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ABSTRACT

The Quasi-War was an undeclared conflict foughtvbet the young United
States of America and the French Republic at seagithe years 1798-1801. It began
when the French mountedjaerre de coursagainst the significant American blue-water
merchant marine in response to America concludaysJireaty with Great Britain. At
the time, the U.S. had no navy whatsoever with twiiccombat these French corsairs
primarily operating from bases in the West Ind&seing there was little hope of
immediately ending the matter diplomatically attee infamous XYZ Affair, President
John Adams convinced a normally divided Congredsitlnl a small but effective navy.

However, the Americans were lacking in needed nessuand ordnance to
construct and arm a fleet which could keep therséae distant Caribbean, which
became the primary theatre of war. FortunatelyaGBgitain, America’s great trading
partner, and ironically her former enemy in the &letionary War, was also at war with
France in the Wars of the French Revolution. Thésis examines the informal naval
alliance which formed between the two former ensndigring the Quasi-War. It argues
that the British were instrumental in providing thaterial aid which allowed John
Adams to build his new navy, and that the U.S. Nam®g in many ways modeled after
Britain’s venerable Royal Navy. It also examines itiformal naval cooperation which
developed between serving units of the two fleethe West Indies. This impromptu

relationship would be tested by ongoing disputdés/&en the United States, namely
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impressment of American seamen, and British seiatitechnically neutral, American
merchantmen trading to England’s non-French enemitee islands. Despite these
stressors, it would last to the end of the Quasi-VWhe work also examines U.S./British

naval involvement with Toussaint 'Ouverture on Bémingue, now known as Haiti.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

In 1798 the United States went to war with Frafi¢eere was no declaration of
war by either side. The war, lasting until 1801sv@ught nearly entirely at sea and in
the Caribbean. Stranger yet, the U.S. fought ag&iasce, its ally in the American
Revolutionary War, and alongside Great Britaingitemy in that same war. This
conflict, known to history as the Quasi-War, or doldred War, was one of the side
shows of the French Revolutionary Wars (1792-18@#rh erupted as the crowned
heads of Europe reacted to events of the Frenchl&®en, especially, the 1792
deposition and then 1793 regicide of King Louis XfIFrance and subsequent
execution of his Queen, Marie Antoinette. Althowylussia and Austria had actually
gone to war against Revolutionary France in 179&as only following the execution of
the French royal couple that England prepared forby issuing the necessary orders to
bring the Royal Navy to wartime strength. But tlierfeh had not waited for a British
declaration of war; they had declared war uporr tbieli foe first. As the years of war
ground on, Great Britain and France would remaenahly two constant belligerents,
splitting Europe into two camps. Even across tHargic, the United States reluctantly
found itself stuck between the two of them. In 17d&ing the darkest days of the
American Revolutionary War, France had befriendedimfant nation, offering military

and financial aid given with thguid pro quoof binding itself to that country in a



perpetual treaty of mutual amity and alliance. &$steat Britain, after the Peace of Paris
she had resumed her role as America’s greateshdgrpdrtner.

The Washington Administration sought to steer anaegourse between the
French and BritisiscyllaandCharybdis but the course became ever more treacherous.
Finally, friction caused by British commerce redions and the consequent seizures of
neutral American merchantmen trading to the Frerahaining border disputes over
British North America, and British sponsored Indtesuble in the western Ohio
Territory forced the Administration to treat withet British whatever the consequences.
The result was Jay’s Treaty of 1794 ratified in @&,A®hich left the French feeling
betrayed by their “perfidious” ally. The Gallic pmse was to attack American shipping
throughout the world and so teach the Americansdisé of spurning former friends. The
Yankee merchant marine was especially vulnerab$eith aguerre de coursdt was
already the second largest in the world after d&reat Britain. It had grown fat
carrying the cargoes of both the British and Freshating the war. And most
significantly, U.S. merchantmen sailed unarmedamatotected by any navy
whatsoever. Even a minor sea power, let alonei@ad-rance, possessed of the world’s
second largest navy and numerous privateers, coefdhce it. While the French battle
fleet, courtesy of the Royal Navy, remained priydvottled up in its bases at Brest,
Rochefort and Toulon, French corsairs operatesrtsghroughout the globe, preying on
Britain’s world-wide commerce. Now the attentiontleése corsairs turned to American
merchantmen as well. Worse, one of the French {@avdleet’s chief theaters of
operations was also one of the primary Americadiigazones, the West Indies.
Operating out of Guadeloupe and St. Domingue, thasate warriors jumped upon the
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rich, unarmed American cargo ships plying thoseevgatThe Windward Passage, the
primary highway out of the Caribbean, leading betw&t. Domingue and Cuba, proved
especially dangerous for American bottoms. But daisger of French spoliation did not
end as ships left the tropics. Corsairs also opdraff the U.S. coast with Americans
utterly unable to cope with the threat directlysodé their harbors.

Britain viewed this French move against the Unikaltes as a godsend. The war
against Revolutionary France was a disaster. Brarsns and money had produced little
in the way of victories, on land or sea—includihg Glorious First of June—but had
cost the nation dearly in men and treasure. Hddldes continental allies remained more
interested in their own local territorial gainsBaitish taxpayer expense—the government
of William Pitt was bankrolling them—rather thanrpuing any coherent campaign
against the French Republic. Expeditions to seiea¢h possessions in the West Indies
had left British Armies utterly decimated by fevlliow the young, energetic and highly
effective General Napoleon Bonaparte stood poisetth® French coast with Mgmee
d’Angleterre waiting to invade the island nation and the Rayavy, the only effective
fighting force keeping these would be invadersagt, In 1797 had suffered a mutiny of
the entire fleet anchored at Spithead. This prddeecfied the British government.
Although, the issue for the sailors was not loy&ityhe Crown, but wages—there had
been no raise for common tars since the Interregritpresented real doubt as to the
reliability of Britain’s wooden walls. When anothenore radical mutiny reared up at the
Nore anchorage at the mouth of the Thames, thgecodecame even graver. These
Nore sailors, in order to enforce their demandsjally blocked the delivery of London’s
coal and food supply serviced by Thames shippingl when the North Sea squadron,
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standing guard against the enemy Dutch fleet r&mdpme out at the Texel, sailed
instead to join the Nore Mutiny, the country pamidkAlthough the Navy was able to
crush this mutiny and amicably settled the Spitheagddispute, the situation had had its
effects upon the British economy and people. ThekBd England, short of specie, had
been forced to stop payments to the country angsponding banks due to the fear of a
French landing fueling a run on them. England apgzkan the verge of financial
collapse as well as invasion.

It was in this context that the French, playing twdgapeared to be a winning
hand, blundered in their treatment of the Unitemte&3t Instead of knuckling under to
French depredations, the Americans chose to figidy assembled a navy of their own
in record time and chased the French corsairs fhentJ.S. coast. Next they sent that
fleet to hunt French privateers in Caribbean watesar their island bases. The British
government took one look at this situation and faaéshk you very much. It became the
aim of Pitt’'s Administration to immediately takewahtage of this French bungling and
befriend the Americans in any way it could, shdrtlioect meddling in American
domestic affairs. They had already witnessed tmsy French attempts to do so in the
early 1790s, which had only earned the French Reptlhie contempt of much of the
American public. The British would offer their foensubjects naval vessels, stores and
ordnance, small arms, saltpeter from India for guwgter, copper for warship bottoms,
and even half-pay Royal Navy officers not then sea command or “on the beach,” as
the saying went. The British minister to PhiladédplSir Robert Liston, received
instructions to take any reasonable steps to prefnendship with and hopefully the
assistance of the Americans against their commemgnthe French.
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This thesis, in four substantive chapters, willraxge the relationship which
consequently developed between the United Staté&easat Britain, former enemies, in
that hot house of war. The author will argue thase two nations formed an informal
alliance to fight their mutual foe, the Frenchsea. This quasi-entente took two forms.
First, the British aided the young Republic in bBthing its navy. Second, the line
officers and men of the two fleets serving in theilibean, the primary theatre of
operations for the Americans, worked out an infdramalerstanding which often saw
them acting like formal allies. This operationabgualliance at sea lasted until the
Americans ceased hostilities, despite significéneiss placed upon it by deep-seated
disputes between the two countries, at times maiseanby the actions of one of the
British station Admirals.

