural impact of the war through

literature, stories, and songs that emanated from the war. This cultural memory of what was seen

87 Wesley B. TurnerThe War of 1812: The War that Both Sides \Wkeronb: Dundurn Press, 1990).

58 Pierre Berton,The Invasion of Canada: 1841813 (Toronto: McClelland and Steward, 1980); Pierre Berton,

Flames Across the Border; The Canadidamerican Tragedy, 1818814 (Boston: AtlantieLittle, Brown, 1981).

69 J. Mackay Hitsran, The Incredible War of 1812: A Military Historypdated by Donald E. Graves (Toronto: Robin

Brass Studi o, 1999) ; Donal d E. Graves, AThe War of 18
Littoral: A Ca n aAdSharad Hditga: $he élistdricavLegady ofiSackets Harbor and Madison

Barracks ed. Jan M. Saltagaber (Ithaca, N.Y.: Ithaca College, 19938215

0 Donald Hickey,The War of 1812: A Forgotten Confligirbana and Chicago: University of lllinois Press, 1990):

1-3; NicoleEustace1812: War of the Passions of Patriotigfhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2012):

Xi
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by many as a benign war (as very few Americans were actually impacteadiag to her
argumentshed to shoclkuponthe opening of the American Civil War, when civiliamere witness

to the carnage resulting fratime Battle of Manassas (or BullRuif)ncontrastHi c k ey 6 s nar r &
is broader and examines the entire war, analyzing the events and their significance.

Al an T @iyl Warrobl812takes an entirely different approadie does notvrite
from any distincinational angle, and insteatewsthe conflct as a multifaceted civil war. This
manifested in many wayshe shared cultural and linguistiteritage between the British
servicemen, the Americans, and the Canadian settlers, the conflicting understandings of
citizenship namely the British understaimg) that subjects could not renounce their stand the
nature of the regianThe frontier between Upper Canada and the United States was a borderland,
where individuals and trade frequently crossed from one side to the other. Taylor argued that the
mog important result of the war was the separation of the identities of Upper Canadians and
Americans without which a distinct, Loyalist Angi€anadian culture could not have forniéd.

Of the above works, none devote any meaningful discussion to the dtlagditer of the
conflict. Of the general War of 1812 histories
focused on the naval exploits in the conflict, and each took opposing viewpoints on the true winner
of the naval engagementdon Latimeé s wor k, sel f described as t
decades, argued that the War of 1812 waa af ed Amer i can O#fTWaworko f Cor
devotes three chapters fully to the war at sea, and throughout emghhsizele played by the

Royal Navy in oastal operation€Da u g hh& b2 : T h e, aNthetifleGsygews argued

" Eustace, xi

72 Alan Taylor, The Civil War of 1812: American Citizens, British Subjects, Irish Rebels, and Indian (Nées
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2010)

73 Jon Latimer,1812: War with America(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 2007): 3

" 1bid
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that while Americads political and army | eade]
formed the basis of "Ampeticuladymt@restn gl aismp etcd wif ¢ tD@an
thesis is the significance of the American naaetiories in 1812, largelyegarded by historians as
Aspectacul ar but of no strategic I mportance, O
of the psychologicaimpact they hd on the British. Those losses, Daughan argtradsformed
Britainds opini on ¢efedashnse oflyreat tegpect ttat shdfmebmtionsa n d ¢
between the two North American powé?s.

Daughands cl aim t hat itAmelsiccessésssunteredotlsame y Cc a me
degree byWa d e D uSglintermgitlee WoodenWallnanal ysi s of Britainds
of the United States during the conflict. He challenged thesohga ndi ng assumpti ons
blockade wasdevasat i ng t o Americads economy, a claim
Heddnot <cl aim that the na'joeotithetnvasiianeffeciivebbockdde.ap s e d,
This was caused by cautioAsimiralty policy, logistical and geographical diffi¢cids and risk
taking in the British fl eet Thidagumentéesdhalerged t h e
inBri an Arthur 6s wo whichfocasedtniore ongha ectenomialimgacsaot the
blockade.How Britain Won the War of 181@rguedt h a t the economic | mpa
blockade and commerce raiding (both he and Dudley point out that American merchant shipping
had ground to a halt by 181vgre so profound that it compelled the Americans to end the war on
favourable terms with therited Kingdom’® Both Dudley and\rthur agreehat the frigate actions

were of little significanceDu d |l ey consi dered them as distract

>George C. Daughai, 8 1 2: T h e . (Newwgrki Basia\Books, 2011)

®1bid, 416417

" Wade DudleySplintering the Wooden Wall: The British Blockade of the United States; 1838 (Annapolis,

Naval Institute Press, 2003):74

8 Brian Arthur,How Br i tain Won the War of 1812: The Ry al Navy
(Woodbridge: BoydelPress, 2011).
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ability to carry out the blockade (tfghannorChesapeakaction in particular, as it fteBoston
free from blockade), and Arthur argued that single ship losses and victories were less significant
than the economic blockade.

Authors of militaryhistoriesof the War of 1812jenerallyagreed with Arthur and Dudley
that thesingle ship actionwere notsignificant. HoweversomesupportedDaughan, or generally
found the naval war of great enough interest to devote entire monographptot of the before
cited collection of articles on tifghannorChesapeakaction edited by Tim Voelcker, American
historian and retired naval officer John B. Hattendorf (who has also written extensively on British
naval hi story) penned AThe War of 1812: A Pe
argued that while lackmin strategic significance, the tactical American victories in 1812 had
profound cultural and morale significance in the conflict and in later American ctitinéhis
narrative hisbry of the early United StatesaMy, Six Frigates lan Toll makes a sirtar argument
it was really the American navy that won the War of 18#tause although overdtlet war was
a disaster for the Americartbeyr e me mber ed t he fact that HfAAmeric
humbled the mightiest navy the world had evervkmo,putting an end the Republican anti
navalism that had plagued the United States Na®yt e p h e n  BRedldus Fighthakeés s
thesameargumerBr i t ai nds | osses at sea secured Briti
as a military power, antthe cultural respect for the young United States Navy ended thesaati

policies that had advocated against creating a navy &t all.

7 Dudley, Splintering the Wooden Wa4-95; Arthur, 9798

8%John B. Hattendorf, #fAThe War of 1812: A PemBogwefcti ve f
the Shannon and the War of 18Barnsley: Seaforth Publishing, 28)1 1-16
81 Toll, 456

82Stephen Budianskper i | ous Fight: Americads | ntr epBis5dNewnork: wi t h B
Alfred A. Knopf, 2010): xv, 36868
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British historian Andrew Lambert takes an entirely different approatietoaval warin
his 2013The Challengandi n an ar t i c3hannorQhesdpeakeblledtion,iainbert
argued that the war at sea was a disaster for the Amerithosgh theyatched onto thd812
naval victories of the heavy frigat @8eeagai nst
those victories were hollow, as they preventeadfhrticipatingrigates from pursuing the more
important mission of commerce raidiffgJnlike most historians, Lambert focused less on the first
three frigate actions of the warGuerriere Macedonian andJavg and insteagxaminel the
victories of Shannon Phoebe and Endymion However, it should be noted thBhoebeand
E n d y mviatorie§ were not frigate actions in the sense that the 1812 lossesf\Wereictories
of Constitutionand United Sateswere one sided affairs, so to wdth o e bcaptue ofEssex
with the help of an 1:§un sloop andE n d y miruaning fght withPresidentwith an entire
squadroninpursu®Thi s i s not to say that Lambeionsds cor
were necessary wrong, but as this thesis will argue, the officers of the Royal Navy themselves may
not have agreed with him.

By contrast to other hist or Umcst Galfantrfislme nav a
balanced approach to the operationsl @ampaigns of the naval war, which uses British and
American archival sources to examine the events often told in narratives. Rather than just retell

the stories of naval encounters, entire cruises and campaigns are analysedMicGuinie

83 Andrew Lambert,The Challenge: Britain against America in the Naval War of 1§l@ndon: Faber and Faber,

2013); Andrew Lambert, ASi deshow? British GrBaokedf Str at e
the Shannon and the War of 18Barnsley: Seaforth Publishing, 2013)-39
841bid

85 Endymioncertainly batteredresiden into submission on her own, but the remaining ships of the squadron played
an important role. For one thing, their presence in the distance meaftdbmtenthad to ruri she did not have the
freedom to maneuver. Captain Hope and his crew certaisigrded the credit for fighting and batteriRgesident

into submission one on one, but the capture may not have been possible Mifeaticand Tenedosoming up

after the fighting stopped. It is impossible to speculate what may have happened hsidattheesquadron not been
present.
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evaluatesltte successes and failure of the British and Americans throughout trendaiscusses

the extensive logistical and geographical problems that beset the Britishjfstcashe explains

the vastly outnumbered Amer i cahMNabysEvests arectelds s f u |
from both perspectives whenever possi bl e, an

encounters were seen very differently by the opposing €des.

Thesis and Sources

Both Wareham and Ronald commented on the popularggreing in frigates during this
period The rare chance of winning a singleip action was cated by officers of all stripes.
However Lincoln is correct in pointing out that, normally, defeating an enemy ship of equal
strength was not an overly glorioasf f ai r i n TBe ¢aptaniwhodcapturechan gnemy
frigate of similar tonnage and broadside weight in 1805 could hardly have expected the treatment
that awaited Philip Broke after his capture of USiSsapeak®’ That leaves the questiowhat
hadchanged in 18137

Most work on the Royal Navy in the War of 1812 focuses on operational and administrative
effectivenessThis thesis does not attempt to addressttpt in any meaningful way, other than
to comment on the disparity between operatiaieaisions made in the wake of the 1812 losses
and the perspectives and actions of the officers in the North American Squ&titenhistorians
such as Drolet, Gwyn, and Lambert rightly point out that the 1812 losses were unequal contests,
and therefore naoeal stain on the effectiveness of the North American Squadth@anthesis

examines thdefeatsn thar culturalcontext The Royal Navy entered the War of 1&Xpecting

86 Kevin D. McCranie Utmost Gallantry: The U.S. and Royal Navies at Sea in the War of (B@iapolis, Naval
Institute Press, 2011).

87 McCranie described the honours bestowed on Broke and his officers as extraoriliearyhg equality between
the two ships: McCranie, 154
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to defeat Americ® heavy frigategust as it had defeatdtie 24pounder frigate of the French
Republic and Empitelnstead, it was not until USBresidentwas battered into submission by
HMS Endymionin early 1815thatany o f Aearyr fiigatessiiccumied to the seH
perceived invincible Royal Navinstead, in three separatdians three British frigates were taken
or destroyed, and two sloops of war met similar fates.

This thesis superficially buildsff the arguments of Mercer, whexamined theoncern
among Nova Scotians over Britainods naval re
Hattendorf, Toll, and Budiansky, who argued that the unequal 1812 contests had a profound impact
o n Br petception d@f he United States. Thigsa fundametal result of the shock that Britain
experiencedThe culture of victory that had developed in the Royal Navy didmaginethat
such lossesould occursowhen three British frigates were capd by the Americans in 1812
there was a shift in how Brits perceived the Americans and the United States.NZatyghan
specifically argued h at B r i-wamarelaticdnship with thé United States hinged upon their
newfound respect for the United States as a military power, largelgndby their single ship
victories in the War of 1812

As much as can be observed, this thesisbo
Lincoln and Jenks both approached naval culture from the perspective of commemoration and
literature, whereas this thesis seeks to exploeelived culture of naval officers serving at sea.
Fundamentally, it is more difficult to ddhere are very few existing personal documents of Royal
Navy officers of the period, let alone those who served in the North American Station. Therefore,
to expbre the naval culture in the North American Squadroth@period this thesis employs a
hybrid biographical and microhistory approach. As there were only a handful of officers involved

in the notable actions of thiseflict and so few personal sourcésat have survived, a handful of
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officers are examined closely. Their opinions, actions, and the themes reflected in thealperson
and official correspondence aet into the wider context of the Royal Navy.

There are three main types of sources usezkjpbore the mindset and culture of naval
officers in this thesis. The first is official dispatches: letters sent by captains to their commanding
admirals, and admirals to the Admiralty, outlining the notable incidents that occurred at sea. In the
case of ations, either victories or defeats, they were often eventually published in news outlets,
and officers wrote them with the consideration of publication and digestion by readers throughout
the British Empire. The themes addressed in dispatches therdfent tiee common themes of
naval culture as a whaldaval officers trid to elevate tones of dugnd heroism in official
dispatches, both as a means of influencing public opinion and of enhancing the reputatiens of t
officers under their comman& The majority of those documents are held by the United
Ki ngdomdéds National Archives, primarily wunder

The minutes kept by Courts Martial for the 1812 losses are also important resources. Courts
Martial, being drier anchore invested in the nuts and bolts of a particular incident, were published
less frequently, and as such the speeches officers gave in their own defense were not issued with
the goal of speaking to public perceptions. Rather, the themes expressed snNGotial better
reflect the expectations of the Royal Navy, gi
panel of officers who would decide his fate.

The most useful, but less common, type of naval soua® personal correspondence
i P emnaldetters were of the most profound importance to individuals in the eighteenth century.
For naval officers, such as Philip Broke and his contemporaries, letters were their main means of

communicatingwith their family and friends and hom&hey were essntial to maintaining and

88 Jenks, 140
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developing relationships d3%Prersongl letters weretdesbesp f  pr
indication of what the author was truly thinkires they were rarely written with any intention of
public publicationUnfortunately the only known collection of letters from an officer involved in
t he North Ameri can Squadr on i s t hat of Phi |
correspondence through the events he witnessed or participated in are used as a case study, in
concert withmore official accounts used elsewhere.

Finally, the Naval Chronicleis examined extensively as a historical source, and as a
collection of printed copies of hatd-find sources from the period. Tl&hroniclecommented
extensively on the events of 1812 and included a wealth of submitted letters from largely
anonymous readers offering their own opinions on the events of the day. This is complemented by
a brief overview of Britaondoft wWabHefapaudl news
establishedRoyal Gazettand themuch youngeAcadian Recorder

Chapter Two analyses the five single ship losses in 1812 through the viewpoint of the
officers who struck their colour§he reactions and defense of the defdatommanders in 1812
demonstrate the culture of aggressive action
five actions, the losing British ship struck to an enemy of vastly superior tonnage and broadside
weight, yet in each case the disfigrin manpower and firepower was not the primary defense
invoked by the defeated captains. In one case it was not even discussed as a meaningful factor
Rather, it was the resudf the inability to continue action with a chance at victdityere was an
understanding among the defeated offscand their judges in the Courts Martial that the Royal

N a v y épsunderdfrigates had a fighting chance against the American heavy frigates.

®El len Gils, fALetters t o h iBokeWfitht $hanhdnara the War of fBaMsler Vo el ¢ k
Seaforth Publishing, 2013): 94
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Chapter Three examines the reactibtmshese lossethat reverberated thrgghout the
Royal Navy and the wider naval communipyimarily through theNaval Chronicle In contrast
to the defeated officers, coverage of the losses ilN#wal Chronite was more concerned with
the disparity in forcelndeed the sheer size and fireper of the American heavy frigates, at times
exaggerated, became a focal point in the naval discoulirsg in turn, sparked outrage at the
Admiralty, as naval policy was blamed for putting the frigates in dangith the exception of
papers in Halifaxthe populapress of the British sphere largely agreed that the Admiralty was to
blame for the tragedy of their naval heroes.

Finally, Chapter Four examines how the Royal Navy itself reacted to the losses of the
previous year in 1813The Admiraltyresppded by trying to prevent
challenging their American counterparts @meone fearing further lossesThey sought
concentrations of force and extensive blockades to protect British interests. The serving captains
on the North Amedan Squadron were instead more concerned with hpbotir the personal
honour of individual captains and the collective honour of a naval service that had been humbled
in 1812 anctould be vindicated by oran-one victories against the Americans

Inhaggstem where oneds career and reputation
aggressive ethos in action, where battles and actions were encdueagidinning from superior
enemies (to a degree) was severely discouragieel impact of five single shipsses in one year
was extremelnterestingly, the views of the naval community and the Admirdiliynot reflect
those of t he nayv ydeswers mtergsiedingrevengdaslic mitammihilatiorh e
through overwhelming force did not interefficerssuch asCaptain Jmes Yeo, Captain Richard
Kerr, Captain Thomas Capel, or Captain Philip Browdno insteadsoughtto restoreBr i t ai n 6 s

honour through equal contestBh ey mai nt ai n e dpoundbra touldBdefeat the n 6 s
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American heavy frigates, as they tdefeated- r a n c-podrglersingome cases, this desire for
revenge jeopardized the wider strategy of the North American Squadroatters of honour took
precedence over strate@®hilip Broke, in his months blockang Boston, twice defied orders to
try and bring about an even contefitst with USS Presidentand USS Congress who
consequentially escaped from their blockaded port, and finally with@HaeSapeake

Overallt hi s thesis attemptseftoi ¢thefghtingspriboh de 0 c
the postNelsonic British Royal Navy through its experierafdoss. As such it exaimes some
naval events that are ovgudied. The three frigate actions of 1812 are frequently discussed in
British and Ameican acounts of the conflict. In British accounjsst as th&ShannorChesapeake
action is ovefcelebrated, the 1812 frigate actions are describ@ttansequentiaand dismissed
as unequal contestd commonBritish perspective is best summed up by Rodgem awigued
that fin the case of 2founder frigates in action with Zgbunder ships, the disparity in force is a
sufficient explanatio@® That justification would not have been well received by the officers of
the Royal Navy, and their record at sea inRlench Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars implied
that it was not an accurate statem@&ugardless of howrue this wasthe fact that it was not a
sufficient justification for the Royal Navy of the period says something about the culture and the
fighting spirit that had developed in the servicEhese actions mattered a great deal to
contemporary Britons and to the Royal Navy.

This thesisalso explores lesser known events in the War of 1812 and reassesses their
i mportance i n Br it aiAftefd-Brolio andPeactcknd81@andearlyT8i3e | 0 s ¢
are often overshadowed by the frigate duels, and this is largely the resulfaaft et the public

was more concerned with the loss of three frigates than the losses of small ldlmepser, the

% Rodger,Command of the Oceab16
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postbattle accounts of these actions reflect similar themes to those of the mekeavetl losses
of Guerriere MacedonianandJava H nal | vy, the events of the BI c
squadronare thoroughly examinedthe proceedings in April and May are interesting id ah
themselves anédd lot of weight tothe motivation behindkcapt ai n Phil i p Br ok
challengng of USSChesapeakat the end of May{813

This thesis stands in contrast to British naval histories which dismiss the colonial context,
notably N.A.M. Rodger. The widespread concern amongst the officers, Admiralty, and civilian
followers of the Royal Navy, not toention the press in London, demonstrate that what happened
in the waters off Nova Scotia could and did reach deep into the minds of Britons across the Empire.
Thedefeatof five vessels in American waters provides an excellent set of case studies fhehow
Royal Navy reacted to losses. It generated a consuming insecurity and urge for vengeance.
Interestingly, however, while Britons were outraged at the losses that ocouri@te blamed the
officers involved. Infact, their decisions to surrender wesgdely acceptedThis is contrasted to
some degree by the mindset of the Navy at the time of Trafalgar as described by Nicolson. In that
sense it complicates Nicolsonébés thesi s. The |
Nelson and his brotheffaers is not present, and nor is the sense of dread and totality. The losses
of 1812 were shocking and inspired a strong desire for vengeance, but they were not fuelled by the
same conditions as existed at the Battle of Trafalgar. England was notrtbdelayenvasion, and

the Royal Navy had aged by a decade.
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Chapt er T wothedieletp eisst wietghr et : 0 F
reconciling loss in a navy accustomed to victoryi812

Generally, both Americarsnd Britons expected that war between the two would tplay
Ameri cads advaandt atgoe Borni tpemaddl 4 owéer yCanada were pborly
defendedand neither the British nor American administrations expected much resistance to an
American inva®n. Former President Thomas Jeffersdaimed in a letter to the ethbr of a
Philadelphia newspapédr h a t invading Canada woul d®Thee #fAa n
subsequent invasions of Canada in 1812 were frustrated by the logisticalaEsuwesding a
region as vast and rugged as Canadéhip,thehe t en
unexpected determant i on of hi s soldiers and militia, arl
Indigenous allies. Three separate American invasionsfaed ar mi es wer e def eat
British and First Nations forceand a third army simply refused to cross the border due to terrible
morale late in 1812.

No one expected that the tiny American navy would pose a threat kothie American
SquadronBut just as the expected American victory on land was not realized inth&1Rritish
were humbled through 1812 and into 1813 byuWm#ed States NavyBy the end of 1812, five
single ship actions had been fotigand in each one the Americans hieadmphed. Historians
disagree on the historical significance of these five actlmiighey were significant to the officers

and men who fought and logtem and to the wider community of naval officers ageheral

1 Hickey, War of 1812 73;"The acquisition of Canada this year will be a mere matter of marching" (U.S. National
Park Service).National Parks ServiceAccessed January 25, 2018. https://www.nps.gov/artielaefa matterof-
marching.htmthis quote isso famous, and ovarsed, that it borders on cliché. But it does demonstrate the extreme
overconfidence that s o mRepublicanPartyheldmgamdingaaidvasiobo Gaodtla at i ¢

full, often uncited g u acyusitioh of Canada i fear ras far@as thve aeghborhamd of At h
Quebec, will be a mere matter of marching; and will give us the experience for the attack of Halifax the next, and the
final expul sion of England from the American continent

2 Hickey, War of1812 72-99; Berton, 104305; Eustace, 385
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public of the United Kingdom and Halifaxa n examination of thgostNelsonichaval culture,
these battles amdsosignificant.The Royal Navy was shocked by the losses in 1812. Royal Naval
culture that had developed was one which expected aggressive action and victory against superior
odds.The losses that occurred in 1813 and 1814 were no less significant strategically, but it is the
losses in 1812 that are the most wkelbwn.

Using naval correspondence and courts martial records, this chagtightsthe themes
of thecharacteristidNelsonic naval culture in a time of defe@his is examined through individual
actions that occurred throughout 1812, from the opening chases oBdMifleraand then USS
Constitution to the destruction of HMSavain the final days of 181Zollowing twodecades of
exceptional success, the naval officers involved in the first year of operations against the American
navy found themselves frustrated and humiliated. These five actions highlight the expectations and
characteristics ofhe Royal Navy inthedecd e f ol | o wi n gand\hew thkosenwere d e a't
manifested during action and in defeBhis chapter argues thahemy superiority in tonnage or
broadside weight asnot the most important facet thfe defenses of the Royal Navy captains and
commanderslefeated in the five single ship actions in 18Mi2eyunderstood their defeats not as
the result of dangerously tackling a superior foe dstite result of fortuneWhat mattered more
was what parts of their ships were damaged in the fight. In ealbh attions enemy fire disabled
the British ships by knocking away spars and masts. This damage was understood as an act of
fortune and not that of an inevitable result of enemy gunfire. Had the Americans been less fortunate
in what their fire was able tathand the British ships not been disabled, the British may still have
prevailed. The British fought as |l ong as they

was loss, surrender was deemed to be a regrettable but respaatéd of action.
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Rodgers and Broke on the Hunt

The United States Navy, 4firepared for war, only had a portion of its ships ready when
the government commenced hostilitesSommodore John Rodgers was the first to action, putting
to sea with a squadron consistingtieé 44gun heavy frigates USBresidentand USS United
States the 36gun USSCongress and two sloopsHe departed hours after hearing of the
Declaration of War early in June, hoping to intercept a homeward bound Platéhéielead
departed from Jamaida late May and wadightly defendedRodgers did natatchthat fleet, but
insteadencountethe 36-gun HMS Belvideraon June 28,
Richard ByronHMS Belvidera snusually longservingcaptain since 1800, wasiaware
that war had broken out, but was nonetheless prefi@edawn on the 28, at least five vessels
were spottedromBe | vi akoutgs 6 sand Byron fistood t°WNhenr ds t h
the incoming squadron did not return the private sid@fon tacked away from the much stronger
American squadron, not wanting to risk capture in the very likely case that war had broken out.
Presidentwas able to keep close behiBdlviderg even when she turned to fire broadsides at the
fleeing frigate. Canonade continued between the two ships until late in the day, but the British
frigate was able to slip away from the Americ
Byronds account avhilst limpiag hanetta Halifax, assulaéVicet e n
AdmiralSawy er of By r o radng to tlee stpher tbaa figidtie indicated hisidecision
toretreatasoneofdutfil t hought 1t my duty to make a f i

| argestfa@ldasasdéddeed t hat At he nnfeud e stso tev eorfy orneet r

3 Hickey, War of 181234, 9093;

4 Roosevelt, 74; Captain Richard Byron to Viisdmiral Herbert Sawyer, HM8elvidera,Halifax Harbour, 2
June 1812. MG12 ADM1/50%;-12854

5 Byron to Sawyer, MG12 ADM1/50%;-12854

5 lbid
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Assuring his superiors of the strong fighting spirit of his mvasan important facet of his account
of the action. In this action, Byron stdtihat he carried out his duty to flee from a superior force,
butemphasized that in carrying out his duty he and his crew were dismayed at having to flee from
action rather than fight. They were hoping for a fight, and fled only because risking an action
against such a superior force would have been in violation iofchiny.
These sentiments are reflected in another
published involume 28 of theNaval Chronicle An anonymous officer oBelviderastated that
Aour | ittle vessel c a f The offices amemly dccused Roblgens ofh e r ¢
cowardice for not coming up alongsiBlelvidera Like his captain, he was confused by the actions
of the AmericansPresidenthad yawned several times to fire broadsides at the fl@&shgdera
Byron and this unnamed officer thogquestioned the rationale of the move, giPen e s i gbednt 6 s
sailing qualities He also includé an anecdote, which claimed that one wounded sailor expressed
a wish to go back on deck after havingathis wo
the coward® He also includé a statement comparing the weight of metal betweeBdhadera
and the American squadron, to drive home to his correspondents that his frigate was indeed
outmatched, though incorrectigts ConstitutionandEssexa mong Rodder sé shi ps.
Following Belvidera srrival at Halifax, Vice Admiral Sawyer dispatched most of his
ships under the command of Philip Broke. Br ok

under the American flag in consequence ofthe [deelda i on of war] , 0 and par

" fiExtract of a Letter from an officer on Board H.MB&lviderg dated Halifax27" J u n Fulleq John, Israel
Pottinger, John Cooke, and J. RoHse Naval Chronicle, for 181Zontaining a General and Biographical History
of The RoyaNavy of the United Kingdom; with a variety of original papers on Nautical SubjéatsXXVIII: July

to Decemberl{ondon: Joyce Gold, 181204105 (HereafterThe Naval ChroniclgVol 28)

8 1bid; Byron to Sawyer, MG12 ADM1/50Z;-12854

9 fiExtract of a Léer from an officer on BoardIMS Belviderag Halifax, 27" J u n tee Naval ChronicleVol 28
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the squadron undé°He &tdhe gxaat drse anal plans fordhe cruise up to

Broke, as Sawyer had given Broke most of the available warsmgsin consequence did not

have a means of commuating with or providing any direction to Broke once he departed. In

doing this, Sawyer left himself in a vulnerable position. He expressed his concern over the safety

of Hali fax, given that during Brokeéstiablkkenhe

arrival of rei nf ot Sawyer,nthe was deeply cdhcemed aahodit. the

inadequate number of ships under his command for the duties he had to c&fiypted, for an

aggressive rather than passive strategy when the war brokeeovailiéd the chanad catching

Rodger s squadron in action over ensuring the

protected: Dispatching Broke with the entire Halifax squadron to hunt in the Atlantic was exactly

what Rodgers and the Americaa n a | administration wanted. |t

returning merchant shipand for warships to prepare for sea unmolested by British obser¥ation.
Brokeds correspondence with hiDBuidandHES ov er

Shannordemorstratesthat he was frustrated by the lack of opportunities for action and tdtred

tedious convoy dutieS. At the start of 1811, Broke expressed some desire to snatch up American

prizes, after a fAsilly Americano ship passec

Plymouth!® Not long after he complained of his situation to his wife, asserting that heedish

French frigate would Acome out voluntarily to

boasting that he would offemy French figate captain the prize money Broke would earn by

10 vice Admiral Sawyer to Captain Philip Broke, HMS Africa, Halifax, theé"1luly, 1812MG12 ADM1/502,C-
12854

1 1bid

2 Sawyer to Broke, July, 1812 MG12 ADM1/502,C-12854 Drolet, 176181, McCranie, 29

13 Broke to Croker, 30 Jul 1812; McCranie, 29

4 Daughan, 782

5 WarehamStar Captains160

16 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke, 31Wanuary 1811, SRO HA 93/9/59
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defeating themY In a letter dated October 271811, heexpees ed t o hi s wi fe tha
American waré our services wil!/| be brilliant
blockadeand | may a s®OwnNdvédmbay '8 hetexprassed bis boredom with serving
on the American station, draddedi Per haps t he Congress may find
next rPétihe begirning of 1812, he again confided in his wife that he was eager for action,
asserting that fANext month may deci de dfreat p
theydare and are trying to persuade their people that the Prince Regent is a personal enemy of
t h e % Just asdhe assured his wife during these years that he yearned to be home with her, he
also was eager factionin his present commission. Indlé er t o hi s mot her, he
I am not under my gentle wifeds spells | shal
my present circumstances and with the prospect
tell h#ew | ong. 0