Chapter I, “BetweerscyllaandCharybdis” will provide needed background
material but also offer insight into how the redaiship changed between the United
States, Great Britain, and France during the chdifiggn years leading from the Treaty
of Paris in 1783 to the beginning of the Americama&§l War with France in May 1798,
such that roles reversed. France becamdelfactoenemy of the United States while
Britain, an informal ally, in the undeclared waisaa—undeclared for the Americans that
is—which resulted. It lays out the argument thaitchlside made a friend, and which a
foe out of the United States was a function of ltlkevgoverning elites, especially the
diplomats, in Britain and France, respectivelycpered the problems posed by
American neutrality during the Wars of the Fren@v&lution and, consequently,

undertook radically different strategies to deahwhem.



Chapter Ill, “To Found a Fleet,” scrutinizes howe tiaval relationship between
the two countries began. It explores the critioé& Britain played in bringing the new
American fleet into existence. From the outsehefwar, Great Britain intentionally
provided Americassentiamaterial aid that helped establish the new Uritades
Navy. Most importantly, the British Government genesly allowed the Americans to
import from England the critical copper plates #steners without which fashioning
any kind of modern fleet would have been impossiflaerican industry was not yet up
to manufacturing them. The British also sold, amelneon one occasion, gifted the United
States desperately needed ordnance—supplying loeeourse of the war perhaps half
of that used at sea—to arm her men of war and shstalations. Additionally, the
island kingdom, perhaps unwittingly, hugely infleed the developing American naval
culture. The infant U.S. Navy adopted the Royal Nas a kind of informal blue print
upon which it modeled its new sea service; Amerimammodores and captains came
almost to act as protégeés of the Royal Navy. Chdptargues that but for this vital
British assistance, both direct and indirect, timalgbut highly effective American fleet
that the newly minted Secretary of the Navy, Bempa8toddert, committed nearly in full
to combat the French in the Caribbean, would haweamed only a dream.

Chapter IV, “Operations,” continues the story af tllossoming naval
cooperation between the two maritime powers beguwhapter Ill. This chapter makes
the case that after formally providing materialistssice to the United States to establish
the American navy, the British beganiaformal naval cooperation with the Americans,
predominantly in the West Indies Theatre. This ttukform of allowing the American
navy use of British island ports, convoying eadteds merchantmen, sharing signals,
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and even patrolling together. But all of this cogpen would remain informal, instituted
largely by the serving commanders at sea. The Aaltyiand the Navy Department in
London and Philadelphia, respectively, would laygehy outside of the equation. The
chapter concludes that this “quasi-alliance,” as scholar styled it, while it never
became thée jureagreement craved by London, was never the legsmech a
practical reality on the various West Indies stadiand certainly significant to the way
the serving captains of both sides conducted thairagainst the French. Among other
things, it was a major early step towards recoandn between Britain and her former
colonies following the American Revolution. BradidPerkins has dubbed this period
that of the “First Rapprochement,” as opposed ¢d‘@reat” one, which occurred
roughly a century later in the 1890s.

Chapter V, “The Relationship Tested,” illustrat@svthis informal alliance
between the two navies, from the beginning, canteustress from various forces
threatening to cleave them apart. Some were rooteenerable disputes between the
two nations, problems which appeared intractabtabse of the very institutional
structures of one, or both. Some might be challetblhuman frailty: the history of
personal animus existing between two neighboriaisst commanders, one from each
service, blind racial or ethnic prejudice and felae, bitter memories of their last war, or
simple greed. This study by design focuses upomuldlyeo day contacts between the
ships and men of the two navies during the eneréod of the Quasi War as recorded in
the ships’ logs, journals, and letters to tell skary of the operational side of this
improvised naval entente from its “honeymoon” tighuts “tough times.” And these
documents, especially in the latter stages of timdlict, from time to time did reveal
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tensions which American naval officers and mendall voiced about their informal

allies in the Royal Navy. These might stem froncpered slights, honest
misunderstandings, or sheer bloody-mindednessdtahds of the British naval officers.
Never the less, | have found it was most oftenseathuch what sailors, their officers,
captains, admirals, or administrators, migayin such letters which was the most telling
as to the true state of affairs, but what taly Chapter five establishes that despite these
pressures threatening to cast them asunder, anthef the Quasi-War the two navies
continued to function much as they had during thleting. The relationship remained a
reality.

The main primary documents utilized in this studyne from those collected and
printed in the 1930s by the United States Navy Depent as the seven volume, some
3,500 pagelNaval Documents Related to the Quasi-War betwesbltiited States and
France: Naval Operations (Quasi-War)his collection received funding during the
Roosevelt Administration, presumably the braincbilé naval enthusiast president who
sought to achieve two goals: to increase accesaual records previously scattered in
archives throughout the United States and Britaoh aecondly, at a time when he could
justify expending the funds, to provide work fotds/ing” historians as with so many
other New Deal initiatives. One of the by-produsitshis project was to provide
researchers with a window into the day to day entars between warships of both
fleets, primarily in the chief theatre of operasasf the Quasi-War, the Caribbean Sea.

The resulting set of documents is styled as anatip@al collection, meaning it is

! United States Navy Department (U.S.N.), OfficdNafval Records and Librariaval Documents Related
to the Quasi-War between the United States andd&ahvols. (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1935-38).
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primarily concerned with the everyday functionirfglee relevant American warships at
sea and in port. Records often appear as mundahe =marious tacks and maneuvers
ships took, or as major as ship to ship actiongagée enemy. Sightings of any strange
sail are recorded, and the result of any chasehwhbitowed, and whether it proved to be
friend or foe. It is quite possible that the resbars who unearthed the documents, or the
editors who collated this collection, might havessad critical information, but it would
appear doubtful, in light of the importance theggald upon the actions taken by the
various American vessels which were relatively tawstation. Consequently, it is hard

to imagine that these scholars missed much. Wishctiveat | present my arguments and
conclusions to the reader.

No study should begin without some treatment ofréevant historiography.
However, very little history has been done on thdaclared naval war fought for nearly
three years between the French Republic and thiedUBitates from 1798 to 1801. And
practically nothing has been written about any hesfationship which developed
between the new American Navy and the Royal Nayiytiing the same foe in the same
tropical waters. Certainly no scholar so far hageutaken any major study of the topic.
Perhaps the first non- contemporary work of navstbiny focusing upon this naval war at
all was Gardner Allen’©ur Naval War with Francéwhich Professor Michael A.

Palmer described as one preoccupied with “ . mesof the most stirring exploits in the

history of the navy . . . *He decried it as containing “only a sprinklingswfategy, and

2 Gardiner W, AllenOur Naval War with FrancéBoston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1909).
% Michael A. PalmerStoddert’s War: Naval Operations During the QuasitWiith France, 1798-1801
(Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Pre887) ix-x.
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no operational analysié.1t was a kind of naval history “potboiler” publisti in the wake
of the round the world tour of Teddy Roosevelt'®&rWhite Fleet, a time of heightened
public enthusiasm for all things navifhis was still in the time of Alfred Thayer
Mahan'sSea Poweserie§ when American naval proponents were trying toasnst
Congressional recognition of the American needafbig battle fleef.Palmer’s
assessment of the work is largely correct andvirtsally silent upon American Navy
co-operation with the Royal Navy—the one tiny exa@pbeing a fleeting mention of
the two services’ sharing of recognition sigrfafdlen’s omission of this early
British/American navatapprochementame despite having been written during the
years of the “GredRapprochementdf the 1890s to 1914, as Bradford Perkins dubbed
the substantial warming of diplomatic relationsizstn the United Kingdom and the
United States during that period in his eponymoaskwn that subjectPerhaps that is
becaus®©ur Naval War with Frances largely a chronicle of ship to ship actions and

little more.

* Ibid., x.

® The Great White Fleet circumnavigated the entioeldvin 1907-9. It was comprised of sixteen modern,
but pre-dreadnought battleships of the U.S.N. Aitafteet painted white. President Theodore Roolseve
ordered the fleet to cruise around the world ooadgwill tour. It would show the American flag with
twenty stops on six continents. Department of theyN—Naval History and Heritage Command, “The
Great White Fleet,” in Naval History and Commanepsite online]; available from
http://www.history.navy.mil/faqs/faq42-1.htrimternet; most recently accessed 19 June 2012.