Thislonging for action, particularlfor victory in single ship actions, was not uncommon
among naval officers of the period. According to Tom Wareham, most captains yearned for such
an opportunity. Single ship actions were rfiaanly about 45% of captaingver fought an evéy
mat ched single ship action. I n part because o
public and political elite, winning such an action resulted in extensive glory and prize money, and
occasionally honours and titttSWade Dudl ey argued that the Roy
when war was declaredotential prizes were growing less and less comrand the opening up

of Ameri cads mer chant fl eet meant a return toc

17 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke, 2BApril 1811, SRO HA 93/9/68

18 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke 7" October1811,SRO HA 93/9/81

19 Philip Broke to Louisa Broked™ November1811,SRO HA 93/9/82

20 philip Broke to Louisa Broke, 1@January 1812, SRO HA 93/9/92

21 Philip Broke to his Mothedate unknown, quoted in PadfieBkoke and th&hannon A mar ked by unknowr
his sonés] hand as fAwritten before war was decl ared wi:
22\WarehamThe Star Captainsl60

41



British expected their cousins in the American navy would figtlt, meaning that capturing an
American warship wagiewedas a source of honour and gl&?y.
B r o kagdiness to bring the Americans to actiontinuedafter war was declared. When

Broke was prepang to depart Halifax with his squadron, he informed his wife of his upcoming
cruise and his hopes for it:

we shall probably sail in a few days, but with such a force aswékp

the seasglear of all enemies and shall then reap our harvest. | grighs at

asapatriot, my Loo, but as a naval of ficer

sanguine in our expectations of soon sweeping their Navy into our ports

and sending (or rather bringing) home a convoy of good ptizes.
Broke was soon frustrated, howevery t h e r e al padicalariobjeof Raddeesand his s A
squadron, are far away from where | was sent to look for them. However, my Admiral has given
me liberal scope to do all we can and we yet hope that usimaltttough we have been ifever
of anxietysince we sailed. An American frigate escaped us by her rapid sailing last week. We will
have h%r yet. o0

The frigate in question was US3nstitution under Captain Isaac HulLonstitutionhad

mistakenly been identified by oneBélviderdd e f f i cer s as one of Rodger :
the chasgin fact, Constitutionhad beeraid up in Annapolis at the start of the war. Like several
of the tiny navyés warships, she waXShalmtl vyet
only demrted on July 8, under a very confident captaifull assured the Secretary of the Navy

t hat Awe shall have nothing to fear from any

are, we should | hope give a good account of any Frigate the enemg§?h@amstitutionwas

23 Dudley, Splintering the Wooden Wal4-50

24 Philip Broke to Louis@roke, 29 July 1812, SRO HA 93/9/105

% 1bid

26 McCranie, 33; Secretary of the Navy Hamilton to Captain Isaac Hull, Navy Department, Sua8 1B The
Naval War of 1812: A Documentary Histoyilliam Dudley, et all. (HenceforttiNaval War of 181p

27 Captain Isaac Hull to Secretary of the Navy Hamilton, U.S. FriGatestitution Annapolis Bay2" July 1812
Naval War of 1812
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dispatchedd link up with Rodgem@squadronput by July 18 she had instead chanced upon
Rodger sdéd pursuers. Like Byron had earlier in
to determine if they were friendly or not, anined to flee when it became clear that he had run
into Brokebds squadron. GeemespuBued anesgnaleddemmmand i 1
the rest of the squadron. The nearest British warshipBeagderg repaired and attached to
Br o k e 6 sut Bywon wvas ,confused by the situation; night had fallen and he could only
determine that two frigates, sailing close together, were before him. Fearing that this meant that
two American frigates were in the distance, he kept back to remain closedsttbEthe squadron.
By morning it was clear that Byron had mistak@unerriere for an American, but by then
Constitutionhad gained several miles. A grueling chase followed over the next couple of days, but
by the 19' the Constitutionhad escapetf

Followi ng the acti on, Byron wrote to Broke t
extraordinary escape of thenericanf r i gat e, 0 wastodinc @ rinteat tthat At
heavily @&ihislettec demanstradeBy r onds gr i ef abCordtituBoense o
escaping from the British Squadron, butalso justiBey r on s hesi tatioa durir
had mistaken Dacresd signal a n d Fudherdhore) asthe r e a |l i
believed that he was facing two Americanfy at e s , he stood off, and n
distant ships fearing that this woulert the Americans and drive themaw®¥y. t was hi s fn
anxious intentiorltthatsenourievatleed Byewk§pdns deci
McCranie arguét h at Byronods mi 9 tag Ryeon ha@d admiited)pfche haa n t

approached and joined Dacres in the night the two frigates could have eQyagidutionby

28 McCranie, 3437; Roosevelt, 889

29 Captain Byron to Captain Broke, 20uly 1812, SRO, HA 93/6/2/41
30 |bid

31 bid
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daybrealk’? Roosevelt, writing over a centuryefore McCranie,nstead emphasideHulld s
seamanshipin outwitting and escaping two exceptionally skilled sailors as Broke and Bron.
However, Byron bl amed bot h hi s own mi sj udge
circumst an c e dapalldwingQonstituticnto ssgaper e d
Disappointing a this was for Broke, capturing U&®nstitutionwas not his primary goal

His priority was to locate and destroy Rod@stgiadron, but by September Rodgers had continued
to elude detectiof

We are much disappointed to hear that Rodgers is gone beyomeach

... we shall now return to his coast & revenge ourselves for the dance he

has led us ... We are all nhow bent on punishing the Americans for their

malicious war by destroying their trade, as we cannot find their

marauders®
To his wife, Broke expressed disappointment that the two squadrons had not yet met. His personal
drive was to bring that squadron to battle, but as of yet he had been frustrated and had only
encounteredhe lone frigate

His squadron did capture an Amenic schooner US®lautilus which elicited little

excitement. Sawyer reported the capture to Se
United States BridNautiluso f 14 guns and 100 men had been
Squadron, under the @onand of Captain Broke, but | have received no official account of this
Capture, the Squadron being then in Chase of an Enemy's Frigate, which | am concerned to say,

ef fect ed *Searwyes dasp ecCuinstitigiodns oevsedeasfamdablyputweighed

the victory of a whole squadron over a schooner. In the same letter, he reports the capture of

32 McCranie, 35

33 Roosevelt, 880

34 CaptainBroke to Secretary Croker, 80 u | 1812, Captainbds L e-peD&EDaghaB 60 MG12 A
71

35 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke,™Aug 1812, HA93/9/109

36 Vice Admiral Sawyer to Secretary of the Admiralty Croker, H@hturion Halifax, 29 August 1812Naval War

of 1812 215216

44



privateers by HM SloogColibri, an effort which earned Sawyer
officers2’ This action was between vastly more equal foreesihad a more direct impact on
protecting British commerce in Nova Scotian waters.
Frustrated by Rodgedsontinued evasigrand the inability of his squadron to capture
anything beyond merchaptizesand Nautilus Broke split his squadron and cruised alame
Shannon On the 4 of Augusthe encountered USBssex(36-gun frigate) while chasing an
American merchant vessel, théinerva Essek s Capt ai n David Porter i
recently captured prize accompanyBigannoras another frigate, and@ped by executing what
McCranie described®®as a fidaring maneuver. 0
Broke only mentionsConstitutod s escape i n passing 1in an
Admiralty, informing Secretary Croker th&@@onstitutioniescaped by very sup
despite thgood sailing qualities of his own frigat&sHis description of the event to his wife was
similarly short and dismissiveand did little else but praise the sailing qualities of the enemy.
Brokeds &ssedosu nets caafp e, whi c h dhis wifepnwas mutlerdorei n a
ani mat ed: Ashe sail ed t dight itwad well fér bim heowddéun,h e di d
and had t he ni®dhthis wana psvata ldtter, theimore émotisiven tone is
expected. It is also |Ilikely that, after month
more frustrated witliesse®escape than whebonstitutionslipped away. He also could naive
known that Porter believed he was approaching two enemy frigatésr as Broke was aware,

Essexan froman even fightwhereagonstitutionran from a squadron that included four frigates

37 Ibid

38 McCranie, 45

39 Broke to Croker, 30July 1812Capt ai nés Letters B, MG12 ADM 1/1553
40 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke30" Aug 1812, SRO, HA 93/9/111
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and a 64gun ship of the linga situation in which she waspelessly outmatched His frustration
wasfurther demonstrated when Broke told his wife that, after catchinlylitherva, Awe burnd
the shipin spite *&

The accounts and actions of Admiral Sawyer and his Halifax squadron in the opening
months of the Wiaof 1812 reveal a squadron eager for action. Sawyer, in a desaibed by
McCranie as riskydispatchedis entire force under the command of Philip Broke to search for
Rodger s 0. Sayyea uhdestood that this left Halifax vulneratbet prioritized the
attempt to catch the American squadron at $eaheir official accounts, Byron and Broke
expressed a desire to bring about action with the efieangentiment that was better reflected in
Brokebds personal c or r ers poenfdidrated eas noTnbtably evenlyh r e e
matched actions occurred in the opening months. In fact, the first single ship action of the war saw

Essexpitted against HM®\lert, a sloop of vastly inferior tonnage and broadside.

EssexAlert Action, 13" August 1812

The loss of a British sloop of war received far less attention in naval circles than the loss
of a rated ship. This was especially true of the two sloblest andFrolic, that were defeated in
action during 1812, as they were overshadowethiee frigate losses in that year. For the officers
involved, however, the akes were just as high as fdrigate captaig, if not higher.
Notwithstanding individual social and professional connections, a young commander who lost his
sloop was in more dger professionally than an older captainpdstcaptain in the British navy

would inevitably be promoted tearadmiral in the future so long as he remained alive and in the

4 HMS Africa, Sawyero6s flagship, which was dispatched without
42 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke3d" Aug 1812, SRO, HA 93/9/111
43 McCranie, 29
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service | ong enough; promotion t o fthe&sgof r ank
captains. For postcaptain who lost his ship but was honably acquitted, the worsiase scenario

was remaining on half pay indefinitely, with the likelihood of being made a Yellow Admiral down

the roadwith a significant increase in pay. @&ommander in the same position, who was never
given an active appointment again, would very likely not be promtmtgust captain, and so

would end hicareer as a half pay commander or possibly as a retired captain.

Commander Thomas Laugharne found tahis this position in August 1812, after Porter
captured his HM Sloog\lertina qui ck action and short <chase.
Admiral Sir John Duckwih, Governor and Commander-Chief of Newfoundland, and the
following Court Martial estimony he lad out for Duckworth and the Court the dire situation he
was in. Laugharne knew that his sloop was slow and significantly outguisheéden18-pound
carronades anvo 6-pounders tdesse® Borty 23-pound carronades afour 12-poundersEssex
actually hadsix 12poundersf* Dur i ng hi s <cour't marti al he ado
exceedingly slight and unlike those of other Ships of War and were incapable of resisting an
ordi nar y NPunssthos, taudgharneIfelt thatert was t@ slow to run from USEssex
but too weak to fight a pitched action.

Laughar neds péspenatattempt to mttackEssaxdopiag to inflict enough
damage on his opponent to allédert to flee. His attack was short livédafter firing threequick
broadsides at pistol shdilertd sigging was effectively destroyed Ilssse® s r e t*uThen f i r e
testimonies of Laugharne, tiparser, and a junidieutenant all descrilokthe scene on board the

heavily damagedlert, when it became clear thatcape was not possible. The crew, which at the

44 Laugharne to Duckworth30" Aug 1812;Comments of Laugharne MCAlert, ADM 1/5431, quoted in McCranie
4 Comments of Laugharne MCAlert, ADM 1/5431, quoted in McCranie
46 Laugharne to Duckworth30" Aug 1812;Comments of Laugharne MCAlert, ADM 1/5431quoted in McCranie
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start of the action had enthusiastically uttered cheers, rushed aft to implore their captain to strike.
Laugharne was reluctant to strike, and asked his crew if he had done his duty. Their reply, insisting
that he had done all that was requiredsulted inAlertd olours being struck’ The scene
described is one of the commander and most of his officers remaining cool and determined,
reluctant to abandon the fight, but in the end appealing to their humadithewishes of the

crew.

Per the testimonies, Lieutenant Andrew Duncan led the charge to insist that Laugharne
surrender the shipAccording to commentary in thidaval Chroniclehe wasi f ound gui | ty
disobedience of orders, and not rendering that assistance to Captain Laugharne that he ought to
have %TwtheRogal Navy, theimage of a British captain leading his sloop into battle against
a much more powerful frigate was likeleny appealingandwould have remindedhem of
Thomas Coc hr aEhGahan HM SlpopSpeedywealve years befor’ But the image
of a lieutenant appealing to the captain to strike instead invoked notions of cowardice and disgust
amongst the Coureven considering how badly outmatchddrt was. The Court had no quarrel
with Laugharnebés decision to strike, but were
preceding the surrender. Admiral Duckworth, in a letter to Croker dated Augysadtied his
own view of the loss oflert, which reflects the general view of the Court in regards to their
condemnation and appraisal of the officers invoivedVi t h r e dAlerg iti a consolatioh e
to reflect that the Enemy have not gaieétier credit in conquering so poor an adversary or profit

in the acquisition of a ves s’Alertiwioghhndeadtolthe sui t

47 CM Alert, ADM 1/5431 Comments of Laugharne, Testimonies William Haggerty (Purser) and Philip Nind (Lt.)
guoted in McCranie

48 |bid; Naval Chroniclevol 28, 506

4 Herman, 406401

50 Duckworth to Croker, 31 August 1812, ADM 1/477/60, quoted in Utmost Gallantry

48



enemy was not of great concern to Duckworth, just as the Court was more concerned with
LieutenantDuncands conduct and cowardice during tI
surrender his command to Captain Porter. Duncan was dismissed from the service, while his
commander was honourably acquittédtill, Laugharne only served at sea again briéityn
1814 to 1815. He was promoted to post captain in 1832, nearly two decades since he had last
served at se¥.

Porterds accoun tda faronfore gallamt peraeption défertd israwandk e
their efforts.He described the action in his initildtter to the Secretary of the Navy, saying that
Aletir an down on our weat hnecommencadan action (@ sourilingt hr e e
a skirmish deserves the name) and in eight minutes struck her colours with 7 feet of water in her
holdandth e e me n $Vlo both this @ttedand a more detail@tke he wrote half a month
later, hepraisal the zeal and activity of his men, while stressing that he wished they had a better
opportunity to display it. He even states that he would have prefiaedlert encountered her
intended prey, USBornet as fit he forces wo ul®dHeadlsbdescribesave b«
the efforts of théllert and the enthusiasm of the enemy mertd broadside was accompanied
by cheers audible frofasse® s dheuwhAlertb gunnery Adi d us no mor e |
that accompanied it.o

In his letter, Porter referend@ discussion within thenited States By, stating that

We are now well convinced é that an Engl

on the Magic of the British name and Terror of British Thunder, has had
the assurance to fAcommence attack within

51 David Syett, R.L. DiNardo,The Commissioned Sea Officers of the Royal Navy,-1868 Aldershot, Scholar
Press for the Navy Records Society, 1994, 135

52 |bid; Thomas Laugharne, Officer Service Record, ADM 956/5

53 CaptainDavid Porter to Secretary of the Navy Hamilton, U.S. Friasex At Sea, 18 August1812 Naval War

of 1812,218

54 CaptainDavid Porter to Secretary of the Navy HamiltchS. FrigateEssex At Sea, 3 Septemben 812 Naval

War of 1812444
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Frigateo for such (t hue o be, arfddhavened us) t h
repeatedly reported, that had we been Frenchmen they would either have
taken us, or made their esca@pe.
The Royal Navyods reputation had made an i mpr e
Alertd decision to attack a much stger opponent clearly impressed Porter. The disparity in force
was wide enough that a single broadside from BS&xnockedAlert out of action. British zeal
impressed Porter both during and after the action, but he was also amused to point ouathat, for
the talk of British discipline at sea, onakertd sommander:
left his ship, then a scene of pillage and destruction was pursued by her
crew, that would have disgraced a corsaire of Barbahe Spirit room,
pursers, and other store rooms were bmo&ethrown open, nor did the
Captains Cabin & private stores escape, and such articles as could not be

taken were broken, thrown overboard, and otherwise wantonly
destroyed’

The Britishoés enthusi asm an dEssexaanfmmedPtotretneprtd st
preconceived notions of British sailors. His account impliesthathethéleih s act i ons we
genuine attempt to defeat and captassexa perception likely influenced by his high opinion of
theboldnesof the Royal Navy
American histoan GeorgeDaugha® s a cof thaiEsdexAlert action reflects the

contemporary AmericaperspectiveHis explanatiooo f Al er t 6 s ddemon&ratesn t o
that he did not read Laughar neosundestandiognt s, an

In the finest British tradition going back to Sir France Drakehe was

defying the odds and continuing his mad dash toward the much larger

frigate, bent on evening the odds by surprising her and hitting her hard
before she knew what wap .tf

56 | bid
57 Ibid, 445
58 Daughan, 69
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Laugharneds pl an wa&ssexnis accounh makes that eleard Daughanm alsor e
describes an incident earlier in the year on July; vhenEssexattacked a convoy guarded the
frigate HMSMinerva Porter expected, and hoped, thahervawould leave the convoy to meet
Essek s chall enge, an dMingraaglid moe Dayghan estimated thdnervat h a t
did not leave the convoy due to the importance of defending it, as it carried the First Regiment of
Foot on route to Quebec:

He probably judged it more important to accomplish his mission than to

take on theEssex although he must have wanted to. Except in

extraordinary circumstances, no British captain would avoid fighting an

American of equal strength. Doing so would €laim a courtmartial and
severe punishment.

Porter was disappointed by this; he hoped for an honourable frigate action, and the equally matched
Minervadid not take the bait,inamovetibkab nf | i ct ed wi th Porter.0s per
But thatboldness that the British navy was famous for was seemingly exemplified byAHvtS

in her ill-fated attempt to escape from Essex with a quick attack.

Constitution-Guerriere Action, 19" August 1812

If Dacres was indeed, as Byron worried, wrought with guilt dvenstitutiord gscape
from Brokeds Squadron in July, then pé&hehaps w
saw his chance to settle the scdreutenant Bartholomew Kergssertedn his Court Martial
testimonythatConstitutod s pr evi ous escape was in fact on |
be the United States Friga@®onstitution ®® Regardless of the emotional stakes for Dacres, the

stakes for the wider naval communities in botluntries were very high. It was the first single

59 bid, 60
60 Bartholomew Kent (Lt.), CMGuerriere ADM1/5431/7
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ship frigate action of the conflicThis action gave the USSConstitutionh e r |l egacy as
ronside® and initiated a f | ood prdssnmoifestedintidavald out r
Chronicleand among the Royal Navy itséff.

As stated and argued by Wareham and D.A.B. Ronalglesship actions were rare during
the Napoleonic period. Given the potential for honour and glory, the chance to fight and win such
an action was coveted by margatous captains in the service. James Dacreslsadorn into a
naval dynastyhis father, uncle, brother, and cousin were all serving naval officers, so Dacres had
been immersed in naval culture from his earliest days, even before he entered thensaifyahi
the age of eight. When he engaged the American frigate, he had become onwf dhdive
percenbf frigate captains who fought a single ship engagement during the peliadres would
have, understandably, not wished to begin his accoutmeofction with:fi | am sorry to
you of the capture of H. M. late sHguerriere by the American frigat€onstitution after a severe
action,onthe ™o f Au®Gust . o

Dacr es 6 | ethe action ahd deteedihis decision to strike his colours. To
defend his honour and that of his crew, Dacres desttiteedamage inflicted onto his ship and
the havoc that enemy shot wrecked upon his crew and officers. Heavy fire, particularly from being
raked several times bthe enemy, lefGuerrierefia per f ect unniSeewegleabl e
officers, along with many crew members, were wounded, including himself, two lieutenants, and

t he ship6és dnahset ewa u nHlei nayi toef his officers as

performance in action, and is careful to defend the honour of the officers under his command,

61 Secretary of the Navy Hamilton to Captain Isaac Hull, Navy Departm&@ept 1812Naval War of 1812472
473

62\WarehamStar Captains160

63 Captain James Dacres to Admiral Herbert Sawyer, Bostb8e@tember 181Naval War of 1812243245
641bid, 243
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addingthafinone of the wounded Of fi cer spragingtheseée ed t h

officers for remaining on duty despite their woufitlsle poinedout thatGuerrierehad beerso

damaged in the action that the Americans could not attempt to take her in as @h@idecision

to strike was made after conferring with the ships officers, who concluded that continuing the fight,

while still under fireandfi a | | attempts to get her before the

a needl ess SWavastody therf that, witGuwesierein a dismal state, Dacres ordered

At hough reluctantly, the Colours to be struck
As to how HMSGuerrierefound herself in such a dismal state, Dacrds farward the

superior small arms fire and sailing @nstitution as well agithe early fall of the MizzeMast

which enabl ed our o p p oY Pespite theGonsttitiodo sigaificamti s p o s

advantage in broadside weight, Dacres does not suggest that this was a crucial factor in the defeat.

In fact, aside from mentioning th@onstitutio® broadside, he does not emphasize that he was

outgunned at al | . He does s aantage lirat his Marines an n e my

Ri fl emen, when close and his super i®Enemgai |l in

musketry was a factor in the defeat, but the much heavier broadside of the enemy was not. Much

of the action was fought at close rarigeeither ship inflicted much damage upon the other until

they closed to within pistol shdt so the longeranged guns of th€onstitutionwere not an

important factor in this battle. But Dacres does not assert th@otigtitutiod Erger and heavier

broadside, which fired heavier and therefore more destructive shot, played any important role,

either.

% 1bid, 244
% 1bid, 243
57 1bid, 244
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Following the action Dacres and his crew were carried to Boston, wharedhis officers
were parolecand his men placed in a pis hulk anchored in the Charles Rivéhey did not
remainin Bostonlong. Early in the conflict botiAmericanand British authorities in North
Americawere eager to exchange prisoners of war, as neither administration had the capacity to
house and manadgkem. Early agreements were established for exchanges and an official Cartel
agreement was reached in 1813. As such officers like Dacres were quickly paroled and sent back
to Halifax, where they awaited their official exchafigét was in Halifax under pate where
Dacres was court martialed.

Dacr esd def ¢ial eiteratddithe ipaints he niade in his letter to Sawyer. One
point that he expanded on was his aborted attempt to board the enemy. Late in the action, when
the ship had beenreducecstcm A unmanageabl e aywasdtolprepare Bisacew e s 6 |
to board the enemy as they approached. But these preparations were cut shdryupahi ng hi s
deck ylled with men, and every preparation m
impos$ bl e t 07°Heuwlsoct@detle.caurt thate ordered the colours to be struck as the
enemy prepared to rake them, and that #Anothin
a perfect wreck) could ever have induced me to do, conceiving itnyaduty not to sacrifice
uselessly the |ives of the men, withouTo any p

summarize the general theme of his arguments, both in his letter to Sawyehardourt Martial

89 Anthony G. DietzFor Their Safekeeping and Accommodation: British Prisoners of War ldrilied States During

the War of 182 (Harriett G. Dietz (Standard Copyright License), 2011):72 Over time tensions grew between the
British government and the United States, and the official Cartel of 1813 was abandoned. Delays in exchanging
prisonersbecame more commonplacnd British officials frequently accused Americans of delaying exchanges in
hopes that sailors would desert from the Royal Navy. A particularly contentions issue between the two governments
respected former slaves freed by Britisttes. The British refused American demands to return them, and in turn the
Americans refused to grant captured blacks parole or exchange. By the end of the conflict for many American and
British sailors and even some officers their prospects for exchaolged bleak, and some men remained in prison
hulks until after the war. Dietz, 37386

0 Testimony of James Dacres, GMierriere ADM 1/5431
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testimony, s duty as a navalaptain was to continue fighting, to take great risks through violence,
but only if there was a chance of victory. Or
sense of humanity and responsibility ttw his
coninue the fight.
Dacres concluded his testimony to the Court with a bold assertion:

Not withstanding the unlucky issue of the

the exertions of the officers and men who belonged t&therriere and

| am so aware thdhe success of my opponent was owing to fortune, that

it is my earnest wish, and would be the happiest period of my life, to be

once more opposed to thmnstitution with them under my command, in
a frigate of similar force to thuerriere’

As with hs letter to Sawyer, Dacres made it clear in his testimony that the superior broadside of

the Constitutionwas not the cause of his defeat. In this statement, he attribetelefeat more to
fortune than to the enemyod $ arguedirehisgrewous letes.met h i
Dacr es 060 wmassofblametfar theeloss and not the enemyés supel
weight, or seamanship and of themselved his statement could stem from a genuine desire for

a rematch and the belief that bificers and men could fight tigonstitutionagain under the same
conditions and emerge victorious. This cannot be proven, of course. The alternative explanation is
that his sentiments were exaggerated, in an effort to add weight to thieraspuital for the loss

of the frigate, and to uphold his honour and reputation within the navy eRptaAnationsuggest

that this sort of confidence wagpected obfficers in the Royal Navyand that the bold assertions

made by Dacres would have appealed &ojticiges at his Court Martidh this casgthe sense of

infallibility that had developed after twenty years of unprecedented naval successes was

demonstrated in a court marital following a loss in a single ship action, either out of genuine

" |bid
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sentiments fsm the captain on trial or in a deliberate effort to demonstrate his exaggerated
confidence to the court.

The verdict of this Court Martiabou | d det er mi nfde vidanotraegsittied, f ut ur
he could be removed from the naval service. This woulshbeneful for anyone, but particularly
to someone with so many close family members serving in the Royal Navy. Even an honourable
acquittal would not guarantee he would again
bold assertiongn his defense ef | ect the values that were cen
spirit. As Lambert argued, Arunning from an e
option f or "FPasvvictoriehhd been wan giveld similar odds. Whether his desire t
face theConstitutionwith anothership like Guerrierewas completely genuine or exaggerated, it
highlights the expectation of officers in the competitive Royal Navy.

TheNav al C htwemty-a@ighth veldre included a letter written by an anonymous
officer of HMS Guerriere dated October 15in Halifax, which briefly describes traction The
officer is particularly worried about the perception$aferriered s | os s . He i s wunsu
English publ i c withelycenmnamlg ot expea morehlharptefight hehuati
s he wa s "®Adcanding to this atcount, t@uerrierewould have sank without assistance
from the American frigate, adding that f@fAso ma
hull was near | y*Thidoffitetjustified@uerticosd defieat ly eelecting on the
extensive damage shmad received. He also expressed shock at the size and strength of USS
Constitution

No one that has not seen t@enstitutionwould believe there could be
such a ship for a frigate, the nearest ship in the British navy, as to her

2 Lambert,The Challenge79

73 fiExtract of a Letter from an Officer, late belonging to H.M.S. Gwerriere, dated Halifax15" Oc t o Teer , 0
Naval ChronicleVol 28, 426
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dimensions and tonnags,the Orion, of 74 guns. She was laid down for a
74-gun ship, is 180 feet long on her upper deck, and 45 feet 10 inches
breadth of beam. She had no gangways, but two complete decks, the same
as a lineof-battle ship, and is 1630 tons burdén.

The officebs account differs from Dacres6é accounts
of the enemy during the action, suggesting that the O&titutionis more like a ship of the line
than a frigate. He does not mention the number of guns she careetllydonly suggesting that
shehadtwofullgundeckit he samef-bast h@l shep. o
The unnamed officer is not the only one w
importance of theConstitutiod g unnery and broadsi de. Sawyer 6s
which accompani ed Ddaoarrierdd® a ¢ @ ooty supehas fode, i b e s
both in guns and men (Bdth hRadragdd@rcammaoarsdi de
of his aibordinate lieutenants were willing to emphastzenstitutiod s superi or tonn
broadside tdelpjustify the British defeat, but Captain Dacres did ibis is becausBacres was
on trial, but his admiral was not, and the stakes for his officers marnearly as extreme. It was
thereforemore important for Dacres to play to the biases optigNelsonic navy.
InotherwaysSawyer 6ssiemitar was Dacr e dtwodhenses unt s .
that were common among naval corresponderg@orting losses in action. Dacres opehis
account to Sawyer @dduerriered s 0 s s  wi t h: Al am sorry to infor]
the Admiralty similarly opeedwi t h A Si r it i s "8\Thi$ dameesgnseroé me  C «

despair is reflectedhithe opening of the beferaentioned letter from Byron to Broke following

S 1bid
76 Ibid; Without knowing the author of this account or its original recipient, it is difficult to assess what thistacco
was initially intended for. It is of more relevance, th

of this event in Chapter Three.