® A. T. Mahan The Influence of Sea Power upon History: 1660-117&8lfth ed. (Boston: Little, Brown
and Company, 1943), 219-22he Influence of Sea Power upon the French Reéwaland Empire: 1793-
1812 2 vols. (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1898)pri@t, (New York: Greenwood Press, Publishers,
1968); The Life of Nelson, the Embodiment of the Sea Pofv@reat Britain(Boston: Little, Brown and
Co., 1897);Sea Power in Its Relations to the War of 1,8 20ls. (Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1905).
"N. A. M. Rodger;The Safeguard of the Sea: A Naval History of Brit&60-1649Norton paperback ed.
(New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1999), xxiii-xxi

¢ Allen, 67.

° Bradford PerkinsThe Great Rapprochement: England and the UniteteSt4895-1914New York:
Atheneum, 1968).
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In contrast, Professor Palmer’s own wdskoddert’'s Wara study concentrating
upon American naval operations in the Quasi-Waegsome, though relatively minor,
treatment to the cooperation between the two foldesnentions it in his preface,
subtitled as “Unrattling History,” where he veryraectly observed the following:

American ravd opeaations ofthe Quasi\War cannot be undeastood

in isolation. When tle ships of the United Sites Navy made lardfall in

the Gxribbean, they entered a European theater where the war had been

undeway sine 1793 The Royd Navy deployed four to five timesmore

menof-war in the Wed Indiesthan the Americans. British ships chasel

and fought tke same French cruss and prvateess. Both naves esorted

each othels merchantmen Americanwarships goerated from British

basesAnd mog importantly, as his study demonstraes, Britishpolicies

and shifts in deployment within the Antilleshad dramatic effects m Ameiican

operations?

Palmer acknowledges the initial material aid pded by Whitehall to assist building the
American fleet, but what is most significant to hatmout it is that this formal aid never
gave birth to ale jurenaval agreement between diplomats in PhiladelghéalLondon,
or even a formal protocol between the British Adattyr and the American Navy
Department. There would be no joint operationsatié@ from the Admirals in Whitehall,
nor Mr. Stoddert in Philadelphia. There would beforonal strategy between the powers
to combat the Frendjuerre de cours&' Palmer's study never went on to explore—as
this thesis will—what if any spontaneous relatiapghight have existed on station
between serving British and American units and maportant it might have been to the
actual war effort at sea. This is understandahleh&n investigation would have been

beyond the focus of his work: a study of U.S. narations during that war. As

Palmer relates in his preface, operational stugliedy definition concerned with

10 palmer Stoddert's Wayrx.
Ybid., 74, 77-79.
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strategy and planning at the highest I€¥ehey are not necessarily as interested in
conditions “on the water” so to speak. And Palmeras not, at least as related to regular
contacts with the Royal Navy.

Palmer again wrote of the American and British aaxduring the Quasi-War in
an article specifically tuned to the relationshgivieeen them entitled: “Anglo-American
Naval Cooperation, 1798-1801>1n this seven page article Palmer once more
acknowledged the part the British played in assisthe founding of the U.S. Navy and
the operational cooperation and support they doghlsun the Caribbean. However,
Palmer also reiterated his point that the relabignbetween the two countries never
would blossom into an official alliance. He furtreetded that the services would not even
“cooperate as closely as might have been expettédriglo-American Naval
Cooperation” was not an in-depth product, but efoverview of the relationship
between the navies in which Palmer finally presegitibe point that because of a return to
British seizures of American merchant shippingha €Caribbean, and continued Royal
Navy impressment of American seamen, the navadioakhip had deteriorated by 1801
to the point that the two countries were headeavenn.

Bradford Perkins, while not a naval scholar, in whapters of his workl he First
Rapprochemengrgued that the naval relationship which did depdietween the United
States and Great Britain during the Quasi-War Wwidmce was a critical part, if not the

most obvious manifestation, of a remarkable sofigoif relations between the two

12 |
Ibid., x.
13 Michael A. Palmer, “Anglo-American Naval Coopeoatj 1798-1801,” Navafiistory 4, no. 22 (1990):
14-20.
“1bid., 16.
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former enemies during those ye&tiVhile acknowledging the Adams Administration’s
desire to, if at all possible, adhere to formersRlent George Washington’s credo to
avoid European entanglemeht$erkins thought that the informal contacts he
chronicled, even at the highest levels of both gowvents, were also significant, and the
goodwill garnered outlasted the Adams presidendyRitt’'s government which fell in
February18017 Some of the relational afterglow between the pswemained even into
Jefferson’s Administration, at least until 1804*8%eace with France through the Treaty
of Mortefontaine did not necessarily mean the aattocybreakdown of relations with
Great Britain or presage the War of 1812. Perkorscluded that issues which inevitably
caused friction between England and America sudR.Bs pressing of U.S. merchant
and naval tars and the seizure of American tragimgs attempting neutral shipping
voyages did not return until sometime after Briwinar with France resumed in1883.

In truth, he pointed out that the seizure of Amamienerchantmen, really did not hit its
stride until after the 1805 British Admiralty Coulécision of th&Essexreversed the
eminent admiralty jurist William ScottBolly decision of 1800, which had sanctioned
the doctrine of broken voyages for neutf8l8Vithout this doctrine favoring neutral

American shipping, U.S. merchant vessel seizuraddvagain increase and with them

!> Bradford PerkinsThe First Rapprochement: England and the UnitedeSt4795-180%Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1955), chap p&$sim.

®Ipid., 112-15.

7 bid., chap. 8-9, 10 passim.

®bid., 170-71.

¥ bid., 171.

2 |bid., 88-89, 177-79. The doctrine of a brokenaggs had allowed American neutral shippers a ldepho
for transshipment of goods in their neutral bottamiginally received from a nation or possessiowait
with Britain if the shipper off loaded the goodsaim American (neutral) port, paid duties upon thang
then reshipped them as nominally American (neutrafled goods. ThEolly decision had made it the
duty of the party seeking condemnation of the gdodptor) to prove intentional subterfuge to vielttie
prohibition against re-exporting those goods tddsmior elsewhere as part otantinuousvoyage. Ibid.,
86-89.
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heightened tensions between the two natfomisconveniently, this roughly also
coincided with the sunset of the economic provisiohJay’s treaty which were never
renewed?

Again the pressures upon the Royal Navy durinditeedecade of the nineteenth
century were tremendous as Britain now alone Huedtunt of a Napoleonic
Continental trade embargo and the Emperor’s mylilaight in Spain. These later
pressures Perkins would argue, led to the War d238But as the Quasi-War was
winding down, so was the last of the Wars of thenEh Revolution. By 1802, England
and the French Republic had signed and ratified’tkaty of Amiens, which kept peace
for one year. So during that time, the R.N. cowddhdbilize, releasing sailors from their
ships and sating its tremendous need to pressititerthe fleet. The necessity of seizing
Yankee ships trading to French possessions alsoai@mly vanished. Consequently, the
major sources of diplomatic tensions between thigedrStates and England lessened
during Jefferson’s first term in officd.Certainly, Perkins’s conclusions differ strikingly
from those Palmer reachedStoddert’s Warand “Anglo-American Naval
Cooperation.”