"7 Copy of a Letter from Vicedmiral Sawyer to Joh Wilson Croker, Esq, dated on board HA&a, at Halifax,
the 19" September, 1812The Naval ChroniclgVol 28, 316
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USSConstitutodmses cape from Brokeds sqguadron, where By
the extraordinary escape of thmericanf r i gat e. 0 Si mi | ar | rpftheSamevy er 6 s
event expressed his concern. Letters detailin
distress at the event, just as letters announcing vietqgsessed he of fi cer s j oy a

Sawyer also defemdiD a ¢ r e s 6 , isvaking tleerthéreerof preserving humanity once
chance®f victory had vanished. He assdr€roker that, becaugguerrierehad been dismasted
and began rolling hard enough t atbecaneddutytoef f or
sparethelive of the remaining part of her “Dalouabl e
the fact thatGuerrierefought until she had been heavily damaged, and placed in a position where
she was | ikely to be raked, Soadshypeshewaddafendesl t hat
t o t h®Thd lastsioes rint refer to the literal last man standingyen until the ship had sank
but rather to the last point in which the British could hope for a victory.

The Court agreed with the sentiment that fortune was to blame for the loss, dhd not
shortcomings of Dacres or any of his officers or crew, and that the surrender was justified to save
the fAval uabl e?® Theimvardiot staighat Gueeriare found herself in such a
perilous state due to t he A awhichwhsoaecasionedford osi n
by their defective state than from the fire of the enemy, though so greatly superior in guns and
merf2Fiort une and tets@tewsrd blamédgathdr ¢hfinethe tsuperior firepower of
the enemy frigate. James Dacres and his evesehonaurably acquitted, following a trial steeped

in the aggressive traditions of the Royal Navy. Two years later he was given command of another

9 1bid
80 1bid
81verdict, CM Guerriere ADM 1/5431
82 1bid
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frigate, HMSTiber, and continued in active service until 1848, when he was promoted to vice

admiral and effectively retire?.

WaspFrolic Action, 18" October 1812

The third single ship action was also the second between two ships of the same class. In
fact, asTheodoreRoosevelt asserted, it was the only single ship action in 1812 between two evenly
matched vessef§.HM Sloop Frolic was captured while defending its convoy from U88&sp an
American sloop, bothrated 18 guns. Wasp was commanded by John Smithmaster
commandment (the equivalent rank to commander in the British f2tybugh Frolic was
commanded byost CaptaimThoma Whinyatesan unusual appointment for a sloop of §far
While this meant that Whinyates had more financial security than his counterpart iA\leMS
he still had no guarantee lo¢ing appointed tactive service again following his defeat to a sloop
carying equivalent armament.

Like other lettergeportingdefeat in action, Whinyates invakdis distress at having

relay the news of the defean his letter to Vice Admiral Warren, who hadcceede®awyer as

commandein-chief of the North AmericanSquadronhe wrotet h a t it i's with t
sorrow and distress | have to repor Erolitckoe® your €
He | ater informed Warren that he fAish®The ever

83 JamedDacres, Officer Service Record. ADM 196/3

84 Roosevelt, 105

%The USN adopted the more common term ficommander o for
86 Syrett and DiNardo, 466.

8Captain Thomas Whinyates, R.N., to /AStHproictiersatSsd28¢ John B
October1812.Naval War of 181539
88 |bid, 541
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letter praiseal the bravery and coolness of his officers in the action, adding that it would be an
injusticeif he did not do s&°

In his dispatch, Whinyates stdte hat i ni ti al | y nworeeffediveandds gur
that he expected an easy victoHowewer, nounting damage and weather conditions quickly
turned theide. According to Roosevelgrolic fired three broadsides to théa s pwi;smodern
sources conclude th&rolico s f i r e meffectivé, ass mucholithe shot went high.
Whinyatesasseted thatF r o | damafjeswas so extensive in comparisoMiaspnot on the
superiority of American gunnery but on the weakened state of his rigging following a recent gale
Unable to properly maneuvdike DacresWhinyatesalsodescribed his vessel asraanageable),
the Frolic was subjected to raking broadsides and suffered extensive d&hiagesimilar, but
far |l ess dramatic, vein to Dacresod6 decl aratio
convinced if tha-rolick had not been crippled ithe gale | should have to make a very different
report to y®&Tlhe acox endddwlefi,eyedy indi vidual of fic
and the greater part of the men either Killed or Wounded, there not being twenty persons remaining
u n h Wrthe ,créw of USSWaspboarded the now virtually defensesss | oo p . Whi nyat
account makes it clear that he and his crew had fought until nearly everyone had been wounded
and every gun had been put out of acfbn.

That same day, thbird rate seventjour gun ship of the line HM®oictierscaptured the
triumphantbut heavily damagewaspwith her prize in tod® The recapture was mentioned both

by Whinyates irhis letter to Warren announcitgolicé s  d, asfwelleas irP o i ¢ tcaptin s 0

89 |bid

% Roosevelt, 101; McCranie, 75; Latimer, 104
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John Beresfordbs account. The recapture of hi

it was not his victory to reporBeresford does not celebrate a triumph ejtmather than

proclaiming P o i ¢ tcapturesob two badly damaged and impossibly outmatched sloops,

Beresforddos | etter reads more | i kardhiseffdruta i f ul

collect the convoy thatrolic had been captured defending. Like the typical letter informing a

superior of the capture of a much smaller warship or privateer, Beresford does not discuss the

action nor praise the conduct of his officers and men. Capturing a pair of sloops wasraatieal

for a ship of the Iine. But he does assure Adr

who | regret to say is wounded, and of his crew appears to have been so decidedly gallant, that |

have been induced to continue him in command oFtbéc, unti | your °Hl easur e
Whi nyat es 6 Foolicrononnned untl his return to port. And while the court

marti al agreed with Beresf or #&rblis had a seer ftimge n t 0 |

commander later that month, a lieutenavho waspromoted tocommander a year latef.

Whinyates did not receive another command until 1815, and then only served another nine months

at sea, after which he saw no further active service and was promoted into retirement when his

name reached thefgmf the Post Captains list in 18¥6lt is difficult to say if his removal from

Frolic was the result of his loss Wasp a simple logistical decision considering his wound and

need to keep his ship at sea if it was becaus¢he command was consideréal be more

appropriate for a more junior officer at Halifagiven that Whinyates was a post captain

Regardless, his active career was nearly over followiagpss to an equivalent foe. Meanwhile,

%Beresford, fACopy o f-RightHoeotrabk Sir John BatlaséWwlamenyBart. K. B.ICemmander

in Chief of His Majesty's Ship Beresford to Warren, ats@@ct 23 1812. 0 Th%¥Decembedon Gaze
181216684, 2568https://www.thegazette.co.uk/London/issue/16684/page/2568

97 Rif Winfield, British Warships in the Age of Sail 179817: Design, Construction, Careers and Fat8saforth,

2008, 297

98 Syretand DiNardo, 466; Whinyate®fficer Service RecorddDM 196/6
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his captor Jones of th&/aspand his lieutenant Biddlevere both promoted following their
exchangeand voted $25,000 in prize money by Congress. Jones was soon appointed to command

the newly captured and refitted US®Bcedoniar?® Ironically, the man whose ship was preserved

from capture fared far worsethdané man whose shi p was taken int
to theimportancethat both navies placed upon the single ship action that precipRated c t i er s 0

arrival.

United StatesMacedonianAction, 25" October 1812

On the 28 of October, JohiSurman Carden faced the same task as Dacresepaniting
the loss of his frigate to his superior. His ship, HM&cedonian engaged and was captured by
the USSUnited Statescommanded by Commodore Stephen Decatur. The two officers had met
earlier in the year, whellacedoniarhad stopped in Hampton Road$iey developed a mutual
respect over discussing the merits of their respective frigates. When they chanced upon each other
in the Atlantic, both were eager for actidif.After a long action, much of it fought at long range,
Carden struck his colours and surrendered his extremely darkkgeadionian Carden believed
that he was the first British captain to lose a frigate tcAtnericans when he was informed that
Dacres had that dubious honour, he was only partially mollified. He had still lost his shig in
ononecombat, andlacedonianbecame the first and only British frigate to be brought into an

American port as a prizé*

99 Roosevelt, 106;Mark M. Cleaver,The Life, Character, and Public Service of Commodore Jacob Jones
(Wilmington, Delaware: The Historical Society Of Delawat806)

100 3ohn Carden to Secreyadohn Croker, USS United States at Se&, Q8tober 1812Captains Letters C,-B612
v1663; McCranie, 97
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Cardendés entry i ntHecaméfeomamavny baskgreundaactcwas i ar
educated privately on land before joining the Royal Navy at 17, following which he served an
active career in various stations. He fought in several minor actions agswb# Glorious First
of June, and served for a time as I|lieutenant
veteranbutasserted that despite his experiehee performance in thlacedonianUnited States
action was dismal. ThelosswasasmuahrCd en 6 s f aul t as ddtingpaos Dec a
relations with his very new ships company, poor use of tactics, and inability to take advantage of
his shipods supée%Llaombesrati | drmigt iguiaded i @sr.den as
siglemi nded determination required by successfu
iselomfi dence, insight, and t aci%Tlkeaburt Martiaime n an
that tried him did not share these harsh judgements, but nomsthkée loss oMacedonian
effectively ended Cardends | ong naval <career.

Li ke Dacres, Cardends accounts of the acti
long as victory was possible, and only then surrendered the ship. The first hour of the agtion wa
at long range, during which time Carden says that he attempted to close the diésaecknian
suffered during that hour under fire from tden i t e d heBvienlateery).0Nhen Carden was
able to close with the enemy, his ship had been damagedd t he enemyd superi
very apparent. He explained to Croker that: @
success, unl ess some fortunate chance occur od
Battle for two hoursand en mi nutes. 0 Over those two hours

leavingMacedoniaiia per fect and unmanageabl e Umtgddo and

102 |pid, 131-134
103 Lambert, chaptetnited StatesindMacedonian (ebook)
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States®®Car den6és defense rested on the f aoogtast hat
he anticipated that they had a chance of victory, and thatittedonianwould not have been
surrendered dAwhilst a man | i v®Wihaunhishbiitgtod, hac
maneuver and to return fire, there was no chance of defeh@rgnemy, so continued resistance
was pointless.
Unlike Dacres, Carden acknowledigthe superior strength of the eneragd that he
realized he was facing overwhelming force during the action, but continued to fight nonetheless.
He fought for two hours agest superior firepower, only relenting when it was clear that he could
not return fire on the enemy. The enemyo6s sup
action, then, bufollowing the actiorhe:
€ ceased to wonder ledheUnited Statassebrilu | t of t he
with the scantling of a seventy four gun Ship, mounting thirty long twenty
four pounders on her Main Deck, and twenty two forty two pounders,
Carronades, with two long twenty four pounders on her Quarter Deck and
ForecastleHowitzer Guns in her Tops, and a travelling Carronade on her

upper Deck, with a Complement of Hour hundred and sexeenityg ht pi ck o d
Men 106

Whereas Dacres had ignored the enemyds &dtrengt
it as an importanfactor in hislossCar dends background was very L
unlike many other officers. He had no familial ties to the Rblgaly andhad spent his childhood

and teenaged years ashdsg contrast, Dacres had been at sea since a young age and came from

a naval family. As such, the traditions of ogtifying confidence that Dacres demonstrated may

not have beenashasdet i n C a rHbwened e wassillcaréfd to emphasize thag

and his officers and crew fought against these odds as long as pogssblewi t h Dacr esod

104 Carden to Croker, 280ctober 1812Captains Letters C,-2612 v1663
105 |pid
106 |pid
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it was the damaged state that his ship was in that compelled Carden tp adthkagh he
acknowledged the role thetn i t e d suferica hraadsidelgyed in so damaginiglacedonian

To demonstrate to Croker why that <chance h
describd the desperate state his ship arglvovas in compared to the enemy. Extensive damage
to his masts and rigging had lefthks p unmanageabl e, and enemy fi
Guns on the Quarter Deck and Forecastle disabled but two, and filled with wreck, two also on the
Main Deck disabled, and several shot betweerdwimd water. A very great proportion of the
Crew Killed and wounded®” His ship had suffered very heavy damage, was rendered incapable
of maneuvering, and most of his shipds compan)
adds that he was faced, whil e i nparativelysmgodce sper a
order, who had now shot ahead, and was about to place himself in a raking position without our
being enabled to return the fire%® being a per

Similar to other offi cer dghe thene @fusartowg andd f | 0 ¢
distress in his letter. He expredsei s fiideepest regreto at the | os:
severity of his losses. It appears that Carden himself was physically and emotionally shaken by the
action. Carden wrote two bsequent letters while he was in Amerioae on the 8 and one on
the 23 of January. Both are noticeably more neat and legible than his initial letter 28the
October!?

By the conclusion of the action, Carden wr (

Enemy by myself, my brave Officers, and men, nor should she have been surrendered whilst a man

107 | bid
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l ived on boar d, h af%He praisethédcersuct ofisfirstdieueramDaed o
Hope,who suffered a head wound near the close of the attidmpromptly returned to the deck,
Adi splaying that greatness of mi nd and exert|
excell ed. 0 The t hwoundkd, but remained mtehis postwCarden apeaksovery
highly of his officers6 c Bismhuatve waa that of b galamte r vy d
crew fighting an unmanageable ship against impossible odds.

His opening defense at the court martifllected the same themes. He described his initial
attempts to close with the enemy, which were
his ship suffered greatly from enemy fire:

Macedoniab ecame more crippled eveny broadsi de¢
deck, the main yard was before then cut away to pieces. The swell was

great and theMacedonianr ol | 6d heavy as her canvas a
reduced by the enemyos shot . The enemy
Macedoniara perfect wreck we having only about oniedlof the foresail

left to the yard, every other sail having shot away, we now endeavored to

clear the wreck which had all fallen on deck, the mizzen foremast forward

and the fore and main ones after, and to get the ship before the wind, which

had consideble abated in consequence of the heavy cannonading. But

while this effort was making the mizzen mast, being very much wounded

by shot, fell over the stern, the wreck of which in the water rendered the

ship totally unmanageabibkmselfaunddr t he enemy
our stern, the congruent circumstances occurred as stated in my Public
Letter!!t

He emphasized the superior dimensions and broadside of the enemy ship, and was crewed by many
veterans of the British n aeatyhatrobbed Brtairsof prestige i n

or reputati on, as AMy county has | ost a ship

Victory over such a superi'rity of force coul

1101hid
Mcardends N Macedanian ADEI 1/5486M
1121hid
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The first hour of action at long range was crucial, given the damagé&tited States
inflicted uponMacedoniann that time. Consequentially, the fact that Carden was unable to close
during that hour geneted extensive controversy imaval circles. Cate n 6 s def ense i n
|l etter to Croker was that fAthe Enemy Kkeeping
close to her asThisappearsduitdthefeat aseording ® dhodérn nautical
terminologyi standingtwo pointe f f t he wi nd woul d place a squa
often r ef er r e dasthaycouldrmtaygneratesthe fpower matessary to move the ship.
As Sam Willis pointed out, however, nautical terminology has changed over the centuries.
Historically, sailors measured their point of sail not from the direction of the wind but from the
angle at which their vessel would have™been c
United Statesvas likely sailing between six or eight pointsrfr the wind, depending on her own
sailing qualities.

Lambert asserted that this was a justification invented later. His analysis of the action was
guite simple Carden held the weather gauge and did not attempt to close the distance until it was
too late*® This sort of nautical history is what Willis criticized; the realities of combat in sailing
warships veremore complicated than is usually depict&t.

Cardenelaborated on the maneuvers in his defeakkough he did not appear to have
convinced thecourt When questioned by the CouBavid Hope testified that he believed they

could have maneuvered and engaged the enemy at closer range, but that Carden preferred to keep

113 Carden to Croker, 280ctober 1812Captains Letters C,-2612 v1663
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the weather gauge, and was more cautious in maneuvétidgrden maintained thae believed
it was impossible, and assured the court that:

It ever was my intention (impossible to accomplish) from the first moment

| made the stranger out to be an enemy to engage him as close alongside

on The same tack to windward, as the yards offilgevgould allow, at the

same time to advantage by a way more preferable circumstances that might

offer, but that more preferable one | never did perceive, and as | hear every

circumstance fully in my mind, | feel conscious it never existed, or was

apparento mel!8

On the question of keeping off for so long, Carden maintained that it was the only option he had.
But he is careful, in every account, to state that it was his intention to bring about a close action.
This alludes to a common theme in Britishti@in the Age of Sail. Royal Navy officers preferred
fighting at close range. I n this case, the cr
upon the fact that at long range his ship was at a severe disadvantage.

The Court agreed with H@, statinginthewve r di ct t hat: Aprevious t
of the action, from an over anxiety to keep the tweagage an opportunity was lost at closing
with the enemy, and that owing to this circumstanceMlaeedonianwas unable to bring the
UnitedStates 0 cl ose action until s H@hekaudbeliewedthat, ved
had a close action been brought about earlier, the smal@yur8ler frigate could have prevailed.
As such, it was Car de n-dagge dctzon thal was blamed fds hisilasgy a b o
This demonstrated the mindset of those naval officdrsing the second such loss, members of
the court still held confidence in the ability of and®@under British frigate to be able to tackle a

heavierenemy frigate if welthandled and well fought.

YHopeods Te sMacedanianyADM 23436
8Car denods RwabedoniandADM 1/5¢34
119verdict, CM Macedonian ADM ADM 1/5436
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A failure of tactics was not important enough to convict Carden, howditgle he was
criticized by Hope for not closing near the start of the action, neither Hope nor any other officers
call ed Car de nuestiondlis ntondug was desdrileed ag courageous and morale
inspiring’*The Court concluded that his failure to
most distant wish to k¥®¥4dtwasma cowardice a hesitatibnethate n g a g
cased the | oss, but bad | udge manmhewahanmouablg 6 s ¢ C
acquitted.

The wider naval community, steeped in the culture of Nelsonic aggressiolosadction,
was not satisfiedCar dendés r eput at ished, andrhe wakeeer agaaroffgredwa s t a
any active appointments following the loss of his frigdtdde was eventually promoted to flag
rank after two decades on half pay and progressed up the ladder of admiral ranks, but did so as a
retiree!?® Many of his pees inside and outside the service criticized him for his handling of
Macedonianduring the actior”*Year s after the war <concluded,
linked with his loss to US8nited StatesThe criticism he faced later compelled him to write a
memoir of his naval career, in which he admits that the criticism he received for losing the
Macedoniarnwas the motive for the bodk®

The memoirds short althe lwoldmess aml braveryof hingselfando n 1 |
his crew in rushing to fight such a superior enemy. The bravery of the British sailor was defeated
by overwhelming force and #brtune. He assertetlatMacedoniarcould have ousailed and ran

from the enemy, buhad he done so he fAshould have Suf

120 CM Macedonian ADM ADM 1/5436

121yerdict, CMMacedonian ADM ADM 1/5436

122 McCranie, 66;John Carden, Officer Service Record, Carden, ADM 196/3

123 Syrett and DiNardo, 72; John Carden, Officer Service Record, Carden, ADM 196/3

24 Tracy, 7172

25WarehamStar Captains157; John Surman Cardek Curtail'd Memoir of Incidents and Occurrences in the Life
of John Surman Carden, Vice Admiral in the British Né@xford: Clarendon Press, 1850)

69



Cowar #9lLcaembert echoes that senti merConstiution hi s di
He argud that, despite the decayed state of H@Gerriere had he run from the action, Dacres
would have been chastised and been dishraty discharged?’ Carden attacked and failed, and

while he was honourably acquitted, his career in the navy had come to an end.

Constitution-JavaAction, 29" December1812

The Royal Navy and theavatinterested public were very demoralized by the end of 1812.
Four warships had been lost to the American nang there had been no sucests counter the
losses. But there was a final shock at the close of 1812 that reverberated throughoigamavakd
into the new year. On the 2®f December, HMSava commanded by Captain Henry Lambert,
was captured by USSonstitution commanded by Commodore William Bainbridge, in the South
Atlantic. She was en route to the East Indies, and carried ne&'lyumdred passengers, including
naval supernumeraries and senior officers destined for commands in the east. Because of the extra
hands on board, the action betwdawaandConstitutionwas the first frigate action where each
side had roughly equal nunmse This was a deceptive equality, however, as many of the
supernumeraries, bound for service on ships in the East Indies, were poorly trained and ill
disciplined!?®

Lambert scored a victory early in the action, setting what proved to be a deceptively
optimistic mood for the BritishJaved s f i r st b r o a Qomstitdtierd meatker fow r e d i
and destroyed her helrithis gaveJavaan advantageous positiowiththe enemy 6s abi |

maneuver impairegdhe was able to hold the weather gauge andCakstitutionat will. Lambert

126 |pid, 270
27 Lambert, The Challenge77
128 McCranie, 7778
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continued to counter Bainbridgeds attempts to
attempt tatack (passbow firstthrough thewind) put pressure on thiavad damaged bowsprit
The bowsprit was blown away, reducinga v @&peed and maneuverability and allowed
Constitutionto gain the upper hanand to rakeJava The action closed to pistol shot, where
American musketry and goa shot inflicted heavy casualties on the Britesidcausedextensive
damage t@davad Hgging. A lastditch effort to board the enemy by Lambert was called off after
their foremast fell, causing the heavidgmagedavato lose speed and fall astern.id&idge was
now in complete control of the action, amelsailed alonglavad starboardfiring into the British
frigate from her defenseless sitidner starboard battery was covered in wreckagdasawas
unable to return fireConstitutionthen tookposition astern of the helpledava The British
remained under a raking stern fire for 40 minutes before they surrenderedlours were struck
not on the orders of her Captain, who was dangerously wounded and taken below, but by her first
lieutenant Henry D. Chad$?°
Like Carden, Lieutenant Chads entered the navy Keefirst served at sea at the age of

fifteen, after attending the Royal Naval Acaderpwever,he also had naval connectiofmgs
father was a Post Ca p t expenence With idefeahe avas the tirst Ch a d
lieutenant of HMSIphigenia (serving under Captain Lambert: this implies that Chads was a
follower of Lambert, and likely very attached to hicjring the Battle of Grand Port, a disaster
for the British forces of the Mauritius Campaidrne melancholy state Chads was in following
this defeat is evident in his evocative letter to Secretary Croker:

It is with deep regret that | write you for the information of the Lords

Commi ssioners of the Addavaisadnmore, t hat Hi s |

after sustaining an action on the'™st for several hours with the

American FrigateConstitutionwhich resulted in the Capture and ultimate
destruction of Hi s Majestyds Ship. Capt a

1291pid, 77-81; Daughan, 14245
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wounded in the height of the Action, the melancholy task of writing the
detail devolve® n me . 0

Chadsoé mel ancholy task was to not only to det
his actions and decisions (and that of his crew), but he al¢o kaferl the honarr of his captain,
who by the 3% was in critical conditionLambert ultimately died on thé"bf January, just days
after his ship had been destroyed.
The account is sparse on details of much of the action before he took command. This makes

sense, as Chads would have had his own specific position in actionpatttinet have paid as
much attention to the battle as a whole as his commésadeHe dd explain the most important
moments of the battlendthatJavad dire situation arose due to the fact that USSstitution
was fAavoiding close acti on namwdifcihr ihreg shiftgle etde
While Lambert held the weather gauge initially he could not bring about close action. It was
because of damagedavad 8gging that she lost the weatherugje and found herself at the mercy
of the Constitutiord saking fire. Casualties increasingly mountadd wreckage put most of the
starboard battery out of action. By 4:15pm, when the American frigate stood off to make repairs,
Javawas | ef t age & @ ln e themsmmudCroker that, during that lull in the action:

Every exertion was made by us during this interval to place this Ship in a

state to renew the action. We succeeded in clearing the wreck of our Masts

from our Guns. a Sail was sat the stumps of the Foremast & Bowsprit

the weather half of the Maiviard remaining aloft, the main tack was got

forward in the hope aofetting the Ship before the Wind, our helm being

still perfect. the effort unfortunately proved ineffectual from the Maast

falling over the side from the heavy rolling of the Ship, which nearly
covered the whole of our Starboard Giifs.

BOfLieutenant Henry D. Chads to Secretary of the Admiralty John W. Croker, United States Coigstieution off
St SalvadoB1% Decemberl812p Naval War of 1812646
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The account maintains that even with the captain, the master, and a good portion of the crew
wounded or killed, Chads was still trying to kelgvain the fight. Butwhenattempts to repair
and get back some control over the frigate fai@hstitutionagain sailed toward3ava preparing
torakeheri wi t hout a possibil¥ty of our returning a
As the frigatebs acting c¢ o meravithdis regainmdg f i cer

officerson what to do nexiHe wrote

| then consulted the Officers wlagreed with myself that on having a great

part of our Crew killed & woundeaur Bowsprit and three masts gone,

several guns useless, we should not be justified in wasting the lives of more

of those remaining whom | hope their Lordships & Country wiliklihey

have bravely defended His Majestybds Ship

however reluctantly at 5:50 our Colors were lowered from the Stump of
the Mizzen Mast and we werP taken posses:

The decision was niamagnifion that futheraesistancg wauld belfutile. o
The message was thidvad 8 f f i cer s 6 s e n duty toaHeir chew name intd fgrcea n d
once the chance of victory had reced&dads mdeit clear thathe remaining officers collectively
agreed to strikeandthat it was not solely his decision, and that furthermore it was a necessary
one.

Chads d not dismiss the disparity in force between the two frigates in his répstead,
he includel a description of the broadsides and dimemso of bot h, wi th whi ch
Lordships will not think the British Flag tarnishealthoughs uc cess has ®ot att e
unnamedavali eut enant 6s | etter, written a mawalt h af't

Chronicle & In the letterthe officer placdt he bl ame on his opponentds

1331bid
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the fact that th€onstitutio®m s r ew was made wup of i dphigenipand me s a
Guerriere he describét he di sparity i n f or ¢thesaction was foughtt he m:
and the unequalled injury tRlavasustained beyond thH@onstitution it appears evident that the
American had advant ages wh'i®Boththd guality ofthe énemhtyon g t
sailors and the superior firepower amesgth concerned this officer.
The resulting Court Martial waovered extensively in tiidaval Chronicle thanks to the

submission of several documents that included accurate accounts and minutes of the trial. An
excellent summation of the themes@h ads 6 testi mony was provi dec
determination shewn by the gallant Chads to commence the second action, whilst the least gleam
of hope of wul ti m¥Chads panticutary ersphasieettad effoetslanddgallantry
of the nowdeceased Captain Lambert, but also recounted his own efforts to renew the action at
close quarters following Lambert and the Master being wounded and sent below. He also
elaborated on the council he took from his officers during the Iull in the action:

corsulted now with the lieutenankserringham and Buchannan, when it

was determined to engage him again, should he give us an opportunity of

doing so, with a probability of disabling him, which was now sole

object, but that it would be wasting lives réisig longer, should he resume
a raking position, whi®h unfortunately wke

His argument to the Court was that, if they could continue fighting, they would do so. But the
officers would not resist and risk the lives of the crew ifGbastitution assumed a raking position.
Javawas uamaneuverable and unable to counter an attempt to rake. In the opinion of the,officers

continuing to fight under raking firas they had done for forty minutes previousipuld have

136 | pid
1377, T. L., to the Editor, Walsworth ®he Naval ChronicleVol 29, 402
138 Testimony of Chads, CMava, ADM 1/5435
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only needledy risked the lives of thdavad srew!3® ConsequentlywhenConstitutionmoved to
reassume a position afivad stern, Chads struck.

Overall, Chads testimony was modest in nature, and focused on the collective efforts and
responsibilities of the officer$? The testimony of Major General Hislop, the highest profile
passengerfromdava ent husi astically defended Chads: il
that any testimony of mine can be requisite to give weight to the more substantial proofs which
mustappear before this honourable court, in manifestation of the exemplary conduct of Lieutenant
C h a d*sHe @choed the sentiment of fighting to the last chance of victory, informing the Court
of the #fAcool , firm, and detea mimedactison ufish
possibility of hurting or d¥sabling the enemy

Chads was in a veryifterent position from_augharne, Dacres, Whinyates, or Cartdée
assumed command davavery late in the action, and was not as respma for the loss as
Lambert would have been. Akehi st ori an Lambert argued, Abec:
heroically, and the ship had been stoutly defended against a more powerful foe, their Lordships
were correct to consider the action a mattes @ me  p*t Argdably, this interpretation had
more to do with the death of Captain Lambert than it did with the disparity in force. The disparity
betweenJava and Constitutionwas not noticeably different from the disparity between the
opponents in theso previous frigate actions. Chads, who had inherited an impossible position,

not only was honourably acquitted; he was promoted to commander 28{'thtay 1813 anavas

139 |bid

140 Testimony of Chads, CMava ADM 1/5435

M1 Testimony of Hislop (Major General) C¥ava ADM 1/5435
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a post captain by July 1815'He continued active service for some time and finished his career

asanadmiral renowned in the navgs a gunnery specialist

Conclusion

On the31% of Decemberl812, Bainbridge was forced to burn his prizavawas in too
wrecked a state to make the long journey to an Americaraparprize shipAnd so, fittingly, the
year 1812 ended with the burning of a prized British frigate. These five actions, the accounts
detailing them, and their Courts Martial demoat& several recurring themes of importance within
the postNelsonic Royal Navy. The same qualities that were praised in the victories of the
Napoleonic Warssuch as aggressive action, gallantry, andepeace for close direct actioare
all reflected m the accounts of the five losses. In each case, the prihcipfense reflected the
notion that the British forces were expected to fight as long as their commanders felt that there was
a chance of victoryas long as that chance existed, they were drplelo be aggressive in their
efforts to overcome the enemy.