As mentioned above, no scholar has to date mountedjor study specifically
exploring the relationship which existed betwees American and British navies during
the years of the Quasi-War. This thesis represantttempt to remedy this situation. As
described above, both Palmer and Perkins refereheefinglo-American naval entente

as part of their studies focusing on other, ofedated topics, and Palmer’s brief article,

2bid., 179.
2bid., 182.
2 bid., 181.
2\bid., 171.
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“Anglo-American Naval Cooperation” was intendedaasere sketch of the topic. In
contrast, that naval relationshgthe focus of this thesis. As a byproduct of exmpigri
that naval relationship, the work also demonstrates critical the Royal Navy was to
the development of the fledgling U.S. Navy. ThigbBritish contribution to the
founding of the American fleet, both material amdtwral, is most often forgotten, or
glossed over. It is the building of Joshua HumpleréSix Frigates,” and the exploits of
Thomas Truxtun which have come to dominate theatiag, as if these occurred in a
vacuum?>

Additionally, this work brings a fresh approacHdayely the same sources Palmer
and Perkins utilized in their research concerniggrtaval war, especially Dudley Knox’s
collection,Quasi-War namely looking for the frequency and nature ef tbntacts made
between the ships and men of the two navies oiostdihis study is less concerned with
command decisions made in the two capitals by mlistHicials than was Professor
Palmer. In the days when message transmissionspaerilly slow, and hence even the
concept of command was much looser than we aretasacdur world of instant
communication, orders to station commanders, agid tinders to their ship captains,
were more in the way &uggestionsTheir decisions would not and could not be
instantly countermanded. This author submits tHedtwhe actors actualtyid at sea was
of more significance to the carrying out of the waan what distant admiralty lords or
navy secretaries haderedthem to do. Scrutinizing documents for those samex

very minor, routine contacts between serving ofsa@nd men of the two navies aboard

% |an Toll's book on the founding of the U.S. Nasyeiven entitledSix Frigates: The Epic History of the
Founding of the U.S. NayiiNew York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2006).
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their ships at sea provides powerful insight inteatwvas actually occurring on station
rather than what simply examining orders might piczd

Finally, while the historiography relating to thedationship between the U.S. and
Royal Navies in the Caribbean is certainly spaPsdmer’s and Perkins’s work do set up
key questions this work has promised to examineadienpt to answer: namely whether
the budding Anglo-American informal naval alliangas significant within the context
of its times, and whether it remained functionareas the United States Navy ceased
hostilities against the French in February 1801c@ifrse, this study presents the

argument that the answer was definitely affirmatwéoth.

16



CHAPTER Il
BETWEENSCYLLAAND CHARYBDIS

Britain showed little interest in the new Unitechtés formed from its thirteen
Atlantic Seaboard colonies in the first decadeoteihg independence. Although the
Americans sent an accredited minister, John Adémtbe Court of St. James’s in 1785,
His Majesty’s Government failed to reciprocitEhere would be no British Minister to
the U.S. until 179% Likewise, any formal commercial connection betwéentwo
nations vanished with America’s colonial statusefehwas no commercial treaty
whatsoever between them. Britain refused to oeWiest Indies possessions to
American merchantmehThe influential Earl of Sheffield, not a subscribe the new
economic free trade philosophy espoused in Adanit&nihe Wealth of Nations
released in 1776jn hisObservations on the Commerce of the American States
published in 1783, thoroughly adhered to the ofdercantile creed and feared
competition from a new source, the United States.drd Sheffield’'s view, the U.S. had
wanted its independence; then fine, it had itspetdelence, and like every other foreign

nation, should be kept locked outside the Impéraing system established by the

! Neglected and ignored by His Majesty’s Governmédams returned home to the U.S., leaving the post
vacant. Samuel Flagg Bemis Diplomatic History of the United Staté®! ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, Inc., 1965), 70; David McCullouglohn Adams1® Touchstone ed. (New York, Simon and
Schuster, 2002), 318, 323, 328-29, 333-36.

2 Bemis,Diplomatic History,91.

3 Samuel Flagg Bemisay's Treaty: A Study in Commerce and Diplom@dgw York: The Macmillan
Company, 1925), 22-24.

* Adam SmithAn Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the WealdtNationsvol. 3, bk. IV (London:
Charles Knight, 1836).
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venerable Navigation Laws. Furthermore, Sheffieglad that the American States were
so dependent upon their commerce with Britain they would still continue doing
business with her merchants with or without a comeragtreaty and even at the distinct
tariff disadvantage of now being shut outside tleeaantilist wall of the Navigation

Acts> However, William Pitt, the young First Lord of tiieeasury, was a believer in
Smith’s new gospel of free trade. Pitt sought fadm a bill to foster a much more open
commerce with the United States. However, Parliaraigled with Sheffield and Pitt’s
legislation failed® And with that the American states began theirsiisais decade in the
economic wilderness.

To be fair to Lord Sheffield and the British Goverent, there were sound
reasons not to have free trade with the Americarest With whom should such a treaty
be enacted? Each state separately conducted faedydomestic trading policy. The
merchants of the United States, as Sheffield quateectly observed, lived in a state of
economic chaos, where the national government bgmbwers to coerce the states or
their citizens to do anythingConsequently, the American Confederation Governtmen
had no regular power of taxation, and, hence, @adstincome, essentially subsisting
upon “voluntary” contributions from the state gaweents to conduct its business as
needed. As the British government agents observed, thinal government had
already demonstrated its powerlessness to getateus states to enforce the debt

repayment provisions of the Treaty of Paris, wtield granted their independence.

® John Lord SheffieldDbservations on the Commerce of the American Stagées much enlarged ed.
(London: J. Debrett, 1784).

® Bemis,Diplomatic History 69.

’ Sheffield, 193-207.

8 Stanley Elkins and Eric McKitrickThe Age of FederalisifiNew York: Oxford University Press, 1993;
Oxford University Press paperback, 1995), 101.
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Hence, American debtors ignored British creditprg-independence debts.
Furthermore, some in London circles anticipated tthia weak American confederation
would spin apart and the several states beg tethened to the Empire. Shays’ Rebellion
in Western Massachusetts, brought on by finano&thbility during the mid 1780s,
certainly provided evidence in support of this view

The ratification of the new federal constitutionlindg* meant the end of most of
this self inflicted economic chaos for the Unitddt8s. The new American Federal
Government now had the power through the UniteteStaongress to bind the several
states in the realm of national finance and taxat@s well as interstate and foreign
commercé? The Constitution conferred the executive authdntgnforce the economic
legislation enacted by Congress upon the OfficdefPresident’ Foreign relations were
no longer the province of the several states attghthe central government, although
the role of the president and congress as to digt&treign policy might yet be the
subject of debat¥ Congress soon lost no time contemplating the fifgonew
economic policy muscle. Early Congressional debedeserned whether it should enact
retaliatory and discriminatory measures aimed $gatly at British imports. The idea

was to give back to Britain what she had been dgbut to the U.S. for the previous ten

° Bemis,Jay’s Treaty 9-11.

%pid., 14-15.

1 Elkins and McKitrick, 32.

12y.S. Constitution, art. 1, sec. 8, cl. 1-3 anddx,. 9, cl. 5 and 6; sec. 10, cl. 1-3.

13 U.S. Constitution, art. 2, sec. 3.

1 The power to make treaties, appoint ambassaddrsnanisters, and receive same lay with the presiden
But all appointments and treaty ratifications wenbject to the advice and consent of the senatbgin
case of treaties, approval by two thirds of thas®asors present. U.S. Constitution, art. 2, secl. 2, and
sec. 3. The power to make war lay with the congtasgisthe president was made commander in chitfeof
armed forces. Art. 1, sec. 8, cl. 11, and arteg, &, cl. 1. Even the U.S. House of Representatived to
get into the act regarding Jay’s Treaty, James Madarguing that the House should be involved by
withholding necessary funds. After ratificationtye Senate, Madison fought a rear guard actiorty d
any appropriations to execute the treaty. JosefHig, Founding Brothers: The Revolutionary Generation
1* Vintage Books ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2000intage Books, 2002), 137-39.

19



years and perhaps bring her to the bargaining talitensider an Anglo-American trade
agreement® No such legislation emerged from this early cosgf®but it produced one
salutary effect for Anglo-American relations. It keoBritish government circles to the
threat that America’s new federal institutions nonght be able to mount a credible
retaliatory trade threaf.His Majesty’s Government now saw reason to opeméb
diplomatic relations with the United States by segd Minister Plenipotentiary, George
Hammond, to Philadelphi&.In his “particular instructions” to Hammond thessaming
his American appointment, His Majesty’s new foreigimister, William Wyndham,
Baron Grenville, specifically directed that theldipat keep abreast of, and find ways to
discourage Congressional action on discriminat@gé legislation impacting British
imports to the U.$? Prior to this, Britain had made do with the sutitequs intelligence
gathering of George Beckwith, a British confidehéigent, who had no official
credentials to the American government, but haas clandestine sources deep within
it, one in fact at cabinet rank, the SecretanhefTreasury, Alexander Hamiltéh.