The defense of the officers rested upon the fact that enemy gunfire had reduced their ships
to an unmanageable state. Without the ability to move or steer the five British vessels were at the
mercy of their American counterparts, who retained their ability to maneuver and were able to rake
or board the British at will. And yet, t he s
blame for the situation the British found themselves in, Seemingly, did the British consider it
was the result of the skill of American commanders and sailors. Instead it was the asbitsay

of luck or fortune that was chiefly to blame. As the British understood it, as powerful as the

144 Syrett and DiNardo, 77
145 Lambert, The ChallengeConstitutionandJava(ebook), Syrett and iNardo, 77; Henry Chads, Officer Service
Record, ADM 196/3
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broadsides of the hep American frigates or as skilled as their volunteer crews were, in each case
the British had a real chance at victory if they had been more fortunate. If important masts and
spars had not been knocked away during the action, if the British had beeforuorate in how
enemy shot had inflicted damage, then the British could have prevailed, as they had against the
heavy frigates of France over the last two decades.

The Courts Martial agreed in each case that the loss was not fault of thesayffiaers,
or ships 6ompanies involved. Only one officer, Lieutenant Andrew Duncan, was distadp
dismissed. The rest were honourably acquitted, although the nature of their careers following the
acquittal were drastically different. Above all, the mostcegsful career postefeat was Dacres.
Perhaps it was his bold defense in his Court Martighjstrong naval connectioinsor perhaps
both Chads was unique in that he viimemoted following the defedtjs career was not as active
as Dacr eshe remared emplayed for a period after the Napoleonic Wars ended.
Laugharne, Whinyates, and Carden were not as fortunate. Their career prospects collapsed once
Britain was atpeace andvere among the many naval officers who remained on halfrpéye
peacetime navy. There were only so many commands available, and those went to officers with
reputations or connections. Dacres had connections and Chads had distthdpinsself The
ot her threeds reputations r ef luigtedt teat stain hvasi r | o
significant in the competitive race for peacetime commands.

Regardlessf their postbattle careers and reputation, none of the officers were criticized
for fighting the actions against superior forces. Neither Dacres, Cardeéneantanant Chads were
told that they should have run from a battle where they were significantly outgunned. Carden and
Chads cited the enemyds s up edefealsrbuemghasizes thas i mp

unmanageable state of their ships astleeeimportant factorThey fought as long as they had a
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chance at victory, and this was accepted by the Cdartse case of Carden, it was decided that
if he had fought the action at close range, he would havefhetance at defeating the enemy.
Daces bol dly dismissed t he entmed.myisowas tle stplecoftheor i t y
Royal Navy it harked to memories of Thomas Cochi@aree ¢ a Et Gamgeor to theSybille
La Forteaction. Running from an enemy, even when at a 50% disay@nias not an option for
naval officerst*® It was a reputation that had made a stark impression on American naval officers
such as Portegndonewhich impaired their interpretation of the events of 1884t just as this
aggressiveness was encouraged and expected, so too were the Courts perfectly willing to accept
the defense that each officer struck once they no longer had a chance at victory.

The news of these losses was not well received in Halifaxommidon. They became the
center of a contentiousaval discourséhrough the first half of 1813There were outcries and
resentment from within the Royal Navy and the general publtbenBritish Empireover the
strategic decisions that led to these defea, t he damagi ng | mgndmoits on

importantly over the lack of any naval successes in the first months of the war with America.

146 Lambert, The Challenge79
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Chapter Three: Broken nSpell of Invincibility: 0 Impact of
1812 lossesn the Naval Chronicle and Halifax Press 1812
1813

Speaking in Parliament ifebruary1813, former Foreign Secretary and future Prime
Mini ster George Canning remarked that #fAthe sa
broken by those unfortunate captur&®lis was one of many similar reactions to the losses of the
previous yearNaval, civilian, and political voices were outraged by the losses, and this outrage
was best exemplified in the Naval Chronicle.

Being one of the most prominent sourcesnalal news and discourse during the
Napoleonic Era, the contents and discussion withitNtheal Chronicldn relation to the firshalf-
yearof the War of 1812 provide an interesting contrast to the views expressed by the officers
involved in the five naval losses on which fkroniclecommened. While similar themes are
reflected in theChronicle as in the naval correspondence and Courts iMathey contrast
significantly with service accountdMany commentators in th@hronicle were very concerned
with the disparity in force between the British and American frigates812, which heavily
influencedtheiu nder st andi ng oHonoturhirethe minas of many coymmeataidrss
their naval haves were exonerated because of the overwhelming odds they &awkdheir
frustration and outrage was instead directed at the strategic decisions of the Admiralty.

The Naval Chroniclewa s i sthngortamb original published documentation of the
Royal Navyo during its r uhfltwasfajoproabwrittec ey tind fom , f r

naval officers, though its readership extended into the naval enthusiastic educated public, and even

IQuotedin) ames Davey, iRepresenting Nations: Caricature an
Broke of the Shannon and the War of 1§82aworth Pulghing, Barnsley, 2013%61:Hansard vol 24, cc 643, 18

February 1813

2 Nicholas Tracy,The Naval Chronicle: The Contemporary Record of the Royal Navy at War, \{bonigon:

Chatham Publishing, 1998): vii
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found its way into the offices of foreign governmehis.addition to naval news and printed copies
of notable dispatches, each edition included printed letters submitted @htbeicle from its

audience. Almost all were submitted anonympussing pseudayms thatreflected naval or

patriotic themes. According to Nicholas Tracy
Naval OfHowewsrenotsall were military expeitdi Muz z1l e to Muzzleodo arg
naval tactics, comprising of lbl, close range acti on, shoul d b

armies in Spain, and clearly demonstrated a lack of understanding of the nature of Napoleonic
warfare. Other letters were written in a way to suggest that the average reader may not be fully
awae of naval matters, such as the inner workings of a naval é&®uhis chapter will argue,
while the commentators all displayed a strong sense of patriotism and devotion to the British navy,
their opinions on matters of naval honour, reputation, anteggraliffer considerably from those
of the officers discussed in the previous chapmieestioning the passive statement made by Tracy
that they were indeed naval officers

TheC h r o n comment@rges and contributed letters overall were highly cribicéhe
Admiraltyit he | osses were bl amed on naval policies
of the menacing American heavy frigatdhey advocated the use of overwhelming force to
destroy the upstart American nawaystrategy that would not have sat well with the captains whose
losses th&€hroniclewas eager to avenge. Britainbds wider
aswell although there were important didagesr ences
which were more restrained and resisted placing blame on any particularTpeayywere as

concerned with the losses off their sholag they reacted to them in very different ways.

3 bid, viii; Emperor Napoleon | and his Minister of Marine read@heoniclei wi t h much interesto
4 1bid
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British Honour and the Spell of Invincibility

A focus of commentary in theChronicle was that of the honour and gallantry of the
members of the British Royal Navy. Correspondence printed i€kinenicle during 1811 was
filled with accounts of bravery, championing moments of gallantry, and praise for the uadlivid
zeal and activeness of naval herddany writers senstories of gallantrycopies of lettersand
firsthand accounts of naval actioiwstheNaval Chronicle Many were of recent actions that had
made headlines in the United Kingdom, while others were accouatsi@fs from previous years
and warghatwere of interest to the readers of @Ghronicle

Initially the Editors were not terriblynterested inthe American Warjn the August
September edition they expressed their disdai
Englishmen, a war against t heélntheSagtembedctopeo!| i t i ¢
edition, the editors again esgssed their disdain for the conflict and a hope that it would see a
speedy resolution, given their view that France was the biggest danger for both Britain and
America.

When the newbrokeo f Br it ai nés early | ossesfHM® 1812,
Guerrierg there was @aremendous shockmongstheC h r o n readerg Bosses in single ship
actions had been rare enough duringRhench Revolutionarilapoleonic Wars, and during the
whole of 1811 no British ship struck their colours to the ending.editors reluctantly commented

on the news from it KAssheystatadptieeristavedtson land ant atsea t i e

SANaval Hi story of the-SPpeemher fyeaRetn@dReTeANaggu sand M
ChronicleVol 28, 246
SANaval H i esRresentyYeao, 1812 (Beptemfec t ober ) |, RetrospecThe Mawal and Mi
ChronicleVol 28, 313
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of the conflict were inst ar k contrast t éd WHile antAmeérinad A\rmye x p e c t
surrendered to Major Gener al | saac Brockods (wl
The unlooked for reverse of the medal is the capture of one of our stoutest
frigates, theGuariere, by a single opponent of the same class of ship,
commanded by a nephew, bearing the same name, of the invading general
against whom the fortune of war prove so adverse in the back settlements.
Disasters of this kind are so rare in our naval antladd, it is not to be

wondered at if such a result of a singl@p action, fought under such
peculiar circumstances, should have aroused a more common feeling.

They argued t harated B& gunsj shduld dindoubgedly (basring ektraordinary

accidents) cope successfully with ag4n ship of any nation; but if that 44, by advantage of wind

and superior sailing, should be able to choose her position, and vary her distance as may suit her

convenience, it becomes problematical whether an Endglisio@d conquer her adversary under

such circumstances,; whi ch s eem %tindhe hievwoktheb e e n

editors, British frigates were expected to triumph over heavier frigates, except when the enemy

was fortunate in having a sup® position and excellent handling. TR®nstitutiord superior

broadside and manpower was not in itself a deciding factduarriered slefeat,but was

nonet heless very important to the Editorods re
For the editors, these numerical advantages are understood as significant obstacles to the

British, and while they fully expected a British triumph in such a fight, the obstacles are enough

to uphold the honour of tHeoyal Navyand to justify their own wtherstanding of British might at

sea. They cite th€onstitutio® § o v er wh el mi n ggumeryaredrmusketry, ting the i n

fact that fAthese I mmense frigates are equal i

d e ¢ k e d °fThid defeag shcking due to a lack of similar experiences of single ship action

’ Ibid

8 Ibid

%Ibid, 313314
101bid 314
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defeats in recent years, reveals a paradox in their understanding of British naval might and
invincibility 7 they expect an inferior British force to triumph against superior odds, butilare s
able to justify their losses due to enemy superiority. The editors do not want the British public to
feel that Aany tarnish has been | eft upon t he
Dacrest!

FollowingMacedonia® sapture, the editsragain expressed this theme, arguing that USS
United StateS s uper i or size and broadside (described
circumstances [oMacedonia® sapture] were such as are universally deemed honourable to
Captain Car den #indhe RebreansMardual8ld editiondollowinog news of
HMS Javad $oss toConstitution commentary from the editors was growing more grim and
despairingi We vebstél, however, to regret the disastrous progress of the naval war between this
country and America. Another frigate has fallen into the hands of the eiiéfhg subject is too
painful for Yl patttheirdesgir wadue tp thensupéi number of prizes and
victories that the American ships have earied he gazette contains a pr
and recaptures on the American station: still, however, we are behind'8Butdthe shock of
the three frigate losses were the mpoints of contention, and it would not be until the United
St at es i feathemealdveight obthe British trident, when properly wielded; and not be
allowed to skulk from their challenge for the mastery on the ocean, under the shelter of some
conmpromising speciapleading treaty, til not only our losses have been indemnified, our defeats

avenged, but t h' Theyphad first dbctaredr tleescondliet egrettable and

1 1bid

ZAaNaval History of-13t(Deeemitkd anaaty)feRet 184 RectTheWNavaland Mi s
ChronicleVol 29, 74

BANaval Hi story of -13 (FrebruaBMarsem)t Retamr o slp8elc2t i Vhe Nawald Mi s ¢ |
ChronicleVol 29, 242

¥ 1bid, 244
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contentious affairand now the editordemanded that it be resolvedly after a vicious effort in
the Atlantic. Britai no6 snspriagweffettthatihaduponthe British and |
public, was of paramount importance to the editors.

The Aspell 6 of British naval dreabwondetrategicy , i n
implications. The same piece also relayed the news of an action on the West African station,
between two equally armed British and French frigates, Hv@liaand Aréthuse After a long
and bloody action, the affair ended in a sta@mnthe news of which astounded the editors of the
Naval Chronicl e. Al't i s long since any thing
part of the French. s it not obvi Bluisaverhat th
serbus concern that these American victories could embolden the French:

The French sailor, who went into battle, with a persuasion, founded on
long experience, that his antagonist must be victorious, was already half
conquered. How different when he learhatthis dreaded opponent has
been beaten, yea, thrice beaten, by a new and inexperienced enemy. Not
only does it cure him of superstitious terror, but it substitutes a spirit of

emulation, and national rivalry. These are not flattering reflections; but we
ought not to shrink from the#.

Many historians agree that by the time of Trafalgar, French naval morale and experience had
deteriorated so badly that the outcomes of notable fleet actions of the Napoleonic Wezartyad
already been determiné#.

A A lorho an anonymous contributor who sent in a letter tatheonicle alsofelt that the

loss of theGuerriereto as hi p fAr at e dvasem impoftant fared rdevastating blow to

18 bid

7 1bid
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Britainds nandBhl meptut ahpoacedentoefd Brif Itstah en. @ a
i mportance was primarily due to the fact that
an increase of charac®Amottioert,hadr of e rthhaep sA mehre
argued thathese defeats were mortifyingidhalso concluded that the news had emboldened the

French in their action with HM®melia?> He was very concerned that
desirous of following the example of the Amer
frigates in singleship actions and in the design of their heavy frigétes.

A third AAIl bi ond Whronicletnhgati nt hle8 1f3e wt ocli dr ctuhres
more astonishing, than the unfortunate and inglorious commencement of the present war with
American, on the ocean, the theatre of so man
wer e a mas si v enawal reputatian@nd Borits ability to @rotect trade in the West
Indies but he does not extend the blame to the officers and crew who fought the action;
finglorious | say, because unsuccessful; but | am ready to bear testimony to the gallant and noble
exertions of the officers and shi psdekingthenpani e
combat) to the enemi esocvordynpeni pauglyt Wbi abk we

The British public did not pay attention to naval news coming frartiNAmerica until
the first week of October, when news@iierriered defeat at the hands Qonstitutionreached
London. It resulted in a surge of disbelief and widespread aldreTimesid ec | ar ed t hat |
than a single ship was lost. The invalleateputation of the Royal Navy was undermined with

i ncal cul abl ¢ By Bhlsaedearlg b8t2eitseedmed that the Royal Navy was truly

PAAAl biondo to t héNBE&E Mbe r ThékKaalGhmrechy/pol 29, IB6
20 |bid

A A Al bi on, 0 %A rtih e ThELN&ABGHroniclaspl 29,291

22 | bid

Z2AR[AAl bi on, 0 TheNatahChrorickd/ol 29% 115 0
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invincible at sea, as the only major British naval loss in the Napoleonic Wars was the Battle of the
Grand Por{fought in the Grand Partsle de Frangein the Indian Oceafrom 20"-27" August

1810) Commentators in 1812 and 1813 s dispellofecent
invincibility.0Br i t ai nés public and overall naval cul t
that this would have important ramifications in the wider war against Napoleonic Europe. As will

be seen later in the chapter, this sentiment would result in many votbe<inroniclecalling for

the American Navyoés annihilation.

AThey are Frigates in Name Onl yo

Some commentators dismissed the importance of the American victories, arguing that they
were not necessarily indicative of a loss of British greatreess $ain upon the honour of its navy,
but insteadattest solelyto the superior size and firepower of the thheaericanheavy frigates.
Thecommentatorgelt the same urge for vengeance as many otherbudiithey argued that these
lossedlid notreflect badly on the officers and sailors who had fought outgunned with honour and
zeal| and nor on Brit ai.ihewargued that theytwer® not fair contestse w h
and many alsargued that they should be avengi@dugh equally unfair aatests.

In a |l etter submitted in March 1813, dnJ. C.
late disasters at sea, viz. the capture of@berrier, MacedonianJava andFrolic. 2 While he
was very concerned by the defeats and loss of liféelbé¢hat the national dialogue was out of
control. According to the Press, the ficharm i

already snatched from our handby what? By a navy so small we scarcely know where to find

%/3J. C. t o '%Meaeer cEhd i ThedWa8al @Bréniclé/ol 29, 288
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it, consisting 6three sail of theline t hr ee fri gat es, *Ramtdfthateasant as
why these defeats, i n Jis tBe fécsthathe Britlsh shggs veerei nc o n
outmatchedn each of the founctions?’ He does not refer t€onstitution United Statesand
Presidentas frigates, instead calling them ships of the.lineMor eover , he states
been victorious in four actions, in all of which they have been vastly superior in tonnage, weight
of metal, and number ofenn ( al | of them picked) #Victory he pr
against those odds, then, were near impos$itilimking the crews of thosBritish warships to
Leonidas and his force of Spartans, he instead argues that the British crew shouldeddqrais
their conduct in battle. Despite losing, they inflicted so much damage upon the enemy that they
were compelled to return feort andabandon their missions. Their defeat vasourable and
reflected well on the British spirit.

In his letter prefacig a submission on the detaitd the action betweedava and
Constitutionto theChronicle A I0sharesthis sentiment. He praised the crew and commanders
of HMS Javafor takingon a much stronger assailant, and in that adBonstitution(incorrectly
identified as US®Jnited Stateswas forced to abandon her cruise due to damage sustained in the
action. fit hat Lt besdat anrefleact muchhhenows antbath partieg; dnd
in the hope that t dresvmgydé kKnavnthroughout the Boitishr dorhimionsg at e ¢

and preserved from oblivion, | send them for insertion ifNtheal Chronicle %8

26 1bid

2" The letter mention&uerrierg MacedonianJava andFrolic. HMS Alert was discounted. ThEssexAlert action

was barely touched up d lkelybecaisditvasle teastrevenly nemitted of theviee siagkp e
ship actions in 1812. A sloop being taken by a fifth rate was not particularly noteworthy redrtgpthe loss of three
frigates.

28 1bid, 289
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ABritannicusdé6o displayed a deeplhgarguedt ri ot i
against the retention of Frenchmmas f or captured ships, as flt
seamen, a novelty to see a Fr ehThéetoneandcordent war
of the | etter s wgaseesytdevoted toaBtitishfieBst and s angreat vespect
for the Royal Navy that, in his mind, had captured enough enemies to diminish the need to retain
their foreign nameand thust o | et it be known t hat?Dsspite was
this, hewa wi |l ling to admit that @AAt presei, our
Because of this, the new heavy frigates (he specifically comments on the plarged &8
frigates) being constructed by the Navy are badly neéderdwrote that he hopd h ey bevi | | A
built on a scale enabling t¥fem to cope with t

AR0OOGs | etter of October 13, GueBidred bDsswasat er e d
stain on national honour. Whil@ The | oss o Guertiered.no doubt ngola tb e
regretted; but she is not in possession of the enemy, she is not a trophy ofivicibaytarnish is
to be found upon 3%He eriticizedipapersthat assbrtbdt Daze ssée aesf. foo r t
were not sufficient and a stain on nationahour;thereforeand deserving of punishment:

Is the editor of the paper alluded to ignorant of the force of the
Constitutior? Does he know that she is as heavy as an Englishfeixty

Has any person informed him that the upper deck ofCiestitutionis

flush fore and aft, and that she thereby mounts a double tier of guns, like a
line-of-battle ship? Does he not feel, does his conscience not tell him, that
when a ship has been fought to the last extremity, until resistance is
impotent, andoerseveranceain, that the captain is responsible for the
lives of his crew; and that had Captain Dacres obstinately persisted longer,
the blood of every forfeited life would have been upon him, and their

valuable services would have been taken fronr tbaiintry, to deck the
funeral of the commander. Had tl@&uerriere gone down from such

Sl Br i t anni c u sThetNavaltChrenicl®all 281467r , 0O

32 1phid
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obstinacy as the Editor alluded to requires, Captain Dacres would have
been an executionét.

He goes on to ask the editors of other papers if they would have foutlet death under such

conditions. In one sense, his argument was similar to that employed by the defeated officers that

he was defendinfjonce al | hope of victory was gone, it

me n . But | ust a sthe facptleGuerdenchad faced suéh Remendaus odds in

the first place His letter highlighted the comparison @SS Constitutionto a British ship of the

Il i ne. Gi ven t hose o dGueriereivd doughtrumtiuskednad effebtigelyf a c t

been destroyed was a triumph for Dacres and f
One commentator pointed out that a reason for the immense shock at these losses was the

fact that many in the public simply understood all frigates as more or less equal. Commentary and

news reporting until 1812 had given this impression

People, unacquainted with sea matters, are apt to infer a perfect equality in

the term frigate; €é it canG@uerterebut be obse
andMacedoniaris still viewed (even by many whare well informed) as
a national source of regret, and a bl emi

British frigate of equal force shall submit to an American, we may then
allow our transatlantic descendants a plea of quality; but that the two
instances before wsn give them the smallest claim to it, | dény.

Despite this disparity in forcé/Eolus argued, these British crews were compelled to seek out
action because of their figallantry, 0o and he w
service provided she be in an effective state, which will hereafter shun an action with either of the

three overgrown®American frigates. 0

36 |bid, 381-382
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AAriono also argued that much of the natio
the true nature of the American frigates. They are called frigates, and so the general public equate
them with Britaindés much | ightaertwayshirpscaTh
true frigates,aét hei r tonnage, weight of metal, number
class of ships in the British navy, under a sifayr; and far superior to this rate, or even a seventy
four, in blowingweathe s houl d prevent their | &Besausedfeck poc
this, he argues, th@uerriereandMacedonianrdi d not st and a chance. i A
superior broadside of the enemy was the one crucial factiothe American ships hadelen
manned by Frenchmen, they still would have won. And if the British had had the heavy frigates
and the Americans the lighter ones, the heavier ships would have prevailed. It was a sentiment that
both Dacres and Carden would have firmly disagreed wish gs they wuld have disagreed with
A A r & Gspeculation that the British may have had a better chance if they had fought at long
range, due to thieeavy bushortrangec ar r onades t hat made up the A
and quarterdeck batteries A Br i ti sh of fi cers have not been
from close action, but the contrary; but here they have evidently a new species of force to contend
with.o*

Many commentators argued that the American warships were not frigatebat imlstead
a fast two decked ship of the lifeThe Naval Chroniclereported theConstitutio® broadside at

777Ibs andGuerriered at 526 Ibs, and later reported thiBSUnited State8 b r o a diisoindee wa s

F¥AA[AAri on, 0 TheNavahGhrorichybl 2% 206207

40 1bid, 207

1A Ari on, 0 TheNatahChroniEl#/ol 2902062 07; A A Nav al Patri ofheNdval t he Eoc
ChronicleVol 29,4664 6 8 ; fAl mparti al o Nay, 181%TheNAvaltCbronicla/dl 204@0d472,, 2 3
among others
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hundred and eightgight pounds more than &mglish sixtyf o ur g ?fi Ak b $tagteb that

the American frigates are really6@n ship$® The three American heavy frigates, though rated

as 44qgun frigates, all in effect carried over 50 guns and carronades, more than any of their British
counteparts. British frigates oftecarried additional guns as well. An account from an officer of
the Constitutionwas included in th€hronicleas a comparison to the British accounts published
there and in thd.ondon Gazettd the officer remarks thaGuerriere carried 49 guns and
carronades in totdf: However, none of the British commentators point out that each of the British
frigates carried more guns than they were ratdtey do not refer tGuerriereas a 56gun ship.

Most British commentators focus dme weight of broadsides involved, rather than the specific
number of guns involved.

ANaval Patrioto attributed the | osses al mi
frigates carried two decks of guns, and had a main battery-pb@dders, which faoutclassed
thel8pounders found on mos®fi Tohfe yBrairtea ichablake elda rfgrei ¢
every sense twdeckers. The&onstitution United StatesPresident(and | believeChesapeake
each of them mounting 56 guns, and 480 men, ke them built on the scantlings of -guin
ships, and were intended to b**Whiehedpecifiedth@n t he
Constitutioncarried 56 guns, he does not specify how many guns were carri@ddsyiere or
Java instead referrig to them as 38un ships. The commentator further speculates that USS

Hornet which captured HM3eacockin 1813, likely carried a broadside that far outmatched

2ANaval Hi story of the frcdodretr)YedRe,tr b8 p2 cTheSNagal a md e Mi
ChronicleV o | 28, 314; ANaval Hi s-1813 (pecambedanularg): Retrogpeceve &nd Ye ar ,
Mi s c e | | Ehe MavauCGhronicl&/ol 29,74

BAAl bi ono t o"larnuayTkedaval €hroniolé/ol 29, 115

“ANaval Anecdotes, Commer ci alGuetiiergt@he NaRleCbronicltvel@8, 3706 ns: Cay
“AANaval Patri ot o (The Navhl Ehrdhidl&/ol 29,r466468 May , 18 1 3

46 |bid
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Peacocks, though admits he is unaware of any actual details onHB&et Nevertheless, his
quite confident that thelornetmust outclas®eacock!’

The first editiorof theNaval Chronicldor 1813included an overview othenaval strength
of various powers, including the United Statas,of November 181Zach Americanship was
listed, including both its official rate anithe actual number of guns mounteBritish ships
stationed in North America were also includbdt while theirofficial rates were detailedhere is
no account of the actual number of carriage guns on bo#rdr specificationthat were generally
more important in the official dispatches of the 1812 lgsaesh as the size, length, tonnage, and
broadside weightyere detailedBy pointing outthatthe American frigates carried more guns that
their rate bubmitting the same detail about many (though not all) British frigates, the Chronicle
exaggerated the disparity between the forces available Britted and American navies in North
America The compari sono6s epablethexreadty ap@eciatetne herdism, was
with which our officers and seamen have defended themselves in the recent actions with-our trans
At |l ant i c & Eheicdscussiamfdacissanivthe disparity in the weight of metal, arguing
that a ship mounting heavier gurasha significant advantage over ships mounting smaller‘§uns.
For the Editors, the importance of the exact number of guns was overshadow by the weight of
metal, tonnage, and overall length and Szeut they still felt the need to highlight the fact that
each of the American heavy frigates carried about 54/56 guns (depending on the account) when

they were rated 4By omitting the fact thaGuerrierecarried a total of 49 guns rather than i88

47 1bid

i General Mar it i ribkeNBvwaliChrenicl®d 29B@380pe, 0

4 1bid

50 They particularly state that the American heavy frigates carried main batteriepofiders, whereas no British
frigate carried anything heavier than angd@inder, ignoring ships such as HMS Indefatigable and HMS Endymion,
which likely still retainedheir heavier 2$¢ounders even after the RN began reducing batteries.
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becane clear thatlike other commentatorshey were concerned about the common public

perception hat Americaébds frigates were equal to Bri
AAn I ron Guno stated that the caliber of g
defeatsii |  anfident, that had the British frigates guns of equal caliber with the Americans, we

should have had?'AaAndilfrfoenr eGutn 0] rdeoseuss! tnJo.td howeve
armed with 24pounders to the American theater, to bring about the itgit that he suggests
would have been victorious. He relays news that HlMi$oden a 74gun ship of the line, is to be
cut down into a frigate and givena-gdounder mai n battery. AWhy de|
of retaining the 32ounder guns alreadygn board, as it is asserted that, after the intended
alterations are completed, she will then be s
he suggestdthat 68pounder carronades be placed on the fore and quarterdecks to further give the
British an advantage in strength. He alsosideredetaining her as a severfigur,as filt i s n
usual to reduce oneds st r ehDpspie hiwtoerfidencg mithe g t o
superiority of British sailors given equal conditions, he has no interest in giving the Americans a
fair fight in which to test that confidenckstead,it is suggested thahe ideal strategy for the
destruction of the Ameéranfrigatesis to bring as much force to beagainst thenas possible

AAl bi on, 6 who i nChrdracketa praclgim that mavakproteaiontofiirade
in the West Indies was in a desperate staferred to the American heavy frigates agg6@ men
of war. So distressful were the losses fiRdbiono, who praised the gallantry of the officers for
seeking action in the first place, concedes t|

can go al onYHKi$ meterred Mminod forelenling with the Americans is the use of

SSiAAn iron Gun of a L ar %Januatyal818Ther NavalcChrdnwlevdl 20e114Edi t or , 0 28
52 |bid; Interestingly, there is at least one instance where a British captaikejBtoes diminish his own force on

blockade to try and tempt the American forces out of port.