The French Revolution begun in 1789 was to radicater the existing
American/British relationship. The revolution ongily enjoyed universal approbation in

America, and support in Britain, at least amongwWhggs. The hope in both countries

15 Bemis,Jay’s Treaty 38-40.

16 Congress did enact tariff and tonnage duties guoits but the final product gave advantages only to
American, or partly American, owned ships. All fignre ships paid at the same rate whether or nottBe
had a commercial treaty with them. Ibid.

7 Ibid., 41-43.

18 Bemis,Diplomatic History 91. The U.S. had reciprocated by sending ThoriraskRey as the first
American minister to the Court of St. James’s sihmlen Adams had vacated the post in 1788. Ibid.9Z0
Secretary of State Thomas Jefferson had vowednwte the U.S. send another minister to GreaaiBrit
until His Majesty’s Government had sent a diplomatipresentative to Philadelphia. Bendiay’s Treaty
94-95.

¥ william, Lord Grenville, “Particular Instructiorts Hammond” ininstructions to the British Ministers to
the United States: 1791-18&2. Bernard Mayo (Washington: United States Gawemt Printing Office,
1941), 10-11.

2 Bemis,Jay’s Treaty 41-43, 45-48.
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was that the French experience would be moderdtgively bloodless and introduce to
Europe another constitutional governm&rBut by 1792 things were already careening
out of control. The Prussian King and Austrian Eropewatching from Berlin and
Vienna, became more and more alarmed, threatenuagion on behalf of the
“besieged” Louis XVI. Finally, as a preemptive maa&s France declared war upon
Austria in April 1792. Prussia soon joined Austiiad invaded France. Meanwhile,
Britons followed events from across the channeéhadParis mob raised its head again,
and effectively deposed Louis XVI in August 1792€eThewly elected Constitutional
Convention abolished the monarchy and declareétiech Republic on 22 September.
During the autumn of 1792 the French RepublicanyAfonced the Austrians back into
the Austrian Netherlands and then followed withrarasion of their own, occupying that
region. The British, who considered the independaidthe Low Countries essential to
their commercial survival, began to mobilize theyBld\Navy to wartime strength. The
French preempted a British declaration of war witle of their owrf? And with that the
two main actors of the Wars of the French Revotutiad later Napoleonic Wars were
joined in combat.

Britain and France would remain at war for somentwyeyears, except for the brief
one year Peace of Amiens (1802-1803). It is tra¢ ey had remained at war on and off

since 1689, through King William’s War (1689-169The War of the Spanish

2L McCullough, 416-18; Clive Emslefritish Society and the French Wars, 1793-18I6towa, N.J.:
Bowman and Littlefield, 1979), 13-14.

22 Emsley, 13-18; Arthur Hermaiip Rule the Waves: How the British Navy Shaped/ibdern World
(New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 2004; Harperdhnial, 2005), 330-31; R. R. Palnm&welve Who
Ruled: The Year of the Terror in the French Revotu(Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1941;
Princeton paperback, 1970), 21.
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Succession (1701-1713), King George’s War (17448074 he Seven Years War (1756-
1763), and the American War (1778-1783). Each e$¢tconflicts, except perhaps the
first two had been solely over colonies, or tradiigits?® But in this new revolutionary
war, the French Revolutionaries believed their Rdiputself was threatened by all of
Europe®® The original war aim of the Allies was not to gaiionies or dynastic
territories, it was purely and simply regime chanfeey sought to fundamentally change
the government of France back to absolutist moryatohrestoring the Bourbons at
gunpoint® It was not hard to imagine what the lot of theolationaries themselves
would be if France lost this war. They had killadwsands of suspected reactionary
enemies of the Revolution, many without any tValth all Europe against them, the
Jacobins in power at the time rallied the entirpiypation to war, the men, the women,
and the children. In a declaration of this new sesfsnationhood they proclaimed:

The young men shall go to battle; the married nietl snake arms and transport

provisions; the women shall make tents and unifpand shall serve in hospitals;

the children shall make old clothes into bandatespld men shall go out into the

public squares to boost the soldiers’ courage amqmdach the unity of the republic

and the hatred of kings.

For the first time in European history, a wholeioais people would be
mobilized?’ Additionally, this was now a war of ideas, theicatirepublicanism of the

French versus the absolute and constitutional nchisn of the Allies. The French

would be fighting for their ideals ofiberte, egalite, fraternitg while the Allies rallied

% Herman, 331-32. King William's War, also calledBnrope the Nine years War or the War of the
League of Augsburg, and the War of the Spanish &sion were to some extent over the religion of
England in that they involved an attempt by Loul¥ Xf France to put a co-religionist Catholic Preder
upon the Protestant English Throne who harbore@sopreturning heretic England back to the Catholi
fold.

#R. R. Palmer, 5.

 Emsley, 2-3.

% Decree of théevee en masse Le Moniteur,25 August 1793, quoted in Emsley, 3.

?"Herman, 336-37; Emsley, 2-3.

22



around monarchy, aristocracy and true Christiagicel. When the new French
Revolutionary Armies, buoyed in battle by a fermot seen since the wars of religion of
well more than a century before, bested the prafeaktroops of the Prussians and
Austrians, hurling them back into the Habsburg Md#nds and the Bavarian border,
they did not stop there but marched into Holland averthrew the existing United
Provinces, replacing it with the Batavian Repuldiguppet government controlled from
Paris?® During the course of the war, French Revolutiorsrygs overran northern ltaly
and sought to capture Egypt from the Ottonfarisseemed like all the world was turned
upside down and the old orders trembled at thenpiateof utter social upheaval.

William Pitt, now Prime Minister, for some ten ysadespite early rhetoric
decrying Jacobin France as posing a threat to thgdém’s very existenc®,determined
to fight this new war, much as his father had thee® Years War some forty years
before. He and his colleague, the Scot, Henry Dsingtaw the key to hitting France as
destroying the income from her remaining coloniles,lucrative sugar islands of the
Caribbean. They hoped that by wresting these islamy from the French Republic,
they could bankrupt it, or perhaps simply add taer's share of the sugar, and coffee
trade by absorbing them into her Empit&t. Domingue, the western two fifths of
Hispaniola, was the most productive sugar produrctre islands, perhaps producing

more than all the British islands combined, inchgddamaica, and controlling a foreign

% Herman, 342; Alexander DeCondde Quasi-War: The Politics and Diplomacy of thedeclared War
with France 1797-180{New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1966), 40,.140

% Herman, 342, 352-56.

%0 pitt, on the day France had declared war on Edglaad described the war to Parliament as “not a
contest for acquisition of territory. It is a costtéor the security, tranquility, and the very ¢arsce of
Great Britain, connected with every establishedegoment and every country in Europe.” W. Pitt,
Orations on the French Wdgtondon: Dent, n.d.), 37, quoted in Herman, 332.

3L Emsley, 22-23.
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trade as great as that of the United States ifatkel 780$? Britain dispatched Admiral
Sir John Jervis with a military taskforce to captas many of the French Lesser Antilles
as possible. They bowled over opposition in Magire, Guadeloupe, and the other
islands, like ten pin&’ The invasion of St. Domingue even showed proniike. British
overran the port cities of Jeremie, Mole St. NielsplLeogane, and Port au Prince (then
called Port Republicain). The British Army was atdeadvance inland and lay hold of
perhaps a third of the French section of the isf4nd

However, the British were soon to discover that thas not William Pitt the
Elder’'s war. First of all, St. Domingue was in twihbefore the British even got there.
The lofty ideals of the Revolution in1791 had toedloff a maelstrom amongst the free
Mulatto and black slave populations which vastlynommbered the white planters and
tiny petits blancsThe slaves had revolted and refused to be retumsidvery. Led by
former slave Toussaint L’'Ouverture, they foughtthdhe planters and the advancing
British, slowly gaining the upper hand. A Repubtidaench expedition sent out from
France and led by Victor Hugues regained Guadel@rope the British, causing a panic
in the British Lesser Antilles and the recall oftBh forces from St. Domingue to protect
the remaining islands. This weakened His Majedtgsps in Hispaniola. But it was not
force of arms that ultimately gave the advantapeas disease. Yellow fever savaged

the British troops as it had so many times befdnemthe British had attempted

32 perkins First RapprochementL.06; Michael DuffySoldiers, Sugar, and Seapower: The British
Expeditions to the West Indies and the War ag&estlutionary FrancéOxford, Clarendon Press, 1987),
6.

3 Duffy, 59-97.

3 palmer,Stoddert’s War151-52; Duffy, 98.
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invasions against French and Spanish possessidine West Indies and Spanish Main.
Cartagena in present day Colombia some fifty yearber had been a graveyard for the
British in the War of Jenkins Ear, when diseasedadmated a large amphibious force
led by Admiral Vernon against the city, leadinghie disgrac€® So it was to be again.
British fever deaths mounted into the thousatidgichael Duffy estimated that by 1801
there were 64,250 to 69,250 British dead from alises in the West Indiés.

If that were not all, Pitt had totally misread htve French viewed the conflict.
They were not after colonial gains or trade advgedgaas they had been so many times
before. They did not dream of the return of Brittébrth America, or expanding their
sugar island holdings. They were in a life and klséituggle on the Continent of Europe,
and they were winning. They had already expandedtinders of France to an extent, of
which Louis XIV had only dreamed. By 1797, the nakng Directory had ordered their
most promising young general, Napoleon Bonapastprépare for an invasion of
England itself. His army, now styled tAemee d’Angleterravas massing on the English
Channel, awaiting an opportune time to cross apdmixhe Revolution to the “Nation of
Shopkeepers® During the winter of 1796-97, another French Arexy by General
Hoche had been preparing to invade Ireland antVaitle Tone’s rebel Society of
United Irishmerf®

To add to Pitt’s difficulties, all was not well Wit Britain’s primary defense force

against invasion. The Royal Navy, which had stdathsrt for a century against French

% Duffy, 26-27, 98-100, 104; Palme3toddert’s War152.
% Herman, 264.

37 Duffy, 134-35. 334-35.

3 palmer Stoddert's War152.

%9 Emsley, 65; Herman, 352.

“0 Emsley, 56-57; Herman, 343-44.
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invasion threaf$ now mutinied at its primary anchorage at Spithead at the Nore. On
Easter Sunday 1797 when Admiral Lord Bridport oedethe fleet to sea, with one

signal, three cheers from the crew of the flagsHip.S. Queen Charlotteanswering
ship’s companies from Battleships and frigatesughmut the fleet, refused to make sail.
They struck their sails in defiance of their officeNo one was intentionally harmed. In
time, “bumptious” officers were put ashore. Sympéthones remained aboard. For there
was sympathy amongst much of the officer corpsHferratings’ primary demand: an
increase in wages. Royal Navy tars had not receavealy increase since the days of
Oliver Cromwell as Lord Protector in the 16584nflation had sapped their earnings
which even then were in practice mainly tenderedm ship was “paid off,” meaning
decommissioned. In wartime this would not happdesmsa vessel's refitting was so
extensive that the ship required docking for ateypgeriod. Hence, payment could be
infrequent’” Demands for a pay increase had been addressieel toitgoing fleet
commander, Admiral Richard Lord Howe, known affecttely in the fleet as “Black

Dick.” He had forwarded them on to the Admiraltyfioé where the Lords

Commissioners had ignored them until they realdeshands had also been sent on to

“! Louis X IV and Louis XV had both had invasion dgs upon England, but whole scale regime change
was never part of it, except to return the Cath8tigarts to the English and Scottish thrones ircdse of
Louis XIV. Louis XV sought to use an invasion ofdtand to wrest possessions in the New World from
his mercantile rivals and to drive them out of ldi

%2 Conrad Gill, The Naval Mutinies of 179qManchester, England: University Press, 1913)53@ E.
Manwaring and Bonamy Dobre€he Floating Republic: An Account of the Mutini¢Spithead and the
Nore in 1797reprint ed. (London: Geoffrey Bles, March1935; mepprOctober 1935), 3-106; Nelson
himself had admired the mutineers at Spithead. N\Ml/ARodger,The Command of the Ocean: A Naval
History of Britain: 1649-1815(London: Allen Lane, 2004; New York: W. W. Nortpaperback, 2006),
450.

3 Daniel A. BaughBritish Naval Administration in the Age of Walpg@Rrinceton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1965), 196, 210; N. A. M. Rodddre Wooden World: An Anatomy of the Georgian
Navy(London: William Collins, 1986; New York: W. W. Mimn & Company paperback, 1996), 130;
Rodger,Command446.
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influential members of Parliament. By the time Huwest Lord of the Admiralty, George,
Earl Spencer realized something was up in the 8e8pithead and warned incoming

commander, Admiral Bridport, it was too late. Tlad@'s’ plan already was in motion.
The Admiralty ordering the fleet to sea to headtaftible was the signal to mutif.

Now there was only one thing for it. That was tgaoiéate a settlement before the
French fleet might learn of the strike and comewaith Napoleon’s army in tow. The
strikers, by now savvy to governmental proceduresuseless promises, demanded that
Parliament be involved. They would not withdraw sitieke until Parliament had enacted
their demanded raise, and, the King had given th@aRAssent. When delays sewed
deserved suspicion amongst the ratings that théyban betrayed, the mutiny resumed.
The Admiralty brought back “Black Dick,” himself) tielp with the negotiations. An
accord was struck granting an agreed pay raisgrtimaise that the most disagreeable
officers would be re-assigned, and the hated psrpeund abolishe®f Parliament
eventually enacted the measures, and the Crowntgawoyal Assent. The strike over,
the fleet put to sea from Spithead. The Great Muhiad been remarkably free of
violence. The fear of disloyalty had also been taisgd for the tars had declared that at
any sign of the French coming out, they would haaele sail and fougt.

However, the mutiny at the Nore was another maftérereas the mutiny at

Spithead had proceeded under the well ordered neamag of a committee of delegates

** Rodger Commang445-46.

> Emsley, 59. The “purser’s pound” was a traditiotie Royal Navy whereby the purser, who handled
the men’s provisions at sea, was allowed to legailyrt them the rations owed them by regulations.
Theoretically, this was to allow pursers to accdoninormal wastage of foodstuffs for which all pers
were held personally accountable. Hence, on a psiseale a ration of a pound of peas weighed émmt
ounces, cheese, nine ounces, and butter, tweleesuRopé.,ife in Nelson’s Navyl55 Rodger Wooden
World, 93.The men greatly resented what they regarded asud fripon them.

“® |bid., 446-47.
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from each of the capital ships, that at the Nokt braken out afterward in May without
organization, or well conceived demands. In manysihe more radical Nore mutiny—
the mutineers had actually attacked the Articleg/af, the very organizational structure
of the Navy—had been the most dangerous and fngigdor the nation. It was joined
by units of the North Sea Fleet which had beendstanin readiness to face the Dutch,
now French puppets, believed to be preparing flest at the Texel to come out to fight,
in all likelihood to cover Napoleon’s proposed isim. The mutineers also at one point
effected a blockade of the Thames and Medway Eesjarhich had the potential to
starve and freeze London. The capital city relieduily upon the river for both its food
and coal shipmentf€.In contrast to the amicable resolution at Spithéae mutiny at the
Nore was suppressed. Its chief, Richard Parker haaged from the yard arm of H.M.S.
SandwichWith the mutiny crushed, the North Seas Fleet therto sea and mauled the
Dutch at the Battle of Camperdown that aututhn.