SBAAAl bion, o thdanbar HheiNavalThranitidol 29, 115
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overwhel ming force, so that it would be fAal mo:
no fear, they will soon be taught to acknowledge it a vain attempt to wrest from us the trident of
theocea. 6 Further | etters concur that destroying
is the most important priorit}

Daughandéds work highlights this as well : @AW
they rationalized the defeat by poirginut that theConstitutionwas more of a line of battle ship
than a frigate. They maintained that tBaerrierewould have been justified in refusing combat
with an obviously superior foé&DaCapsdi exbace
highlighted in the previous chapter, centered on the structural conditions of his ship prior to the
battle. For Dacres and his fellows, the superior size and firepower of the American warships was
not the deciding factof For a serving membepf the Royal Navy, refusing combat against
Americads heavy f rotforanbny of tha® b 5 0 n nomimantaterativat was
not the case. After the shock of realizing that their naval heroes were not invincible, they
rationalized their owrsenses of patriotism and understanding of British might by clinging to the
vast disadvantages their countrymen had faced during the single ship actions. Many demanded
action in the form of vengeanéevengeance through overwhelming for@mmentators were
j ust as concerned with the bl ow to Britaino
metaphorically) as they wewgth the losses of five ships. Some focused their frustrations on the
decision makerswhom they saw as responsible for placing the RoyalyNawd theNorth

American Squadroim such a perilous position in the first place.

“AAAl bi on, 0 "Am rti H e TheBdhiat Clamonicle/dl 29, 291292;A i Al bi on to the Edito
10" No v e mb e r Thel NaaPChriniclé/ol 29, 2862 8 7 ; ifnOceanusod to theTheEdi t or ,
Naval Chroniclevol 29, 1213

5 Daughan, 82

56 Daughan, 82; Testimony Dacres, GBlierriere ADM 1/5431
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Outrage at the Admiralty

TheChronicleand its readership did not blame the naval disasters on the officers and crew
who were involvedand instead some blaméie Admiraly. Some questi oned t he
strategic decisions in relation to the North American theater; others were outright furious with the
policymakers in the AdmiraltyEven the ditors, who rarely discuss politics in the Naval
Chronicle decided to weigim with their own opinios. They were distressed by the fact that the
British were falling behind in the naval war. Despite a long list of captures and recaptures, they
had lost all five of the single ship actioasd many merchant vessels had been snapped up. It was
the result of thdipethtegi t ating system of warfareo that
America. Direct, aggressive action was advocated bgkrenicle®’

Many were criti c pparen failure to keeplsdffioient fartes ip Rasth a
America to counter Amer i"A®ads |Ihd8uyB flreitdgatresar gf
heaviest frigates should be immediately sent to North America. He particulagigfoalihe Navy
to buid new heavy frigates, rather than spend its time on cutting down old ships of tPfée line.
Combined with ships of the |ine, t hey woul d ¢k
naval YAnmsheér i Attbsestiredavyfacaston obliging the American navy,
for which more shipswvere needed in North Ameri®dA comment at or known as

statel that a significant allocation of naval strengthsneeded in North Americ.

ANaval Hi story of the -Faesknht Refr os plecli2iThdeNagabr du a Miy s c
ChronicleVol 29, 244

58 Cutting down ships of the line, a process known as razing, was faster than building new frigates. Older ships of the
linehadthe r structure reduced and the upper gun deck remov
heavy frigates were razéed former-@4n ships of the line like HMS Indefatigable. The First Lord preferred this

quicker method of acquiring heavydates to counter the American threat; this commentator strongly disagreed.

AAAl bi on, 0 A rtiH e Theadaial Gldronicla/al 29, 292

R AAlI bi on to the™Navembre rThalbie/mBhedeiciy/ol 29, 286287

AATnito the Edi t®Be c elniboeyrihélNavalZhknicla/bl®8, 461
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i Oceanus 0 GChnoroctete queston prdvas Admiralty naval policy in regards to
North America and its inability to prevent the naval disasters that occurred in 1812:
Though | am convinced that clever men are selected to form the board of
Admiralty, | am at a loss to determine their motive for not employing our
largest frigates on the American station. Had common precaution been
taken, previously to the declaration odmagainst us, we should, in all

probability, have been spared the mortification that was felt at the loss of
the Guerriere®?

There were not enough ships on station as a precaution in case of war with the Unitedristates
t o 0 Oc e @mat appeathat enalighwasbeing done to rectify the situation and prevent
another frigate from being overpowered by a superior foe. It is the government officials whom
should be bl amed, according to fiOoceanus. 0 The
Britai n6s heavy frigates fdAwhi ch cfeur poyndersontheimr e c a
main decks é as a flying squadron, wunder the
and destroy the American squadfén.

AMO criti ci z e dallingoetatidrdadequate focen théNorth American
Squadronii | do not know what information the govel
largest class of American ships of war, called by them frigates; but | remember being told, twenty
years ag, by one who had been in their service, that if ever we should have war with that country,
our frigates could be no match for themé Rec
o b s e r v%Heicriticizedthé Admiralty for failing to acquire and act on the information that
he claimed hehad learned of years before. He suggests that this might be because, after so many

years of success, the impossible was expected from British warships. However, it wasstls

2ii0Oceanuso f'bhe d cdmb &ErdhieNaval Chrabicld/ol 29, 1213

63 |bid

“AAM t o t WheNawal Chtonial&/ol®9, 469: This is a bold claim, givemat the Six Original Frigates were
not authorized by Congress until 1794, and the first ship (U8d Statesdid not enter service until 1797.
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bl under, one in which there was no retributior
a supefior foe. o

Some vehemently argued that powerful squadrons centered around ships of the line should
have been stationed in North Americeettsure that the United States Navy never posed a threat.
Att he very |l east, Britaino6s -mowderraamnibateriesnsgouli e avy
have been stationed at Halifard Bermudavhen relations with the United States began to sour.
Sa why did Britain not station heavier frigates in North America prior to the outbreak of war?
Thereweretwo main reasons for this.

As there were very few naval threats in North American waters during the wars with
Revolutionary and Napoleonic France, N@ath American Squadronas a low priority. The bulk
of the fleet was concentrated in European waters to blockade French, Spanish, and Dutch forces.
In 1811, theNorth American Squadroimcluded a 8-gun ship,sevenfrigates,eight sloops,one
gunbrig, and five schooners. It was the largest it had been since war broke out inth@agh
much smaller than in 177@rior tothe Revolutionary War. At that time, British Admiral Sir Hugh
Palliser, who had extensive experience in those waters, estimateiftyhstiips were needed to
conduct a blockade of the thirteen colonlesl814 Vice Admiral Alexander Cochranestimated
that the operation would requirginety ship$® Admiral Sawyer and Admiral Warren both
immediately realized that they needed far more ships to achieve their objectives of protecting

Britainds extensive trade and®%operating again

55 |bid

56 Gywn, 134

57Gywn, 1341 40; Lambert, fASi des hovw? 2iBDaighansidRodgerMarrisd, St r at egy, ©
Cockburn and the British Navy in Transitiof\dmiral Sir George Cockburi,7721853 (Columbia: Universi of

South Carolina Press, 19987; Dudley Splintering the Wooden Wab878
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ThesecondiBr i t ai nds wa r gandingeghe encépaced Frenchgoundes
frigates. uring the French RevolutionaryWarst qui ckl y became apparent
18-pounder frigates were able to cope with their French cof&i@s the forty-five single ship
frigate dualsfoughb et ween Briti sh and French frigates b
thirty-five victories were against French ships with superior broadsides (up to 250% the firepower
of the victorious British frigates), and Britain won every frigate dual whegewo sidesvere
evenly matched Al | o f -pdumder frigae®veere Bvéntually captured by inferiorly armed
British frigatest® By the early 1800s, the Admiralty no longer felt that the French naval threat
warranted the continued effartquired tobuild and man the larger frigate&dmiral Sir John
Jervis,Lord St Vincenthad concluded by 1797 that Britaindt
size, and remarked that in his time at sea he had never found himself in need of larger frigates
instead, s concern as a servirgimiral was that there were never enodigjnter frigates
Furthermoreheavier frigatesvere more expensive to build, man, and opef@éeticularily in a
navy always short on manpowevyhen he became First Loofithe Admiraltyin 1802, the overall
trends of British frigate design and construction focused on quantity, not dakinger numbers
of smaller frigats, including 18 andevenl12-pounder desi gns, were ccoO
existing heavy frigates were givenlower priority; lighter frigates were armed and put to sea
bef ore heavier ones, as they were easier to n
heavier frigatessuch as HMEndymion had their main batteriggduced from 24ounders to

18-pounders’?

58 L ardas British Frigate vs French Frigate§9

59 1bid, 69-40; Britain won thirtyfive actions, France won three, and seven actions were inconclusive.
" Gardner, 220

" 1bid
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As Gardiner points out, the British publi
uninterrupted naval vi ct/dTheAamiraltybaa conssimed mycip a r e n
of the same diet themselves, and over the course of the wars with Franoadiaded that heavier
ships were not required. Smaller British frigates, which were cheaper to build and maintain, could
do the same |job as Br iBndgymiodéhenthisatreakerxaed infl81l2, gat e ¢
there was a storm of outrage at thel mi r al t y . He pointed out @ATh
about 40 per cent larger and carried fifty per cent more firepower was ignored by the journalistic
clamor, and the public and parliamentary pressure forced the Admiralty to review its North
Americans t r affegy. 0

Overall, Br it ai n GagreedvwititeerChrgnicletiiat the Livgrpod s s
Ministry and the Admiralty were to blame for the disasters in 1&t2ording to McCranie,
predictions that the naval losses in 1812 would outweigh news of successes in Canada in the
popular press proved true. Papers suclites Morning Chronicle At he mout hpi ece
opposition to the current British governmemelentlessly attacked the Liverpddinistry and the
Admiralty for the policis thatlead tothe disastrous course of the naval war with the United
States’* Even more moderate papers sucfilas Timedlamed the government and the Admiralty
for t h elossasa W ysigrsficant proportion of thdlaval Ch r o n i corhneedtators
acknowledged and commentated on the disparity in strength between the American heavy frigates
and their British 1&ounder opponents. Segmentsha popular press did as well, inclngiThe
Morning Chronicle which argued that the disparity in force vindicated the defeated officers and

sailors of guilt, but did not vindicate the policymakers in Whiteffalccording to Gardiner, this

721bid, 35

73 1bid

74 McCranie, 89
5 1bid
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distinction was lost in the wider public press ollerahe general public did not understand the
actual difference between a frigate armed witipadnders and one armed with 18 pounders. Bred
on two decades of victories against impressive odds, the pghbiced thedisparityin force
between th@pponents in the 1812 frigate actioA®erhaps that is why some papers stressed the
difference in size and strength between the British and American frigates, as commeniBaeon in

Morning Chronicle’”

Hal i faxds Popul ar Press

News readers in wartime Hfax were very interested war coverage. Papers such as the
Royal Gazettand the much youngétcadian Recordeprinted extracts of British and American
newspapers that detailed the course of the European wars on nearly every front. Readers were
particdarly interested in the exploits of Admiral Horatio Nelson; according to Keith Mercer,
Nel sonds career was closely followed by Nova
delay in learning of his exploits and major actions stop them $mawulathg on rumours of this
exploits andcelebrating his victorie€ Just as the naval defeats in 1812 were shocking to the
British public, Halifax wa deeply shocked by the losses of the British friggtegjcularly
Guerrierg one of the frigates that had been stationed in Halifax befordetiaration ofwar.”®
Just as public celebrations had foll owed news
Trafalgar, public shock and sorrow followed the losses ofGherriere, Alert, Macedonian

Frolic, andJava®

6 Gardner, 35
7McCranie, 89

“Mercer , ANel sonl7Z®n the Mind,o 171

“Mercer, fAColonial Pat r iHalfax:$Vardea of th€ NortHNimbus Bublishihg, 2R@:dd a |l | ,
140141

8%Mercer, fANel sonlo&; tMer dErn,d,MCadl7dBni al Patriotism,o 42
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Curiously, residents of Halifax often learned about events taking place in the American
naval theater from copies of papers from American ports such as Boston or Philatlelptia
regarding American naval victosg the editors of th&koyal Gazetteand Acadian Recorder
preferred to wait for the British accounts than to go off of American ohessuch in the
September 1§ 1812edition of theRoyal Gazettgeditors commented on the recently arrived news
of the capture of Halifakased HMSGuerriere

We have extracted from late Boston papers the American account of the
capture and destr ucQGuerremi AsWwehbilvesot Maj est yos
had any other ptculars of this distressing event, we think it our duty to
abstain from any comment whate{ér
Similarly, in the first edition of theAcadia Recorderpublished16™ Januaryl1813, the loss of
Macedonianwas discussed only briefly:
Of the Macedonia® @ction we have hitherto had only the American
account , and it is but common justice to
are acquainted with both sides of the questfon
Halifax received official British accounts of actions occurring off the North Ameriocastiine
from the London Gazettelt is telling that the Halifax newsmen refrained from printing the
American accounts of the loss @tierrierg Alert, MacedonianFrolic, andJava Nova Scotians
felt the same devotion totBsht dihrebhsehaeal dx
victories had overjoyed the residents of Halifax, the American victories were shocking, so much
so that theRoyal Gazett@ndAcadian Recordefelt duty bound to wait for British reports before
reporting osni ntghoevee mtdsi.sad r e s

News of theMacedoniai® kss reached Halifax as late as December, when it was reported

briefly in theRoyal GazetteBoth papers had said very little about her lossdnyy March, when

81 Royal GazetteWednesday 16September 1812, No. 611, VXll, Nova Scotia Archives, Microfilm Reef 8172
82 Acadian RecorderSaturday 18 January 1813, No. 1, Vol I, Nova Scotia Archives,
https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapersieestasp?ID=752
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rumours ofJavad Bss reached Halifaxithe Acadian Re o r dreporfing was restrained, s
reporting onGuerriereandMacedoniarhad been in th&azetteandRecorder In the March 8
1813edition the newspaper simply reported that, unreliable as intelligence from American sources
was, i we coargelves thatavd astnat destroyed, but from all we can learn, and the
tried and established character of Capt. Lambert, we have no doubt the defence of her has been
such as to reflect addi ¥ Orotnea2l, hdwavert theRecomler t he
printed an Amer i c aCGonsgiwdigoesr 6tsr iaucncpohuanntt orfe ttuhren af
Java®* It seemed that the restraint showed byRleeordemwhen they declined to print American
accounts oMacedoniaf® and Frolic had waivered aftethree months without news of either
action and the shock of another loss.

The Gaapprdathedavsd s | oss was maithesamewumourstha r adi
the Recorder had alluded to in the MartYe6lition were discussed in detail in tRazete dviarch
39 edition.The Gazette epor t ed t hat : Alt is with utmost ¢
the Public the c¢apt Wave Captf Lanhbers by tha Pnitesl StatéssShig-r i g @
Constitution 8®While mostly accurate, this account does erroneatlaiyn thatJavawas set on
fire by some of her own crewmembéfsThe date is reported incorrectly as well, indicating that
this account was not the most well informed. The restraint showttlyazet when receiving

news of HMSGuerriered s | oss gave way foll owing the combi

83 Acadian RecorderSaturday 8 March 1813, No. 8, Vol I, Nova Scotia Archives,
https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=752

84 Acadian RecorderSaturday 20 March 1813, No. 10, Vol |, Nova Scotia Archives,
https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=752

85 |n the following edition, 2¥ Mar ¢ h , Cardendés official report on the | o
printed in theAcadian Recorder

86 Royal GazetteWednesday'$March 1813, No. 635, Vol XllI, Nova Scotia Archives, Microfilm Reef 8172

87 1bid
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TheAcadi an Rmstedtiondvadigiributed inmid January, as news of the losses

in 1812 were still coming into Halifax. THRe ¢ o r rdissionétatemnt was, in the words of the
editor, Ant hony Holl and, to chronicle Athose
present awful s #Rrotlomingdhe stdtemang the fissf sécton ofe ®or der 6 s
first edition was devoted toss of HMSGuerriere nearly half a year agd@ he reason being that,
in the opinion of thé&kecorder

every circumstance relating to our Navy, or naval character, most naturally

excite our warmest feelings, and as our readers residing in the interior of

this and the neighboring Provinces cannot have opportunities of obtaining

information from English papers, we consider it our duty to afford them

all the intelligence in our power on a subject so interesting: though such

communications may sometimes appstate to those living at the fountain

head of new&®
As such, a pi ece Refcofifdeadibom.it included the dffieial actolnts
of Dacres and Sawyesind commerddon the superior size and strength of the American frigate,
adding that #dit is asserted (we fear with too
guns on board th€onstitution had fought under LortNelsoni n t he batt{e of
Repo t i ng of the previous year 6s suc@alofsthes i n C
military and political news from Europe and Canada, it was the naval losses from half a year earlier
that the Recorder felt would be of most interest to Nova &tsti

InterestingyNe |l sonés name was iitthe Eniplasisoa kis nanmeist h e n

intentional on the part of the editosgshichi s under st andabl e given Mer

influence that Nelson had on Halifax society, even after lathd&learly a decade after Trafalgar,

his name and memory still meant somethikigmories of the Age of Nelson, when Halifax

88 Acadian RecorderSaturcy 16" January 1813, No. 1, Vol |, Nova Scotia Archives,
https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=752

89 1bid
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residents eagerlgoughtrumours of hisexploits in the Mediterraneaand waited for expected
victories were in stark contrast tbe rumours and reports that wafted into Halifax in 1812, as five
Royal Navy vessels, two of which were stationed in Halifax, were lost in cowithattheir
American counterparts

Both the Recorderand theGazettepointed out the superior size and sttbéngf the
American frigates. When discussing thaerriered kss, theRecorderassured its readers that the
Constitutionfar outclassed th&uerriere and added that it was rumoured to have had a large
portion of Royal Navy veterans serving on bodrth theG a z e tdcoard sf the loss afava
the editor podJdavawas buba® utnh & tP?Likeh® eslitos of th€hronicle
and the major papers in England, the editors of the Halifax papers wanted to assure their readers
of the superior strength of the American frigates, so as not to diminish the reputation of the naval
heroes so respected in Halifax sociétfter all, the é&bate between Britons and Americans over
whether the frigate actions had been fair fights or uneven contests was well known in Nova
Scotia®®

As Halifax learned of recent events from American sources first, rumours emanating from
Boston or other major Amigan ports made their way into the port. One such rumour reached
Halifax early in 1813, targeting the crew of HM®pheus According to a letter by her Captain,
the Boston report claimed thidte crews oHMS Orpheusi and ot her shi ps on tt
not fight agai ns t®Thekrew ofOmpheusrespanded torthie guadurewsth ad

letter they presented féirst Lieutenant Frayrethat includedan assertion of their dedication to

9 1bid
92 Royal GazetteWednesday'3Marchi813, No. 635, Vol XlIll, Nova Scotia Archives, Microfilm Reef 8172
B®Mercer, fColonial Patriotism,o 46

“ACaptain H. PiTgedavaltChroniclgVel 29 195;Royak GazetteWednesday'$February 1813,
No. 631, Vol XllI, Nova Scotia Archivedlicrofilm Reel 8172;Acadian RecorderSaturday 23 January 1813, No.
2 Vol |, https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=753
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duty and willingness to fighiThat letter, along wittha c c ompanyi ng one penne:
captain, was | ater printed i n29'cohJanuaryfAt thea | i f a x
captaindés request , Achdary Reoosletree folowipgrmomihg® ©®n i n t h
February %, the following Wednesay, theOrpheusletters were again reprinted in tRoyal

Gazette along with a similar set of letters from the crew and captain of H¥Eante®® The

patriotic anecdotes those captains provided were desired by these two papers, and given their
readershipgiterest in naval affairs and naval heroes, it can be assumed that the residents of Halifax
were very receptive to this. Patriotism and naval heroism were valued by the readership of Halifax,

just as by the readership of tNaval Chronicle who printed he same letters months later.

What the Halifax paperdid not demonstrajecompared to th€hronicleor Engl and 6
wider press, wagervent antagonism towards the British Admiralty. British policymakers were not
blamed for the losses thhe American theater. In fadhe two Halifax papers examined do not
place blame omny party for the losses. Shockaad distressd though they were, thRecorder
and theGazettdan Halifax did notscapegoat any party to reconcile the los$asir repeoting was
reserved and careful, althougkier time that caution began to wavEhis waslikely due to the
political T and physicali distance to the policymakers in London. It also better refteitte

respectful, eventocused, and sorrowful reports tltame from naval officers in the Royal Navy

Conclusion

The views and understanding of the bad news that reached Britain of the events of 1812

were wide ranging and changed over time. After the second and third frigates were lost, emotions

9 Acadian RecorderSaturday 28 January 1813, No. 2 Vol |,
https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=753
9 Royal GazetteWednesday'$February 1813, No. 631, Vol XllI, Nova Scotia Archiv&icrofilm Reel 8172
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and concerns grew more heated. Many began to see what had once seemed an isolated stain on
Britainds honour as a threat to Britainds nayv
nature of the battles and of the American foes, many rationalizetbéfeats by emphasizing the
sheer difference in force between thept®inder fifth rate British frigates and the-gdunder
American heavy frigates, which many of tli&h r o n icarimendators considered tme
effectivelyfast ships of the linelhis undertanding wasised to defend to honour of the defeated
British crews and justify their understanding of British sea migfihe Chronicle and British
newspapers were highly critical of the Admiralty. The policy makers in London were blamed for
puttingtheire | oved naval heroes in jeopardy. Halif ax
restrained, and did not invoke any sense of disdain or anger towards Westminster for the losses
that they found deeply shocking.

A clear difference between the focus andeagal theme of th€ h r 0 n coeveragetkthe
naval losses in 1812and the correspondence and courts martial evidence from the officers
involved was the importance of the disparity in force between the ships involved in the single ship
actions. Cardenrad Chads described their shock at t he
characteristics of their ships; they were beyond anything that the Royal Navy had that could be
called a frigate. But neither officer leaned on these facts in their defense toghetbat the
commentators in th€hronicledid. Dacres dismisses tl@onstitutio® superior firepower as a
crucial factor in his loss altogether. And while many inGheoniclesuggestdthat overwhelming
forces should be applied to the American t hea
stated in his Court Martial that he would like to figldnstitutionagain with a ship oBuerriered s

class.
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In the volumes consulted for this study, only one officer wrote intoCimenicle and
signed his name. Every other commentator was anonymous and used a psetlilemopinions
differed wildly from those of the defeated officers and their colleagudgiRbyal Navylf the
majority of theC h r o n coenmentaters were naval officers, then why did their commentary
differ so wildly from the officers examined in the previous chapidére more likely explanation
is that the commentators who wrote into @teonicle were not mostly serving naval officeirs
indeed it seemed that very few were. It is more likely that civilians andré&tirgd (either by
choice or by the failure to secure appointments) naval officers sent in the majority of the letters to
the Chronicle. Their opinions of strategy, honour, amgeans of retribution were markedly
different from those displayed by the serving officers of the Royal Nsli/that they shared was

a mutual love of the Royal Navy and an urge for vengeance.
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Chapter Four: n Gr e a t h
encounter6 Capel |, Br o

The five losses in 1812 were deeply troubling to navy men &valsandfollowing the
events of late February it might have appeared that the new year would be as bleak as the last. On
February 2%, the 16gun brigsloop HMS Peacocksunk shortly after her actingpmmander,
Lieutenant Frederick Wright, surrendered the shigh® Americanship-sloop USSHornet
commanded by Master Commandment James Lawr€wwarage of the capture Beacockn
the Naval Chroniclewas sparsegs it had been for the lossesFablic andAlert. Still, it was the
sixth British vessel defeated in a Guemeye e shi
Macedonian Java Frolic, andPeacockmade five warships defeated in single combat by what
many considered ships of their class. Thougetee | osses did Iittle to di
command the sea, they gave the United States Navy honor and glory that the Royal Navy was not
in the habit of conceding. o

Wrightoéds report of t he Peacockwas sank dusfiedstteed a n
loss in the same manner as those written by Laugharne, Dacres, Carden, Whinyates, and Chad in
1812. Sentiments of melancholy are invoked regarding the loss of the commander and of the ship
to the enemy. But the loss was justified in the sameimwahich the others wey&\Vright assures
his superiors thaeacockwvas fought until the last chance of success, when the ship was sinking
dangerously fast under raking fire.

His account of the early action was dominated by the death of his commanderokée

the bravery of his deceased commander in the letter, stating that commander Peake brought the

1 McCranie, 84
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ship into close action early on. His conduct in action was gallant, noble, merit@nalbrave,
andhisteat h was descr i be dbeayfhi servioes to theBtitlsh refryd as a

Wright alsodescribed the extensive damage that had been infoatBdacoclky the time
command devolved to him. Four guns were out of action, the ship was slowly sinking, and nearly
all of theP e a ¢ aiggin@ red been destroyed. According to Wright, the state of the ship at that
time was not enough to compel him to surrender:

yet as the fire was briskly kept up by the Waist Guns | was determined to

support the honor of the British Flag as long as riefevas practicable

but the Main Mast going close by the board a few minutes afterwadds an

the Enemy again taking up his raking position and the Vessel an

unmanageable and sinking wreck, | was at length to save the lives of the

remaining Crew however rattant and painful it was compelled to wave

my hat in acknowledgment of having struck the ensign having fallen with

the Gaff into the watet.
Initially, then, Wright asseed he wanted to continue the action. The fighting continued, he
describedrddwithhanact er i‘3hatideternirfatioBooritinuédsuti S e a m
the ship had become Aunmanageabl e, 0 and began
victory was no longer a possibility.

Wright emphasi zed t he sa&aueiahfadiosin theuaptier, whder n u m
also passingly referemga di sparity in firepower. He infor
compare the disparity of Force between the two Vessels with the extraordinary Number of Men
on board the Enemy which aWwed them to keep a large number in their Tops who supported an

i ncessant galling and destructive Fire. o Wri

however.Peacockvas armed witlsixteen-pounder carronades, wherddsrnetcarriedeighteen

2 Lieutenant Frederick Wright to Admiral Warren, New York"28arch 1813, MG12 ADM1/503;-12854
3 lbid
4 1bid
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32-pownder carronadesWright statel this in a postscript to his lettdisting the numbers and

armament of both vessels, but does not directly attribute this as a factor of the loss in the letter. He

does state that his crew would have prevail ec

force under more favorable circutasces and with anything like equality of Guns or Men have
ensur ed SlutoecCewstdarital it was revealed tiate a ¢ dfiee kvéssvery poor and
often overshqtthereforedoing little damage toHornet One officer attributed it to the rough

conditions of the waves, although the gunner attributed it to aguourerytraining regime. The

Court agreed with the gunner, and while Wright and his men were acquitted, the officers were

criticized for not adequately instituting gunnery practice.
When newsf P e a ¢ oasskbdoke, it must have seemed that victory must continue to
elude the Royal Navylhe Admiralty and the Admirals commanding in North American waters

and the captains and commanders of the ships stationechdtekery different reactions tbe

losses of the previous year, and very different ideas on how to exact revenge. For the Admirals,

the primary concern was the overall strategic situation for the United Kingdmatecting the
trade that kept British coffers full and able to suppoetwar effort on both sides of the Atlantic.

By contrast, lie officers of theNorth American Squadrowere driven by gersonal and

professionwide desire for revengé heir focus was onthb onour of Bmoti thea i n 6 s

strategicinterests ofBritaindb s war ef f ort . This was noandunl
newly promotedCaptain Lawrence, whsoughtthe prestigethat his peers had achievadthe
frigate victories in 1812Some officers took matters into their own hands and actedlation of

orders to seek out honourable and glorious actions

SRoosevel t, 166; Mc Cr ani e, 8 3; as both poi npoender out ,

carronades.
6 Wright to Warren26"Mar ch 1813, 0 3GI284 ADM1/ 50
7 McCranie, 83
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Unfortunately, most of thpersonalizedources available were written by just one officer
on theNorth American SquadrorCaptainPhilip Broke. As such, an examination of tRerth
American Squadrod s r e s p o ns e Alerp Guerhiees Mhcedoriae lsrolicg Javg and
Peacockmust hinge o the extensive correspondence between Broke and hisBvifeo k e 6 s st or
is dominated byhe capture of USE€hesapeaken the ' of June and the triumphant return of
Shannorand her prize to Halifax. That event is well studied, especially in British naval literature.
To see its impact, look no further than the excellent Maritime Museum of the Atlantic in Halifax,
which displays a modelf Halifax andthe prizeChesapeakenoored with &British ensignflying
from her mastwhile makinglittle to no reference to the British defeats that preceded her capture.
But the events that preced€ch e s apeagtedise are just stargandimpor t art
understanding what motivated him to ckalje Lawrence to combat. Thesentslluminate the
general trends of naval discouessd attitudes in the fle&llowing the losses of 1812 that can be
gleamed fronthe remaining existing documerasd the actions of officers in the North American

Squadron

Changing Naval Policy

The British public and many of its politicians blamed the Admiradtt the officers and
men who had lost the actual actipfts the shocking losses in 188 ZThe Admiralty, by contrast,
blamed the commandar-chief in North America. Early in the conflict, Sawyer was dismissed
and replaced with Admiral Warren, who was givauthority over the variousstations and

commandsn American watersOver time, howeverthe Admiralty grew dissatisfied with Warren

8 McCranie, 91; This is also evident in the coverage @Néhval Chronicleand popular press in Britain.
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as well.He was criticized heavily by the Admiralty for what they saw as his inability to act
decisively and to adequately communicate with tem.
War r e n 0 ®the Admioaltytinsl812 and 18¥8affirmed that the American frigates

were very dangerou®ne of Warr ends writtep onrthie slgy ofdHHbBanad $ d e n t |
capturejnformedthe Admiralty that the American frigate victors in the previous two actions were:

are of very large Class,nd al t ho6 denominated Frigat es

to carry 24 Pounders on their Main Deck, with another complete Tier of

Guns along the Quarter Deck, Gangway and Forecastle, and manned with

from Four hundred and twenty, to upwards of Five Hundred prime&eam

and Gunners, which from their superiority in sailing and the number of

Riflemen and Musquetry give them a manifest advantage over any of our
single Frigates?