If invasion threats and mutinies in the fleet weoé enough, Britain faced severe
economic woes. The Pitt government had been bdmgdhe Allies on the Continent
for some time as well as mounting the very cospigrations in the Caribbean, mostly on
tick. Consequently, with the huge gold paymentsigaut to maintain Allied armies,
there was little enough specie left in the coufdrydomestic needs. News of General
Hoche’s invasion force headed for Ireland to aidd’s rebel United Irishmen and then
subsequent word of another led by Colonel WilliaateTand hit.egion Noire Jargely an
army of conscripted criminals, landing on the reenodrthwest coast of Wales, touched

off a run on the Bank of England. Fears of invasiod a massive loan request from the

" Gill, 165-258: Manwaring and Dobree, 121-261.
8 Gill, 251-252; Manwaring and Dobree, 243; Rod@wmmand456.
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Irish government in consequence of Hoche’s appearanBantry Bay had deeply
threatened the Bank’s specie holdings. Britonsufhout the kingdom had begun to
withdraw gold from their banks in the shires. TeF&bruary edition of the
Extraordinary Gazetteeported the news that had reached the Admiraéiyday before
that Tate’s troops had landed in Wales. Crowdsetesed on the Bank to demand their
holdings in coin. By 26 February, the Privy Courald issued orders in council for the
movement of the Bank to a paper note standardgauid holding$? Never mind that
Tate’s invasion was a complete bust because theh¥eld failed to rally to his colors—
British troops rounded up his men within three dafygheir landing®—or that Hoche’s
force never had set foot upon Irish soil becausentbather had been so foul that an
amphibious landing was impossible, or that hisshigd limped back to France driven
by dirty weather” the damage was done. The nation was on tenterh&akisso it would
remain for the British people during taanus horribilisthat was 1797.

For American mariners the new war meant one thimgchance for huge profits.
The French, whose West Indies possessions hadhte egtent been open for American
trading vessels before the conflict, had now flopgn the gates. American merchants
sent cargos of food, lumber, and other staplesitoadiately take advantage of the new
opportunities. The French were eager to have neadtioms carry their supplies. They
did not have enough ships themselves and were (holgkade in Europe. Besides, the
neutrals selling their own produce and manufactafésese kinds were believed to be

immune to seizure under international law. Thesm# were not contraband of war, not

9 Emsley, 56-58.
0 bid., 56.
51 Herman, 343-44.
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weaponry, munitions, or products associated wighparaphernalia of war.
Unfortunately, the British read contraband of wefedently to conclude, anything which
might be used to support enemy combatants, inauciinn and other foodstuffé.
Hence, American merchantmen laden with such carngees subject to capture by
British men of war and privateers as good prizéss Was the position His Majesty’s
Privy Councilors had taken in their Order-in-Coumesued 6 November 1793. Sadly,
American merchants and their skippers had not gee®©rder-in-Council which only
became public in December 17%8By then unsuspecting American vessels heavily
laden with foodstuffs intended to provision thertele sugar islands were already on
station in the Caribbean as were British privateed men of war already armed with
this knowledge. The Jonathans sailed unwittingly entrap. The British privateers and
men of war found rich, slow, unarmed, unsuspeqiiizes by the score. By 1 March
1794, British flagged corsairs and men of war heidesl more than 250 Yankee vessels
and had escorted them into port. There the shigsargoes had rotted while their crews
had languished pending adjudication. Local Admyratiurts in the islands condemned
150 of thenT? The Americans were utterly guileless at the titrading with non-forged
manifests and destination papers. This would naidolater.

These seizures set off an uproar when news of teaghed the United States.
There were stories of mistreatment of American sramd passengers, of Americans

confined in “fever-ridden prison hulks” in steansjaind anchorages.Americans had

2 Bemis,Jay’s Treaty154-59. Grain to the English is called corn; whatekicans call corn is called
maize
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learned of many cases where vessels had neveihbading to French ports in the first
place, and were laden only with American owned @asgbut never the less, suffered
capture. As these spoliations continued, the pubtiod only soured toward Englarit.
Even those who were Anglophiles, such as Alexahkidnilton, were outraged. The
British Minister, Hammond, saw his hard work towakegeping the young Republic
neutral despite French sympathy and support beidgne>’ Something had to be done
as the popular mind drifted toward the hithertchumkable alternative of war.

This seaborne commerce was not the only arena whseatment of the British
was growing. Westerners, meaning settlers to tiae@ieio territory, were concerned
with the failure of the British to withdraw thenointier forts and trading posts. The
settlers, with some cause, believed these posishaBritish who manned them, were
the source of much of the Indian unrest in what levdne now termed the Old Northwest.
Two American armies sent to pacify belligerenteshn the territory had suffered utter
routs at the hands of the Indians. The Britisthmdrea were believed to be feeding the
resentment by encouraging tribal confederatiort®otd to a settlement line creating an
Indian buffer territory between the U.S, and thev Bitish colony of Upper Canad4.
American Commissioners sent to treat with the Insliaad had to suffer a safe conduct
from the new governor of Upper Canada, Simcoe,ralydupon British officers to
transport and guard them in the wilderness. Théggab “minders” were there, as far as

Simcoe was concerned to “guide’ the negotiationagpaths favorable to British North
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American interest&—keeping the Americans boxed in behind the Appasach
Mountains and so posing no threat to British Ndwherica by any realistic notions of
expansion to the Pacific. They intended to nip Aoar dreams of manifest destiny in
the bud?® Simcoe viewed with suspicion a new American arroy meadying in Ohio.
Unlike the two earlier ones, this one was put tbgetvith some forethougft.Its
commander, General “Mad” Anthony Wayne, a herdhefRevolutionary War, had
taken the time to see that his army received aeqgpgpoment, and was well trained and
disciplined before setting out to meet an enemyyWgavas also known to be a very able
field commander. To Simcoe, an army such as Waymesed a threat not just to the
Indians in the Ohio Territory, but to British Camaitself. He had convinced himself that
Wayne’s actual objective was the British fort atid#. The intent to simply treat or war
only with the Indians was a smokescreen. Simcoe thfrtified the old stronghold on
the Miami River and moved there much of the Defgaitrison. This in itself was a
provocative move towards the Americans, effectivehgstablishing a military base well
inside American territory as defined by the TreaityParis, especially when put in the
context of having refused to abandon its bordetspois the American side of the frontier
for the last eleven yeafé Taken together, the British seizures of Americarahantmen

in the West Indies and the border troubles in tlileNbrthwest made for a tense

% bid., 162-68.

% bid., 109-110.

®1 Col. Harmar's campaign of 1790 had failed. GenStalClair's expedition had followed in 1791. ltcha
resulted in a Braddock-like mauling some ninetyasihorth of Fort Washington (modern Cincinnati).
Ibid., 112-13.
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moving his garrison to the fort on the Maumee, daadsily have led to war between Great Britain thed
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rout of the Indians at Fallen Timbers on 20 Audu&4. Fortunately, John Jay was already at sea when
this occurred or the peace mission may have beapsed.
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diplomatic situation between the two nations. Tiveye drifting towards war in the
spring of 1794.

However, the United States and Great Britain dichage to avoid an untimely war
in 1794. President George Washington determiné tand resolve the problem with
diplomacy. He dispatched the Chief Justice of thedd States Supreme Court, John
Jay, as a special minister plenipotentiary to tbar€Cof St. James’s with the brief of
concluding a treaty with England that would resaweritical list of disputes including
vacating the border posts, opening trade with BréaVest Indian possessions, and
gaining compensation for seizures of the Americanamant marine carrying food,
lumber and other supplies to the French as nelfftabsy arrived in London and talks got
under way with Lord Grenville, Britain’s foreign mster and one of His Majesty’s
Secretaries of State. Historians have opined hswoGrenville flattered Jay and got the
best of him in the eventual barg&frBut the truth was that no one wanted war, that it
was absolutely imperative that the United Statesps Britain to evacuate its sovereign
territory in the Northwest, that American merchamtseive compensation for the
captures, and that American bottoms gain someinataess to Britain's West Indies
trading system. All three objectives were obtaifrech the document now termed Jay’s
Treaty signed 19 November 1794, but not fully ratifand effective until 1799.
Additionally, a commission was set up to resohve dmbiguous St. Croix boundary issue

left by the 1783 Treaty of Paris, and commissi@nsesolve the claims of British

% Elkins and McKitrick, 397-98.
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McKitrick and Joseph Ellis in their respective wethave argued that the treaty, largely the bralidaifi
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creditors against American citizens predating thea 0f Independence. The treaty was
silent as to future seizures of American merchantor@er the British interpretation of
contraband goods, effectively leaving the rule t8@.in place, and also to the Royal
Navy’s forced conscription of American seamen itgdleets. As Jay had to realize,
these were truly non-negotiable for Britain at ttiae considering that its main weapon
against France was the Royal Navy with its blockstdstegy, and its overriding hunger
for seamen which in wartime it had no realisticrad&ato sate without the naval press. He
took what he could get, and returned to America.