Days later, on the'5of January, Warren wratéi | am anxious to Take or
Enemys Frigates, as they are call edAsarbsult i n r
Warren ordered his frigates to sail in pairs, accompanied by a sloop, to alleviate the danger of
encountering om of the American fgatest!

According to McCranie, the Admiralty was fully aware of the danger of the American
heavyfrigates budid not do anything to protect against them in case of war with America. Many
reports had reached the Royal Naatyout thear ma me n t of -pounder frigaes s 2 4
including from the RGaradn onde wsiged his fatukencaptof, &nd c e r s
Constitutionhad even visited Portsmouth before the Wadmiral Sawyemwas aware of this and

expressed his concerns abting impact of losing one of his frigates to the heavy American frigates

® First Lord of the Admiralty, Viscount Robert Melville to Admiral Sir John Warren, Admiralty, 3 December 1812,
Naval Miscellanyol VIII, (London, Taylor and Francis: 2017): 2381, First Secretary of the Admiralty John W.
Croker to Admiral Sir John Warren, R.N. "2@arch 1813Naval War of 181%/ol 2, 7678; Viscount Robert Melville

to Admiral Sir John Warren, 98Vlarch 1813Naval War of 181%/ol 2, 7879; McCranie, 8®3; Drolet, 176185

10 Admiral John Warren to Secretary Croker, Bermud&,28cember 1812. M@2 ADM 1 Vol 503

\Warren to Croker, San Domingo, at Sé&J&nuary 1813. The Naval War of 1812, vol 2.

12 McCrarie, 85

13 McCranie, 85
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early in the wat* However, m real efforts were undertaken to prepare the North American
Squadron for the American naval threAs previously discussed, this was the result of the
Admi r al t y &lsaseed comcldiston that a British frigate armed witkp@8nders could cope

with enemy frigates armed with Zunders. Nearly twenty years of war had distilled that
impression in the Navy. If heavy frigates suchEasdlymionwere not even a priority upon
rearmament in 1803, it is not surprising that those expensive and important naval assets were not
sent to a relatively calm theater like North America.

Yet , as Warrends reports det ai theAdmitalye dang
eventuallydecided upon a series of policy changes regardindNtreh American Squadrof?
According to Grenvill e, -sliiplfactiens finol812]l galwanizedfthed e f e ¢
Royal Navy into the reconsideration of many ofitsleng t ab | i s he d®Farshefusnpt i on
time in many years, enemy-pdlounder frigates were perceived a
a result, the Admiralty halted the trend of replacingp®dnder main batteries with lighter and
cheaper 1$oundersThere was another round of cutting down older ships of the line intadrazée
frigates armed with 2pounder batteries. As with the program in the 1790s, obsolejar6ghips
of the line were cut down, but so too weredgtsh ships. New frigates were orddraltogether,
with designs varying between 4@n and 6ayun frigates.With this reconsideration of the
importance of heavy frigates came another revolution in frigate de&3ane of the new ships

ordered were frigates that were superior in size andibida weight to even the three American

¥ Gwyn, 135
15 Admiral John Warren to Secretary Croker, Bermud#,28cember 1812. M@2 ADM 1 Vol 503; Gardner, 110
16 Gardner, 110
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heavy frigates, up to that point the most powerful frigates afldaffectively, the long obsolete
fourth rate ships of the line had been resurrected as frigates.
Oneofte Ad mi r a lcongetns wamthg stadé gunnery in British warshipghis
reached the Squadron in a memorandum issued by Warren in March, where he stated that
Their Lordships trust t hat al |l of t he O
Service must be convinced that upon the good discipline angrdper
training of their Ships Companies to the expert management of the Guns,
the preservation of the high character of the British navy most essentially
depends, and that other works on which it is not unusual to employ the
Men are of very trifing imprtance, when Compared with a due

Preparation (by instruction and practice) for the effectual Services on the
day of Battle!®

Success in battle depended upon skill in handling the guns, and that required extensive drilling.
Captains were ordered toinktil r egul ar gunnery dr il | andd to re
The North American Theater had always been a low priority for the Admiesiy when
they feared a war with the United States, the
Britainds extensive worl dwi de, totnaiatadirea riganods p o s s ¢
blockade of the naval forces of Napoleon Bonaparte in Europe. The fact that additional forces were
dispatchedo the Americagslemonstrates the concern the Adntirgl had over Amer i c
victories in 18129
Still, the Admiralty was never happy about giving Warren additional ships, as they believed
he already had a sufficiently powerful fleet.

Lords are glad tthink that you will consider the amount of force now under your orders as most

17 1bid, 110-115; The British did not adopt the American fledbcked frigate design, and even the&abiest frigates

retained an open waist

18 Admiral Sir John Warren, R.N., Standing Order on the North American Station, Bermuda, 6 Marchail3,

War of 1812Vol 2, 59

¥l bid; Martin Bibbings, AA Gunnery Zeaalfatr:e, Br dkne 6Tsi nScMic
editor,Broke of the Shannon and the War of 1,382aworth Publishing, Barnsley, 2013): 114

20 McCranie, 8990
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amplei It exceeds very much what @an mere comparison with the means of the Enemy would
appear n é&®a papeais wad a dominating force, but the realities of theethemant
that it never seemed that way to the Royal Navy commaiué&srth America There were too
many strategic objectives over a vast distance for the force Warren commaddeoriss
pointed out, AAt | east f or otnmean unlimitecederbands tog , Wwe
which the response had to be at the Bmall est
The Admiraltyés priorities i wasthdbbockadaofal wa
American portandtheirabilitytoharm Ane r ik can commer ce and protect
Melville wanted to impose a strong blockaaied did not wanto try and tempt the American
warshipsout?* Large squadrons were called fir forces powerful enough to overwhelm the
Amer i c an 0 geswithauteydarfgering@gdditional British warsHipso that end, cruising
and blockading squadrons were to include a ship of thé%iecording to Melville, Warren was
instructed to impose such a hazardous blockading force that the American frigalkg$ r ar el y
attempt [putting to sea], & that their expectations by Sea are chiefly confined to their small
privateers n the Channel . 0
As emotions began @row heatedn the British government over the losses in 1812, those

orders became more conflicteWarren was ordered to destroy the American naval forces and to

21 First Secretary of the Admiralty John W. Croker to Admiral Sir John Warren, R.NMafth 1813Naval War of
1812Vol 2, 76

22 Gywn, 138139

2 Moriss, 84

24 McCranie, 84; Rodgers, 569; this is in contrast to the strategy of Nelson, who as the Corim@figi of the
Mediterranean Fleet actively tried to tempt the French forces in Toulon out so he could engageathgtthied
battle.

2 McCranie, 116117

26 First Secretary of the Admiralty John W. Croker to Admiral Sir John Warren, R NMafth 1813Naval War of
1812Vol 2, 76

27 First Lord of the Admiralty, Viscount Robert Melville to Admiral Sir John Warren, Adlyir 3 December 1812,
Naval Miscellanyol VIII, (London, Taylor and Francis: 2017): 2331
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restore British honour. Importantly, the Admiralty was not concerned about any notions of a fair
rematch, as was suggested by Dacres. The American navy should be destroyed, but either through
overwhel ming force or by rendering their ships:s
aggressive plans were checked by the Admiralty, who preferred that Warren prioritize the
blockade’®* Me|l vi | |l e ordered Warren only to undert
reasonabl? prospect. 0

This Admiralty policy and attitude towards fighting the enemy, which had pushed against
single cruising and advocated for strong, overwhelming squadronsnwast influenced by
public outrage at the loss of three British frigates. In fact, the Admiralty intelodedhdraw
many of the74-gun ships of the line that they dispatched to North America after the three heavy
American frigates had been destroy€@hey did not want British frigates to tackle the Americans
without the overwhelming force provided by a ship of the line. By March, the general Admiralty
attitude towards disemaging lone cruising and riskyne on one combat went another gtefher.
The First Lord wrote to Warreio state that British frigate captains should be awardtbgtwere

not only not expected to attack those large American Ships, but that their

voluntarily engaging in such an encounter would be considered here in the
same lght as if they did not avoid an action with a Line of Battle Ship.

This was followed by an order issued July"1@h which the Admiralty stated that under no
circumstances should any frigate captaofns dat
American Ships, which though they may be called Frigates, are of a size, Complement and weight

of Metal much beyond that Class, ¥&omManglor e r e

28 Moriss, 8788

29 McCranie, 87

30 Dudley, Splintering the Wooden WaB0-81

31 Melville to Warren, 23 Mar 1813, NMM, WAR/82/564: quoted in McCranie, 121

32 First Secretary of the Admiralty John Croker to Station Commanders in Chief, 10 JulyNE®&BBWar of 1812
Vol 2, 183
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onwards, Admiralty policy was that British frigate captains shouldsiden the three heavy
American frigates ships of the line, and should avoid combat with them. One on one fights against

USS Constitution USS President and USSUnited Statedike the ones fought buerriere

Macedonian andJavawere forbiddento Britailns f ri gat e captains. Vol u
these frigates was effectively forbidddda cr e s 6 bol d and public desi
Constitutonvnas no | onger allowed in the Royal Navy

uncharacteristic othe Navy, and in fact ran counter to the confidence and perception of

invincibility that had developed in the Royal Navy in the last two decades of ca#flict.

Reactions of the Captains of the North American Squadron

Given the lack of surviving persahcorrespondence and the formal nature of Admiralty
archival records, determining the general mood of the commissioned officers of the Royal Navy
following the events of 1812 and thbangingAdmiralty policy is difficult. The correspondence
of Philip Broke is a rare example that providles personal view®f an officeron the events of
1812. His connection to tiseevents in early 1812 was more acute than other€pastitution
had escaped from his squadron, and he faterd himself sitting as a judge on the court martial
for Guerriereéd bss to that ship. In September he wrote to his wife and told her that:

We are all very angry at hearing that the American frigaiastitution
whom our squadron hunted so lately hdsetaone of our frigates and

burned her. However this will all forward the chanc&bénnob s ma k i n g
an honorable game of it as the enemy wilshacynow3*

33 McCranie, 122
34 Broke to Louisa Broke, 22 September 1812, SRO, HA 93/9/113
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By the end of November, he i nf or m@udriereanss wi f e
Frolicobs actions bind us all to the ser viBok until
andtheclaimed collective anger among the naval officers had transformed to a drive for vengeance
as the news of more defeats reached Halifax and the squ&drdanuary 8, he told his wife that
fiMacedonianmust be avenged, or the Americans will dugte too saucy Initially, Broke
considered the boldness tl@2dnstitutiord sictory had generated in the American navy to be an
advantage to the Britishwith Macedonia® kbss, however, Broke had reconsidered. In his eyes,
the Americans wre only growing more confidemAs Broke saw that confidencgow, so too did
his desire to avendss fellow captaingnd to uphold British honour

Broke held British honauin high regardpf which heinformed his wife in a lettemid-
Decembein 1812 fiHonoris a jewel of more value than whole fleets & armies & public prejudice
waits not to enquire into the part iftleddlad s of
in February that, AHad the Americans been as
mi ght now have r*elt wasenportani to BBrokh datho persa@nally and
professionally, as will be discussed in greater detail below.

Thiswor ked t o f ur t h aassfaraction eith Bie endrrthéd lsngirggdog e r
battle, a chance to retire home with honour and to stave off the boredom of patrolling and convoy
dutywas a common theme of his personal correspondence since he deparéedcommand of
HMS Druid in 1806.The grim news of 1812 stoked that longing further. It was no longer a personal
matter of Brokeds honour, but a PRhaip Brakewasof t he

an excellent example of an officer whdsaging for a single ship victory bordered on obsession

35 Broke to Louisa Broke, 26November 1812, SRO, HA3#9/124
36 Broke to Louisa Broke,"8January 1813, SRO, HA 93/9/132
37Broke to Louisa Broke, f4December, SRO, HA 93/9/128

38 Broke to Louisa Broke,"February 1813, SRO, HA 93/9134

118



but he was hardly an exceptiddther similarly minded officers, yearning for the chance for glory,
prize money, reputation, and advancement, must have also been outraged by the losses in 1812.
The Naval Chronicleedition for Januarfebruary of 1813 contains submissions relating
to naval officersd responses to the naval def
opens with an account of the reaction of Alexander Kerr, captain of AMdSta>®
Captain Kerr, placing a due confidence in the largest, the best officered,
and the best manned frigate in the service, has been roaming about for his
prey for several months, and we only wish him fairly alongside the
PresidentConstitution orthe United StatesOn receiving the accounts of
the capture of theGuerrierg Captain Kerr assembled his crew, and
addressed them as followsi My | ads, i1t is with a distre
sufficiently depict to you, that | inform you of the capturen&fGuerriere
by the ConstitutionAmerican frigate. We are going to sea, and in the
largest and best armed frigate in the service. Hear my determinaton
determined never to strike the colours of Awastai My mind is made up

I What say you, my bay? 6 T h e e xicil Taomatt hieo nb ocotft om! 0 anc
three truly British cheers, followed his worlfs.

Any original sourcesletailingthis event are lost, so it is difficult to determine how accurate it is
or what ha been embellished. Assuming it is mostly aatey the determination Kerr displayed
in wantingto get revenge foGuerriere andhis desire to restore British honour (by refusing to
strike A c a s tcaodrs), reflects the sentiments displayed by Broke in his personal
correspondence. Assuming some, or all, of the account is inaccurate, however, one can still
conclude that this type of boastful displays of naval zeal would have been appealing teetiheeaud
of theNaval Chronicle

The aforementioned letter dhe crewof HMS Orpheusis worth another, closer
examination here. Whereddad previously been discussadelationto whyits inclusionin the

Halifax publiations, in this case the letisimportant as vesselof the sentiments of theew of

39 Acasta was a 40un frigate armed with an 3@under main battery. Aording to this account, Kerr replaced the
18-pounders with 24¢ounders before departing
“Y“ANaval Anhebava Cheosiclatol 29, 189
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Orpheus and of her captain who sent in the letter for publication. In their letter, addressed to

Lieutenant Fayrer, the representatives of the crew stated that

A report having been circulated, tithe seamen and marines of H.M.S.
Orpheus now lying at Halifax, commanded by High Pigot, Esq. would act
cowardly, they are very much hurt at the thought of such a representation
respecting them, and they now beg the liberty to acquaint Mr. Fayrer, for
theinformation of Captain Pigot, that they are anxious to have it in their
power to shew their loyal disposition in defence of their King and Country

€ their determination is to fight agai n:

honour and glory of Great Britain, die in the attempt!

In their letter to Lieutenant Fayrer, the representatives (who stated they spoke for the entire crew)

displayed their distraught at being called cowards byAthericans and@¢ountered those rumours

with a zealous assurance that tivagre determined to fight in the name of their country.

Captain Hickey, of HMSAtalante also sent in a letter composed by noncommissioned

members of his crew, wh oAtaartedo mastsheadily ¢coimcde in it h e

t hei r ¢ o mentaton, srdl theirdgyal dispaisin for their King and country?d Having
read the letter composed on behalf of the cre@rpheus the Atalantes responded with their own
letter that displayed their determination to fight. Their account was seemingiygat to show
their solidarity with theOr p h erevg dut it also may have been intended to exdbeit
zeal ousness. They added that they woul d
for®e. o

The two captains sent in their letters to tadifax papers and later to tiaval Chronicle

to,as Hickey described, fAdo just i c*Displayingtthe e

“HCollins, et Qpheus (toewi et #helslaval ChHomigigVel 29, H95196; Royal
Gazete, Wednesday '$ February 1813, No. 631, Vol Xlll, Nova Scotia Archives, Microfiim Reel 81&@adian
Recorder Saturday 238 January 1813, No. 2 Vol https://novascotia.ca/drives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=753
2AFowl er, et al, (TherNaval Cordnicl®dV2®, 196t RoyabGazetee) Wednesd&Fbruary
1813, No. 631, Vol XIll, Nova Scotia Archives, Microfilm Reel 81A2adian RecorderSaturday 23 Januay 1813,
No. 2 Vol |, https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=753
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“APi got t oThe Nasal Ghebnictd/oorl, 62 9, 195, i HTheNaelyChroniclevoll2® 196di t or , o
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determination, patriotism, and zeal of their crew reflected well on their own leadership. Rather
than publicize their own zeathey demonstrated that they had imposed in their crew a culture that
reflected that of their officers. These letters demonstrated to the reader<Coirdméclethat the

crews ofOrpheusandAtalantewere anxious to get into aeoti with the enemy, and that reflected

the determination of their captains and officers to fight the enemy in fair combat.

Most frigate captains longed for the opportunities that were being denied them in the North
American theater. Single ship actions, hincommonc oul d ma k esfordune andf f i cer
reputation andas Wareham explained:

It is clear that such an action was something that many captains longed for.

The possibility of meeting and taking an enemy frigate in a single ship

action was without @ubt one of the great motivators of the young officers

aspiring to frigate command. Indeed, it could sometimes become almost

an obsessiof?
Lieutenants and midshipmen from victorious frigates could expect promotion, which was
becoming increasingly diffidt this late in the warwith many more officers than positions
available Fighting a single ship action when sailing in company with other ships was very difficult.
To count as a single ship victory, all other ships had to be out of sight when the énektheir
colours. After all, even the presence of an additional enemy on the horizon could impact the
decisions and options available to a captain in an action. Independent cruises, however, removed
that barrier. Frigate captains coveted the opportdaigail on an independent cruise, as it meant
the chance of taking rich prizes and fighting lone enemies one dfi one.

Victories over ships of substantially weaker firepower were not praised by their captors.

The reports of Captains of British frigateapturing American sloops or privateers were not

boastful reports but instead dutiful acknowledgem@ftapture. These accounts were brief and

4 WarehamThe Star Captainsl60
46 |bid; WarehamfiDuration of Frigate Commanii420; Allen; 204230
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stated in a mannaf-fact way. The report of Captain Beresford following the capture of the
defeated HMSrolic and USSVaspis an example of thi’Capt ai n Yeod6s report
Southamptorapturing the first American naval vessel of the warsuadarly delivered in a twe
sentence letter:
Sir, Hi s Majestyods Ship undeited my command
States brig/ixenCapt George Reed, mounting twelve 18 Pd Carronades,

two long nines, and One hundred and thirty men. She had been out five
weeks, and | am happy to say had not made any cdture.

The notable characteristics of after action repouish sis praising the conduct of officers and crew
and emotional undertones, are not preséed. was happier that Vixen had not made any captures
than his own capturelhe capture of USSlautilus was similarly reported in a passive, Aon
celebratory way by both Captain Philip Broke, who captured her, and Admiral Sawyer, who
reported her arrival in Halifax as a prize stip/ictories over significantly weaker ships and
vessels would not earn an afr fame, glory, or distinction. Zealous officers wanted to triumph
in evenly matched fights, which were rare and hard to come by.

One attempted solution to this problem was to formally issue challenges to enemy ships of
similar strengths to single ship @s. This was an extraordinary occurrences pointed out by
Martin Bibbings, most naval actions came about by chance meetings. Issuing formal challenges
was very unique, but several challenges were isdugng the War of 1812. Captains from both
naviesissues such challenges throughout the beitjing on the zealousness and ambition of their

counterparts. In many cases this involved a promise from one captain that ships in his company

““‘Beresford, fCopy o f-RightHoeotrabk Sir Jbhn Barasé&wamenyBart. K. B.fFCemmander
inChiefofHs Maj esty's Ships: Ber es fTheldondinGazef@?December,d812 sea, O
16684, 2568https://www.thegazette.co.uk/London/issue/16684/page/2568

48 Jamesy eo to Admiral Stirling Southamptopat Sea, 2% November 1812Naval War of 1812Vol 1, 594

49 Philip Broke to Secretary John Croker, H\@8annonat Sea, 30July 1812Captains Letters B, 2608, V 1553

Vice Admiral Herbert Sawyer, R.N., to Secretary of the Admiralty John W. Croker, Gdffurionat Halifax, 2

August 1812Naval War of 1812Vol 1, 215216
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would not interfere in such an actiohsomething thaneitherthe Admiralty nor the Navy
Departmentvould have been pleased with. Both American and British captains had a lot to gain
from triumphing over an enemy in naval combaihile they andheir respective navies had a lot
to lose should a contest result in thes d a frigate or sloop

One such challenge was issued by the aforementioned Captain James Yeo of HMS
Southamptopna 36gun frigate part of a squadron blockading Philadelphia, to Captain Porter of the
36-gun USSEssexX°Yeods <chall enge, ™ svasnvery ety inSeagiioneamb e r
Porteros c apt Alertea morth ptevioasly!sTheo ahgllenge appeared in the
Philadelphia Democratic Press al ong with Porterds response.
sent a message to Porter informing himth fihe woul d b eatagelarywhere o hav
between the Capes Delaware and Havanna, where he would have the pleasure to break his own
sword over his damnod head, > Pomedforpallytaccéptedrthed o wn
challenge, but thewkl never took place. By the time thadsexeft PhiladelphiaSouthampton
(and indeed the entire blockading squadron) were safely preocc8pigitiamptomvas escorting
prizes to the West Indies, while the rest of the squadron was on the lookoutferRe&d® A mer i c a
squadron keeping off Philadel phia in PAsapesultt t o Y
Essexvas able to escape from the blockade without a shot being fired.

Another challenge was issued by James Lawrence, commandinga/8s to HM Sloop
Bonne Ci Bumgbg Greeredvehich was anchorethi@neutral port obalvador. The offer

was advocated by Lawr en €Canstitutiogwhongepared tomhisowai nbr

50 Ben Hughesln Pursuit of the Essex: Heroism and Hubris on the High Seas in the War of 18 Hh@isnNaval

Institute Press2016): 12

51 1bid

2fiNaval Defiance: Fr om t helTheNavallChrohelt/q 28j332 Democr atic Pr e:
53 Hughes, 1213
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cruising and promised not to interfere in anactetween the two vessels. Both were sloops,
armed with eighteen 3@ounder carronades and two long guns. Lawrence was frustrated, however,
as Green declined the challenge. Both McCranie and Daughan agree that this decline was due to
the fact that he wasarrying a huge quantity of specie, and (mistakenly) worried that USS
Constitutionwould intervene, as he noted in his official response:

The result could not be long dubious and would terminate favourably to

the ship which | have the honour to command,llam equally convinced

that Comm. Bainbridge could not swerve so much from the paramount dut

he owes his country as to become an inactive spectator, and see a ship

belonging to the very squadron under his orders fall into the hands of an
enemy>*

In dedining the challenge, Greene could not appear to be shrinking from a fair fight. His
reputation, and that of the Royal Navy, was linked to that. He did not reference the precious cargo
that he was caring. Revealing such a secret would have been veryodangeuld Greene be

assured that such a rich prize, and one so vital to the British, would not tempt Lawrence into

di sobeying Port ug al-American eanftict? dnktead, is explanatiom ef thd n g | o
decline was based upon his interpretatidn o Bai nbr i dge s sense of
commodore.

Issuing and accepting any challenge to single ship combat presented itself with risks. In
thecaseoEssexunder bl ockade, Yeob6s c haBsseandgxactigf f er e (
revenge foAlert, but risked the loss of a British frigate and the likelihooBsgexescaping from
the blockading squadron. That challenge resultdétssexescaping unscathed from the blockade,
as the rest of the squadron left Yeo alone, and were unable to tgkadeisvherSouthampton

returned to Bermuda to escort prize ships into a friendly gegexwould thengo on to prey on

5 McCranie, 7677; Daughan, 14041; Green in Consul Hill to Captain Lawrence!"2Bec 1812, quoted in
McCranie, 77
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British shipping throughout the Atlantic and
a Astrict and rogocbakbebyyeckadel y Yeounds | ik
approval. Greene risked |l osing his ship and it
just as Bainbridge risked losing one of the ships of his squadron by promising to not imighfere

any action between the two sloops.

The most notable challenge issued during the War of 1812 was that issued by Broke of
Shannonto Lawrence ofChesapeakelLawrence, who had been denied a fight w&bnne
Citoyenneand was now eager for a frigate action victory following his victory &earcock had
not even recei vVved eBeattingksail&dcsconfrdntatiieheeBnitighre frightee dff o r
Boston. This was not the fir sdblockadmdBostomadl | enge
while the resultingshannorChesapeakaction was a resounding victory for Broke, the previous
challenge nearly resulted in a professional disasteniforand his commanding officer, Captain

Thomas Capel.

The Blockade of Boston

Many works examining the naval theater of the War of 1812 ignore or barely discuss the
events of the blockade of Boston before the fan®hmsnnorChesapeakeonfrontation, chiefly
the British plan to tempt the squadron commanded by Commodore John Rodgers out to fight
ShannorandTenedos Roosevel tds wor k i gnor e testatecethald r a ma
Rodgers withPresidentand Congressii s ai | kids otmhi rd cruise, 0 with
challenge offered or the successful escape frorbltlekade. The port from which he sailed is not

even specified until later, in direct reference to the fact@hatsapeakbad been left in Boston
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when they sail@>®>L at i mer 0 s abcef anddods not referemde she challenge. It also
inaccurately describes the British squadron as containing only four ships, ignoring the two ships
oftheline®Robsonds chapter on the WadeobHostohantil2 al s«
Shannonbés chall enge, and incorrectly states t
1813’ Daughands 18¢&oui h e iishaniingdts twoparagraphs, which leave
out the drama of the challenge issued to RosffeSurprisingly,evenTi m Voel cker os
volume on theShannorChesapeakeaction does not include any discussion of this important
prelude leadingt o Br ok e ds d e cansne combat vathClesapeakeDudbeyd es
Splintering the Wooden Wallhich focused explicitly on the blockade of the United States, did
not cover the episode at all, despite being critical of the impact &hiienorChesapeakaction
on the blockadé’?B u d i a rPeriloys &Fightdescribes the event briefly but also doesdepict
the British challengé®
Of the works of naval history surveyed, only two works went into this event in any detalil.
The generabudiencen r i e nt e d SixX Fagatesdoeslincldde a good account of the drama
andMc Cr ani eds a c miedPrOverally theughathisseventavas overshadowed by the
event of the ¥of June off Boston. The escapersesidenandCongresshowever, was important;
it demonstrated the risks that came along with issuing challenges, and it added to the building
frustration felt by Philip Broke over being continuously denied a chance at action with the enemy.
Boston was the northernmost port that was put under blockade in 1812 and 1813, as the

Admiralty hoped that leaving New England untouched by the blockadedelgter antiwar

55 Roosevelt, 174

56 | atimer, 163

57 Robson, 207209

58 Daughan, 188

5% Dudley, Splintering the Wooden WaB2-95
60 Budiansky, 216

61Toll, 401-404; McCranie, 11-127
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sentiment and distaste for thiddison Alministration®2While Boston was part of New England,
it was home to a substantial naval base, and so a blockade there was necessary. In 1812, that
blockade was very distant and ineffectual, @uiity due to the weather conditions. Boston was not
an easy port to blockade in the winter, and Warren made this clear to the AdfAirsity.
Admiralty reply on the issue came in March 1813, saying that while the Admiralty acknowledged
War r enods watomeatherrmaking ldobkading Boston difficult from November to March,
five American warships sailed from Boston in December of 1812, so:while
€ it was not possible perhaps to have ma
that Port, yet having as you state in ytiter of the % Novr last precise
information that Commodore Bainbridge was to sail at a given time, my
Lords regret that it was ndeemed 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 hirfi*

Warren did not order a close blockade of Boston until Maithough a squadron was-etation

in the area in FebruanysStill, this squadron was unable fiotercept thetwice-victorious
Constitutionas she slipped back into port, as they were blown off station at an inopportune
moment®® By March, Warren had been reinforced with additional ships, including fast seventy
fours, that allowed him to station porkd blockading squadrons off Delaware, New York, Rhode
Island, Boston, and the Chesapeake. While still far from perfect, the beginnings of a blockade were

taking shape anstartingto have an effe®

52 Dudley, Splintering the Wooden Wall9

53Drolet, 177181; Dudley, Splintering the Wooden Wallg, Lambert,The Challenge: Looking For a Way Qebook
edition)

64 First Secretary of the Admiralty John W. Croker to Admiral Sir John Warren, R NMafth 1813Naval War of
1812Vol 2, 7678

85 Lambert, The Chalenge: Looking For a Way O&book edition)

56 Dudley, Splintering the Wooden Wall9-89
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The nowpermanent close blockading squadron off Bost@s commanded by Captain
Thomas Bladen Capel, in tseventyfour gun ship of the linea Hogue®’ La Hoguewas a good
sailor and her captain an experienced frigate cafitade. had been graced by rapid promotion in
his youth he was commissioned in 1797 andspromoted to post captain a year and a half later
after serving on Nel s on &%n afiditiendossériing with Nelsontate B a 't
his first independent victory, Capel served under him again as afdgptain at Trafalgar, and
so twice witnessed the potenti al chis ferdbtmuss o n 6 s
tactics’® In his force hehad two seventjours, his ownLa HogueandValiant, as well as three
frigates and two sloops. Two of thegates wereShannorandTenedosrespectivelycommanded
by Broke and his Suffolk neighbor Hyde Parker, and were the first ships on station, as well as the
most active'l

Broke and Parker were easily able to observe the port from their statiorelayet their
information back to the rest of the squadron. Inside were four frigatesidentand Congress
which were preparing to saiinder the command of Commodore John Roddeosstitution
which was repairing from her victory ovéavaand months away from being ready for,saed
Chesapeakewhich had just returned to port in Apghd for the time being was not a thr&at
Capel 6s job was to blockade the port, to stif]l

privateers andmportantly, the heavy American warships from escaping. This passive approach

57 In most historical secondary literature she is referred tdaggie her official name, but as she was originally a

French ship of the line of tharmadaclass shavas r ef etaHogueét dbyadboidih Broke and C:
correspondence. Consequentially, she is referredlta &oguein this thesis.

58 Lambert,The Challenge: Looking For a Way Qabook edition)

59 Syret and DiNardo, 7Z;.A. HeathcoteNelson'sTrafalgar. Captains & Their BattlegBarnsley, South Yds: Pen

and Sword Books Ltd: 200521

0 Adkins,Ne | s o n 0 s, 354rCagdelacdngnanded the-§én HMSPheobe

" parker was a member of the Parker naval dynasty, son of the more famous Sir Hyde Parker who commanded the
British fleet at Copenhagen (1801)
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did not sit well with Broke, who convinced Capel and his fellow captiinske a different
approach’®
There does not appear to be any surviving documents that record trgueiaktween

Broke and the senior captain, bMicCranie and Tollattributealt he pl an | argel vy
influence’* Broke and Parker were the first captainstation andook a very proactive approach
to the blockade from the start. On April,8Broke senta message to CaptaRobertOliver of
HMSValiantt and told him that he thought Prasidéntt wo o
andCongresswill turn out, providednoseverfyour s are seen frofint he ca
a letter to hisvife, dated April 14, he informed Louisa that he wa
land, we are constantly chasing or reconnoitering our enemy, or exercising ourselves in readiness
to play our part well when he meets wus, o0 addi

Shannod s mpaign will soon be honourably terminated, though perhaps,

the fear of our friends in the offing& HogueandValiant) may render our

antagonists cautious of meeting us. Indeed my wooden wife is very weak
and crazy, and must soon be sent héine.

Brokeusd fAwhen, 0 not Ai f, 0 when discussing the ¢
Rodger§ships. It was not until the $3hat Capel informed Warren of the plan, telling him that
he was keeping the bulk of the squadron out of sight in hopes of igdire@sideniandCongress
to venture out to confrorf@hannorandTenedos
't is not wholly surprising that Brokeds f

Captain Hyde Parker Ill, who command8ch a n ncompéansonTenedoswas the third Hyde

" McCranie, 117; Toll, 402

" 1bid

5 Captain Philip Broke to Captain Oliver of thaliant, Shannon8" April 1813, quoted in J.G. Brightodmiral
Sir P.B.V. Broke: Chiefly from Journals and Letters in the possession ofAfedral Sir George Brokdliddleton
(London: Sampson, Low, Son, and Marson: 1867): 151
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Parker in his family to serve in the Royal Navy. His father had commanded the British fleet at
Copenhagen in 1801, and his grandfather won fame and fortune after capturing a rich Spanish
galleon. His heritage was stepped in the gallant traditions of Rdgay service. Similarly,
Capel 6s quick rise from |l ieutenant to post <cafy
He had witnessed NeattedNiletasd Trafalgabna copseduentiallytwash a n d
well steeped in his methoddewasoneoNe |l s ond6s B a @ hanew fissthant thee r s
rewards of victory under such ambitious circumstances.

Sometime late in the month, a formal challenge was skataby Broke, inviting Rodgers
to come out and pRresidentand Congressaganst ShannorandTenedog” It came after weeks
of Shannonand Tenedosstanding in to look into the port, purposefully within view of the
American ships anchored within. Unlike the more famous challenge issued to Lawrence before the
ShannorChesapeakeaction , there do not appear to be any
Lambert, who does not provide a citation for the challenge, does attest that the challenge was
iel egantly writteno arfdowsverBrokehaher eoaky ar euéit
various Verbal messages (Wandddmot éxplicitly &icknewledge e nt i
a written challenge. Il an Toll described only T
by various fishing smacks and@it b® at s. 0

Still, Broke made sure that Rodgers knew Biaannorand Tenedosvere challenging his
two frigates to combat, artdatValiantandLa Hoguewere kept far out of sight at sea. While the

challenge very likely got und& o d g skin,seknew tha accepting it was risky. For one thing,

" Lambert,The ChallengeWaiting for the Presider{ebook edition)

8 |bid

70 Captain Philip Broke to Captain James Lawrence, HBh@nnoroff Boston, 3% May 1813 [dated only 1813],
Naval War of 1812Vol 2, 126129

80 Toll, 402
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one of the few American merchants that had been able to slip by the British squadron into Boston
had reported that there were other vesisethe vicinityandhe could not have determined if the

offer to fight wasgenuine or not* More importantly, Rodgers felt that his mission and orders

werea priority over engaging enemy frigafédn his letter to the Secretary of the Navy in late

April, Rodgersdemonstrate that hehad extensive plans for his cruidee planned to cause

mischief near Halifax before proceeding throughBritish waters, down to the Azores, and
perhaps even into fithe China Sea&0OnApnddfrom t
Rodgers took advaage of a shift in the windu& asShannorandTenedosvere driven off station,
Presidentand Congressslipped away. They were not spotted until tiéd May by one of the

British sloops that had parted company.

For several days, the squadron thought that the challenge was stiicoremained on
station. Broke wrote to his wife that @fné the
their papers to have been much annoyed at our being so familiar with their harbor lately. They may
prove our best friends yet, and favour mewith opportunity of retiring
letter, this portion dated May"™s he added that @Al flatter mysel
merely parading themselves to prepare for a fieldl@apel and Broke rationalized the absence
of thePresidentandCongressas a result of the poor weather on 3% andhoped that they were
returning to ac cHopever, §theK'«apsl was fioecédltoecongede. that the

Americans had indct escaped his blockade.

88Mc Cranie, 117: McCranie implies that this was indeed
a trap.o However, he does not include any evidence t hai
challenge arose oufo Br okeb6s eagerness for an action. Why then wc
a trap, when what he most desired was an fAhonourabl eodo
2] ndeed, according to lan Toll, byhipdbelssanagi agé iAmetr he ad

strategic i nSixdrigatesd08. ¢ | an Tol | ,
8 Rodgers to Jones, President, Aprif2p813,Naval War of 1812Vol 2, 105
84 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke, HMShannon5" May 1813, SRO, HA 93/9/139
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Capel 6s r epor tannbuncinde loss ef a shimiaas actual defeat in battle,
but he wasstill reporting a failure. He had failed to contain the American frigates in Boston, or
bring them to battle, and nowvo frigates werdoose.

It is with great mortification | am to acquaint you, that since my letter of

the 28" of April | ast, two oPresilehten Enemyods
Congres}¥ have escaped from Boston. | deeply lament the circumstance,

but trust you will be satisfied that every exertion was made by the Ships

under my orders to prevent the Enemy putting to Seadeed it is

impossible for more zeal and perseverance to have sleeen by any

Officer than by Captain Broke, who with thhenedosas been invariapl

as close as possible off the Port of Boston as the circumstances of the

weather would permit, but the long continued Fogs that prevail on this part
of the Coast at thiSeason of the year give the Enemy great advaftage.

Like the letters reporting a ship lost in combat, Capel emphasized his own mortification at the
escape, and assured Warren of the efforts madieebyien under his command. Capel and most
of his squadroreft their posts offBoston andspentthe better part of May searching for the
American frigates. For the most part, Warren was left in the dasas not until midJune before
the Admiralty learned of the events, by which tiRresidentwas operatingn European watef.

| f Capel 6 sShanhomrydTeneanodighd thedPresidentandCongressvas not a
violation of Admiralty orders, then it was certainly very close to a violattmmgressvas a 38
gun 18pounder frigate, and could match eitldrannoror Tenedosn terms of weight of metal.
Meanwhile Presidentvas a sister df)nited StatesndConstitutioni the 24pounder frigates that
had triumphed in the previous year and which the Admiralty had forbade theaub@lers from
challenging. Tehnically, the Admiralty had only forbade single ship actions between British 18
pounders and the three American frigates, so this action may have been allowed, or at least not

expressly forbidden. But i f t he ntonevemftigate n o f

85 Captain Thomas Bladen Capel to Admiral Sir John Warren, HM8logue at sea 11 May 1813,Naval War of
1812 Vol 2, 105106
86 McCranie, 121
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actions, t hen Capel és plan would have violat
advantage Broke and Parker might have gained from mutual cooperation could easily have been
countered by mutual support between the two Ameridgatés, who retained the advantage in
broadside strength and range.

In fact, the Admiralty advocated a strategy of blockade by foveakening the blockade
to tempt the enemy out to battle might have been a tactic that would have appealed to Nelson, but
it did not appeal to Melville. On Juné& 3ncidentally two days aft8hannod s vi ct or,y of f
but before news of either the escapd’adsidentor the capture o€hesapeakéad reached the
Admiralty, orders were penned that called for Warren tengthen the blockading force off
Boston, iwhere the greatest numbBythetniethBsei ps o
orders were penned, Capel had already weakened the blockade, and in constgsatedand
Congresshad escaped. Most ofdlsquadron dispersed to search for the loose frigates, leaving
only ShannorandTenedogo watch the port.

What is not clear, from the surviving documents, was if Broke and Capel's plan was to
engineer a fair fight between thenericansand British, or to lead the Americans into a trap. Both
were possible, and Rodgers assumed the later. If the plan was to trap the Americans, however,
there was no certainty thtite main force of the squadronuldreinforce Broke in timelndeed,
when tte British concluded that the Americans had gotten to sea, Brokeeamedosvere left off
Boston to wait for them, while the rest of the ships went out to sea to search. Capel, in hoping that
the battle would take place as planned, clearly did not reptdnson the arrival of his squadron,

which would have been away and unlikely to leafrany action until it wa®ver. As the First

87 First Secretary of the Admiralty John Croker to Admiral Sr John WarféduBe 1813Naval War of 1812139
140: at that time, the Admiralty believed there were two heavy frigates and tgoan3&igates in Bostoii a
considerable portion of the United States Navy.
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Lord of the Admiralty | ater stated, i1t did no
ever came within 150 ies of the porf® Finding ships at sea was no easy tabiis was
demonstrated wheRresidentandCongressook advantage of the weather on th# 8ad evaded

Capel 6s squadr on. oDnees poift et hbee isnnga |slpeort tsehdn pbsy i n
force was unable to catch the escaping frigates, nor unable even to recognize they had escaped
until it was too latel f Cap el and Brokeds plan was to tra
prepared foiShannorand Tenedodo fight the American frigates alone, as help could not have

been guaranteed.

Brokeds attitudes and the contents of his
fight the Americans without i nvol ve meusiyt from
discussed, Broke was motivated by his general desire to win a notable action, stoked by his
growing feeling of frustration and anger at the course of the war with America. Early in the
bl ockade, Broke told his wiefhted withlthe attailmentefmy | d A
only object when 1 first embarked an opportunity of retiring honourably, and with the
consciousness of havi ng %Onthe?, whie stlindpipg tasthea n En
Americans intended to fight, Broke edhasi zed hi s hope that they
opportunity of retiring with honour to my gentle wife (if the Admiralty do not remove me before
they are deci de%Honoprovas dmevattieiemghasiaes by. Bhoke. He was
driven by honouraccording to the letters he wrote to his wibestroying two American frigates
as part of a squadron of two sevefiyrs and three frigates may have pleased the commentators

of theNaval Chronicle but it woul d not hav ealandprdafessiomale d Br

8 McCranie, 148
8 Philip Broke to Louisa Broke, 14April 1813, SRO, HA 93/9/138
9% Philip Broke toLouisa Broke, 8 May 1813, SRO, HA 93/9/139
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honour. Winning against inferior foes was not a pathway to glory in the British frayste
captains like Broke coveted victorigsevent conbat, or against superior foes.

Br okeds s ens e ,whichddouethig detemmithaintiodonng anrenemy frigate
to battle wasboth underscored and complicated by his sense of duty to his family and®home.
Broke had been at sea since 1805, only a couple of years after marrying. Throughout his time in
active service, he expressed his desire to return home to Louisa. His letters in 1813 emphasized a
caveat to his desire to return home, that of his wish ite fedme witthonour Al shal | at
feel contented with the attainment of my only object when | first embdrkadopportunity of
retiring honourably, with the consciousness o
no man deserves to enjan estate in England who will not sacrifice some of his prospects to his
countryos wel f ar e. 0Preditenthe aganeeanphasiecédntie cadnreectiont h e
bet ween honour and his desire to return home:
me with an opportunity of retiring with honoul
familial duties were tied to his reputation in the navjks much as Broke wanted to return home,
he sought an act of honour at sea before he could %o so.

Broke and Parker were ultimately frustrgt€@bmmodore Rodgers escaped with his two
frigates and there was no action off Boston as expected late April or early May. Capel had failed
to blockade Boston, and now two American frigates were |oasé most of the squadron
dispersed to search for them. According to McCranie, the news of the escape and the resulting
government panic contributed to the Admiralty issuing their Jufydtfer expressly forbidding

single ship combat with the American heavy fregt Insurance prices spiked when the news

lEl Il en Gil ALetters to hi sBroke df the Shannoo andl the War of L812n Vo e |
(Seaworth Publishing, Barnsley, 2013):88
2vVoel cker, AVictories-8r Distractions,o 70; Gill, 86

98 McCranie, 121122
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broke in Londor?* Lambert described thBr e s i dseapd a% s Strategic success, but the
Pr e s i drgse asduitimately unimportant, as it only netted a dozen prizes and nd>glory.
According to LatimerPresice n testape and cruisas far as the Shetlandssasgreata source
of embarrassment to Warras it was an achievement for Rodgé&rs

Whatever the real effects #fresidentand C o n g r ceuses,0the escape was deeply
troubling for the Admiralty, and that was not helped by the fact that the slowness of comimanicat
prevented them from learning exactly what had happened until the situation off Boston had
changed entirelyReports ofPresdent trickled into London through the month of June, and
speculation ran wild in Whitehdllat one point the Admiralty susp:
heavy frigates were at sea. While it later became clear that only one heavy Rigatéent was
loose, her presence in northern waters severely alarmed the Adnimadtglesperate attempt to
avoid a repeat of the loss in 1812, a significant forc&cluding two ships of the line and
accanpanying frigates and sloopsas dispatched to find hiffi Rodgers only made a handful of
captures, but his single frigate caused great panic and disrtptiawal stations on both sides of
the Atlantic® According to McCranie, causing so much disruption with a single frigate was a
significant achievement, orieat Rodgers wasery modest abouit®

Broke and Capel were to blanfer that disruption but the delay in communications
provided them with a window of salvatidBroke proposed the plan that allowed Rodger to escape,
and Capel, as the commanding offidead put it into action. After it became clearer what had

happened, the Admiralty voicedsitdiscontentt hey questi oned the depl

%4 Toll, 403

% Lambert,The Challenge: Looking For a Way Qabook edition)
9 Latimer, 164

97 McCranie, 1260127; Toll, 419420
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blockading squadron, and particularly the fact that the flagship had been more than 150 miles off
shore at dltimes, leaving the watch t8hannomnand TenedosBYy the time that these questions
began to formulate, however, the news arrive8 ¢f a n nvizctary averChesapeakeévicCranie

argues thattiwasvery possible that, had Brokst given theRoyal Navya vidory on the 1 of

June, him n d  C professiodad reputation might have béeaversiblytarnished.%°

ShannonChesapeakdéction, 15t June 1813

By the 2% of May, onlyShannorandTenedosemained on station off Boston. Inside the
port wereChesapeakand Constitution thelatter dismasted and undergoing a major refit. Both
frigates were short on provisions and water, and could not maintain their station for long. As Capel
had departed, Broke was the senior officer on station, and as sueld @sdirective to his
companion Parker:

Having every reason to expect that the American frigdtesapeakevill

sail from Boston in a few days, and thinking there is more chance of her
being intercepted by our frigates cruising separately than if they kee
together, | have to direct that during the absence of the Hon. Captain Capel,
the senior officer, you will proceed to cruise upon the range lately occupied
by La Hogueviz., from Cape Sable to the latitude of 42.10 td.watch

for theChesapeakeshouldshe pass by th&hannorin nighttime or thek
weather. You are to take an opportunity, in such winds as you thesk le

|l i kely to favour the enemyds escape, t o
your provisions at Shelbourne, or any other port which youfindymost
convenient, joining theShannon off Boston, on the % June, unless
otherwise ordered by the senior offic¢ét.

Broke took on some of e n e dtores efore dispatching him to semablingShannonto

continue off BostonT e n e dperati@ range was vasitretching fronthenorthern boundary of

100 McCranie, 148; Dudleysplintering the Wooden WaB4-95
101 philip Broke to Hyde ParkeShannonoff Boston, 2% May 1813, SRO, HA 93/6/2/8/98
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Massachusetts Bay to Cape Sable, Nova Scotia. With the lack of theTstoszosvould have
to make port befortoo longShannorwas left alone operating off Boston Harbour.

Broke was puttingis previous plan into employ again, this time hoping to entice the lone
38-gun frigateChesapeak& come out and fight by reducing the blockading squadron to a single
38-gun frigate. By instructing enedogo return on the 1% Broke gave himself a windoto try
and tempt the enemy out, before he would be forced to return for supplies himself. Given that this
ploy had failed just a month earlier, regudtin the escape of two frigates, the fact that he tried it
again demonstr at e s toBringakoethsctiah avithéhe Amemcans at i on

Brokeds cor r es patmthe was distressedal thesescapa of Rodgers, and
still sought some form of vindication. As soon as Broke realized that Rodgers had eluded him, he
wrote to his wife abothis frustration, saying:

| feel much mortified aPresidentescaping us after watching so long and
anxiously for him; God send us better fortune to finish my campaign
creditably. The day those rogues sailed it was thick weather, we must have

been very close to them but they did not seek ysu will hear of their
doi ng miLercKmaws Wwheérg®

Early in 1812, Broke had chased Rodgers for months, hoping to bring him to action, and was
eluded. Now Rodgers had frustrated Brak@in andleprived him of his honoable fight

Since Rodgers escaped we have rarelyddiour game far from his den,
which still contains another large wild beast; if all the nobler prey elude
us, we must chase the vermin, but have great hopes yet of an honourable
encounter. My constant comrade, Parker, | detached two days ago on a
separateange, that we might show an even more inviting appearance to
our enemy, now a single frigate of our own size; we shall do a grand
service if we can get hold of him, preventing all the mischief he would do

if he escaped out; and | trust in God and ouv®m@ew in brightening up

the honor of our flag and soothing the feelings of our countrymen for their
late mortificationg®

102Broke to Louisa, 9 May 1813, SRO, HA 93/9/140
103 Broke to Louisa, 28May 1813, SRO HA 93/9/141
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This irritated Broke, just as it had when (as Broke incorrdulieved USSEssexhad avoided a
fair fight with Shannonn 1812.Broke yearned for a single ship acti@and he had now thrice
been deprived of onéNow he found himself blockading a port containing a single American
frigate ready for sea, and time was running out.

Broke was well aware tha&iMS Shannonwas in need of ra extensive refit, @d was
running short on provisions and suppf&sHis concern had been mounting for months, as on the

14"0f April he wrote: @AMy Wooden wife i s'®

very w
On the %' of May Shannorsuffered damage when lightning struck her maini4g&ven with an

additional fifteen tons of water Broke had taken froemedosn the 2%, he could only remain

on station for a short time. It may also have dawned on Broke that he might be blamed for the
escape oPresidentand Congressit was in large part his desire for battle that had resulted in
Rodgers escaping, and the Admiralty was not likely to be happy about those frigates loose in the
Atlantic.1°” Maintaining his position off Boston and keepigis orders not to proke an action

was a possibility, aenedosvas scheduled to return on thé"td take over the blockade, giving

Broke leave to return to port to refit and eventually return to the blockade. That prospect did not
interest Broke mutat alli he found blockade duty dull, and sought a chance to win an honourable
victory and return home. The longer he waited, the less likely that was to h&pent ai nd s
blockades were growing more efficient, so the frequency of American warshipingsitapea

was likely to decrease as the war went on. His anxiety over this led to him penning the now famous

challenge to Captain James Lawrence, the new commanding officer dZ h&sSpeake

104padfield, 1321 33; Martin Bi bbi ngs, difoh Brok&af the Shanoa and the Warah Vo e |
1812 (Seaworth Publishing, Barnsley, 2013): 4228; McCranie, 148

105 philip Broke to Louisa Broke, 14April 1813, SRO HA 93/9/138
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Brokeds (unread) chal l en g ethetrtwo fligatesthas beere a n d

extensively covered in the historiography of Wiar of 1812 particularly by British and Canadian
accounts. But as with the ovstudied single ship actions of 1812, the documents and events
surrounding this action are of sifjoance in the context of understanding the naval culture of the
Royal Navy. Broke had been in commandbinnorsince 1806, and in that time had never tested
his ship, his crew, nor his unigquginnerytraining regime against anything close to an equal
opponent®Br o k e 6 s  a furtherdrivesi bywhis personal and professional outrage and
frustration over the last year. He was an officer of a navy that encouraged aggressive action and
expected victorybut that had been humbled by diasses and ordered to act passively. His
professional and familial priorities drove him to seek an act of honour, and thus far his efforts had
beenfrustrated, and his challenge to Lawrence reflected that.
In his challenge, Broke offered single comhlmt awrence. He assured Lawrence that his
was the only ship left on statidn Tenedoshad returned to poit and even offered to warn
Lawrence should a British vessel arrive to reinforce the blockade.
As theChesapeakappears now ready for Sea, | request will do me
the favor to meet th8hannorwith 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 doubtthat | 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®®

The uniqueness of this phenomenon has alreadwy httested tb the fact that Broke issdgwo

such challenges wasmarkablelndeed, Broke admits that his frustration over the failure of the

first challenge motivated his decision to issue a second one

08B i b biTheBatlle G 128
109PHhlip Broke to James Lawrence, HMShannonoff Boston, 3% May [only dated 1813] 1818Javal War of 1812
Vol ll, 126-128
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After the diligent attention which we had paid to Commodore Rodgers, the

pains | took to detach all force, b&hannonand Tenedosto such a

distance that they could not possibly join in any Action fought in sight of

the Capes, and the various Verbal nrages which had been sent into

Boston to that effect, we were much disappointed to find that the

Commodore had eluded tS.
This also served as an additional assurance to Lawrence that his challenge was genuine, as he
continued by st awished tpr sontesttongér Assurange ef a faianpesting; | am
therefore induced to address you more particularly, and to assure you that what | write | pledge
my honour to perform {"Rodgdiseis nottacowsedtof covwfardiecey p o w
indeed, Bré&e suggestshta t Rodger s o daherithan azaept theochalesige avase
di sappoint but I N ihwas due tolayack Bfr seeddiash assufarecel that a fair
challenge was being offered. To rectify this, Brokedmsure that this chidngecould notbe
interpreted as a trick or hédflearted promise.

To that end, Broke described the force under his comnthachumber of guns and men

were specifiedand he wasareful to point out that a significant proportion of his crew were ,boys
and included an additional thirty men, boys, and passengers recently taken from recaptured ships,
and were not drilled members 8fh a n ncoew. &4s explained thata Hogueand the rest of
Capel 6s squadron had | eft falbother Bhipsheyosti¢c power, and
of interfering with us)and would warn Lawrence if any additional British ships should attfve.
Broke was playing to Lawrenceds sense of honot
the Royal Navy. Victory ircombat against aopponentof equal force was professionally and

personally coveted by officers from both the Royal Navy and the United StatesTiawyatch

proposed was between two ships rated 38 guns, carrying approximately the same number of

10 |pid
111 |bid
112 | bid
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armamentsn total, and of very similar broadside weigl®hannonhad two additional guns
compared toChesapeakethough Chesapeakavas of heavier tonnage and overall broadside
weight!'3 And Lawrence, in the same veinlas fellow Captain Porter, coveted glory im@on-

one combat perhaps as much as Broke.

Lambert argued that Brokebs | etter was

ambitious Lawrence. | f t hat was not i ntenti

Wr |

on.

would have inflamed awrencewhodid not everwaitt o s e e Br o kefoe beweiphad | e n g ¢

anchor to conbnt the lone frigateWhenShannorsailed within sight of Boston, as she had done
many times over the last couple of months, that was enough to goad Lawrerssekitmout
action with the vain Britislship that patrolled off Bostonatbour.

Lawrence had himself sent a similar challenge when in commaidrogti encouraged
by his commodore, he had challendggahne Citoyenneand must have been as frustrateBrake

when his challenge was refused. Despite having received similar orders toviBaiokieag against

initiating single ship actions to mitigate

Lawrence was obsessed with winning a frigate acti@was the victor of the action between his
sloopHornetand the sloog?eacock which hadearnedhim a promotion Lawrence had set his
hopes on being given command of one of the prestigiotguA4rigatesput instead was given
ChesapeakeEven beyond tis slight, hs victory did not satisfy his personal and professional
desire for glory, as argued by Voelcker:

He wanted glory; the public recognition that he was an outstanding officer,

a hero, who would go down in history as the man who had defeated the

arrogant Briton who had sailed up to Boston light and fired a challenging
gunl4

3Bi bbings, ANFTBEL Battle, o 133
Myvoel cker AVictor-iles or Distractions, o0 62
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WhenShannorappeared close in off Boston on Juie lawrence seized the opportunity to win
glory for himself and, presumably, for the American navy as a whi@das been criticized in the
historiography for going into battle with a ship in a poor state of manning and training. Voelecker
argued that this was not the calsawrence would not have disobeyed orders and risked his ship
if he did not think he couldin, and the butchers bill @hannorfollowing the action attested to

the destructiveness €hesapgahkhaésy. While he | ost the b

fal)

memory and final words lived dnhe won his glory on the deck 6hesapeaké®

In issuing subk a challengeandin standingChesapeakeut to faceShannonbothcaptains
disobeyed orders. The Admiralty, once they learned of the escBpesidentandCongresswere
furiousi hadChesapeakdonethe same, or worse, defeateddannoroff Boston, both Capel and
Broke would have faced the blame for letting three frigates escape from what had originally been
a tight bl ockade of overwhel ming force. Dudl e
ignoring his orders; had he emerged ¥vior i ous, however, deat h woul
alternative to bei ng " Toanthisscourse af actioy was taken, for thma r t |
second time, demonstratBr ok e6s burning desire to bring ab
not alsoconsiderable confidence in the training regime he had instilled upon his ship.

Brokebs desire for action with the enemy w
assured his American counterpart that it was not a challenge issued out of pessdgabut
instead was motivated by a sense of duty: AYo
of our meeting may be the most ¢'Beokeedntinled Ser v i

by speculating on possible motives for Lawrenagepting such an offer:

115 |bid

116 pudley, Splinteringthe Wooden Walb5

117 Philip Broke to James Lawrence, HNSBannonoff Boston 31 May [dated only 1813] 1813aval War of 1812
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| 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 Tmatle it can no longer

protect!18
As it happened, Lawrencebds orders were ito int
not to gain Atriumphs in even combats. 0 Br ok

craving of glory in even combat would make him see subhtte in the same light as Broke.
Though it was indirectly in violation of orders and a great risk, it was a wholly worthwhile contest.
As it happened, Lawrence was in full agreement and se¢sailbefore the challenge reached
him.

The final portiono f Brokeds challenge hit upaodn t he
acknowledges the primary strategic risk that he had taken in both challenges issued while
blockading Boston:

For the general service of watching your Coast, it is requisite for me to
keep aother Skp in Company, to support us with her Guns and Boats,
when empl oy od mpataularlytolhid eathaothet, jf eithen d
Ship in chase should get on shorgjou must beawarethat | cannot
consistently with my duty, wavas great an advaage 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 | 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 givenumber of days after you saif’

Broke issued the call agantleman to another gentlemanp naval officers with similar notions

of duty and honour, though different underlying motivatitiiS8oth were, to some degree, in

118 bid

1191bid

120 Tim Voeleckermakes a compelling argument that Lawrence and Broke were motivated by different forces.
Lawrence was driven by notions of public glérjronour and doing his duty was tied in with public recognition and

f ame. Brokeds dri vi ng edognitianerorBrake, homour and dwifhg his dupy evas sieml mere  r
with his personal sense of honour. It was not his public image that he was concerned with so much as his personal
repute. Voel cker, mBwkeotthe Shaens6ddlr Di stractions, 0
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violation of standing orders. Broke was driven by his personal desire for cdmbaiso by a
belief that vindicating his nationds honour
previous year was worth the risk. He had hoped to bring ab@atiem earlier with Rodgers, who
waseithertoo wary of the British intentions or driven to adhere to his orders to go along with the
plan. Broke bet successfully that Lawrence would offer him the even combat that he craved.

The resulting frigate action is, in British narratives at least, one of the mosstodezd
frigate actions in Royal Naval historfs with the actions of 1812 and early 1813, a detailed
analysis of the fight is not necessary for this thesis. But illlisnsportant as an event, despite its
established presence in War of 1812 naval historiography. The fact that it bmoawfehe most
overstudied frigate actions, and indeed one of the most celebrated frigate actions (in the British
sphere on both sk of the Atlantic) speaks to its significance of an event in naval history.

The two frigates were, in armament, well matched. But the composition of the two ships
companies were very different. Lawrence had only taken command of Chesap&aiy pé",
taking over from a captain on sick leave. Several of her officers had left as well, and their
replacements were recently promoted midshipinemany of her crew were new to the ship as
well, andmorale was lowMany members of her crew were heavily intoxéchthe morning of
the battleWhile Lawrence himself was an excellent commander, he had not had time tagtrain h
crew or restore their moraté! By contrast, Broke had been in commandsbannorsince she
was first commissioned. While Broke himself compéad about the composition of his crew, they
were a cohesive and superbly trained body of sdiférs.

On the morning of the action, the citizens of Bosdoulthe two crews all anticipated a

showdown betweethe Chesapeakand the lone remaining blockading ship. It was not until late

12170ll, 408-409; Roosevelt, 18082; McCranie, 150
122 1hid
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in the afternoon thaChesapeakelosed, and both captains decided to fight a etasge action.
While a cheers erupted on bo&Hesapeakthat could be heard by ti8hannonsthelater, upon
orders fromBroke, remained quietlespite beingequally eager for actiorBhannoropened fire
from her starboard battery first, inflicted significant damageCtresapeakdefore the first
American broadside erupte.h a n nearty @unnery killed and wodled manyi among the
former was the shipbdbs master, and among the |
Both ships inflicted significant damage on the other, 6Ut e s a p @kdeddcommand
structure and general lack of experience began taveay at her ability to maintain a defense,
while S h a n nremaidesl steadfast.

Following S h a n nthird iraadsideChesapeak&as unmanageable, and luffed up into
the wind In irons she was blown sternwards towa&sannonwhich continuedrelentless raking
fire into the Chesapeali® stern as sheollided sterdfirst into the Shannod starboard side.
Lawrence, wounded but determined, tried to rally his men to board the British frigate theit
confusion amongst hisrew he was unable tonuster any forcelnstead Broke mustered his
boarders and leldis crew onto th€ h e s a p deck&Toeddsfense on board the Chesapeake was
di sorgani zed and in a state of confusion, and
(in which Brokehimself was wounded r o kee@ overran the Americans. Less than fifteen
minutes after the first guns had been fiedesapeakavas in British handsShannonés f i
lieutenant, George Watt, then hauled down the American colours, a moment of triumph in hi
career, as the victory would have meant almost certain promabtitrat moment of triumph Watt
and his party of men attempted telr@st the American colours with a British ensign aboveithe

the sign of a British prize. However, in the confusion, Watt mistakenly began hoisting the
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American colours first, and was fired on by men on b&rannonthinking the American crew
were trying to fly their flag again. Watt and seven of his men wdeslki

The fighting had been ferocioiilsChesapeaksuffered more casualties in eleven minutes
thanVictory did at Trafalgar. Indeedn a testament to the efficiency of gunnery and small arms
fire on both frigatesmore men were killed on both sides penmit e t han i n both
Vil l eneuve 6 s'?inlthe end, bathocapbainsweré seriously wounded, and it fell to
Halifax-born secondlieutenant Provo Wallignd third lieutenant Charles Falkingo sail the
Shannorand her prize into Halifax.

In fighting the action, Philip Broke had againfidd orders and risked his shgmd the
blockade, in an effort tbring about an even contest with the enemy. It was one of several attempts
to do so throughout the first half of 1813. The sentiments expressed by Broke reflect those of
Captain James Yeo, who challengeskex and Captains Kerr, Hickey, and Pigot, whddbp
wrote into local papers and theéhronicle of the determination of their crews to fight the
Ameri cans. Through Brokeds correspondence wit
mi ndset that drove Brokeds obsetosfortheawholédldd h ad
his married life, seeking a culmination of his service that would allow him to retire home with his
honour.When he heard of his fellow captains being defeated by their American counterparts,
Br o kseres of frustration turned teengeance, which caused him to seek a contest with
Presidentand her smaller companidra contest that would not have been any closer to even than
the three frigate duelsin1812ad Br okedés gambit failed as his
and reptation might have been wreckddsteadBr o k e 6 s r enpadebyahis captare ofv a s

Chesapeakea victory that brought joy to the whole of British society.

22Bji bbings, fAThe Battle, o 142
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Chapter Five: Conclusion

It took five days for lieutenants Wallis and Falkinerstol the battere&hannorand her
prize to Halifax The sick bays of both ships were crammed with British and American wounded,
and both exhibited signs of battexpansive structural damage and tj@re of dead and wounded
sailors.Chesapeakentered the mouth of Halifax harboiinst andh ove t oo around N
island to allowShannorto lead her into the harbaurhey were greeted by public admiration and
exuberant celebrations. Naval personnal aivilians alike were overjoyed as the first major
American prize was brought into the harbour.

The senior officer at Halifax was none other than Capel, who immediatelyiseatoties
to both the Admiralty and tddmiral Warren The letter to the Admitey ended up being published
in theNaval Chronicle and as expectedt wasboastfuland zealous. The battle was described as
a Abrilliant achi evemeoonted dh eariip atr i @ cafl fairasi alf 4a «
Capel did not addnything himself, other than to affirm the valor of Brokis officersand crew.
Il n particul ar, he emphasi zed that Broke Asoug
t e r hTde dispatch sent to Warren was far more restraibegportedon fithe glorious issue of
a contest with the United States frig@tkesapeakebut did not go into detail, nor did it lavish
the same level of praise onto Broke as the letter directed to the Adniitadtfxdmiralty dispatch

was, of course, the accouthaatwasmore likely to benade public, rather than the dispatch to the

commandein-chief.

1 Copy of a Letter from the Hon. Captain Capel of HMS La Hogue, to John Wilson Croker, Esq, dated atId#lifax,
June 1813, 18Fuller, John, Israel Pottinger, John Ceoland J. Ros3.he Naval Chronicle, for 181&ontaining a
General and Biographical History of The Royal Navy of the United Kingdom; with a variety of original papers on
Nautical SubjectsVol. XXX: July to December(London: Joyce Gold, 1813): 83, (Heftea: The Naval Chronicle

Vol 30)

2 Captain Thomas Bladen Capel to Admiral John Warren, H&Bogue Halifax, 11" June 1813MG12 ADM1/5@8,
C-12854
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The most important of the service reports at Halifax would have been that of Broke himself.
However, the version of Brokeds Ipisfinifact aa | di s
fabricationDue t o Br ok e 6 s ‘hewagunableto vrite seport bimnselifar $omeo n
time after arriving in HalifaxCapel decided to write one instead with #Hssistancef fellow
captains Philip Wodehouse and Richard Byron. Consequentially this report was inaccurate, as
Provo Wallis (who had had reservations about the whole process at the time) later &apeied.
wanted to send an official dispatch to London as s@possibledo doubtmotivated bythe
excitement of the vi cdpmpehgnsioasveld hisketying Presplentandls per s
Congressescapea month earlierIf Capel feared repercussions frompatentially furious
Admiralty, he was likely correctDispatching the news of this victory, then, was of great
importance to the senior captain.

The account , fictitiously from Brokebs pert
boastful and patriotic in its description of the boarding and capture @ntbmy frigate:

| gave orders to prepare for boardin@ur gallant bands appointed to that
Service immediately rushed in under their respective Officers, upon the
enemys Decks driving every thing before t
American flag washauled down and the proud old British Union floated
triumphant over it é | have to | ament t h
Shipmates, but they fell exulting in their Conquist.
The i magery of the fgallant bandso rushing thi
is the image of the triumphant British flag being raised. Various officers who were wounded or
killed are mentioned by name, customary with dispatches dtie Capektated thaBr o k e 6 s

fibrave first Lieutenant Mr. Wait was kil Il ed in the acitkiledih hoi st

the moment of victorywal | i s and Fal kiner were directly ¢

3 Captain Philip Broke [in reality Captafdapel, Captain Philip Wodehouse, and Captain Richard Byron] to Captain
Thomas Capel, HMS Shannon, Halifa¥, June 1813, Naval War of 1812 Vol 2, 1293
4 1bid
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recommend these Officersmostsingl y t o the Commander in Chief
the action and in sailin§hannorand her prize back to Halif2xddowever, the account does not
reference Br oke0s.InseadyCapeh anod hissfellow ltaptaihseonlygdescribed
thatShannorstood in when they observ&hesapeaké c omi ng out of the Harb
Shannon ®The particulars of how this action cambdout were ignored completely. Those
particulars would soon beme common knowledge and were praised in naval circles. However,
perhaps due to the current climate in the Admiralty, Capel and his fellow captains felt adding such
a detail may inflame some unjust displeasure at the Admiralty.
Keith Mercer examinedtheaddl i f ax cel ebrati ons tipersioughl y
their competition to cover the recent action, compétedublish compelling editorials artd
interview Shannorveterans. Commentary on the Anglémerican naval debates over the 1812
losses intnsified as wejlwhile it had been restrained and dutiful in previous months, Mercer
found that there was a renewed discussion. Motivate8 hya n nwincdtso r vy , Hal i f ax
declared that the previous losses had been attributed to luck, and theethevictory vindicated
the honour and prestige of their proud naval sef/Raintings, songs, and poems urghced by
the battle flourished. The post battle literature refleatddep sense of patriotism in Nova Scotia,
iwhi ch combi nendespsr iwde hi n oRrailt icsomcerns %over th
The Naval Chroniclé s e x ¢ i t egualyeviden.wraasldition to printed copies of
Capel and fAiBrokebdbso dispatches, numerous | ett

~

editors described the action as it he mo st bri

5 |bid

5 |bid

"Mercer, A Col on-é6al Patriotism, o 45
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never can %reiswesx credilteedr.adt ed by the edistyl@imr s who
which the business was done, may perhaps be equaled, but we are sure will not be excelled, by any
incident that can be “yarious ketters fhat ovene sBnt inbvibes h  hi s
following months praised the action and declared that it affirmed the supremacy of Britain at sea
Brokeds victory was a vindi Cadicled>r for the rea
Broke received a baronetaye key to Londonand was showeredith additional praise
and gifts from the natiof® Lieutenants Wallis and Falkiner were promoted to commanaer
move that is very significant, given the overabundance of commanders and general difficulties of
promotion in the period as a restfitThe honours bestowed onto Broke were extraordinary
ShannorandChesapeakerere essentially equal ships, and such a victory had rarely received such
praise before by British societyAs Mc Cr ani e argued, ABroke had
writing hischA | enge to Lawrence: 6The result of our
can render twhilethe wardnuthre tNorti Anderican theater continued throughout
the year, th&Chroniclebegan to lose interest in the American confli¢tieasuntil the end of the
30"volume.Br okeds act of vindi ¢satisfactory towettle the ioond t h e
caused by the shocking 1812 losgeas. many the action seemed to be a pure vindication of the

Royal N a v.Jt &as a bandage the shattered spell of invincibility.

YA Naval AnptdDbh etBerNav@lehranicleVol 30

11 Naval History of the Present Year: Juhdy, the Naval ChroniclgVol 30, 69

PARA.F.Y. 0 to the theNavabChroniclguNel 230d, 1381300 A" FY.8d 3tbo t F
the Naval Chrordle, Vol 30, 136 ; i Ai"A ubgi uosnt dheSNinaal, ChnoricleZal 301189200 1 6
BMcCranie, 154; Latimer, 164

14 McCranie, 154: while Falkiner struggled to find active employment following his promotion, Wallis was later
promoted to captaiand continued in active service for decades. He finished his career as Admiral of the Fleet and
became the longest serving Royal Navy officer. He refused to retire from the active list until his death in 1892.

5 Lincoln, 1718; McCranie, 154

16 McCranie, 154
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That Philip Broke and his fellow captains
agreement, neither of the two challenges could have been issued) tried this gambit a second time
after the first met with disastatemonstrated the determination they felt to bring about an action,
rather than to try and tighten the blockade of Bos#n.even combat such &hannon
Chesapeakavould not have elicited such extensive praise in another cortteitin 1813,
followingd saster in 1812, Britai no hronialewassatisfiedmmu ni t
for the time being the bitter rebukes of Admiralty blunders ceased and the calls for overwhelming
annihilation were calmed.

The Admi r al,thowéverdid mtndarege, ansl neither did their policies. They
still fearedlosesto the three American heavy frigates, and the orders that prohibited frigate
captains from engaging them single handedly remained in dlaeavishes of theaptains of the
squadrordid not clange either. In early 1814, Captain Thomas Hardy found hinmsalimilar
situat i onn Aprd 1803aHisesuadson had Commodore Decatur wittited States,
Macedonian andHornet under blockade, and in a meeting with a captured American merchant
Captain Henry Hope of the British heavy frig&edymion(though inferior in broadside weight
to theUnited Statesproposed issuing a challenge to Decaimdymionand the 3&un Statira
could engagéJnited StatesndMacedoniann combat. Decatur wasaterested in the challenge,
and the two squadron commanders corresponded over a few days. Hardy was hesitant to allow
Endymionto engage the largddnited Statesand instead only offered th®tatira to fight
Macedoniaralone He was more cautious th@apel had beePerhaps the exampleBfr e si dent 6 s
escape had made an impression, or his responsibility for maintaining the blockade and fear of
risking as powerful an assetBadymiont r i umphed over hi sintherehder est

Decatur refusg Both the American and British naval administratiparficularly Warrehwere
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angered by what had nearly transpjMtarren quickly issued an order preventing such challenges
in the futuret’

This disconnect between the interests of individual captidssquadron commanders
and those of the Admiralty and CommandeChief of North Americais similar to the disconnect
bet ween the senior of ficers of Britainds Wor
subordinateBattle Cruiser fleet, Vice AdmirdBeatty, was cut in the mold of Nelson, Caeld
Brokel he was always eager to bring the German High Seas Flesttl® andchttempted to at the
Battle of Jutland. Admiral John Jellicatae commandein-chief of the Grand Fleetyas more
akin to WarrenHe was cautious and had good reason toisking the Grand Fleet could mean
losing the war. As Jellicoe saw it, defeating the Germans in a pitched Trafbliganaval battle
was one way of neut r a]keepingnhgm oekadagastye@lernatnvev al t
and safer means of doing so. Still, the whole of the Grand Fléellicoe included wanted
anot her Tr af al g aawevergueneigjhedchis dedire forcaatigntuisan as War r e
caution outweighed any sympathies he haditlier interests of his captains in seeking honour
through even contests.

Furthermore, yst as there was disconnect betweamiralty policy-makers and the
captains of the North American Squadron, there was a disconnect between how naval officers and
navatinterested civilians interpreted and understood the losses. Whereas the naval officers
defendedheir perception that an 4@under frigate of the Royal Nawyuld prevail against an
American 24pounder, civilians took the opposite vieglingingto the dsparity in force to calm
their fears and insecurities r egadthednbtiogthaBr i t ai

naval officers saw themselves as a breed apart from civiffans.

17 McCranie, 158160
18 Lincoln, 913
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In general, on@n-one actions between British and American shipgheanWar of 1812
were influenced more by honour than by military stratétpnourwas commonly invokeah the
Naval Chroniclecorrespondence and in thavate and publicorrespondencef naval officers.
As two of hislettersto Louisa Brokepointed out, Captain Philip Broke was very concerned with
the honour othe Royal Navyas a wholefiHonor is a jewel of more value than whole fleets &
armies & public prejudice waits not to enquire into the particulars of a defeat where the result is
sono r t i fONilatergetter claimed thaihad the Americans been as heartily beaten at sea as
they have Dbeen Dby | and, we *mhegiew of HMS®rpheusv e 1 et
twice invoked honour in their collective letter to the first lieutentregy were writing to assert
their determination to fight to Asustain the
command of officers fAby whom t#Hogourtvasegeallyt he ho
applied by civilians, officers, and ordiry seamen to the collective reputation of the British navy,
and their desire to protect the reputatdrtheir country.
Just as important was the honour of individual officers in the Royal Navy. Commentators
in the Chronicledefended the individual honoof officers and commanders of the 1812 losses
just as they defended the honour of the institution and country which they dehilga Broke
was obsessed with his own personal sense of honour. His letters home clearly spelt out his wishes
to retire hone to his wife and family, but also his conviction that he could only do so if he had
won some distinction at sea. He could not retire if it was not an honourable retirement, one in

which he and others would be satisfied that he had done his duty ascanaffthe Royal Navy.

19 Broke to his wife, 1# December 1812 SRO, HA 98128, quoted in Utmost Gallantry

20 Broke to his wife, # February 1813, SRO HA 93/9134

22ACol lins, et Qpheu (toewi et #helslaval ChHomigigVel 29, 595196; Royal
Gazette Wednesday '$ February 1813, No. 631, Vol XllI, Nova Scotia Archives, Microfiim Reel 81&@adian
Recordey Saturday 238 January 1813, No. 2 Vol https://novascotia.ca/archives/newspapers/archives.asp?ID=753
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For Broke that combination of personal and collective honour drove him to issue his two
challenges. The challenges issued by officers like Yeo, Broke, and Hope resonate with the dueling
culture of the eighteenth and nineteenth century. Strategically, these wseasioal. Britain had
nothing to gain by risking their frigates in action with the tiny American navy, just as the United
States had nothing to gain by risking theirs with the Royal Nang.yet, personal and collective
understandings of honour drove niiee Broke or Lawrence to issue accept challenges to even
combat, risking expensive naval assdtswas an important source of tension between the
sentiments of naval officers and their orders to avoid single combat during the War of 1812.
Indeed, thevirtue of honour was intrinsically linked to the aggressive fighting spirit and culture of
the Royal Navy.

However, naval officers did not appear to invoke personabllectivehonour in public
accountsThis is most evident in the dispatches and coartial testimonies revolving around the
1812 losses. Individual officers might be said to have acted with honour, and the Courts exonerated
those under trial with fAhonourable acquittals
sense of personat oollective honour that was so openly discussed of them Matial Chronicle
Amongst naval officers, honour was an important virhemour was linkedo their reputationas
naval offices. But the officers themselves did not comment publicly on th@iour,nor on the
i mpact of their | osses BhilpBake didanot codmmentipobhcly u r . F
onhs per sonal honour or the Na\wa8sothomidrabletoi ¢ h h
boast of o0 ne 0lsprivatehevever,Brpke Wwdrriedcaboyt.the collective honour of
the Royal Navy in the wa of the 1812

The concern over a seemingly small handful of naval loses in the American war

demonstrates that what happened in the colonial sphere mattered to the wider Enpiie.
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evident from the coverage of losses in @tgonicleand i n Britainds wider |
Admiraltyés policy shift in North America. Ev
campaigns in Spain and constant anxiety over navalsuppo comment ed i n early
we should have peace with American before the season for opening the campaign in Canada, if we
could take one of t wolndeed, theirrepuation was sonstromg thartheg at e
simple actofoneoAmer i cads heavy frigates escaping and
USS Presidentdid, could elicit panic in the Admiralty. Several naval theaters were disrupted as
ships were dispatched in chase of the illusive frigate. British historiography does not contest the
impact that the losses had in British society, but often there arainsahade regarding its wider
significance. In contrast, American historians make the claim that thewpostelationship
between Britain and the America was built upon the respect that the 1812 losses géherated.

British historians are correct in poingj out that the losses were esided affairs, but doing
so ignores a crucial detail: in the culture of aggression and victory, which had developed in the
Royal Navy, losing to a superior foe suak Old Ironsidesvas not perceived as inherently
justified. The public largly forgave the officers involved and they were officially exonerated, but
many of the defeated officers fell behind in the peacetime competition for appointments and
commandsWhatever the Admiralty and the public concluded, the officeteeRoyal Navy did
not accept that their fifthate frigates could not prevail against the behem@bnstitution
President andUnited States The | osses were perceived as st
personal honour of the losing officers, neldover two decades of victory against daunting odds.

Although, on a bigger scale, these naval actions may not have been significant to the outcomes of

22\Wellington to Beresford, BFebruary 1813, Wellingtomispatches of Wellingtorquoted in McCranie, 90
23 Daughan, 416
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the war, they had a clear and lasting socioemotional impact on the officers intiod/Adimiralty,

andthe general public in Britain and her colonies.
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Appendix A: Dispositions ofWarships in North American
Waters, July 1813

Glossary

1 LoB: Line of BattleShips (64100 guns)

1 24pdr Frigates armed with main batteries of 24 pounder ,gaokiding Razees
1 18pdr Frigates armed with main batteries of 18 pounder guns

1 12pdr Frigates armed with main batteries of 12 pounder guns

North Americai Admiral Sir Joim Borlase Warrein 50 ships

LoB: Ten 74s, includingan Domingdflagship)
24pdr:58: Majestic
18pdr: 38:Nymphe, Junon, Tenedos, SpartahannonArmide, Lacedaemonian
36: Maidstone Belviderg Barrosa
32:Narcissus, Aeolus
12pdr: 32.Cleopatra, Mineva
Other: Two &' rates, twentyfive sloops, three schooners, two receiving ships, one prison ship

South Americd Rear Admiral Manly Dixori 14 ships

LoB: One 74 Montagu(flagship
24pdr: 44:Indefatigable
18pdr: 38:Niscus
36: Inconstant
32: Nereus
12pdr: 32:Aquilon
Other: Three Brates, three sloops, two cutters

Jamaicd Rear Admiral Brown
LoB: Two 74s, including/engeancéflagship)

24pdr: One 44
Other: Five 8 rates, six sloops, two gunbrigs, one receiving ship
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Leeward Islands Rear Adniral Sir Francis Laforey 40 ships

LoB: Two 72s, includingCressy(flagship), one 50
18pdr: 38:Statira, Surprise Phin
36: OrpheusPique Venus
12pdr: 32Circe, Castor
Other: Three B Rates, twenty sloops, three gunbrigs, two schooners, one cutter

Newfoundland Vice Admiral Sir Richard Goodwin Keats

LoB: One 74, Bellerophon (flagship)
18pdr: 38:Sybille, Crescent
36:Dryad
32: Hyperion
12pdr: 32:Quebec
Other: Two &' rates, four sloops, one cutter, one prison ship

Unappropriated Vessels whigiould soon be sent to NA

24pdr: 50Akbari under construction to be converted to a frigate, would join NA squadron shortly
40: Endymioni completing refit, would join NA squadron shortly

18pdr: 38:Cydnusi would join NA squadron shortly

Frigates asgned to Convoys and Particular Services

18pdr: 36:ThebamandDoris were sent to hunt down UESsexn Pacific.
36: Phoebewas en route to the Pacific escorting convbys

24 Gardiner Frigates of the Napoleonic Warg000, 185-190
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Appendix B: Social Backgrounds ofRoyal Navy Officers, 1793
1815

Wil sonds stati st i cal-staadngpergeptiosthattheaRoyaldNavg e d t

during the late eighteenth century and early nineteenth century was dominated by the aristocracy
and gentry.Wilson argued that, as roughly half of naval officers edmr om fA Pr of es s
Backgrounds and from naval backgroundand so few were from the Aristocracy of Gentry,

Naval Officers were set apart from civilian and army society in terms of upwards mébility.

Familial Backgrounds of Naval Officers

30

Perceniage

Titled Gentry Commissioned  Professional Business Freeholders Working Class
Aristocracy and Warrant Class and and Farmers

Naval Officers  (Law, Medicine, Commercial
Clergy, and Army) Class

25 Wilson, 570580
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Appendix C: Careers of the CaptainsCommanders, and

Lieutenants of the actions of the War of 1812

Ship and Rank

Commission as
Lieutenant

Promotion to
Captain

Promotion to
Commander

Effective
Retirement

Thomas Laugharne

Alert, Commander

8th August 1806

12th February 4th April 1832
1811

Commanded one additional
sloop from June 1814 to
November 1815. No further
active service.

Andrew Duncan

Alert, 1st Lieutenant | 5th November ) ) Dismissed from service,
1806 1812
James R. Dacres
Guerriere, Captain 15th November 5th July 1805 14th January Continued to see active
1804 1806 service until 1848 after

promotion to rear admiral.
Active service ended with
promotion to vice admiral.

Bartholomew Kent

Guerriere, 1st
Lieutenant

2nd May 1804

29th March 1815

Died January 1841

Henry Ready

Guerriere, 2nd
Lieutenant

8th July 1807

13th August 1812

KIA 19th August 1812
before learning of his
promotion.

John Pullman

Guerriere, 3rd
Lieutenant, Absent in
command of prizes

18th September
1810

John S. Carden

Macedonian, Captain | 24th July 1794 25th October 1798 | 22nd January Never served at sea follow-
1806 ing the loss of Macedonian.
David Hope
Macedonian, 1st 30th August 1806 | 15th June 1814 4th February Continued to see active
Lieutenant 1830 service until April 1820.
Samuel Mottley
Macedonian, 2nd 20th May 1808 30th April 1845 - 30th April 1845. Died the
Lieutenant (retired) same year.
John Bulford
Macedonian, 3rd 27th January 1809 | 16th August 1854 | - 16th August 1854. Died
Lieutenant (retired) 26th December 1859.
Thomas Whinyates
Frolic, Commander 7th September 16th May 1805 12th August 1812 | Retired RA, 31st October
1799 1846. Died 15th march,

1857.

170




Commission as Promotion to Promotion to

Ship and Rank Lieutenant Commander G Effective Retirement

Charles McKay

Frolic, 1st Lieutenant | ? - - KIA 18th October 1812.

Fred Broughton Wintle

Frolic, 2nd 5th September - - Died 5th September 1817

Lieutenant 1810
Henry Lambert

Java, Captain 15th April 1801 Sth April 1803 10th April 1805 | Died of wounds, 4th

January 1813.

Henry D. Chads

Java, 1st Lieutenant

5th November 28th May 1813 25th July 1815 Died 7th April 1868
1806

William A. Herringham

Java, 2nd Lieutenant

2nd November 16 January 1818 10 January 1837 | Continued to see active

1810 service until March 1832.
Retired Captain 1st July
1851.
Buchanan (Possibly Alexander, Archibald, or George)
Java, 3rd Lieutenant | Unknown | Unknown Unknown | Unknown
William Peake
Peacock, Commander | 21st July 1797 22nd January i KIA 24th January 1813.
1806
Frederick A. Wright
Peacock, 1st 13th June 1807 Unknown

Lieutenant

Philip B. V. Broke

Shannon, Captain

19th August 1797 | 2nd January 1799 | 14th February Active service ended when
1801 WIA, 1st June 1813.

George T. L. Watt

Shannon, 1st
Lieutenant

20 January 1806 KIA 1st June 1813.

Provo W. P. Wallis

Shannon, 2nd 30th November 9th July 1813 12th August 1819 | Continued to see active
Lieutenant 1808 service through promotion
to Admiral of the Fleet in
1877. Died 1892.
Charles L. Falkiner
Shannon, 3rd 4th January 1810 | 9th July 1813 S5th April 1848 Never served at sea after
Lieutenant (Retired) promotion to commander.
Retired Captain 1848, died
in 1858.
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Appendix D: Comparison of Force inthe Single Ship Actions

1812
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