However, upon returning home with the treaty, Jag an instant villain. To many,
he had sold out the honor of the young republictaadied up to their former oppressor.
He was pilloried in the popular press and burnegffigy from one end of the nation to
the other when word of the treaty’s provisions lbee&nown. Washington himself had
presented it in secret to the Senate for that lsodgproval, arguably hoping to head off
the resulting tumult—that would be the interpretatgiven to it by the Republican press.
Approval in the Senate was no guaranteed propaostiibier. But pass it did by the
narrowest of margins and Washington signed it. Aesbite a rearguard action fought by
James Madison in the House of Representativegttginvithhold funds for the treaty’s
execution, it became the law of the 1dfid.

But ordinary Americans were not the only ones uplyapith Jay’s Treaty. When
word had reached Paris through the medium of tmelan newspapers, the new French
Republican Government, the Directory, felt distipnttetrayed. Since the beginning of

the war with England, the government of Revolutigrfa&rance had been disappointed
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with the response of the United States to its isisfgublic’s predicament. The United
States had declared a strict policy of neutralégpite its obligation to guarantee
protection to France’s West Indies possessionsrihdel778 Franco-American treaty of
alliance®’ Recognizing that the Americans had no naval armatoeedo so, the new
French minister sent to the American republic i83,7Citizen Edmond Genet, never the
less had expected to be able to establish Frenmdi@er bases in American ports. As
soon as he had landed in Charleston, he had set islsaing French privateer charters to
Americans wishing to fit out privateers to harassigh shipping. He also expected to
empower French consuls resident in American porexercise French Admiralty
jurisdiction over prizes brought into those porysHsench corsairs.

Before the U.S. Federal Government was awaresohkentions, some of Genet’s
privateers already had put to sea and even retwritedBritish prizes in tow. Upon
learning what Citizen Genet was up to, the Wasbmdtdministration had objected
strenuously and directed Genet to halt issuinggpeier charters to any Americans
intending to outfit privateers from an Americangiiged seaport. Genet had bitterly
resented the American cabinet’s position which éleeleed violated the spirit, if not the
letter, of the 1778 treaty between the then Kingadrarance and the United States. He
refused to stop and attempted to appeal directilggcAmerican people as against their
elected officials. An ugly situation had resultedem federal marshals had arrested
American sailors who had enlisted upon a GenetaaorBhen there was the case of the

British ship,Little Sarah captured as a prize by the French national #i§atbuscade

" president, Proclamation, “Proclamation of Predidféashington,” 22 April 1793, in Greg H. Williams,
The French Assault on American Shipping, 1793-1&18istory and Comprehensive Record of Merchant
Marine LossegJefferson, N.C.: McFarland and Company, Inc., Bhbrs, 2009), 482-83.
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and interned by French officials at Philadelphiagirg rearming as a French privateer in
defiance of Washington’s directive forbidding swaations. Confronted by Pennsylvania
State officials acting under Governor Mifflin’'s @ié, Genet had threatened to sall
regardless. The French Minister upbraided firstReansylvania Secretary of State, and
the next day, U.S. Secretary of State Jeffersostiording in the way. Mifflin, Treasury
Secretary Hamilton, and Secretary of War Knox, theposed setting up canon on Mud
Island to bar the vessel, now renamétle Democratfrom clearing the harbor. In the
end, Secretary of State Thomas Jefferson, desgpitg la Francophile, at Washington’s
behest, sent word to France requesting that Rarédl the minister. Th@acobin
Committee for Public Safety, led by Robespierres waly too happy to oblige,
requesting the Americans to arrest @ieondin Genet, and send him back to France in
chains. Instead, the minister’s credentials simydye withdrawn, and he requested and
received asylum in America, having no doubts astiat would have awaited him upon
his return to Montagnarddominated Pari&

With Genet gone, Philadelphia’s immediate relatiath the French Government
did improve superficially as the new minister, Haetcsought to avoid the errors of his
predecessor, even to the point of cultivating keglaphile Federalists to the dismay of
the French Republic's Democratic-Republican frieimd€ongress? He also avoided
meddling in domestic politics as Genet had, deatjrid join in early 1794 the battle
raging in Congress led by James Madison himselfide of the Democratic-Republicans

in the House of Representatives, to establish @sysf protective tariffs —an American
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Navigation Act—and thereby wrench the United Stotes the economic orbit of
France’s deadliest enemy, Great Britain. Whetheaid would have assisted Madison’s
goal, is uncertain, but without it, the measur&etiin the Senate by the tie-breaking vote
of Vice-President Adam®.Fauchet also failed to get to first base in negiotiy a new
Franco-American commercial treaty per his instatifrom the new Jacobin Committee
of Public Safety. And the chief negotiator for iIMashington Administration was the
new Secretary of State, Edmund Randolph—Jefferagmd retired to Monticello—the
only member of the cabinet left reasonably sympathe France?! Put in perspective,
these failures had occurred at what would have sden auspicious juncture to be
pleading the French Republic’s case. The UniteteStaas even then verging upon war
with Great Britain over the border problems in @lgio Territory and British seizures of
American shipping in the West Indies. Finally, hasvespecially concerned when
President Washington appointed the Chief Justi¢keotUnited States, John Jay, as a
special envoy to London to resolve the disputel ®iigland—he suspected Jay’s
instructions included negotiating a commercialtyreabut he failed or purposely did not
warn his colleague, Leblanc, then heading backaade, of his suspicior$.Could a
better managed diplomatic campaign have tippedd¢hkes for France, by ensuring anti-
British protectionism, or by whipping up the OhimhAtier standoff into a hot war, or
perhaps by heading off or foiling Jay’s mission?h@es it could have. But astute
observers might not have bet against Jay's migsi@avert war with England in 1794

whoever France had stationed in America.
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For there were deeper issues complicating the BrAneerican relationship
suggested Frenchmen who had been resident in tihed Btates. The ex-Bishop of
Autun, the now out of favor diplomat, Charles Maerde Talleyrand-Perigord, had
remarked during his exile in the United States frakrica was “English.” Talleyrand
had lived in the home of Aaron Burr in New York amdrked as a financial trader and
speculator. While there he had made some shrewehai®ns about which he had later
written. What struck him very much was how “Engliie United States was in spite of
itself. Its citizens might express pro-Gallic sergnts, but these were really surface
veneer’? Reading from a paper he presented at the Natinstilute in Paris in 1797 he
told his audience: “In every part of America thraughich | travelled, | have not found a
single Englishman who did not feel himself an Aroan, not a single Frenchman who
did not find himself a strangef*The truth was that America was virtually tuned to
Britain in everything that really mattered and stthdmerican thought and being. The
American language was English. Works of fictiondr@aAmerica were most often
English novels. The American theatre was dominbtethe English stage, including
travelling thespians out from England performingvals of earlier Drury Lane hit5.
Tastes for English goods dominated; French goaodplgidid not sell as well. American
consumers preferred to purchase products they faeridar with and trusted. Similarly,
merchants preferred to do business with those wiithim they were familiar, especially

if the credit there was longer as well. And Britislerchants were in a position to extend
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much longer credit than the Fren@?And the leader of the Federalist Party, that which
held most of the portfolios in Washington’s cabiaetl controlled the Senate, knew this.
Alexander Hamilton, who had been repelled by the éxcesses of the French
Revolution like so many of his English “cousinst@&s the Pond, had believed
America’s future lay tied up with British commeraed his economic scheme now also
dictated the young republic’s foreign policy godiaintaining peace with England was
paramountor Hamilton’s Federalists. Their government’s orgyal source of revenue
derived from tariffs on the brisk trade with therfeer mother country. And without a
reliable revenue stream, without the resulting sioenedit, there would return the
economic chaos and social instability of the Coafadon Government, which had
threatened to spin the several states apart istogin where they would be ripe for the
plucking by any interested power, perhaps evendfitgand France themselves. The
issue for Hamilton was independeriée.

Rumors of a new treaty between Britain and Amesagned in November 1794,
had reached Paris in December 1794, but no onaloe¢ the American Minister to the
Convention, knew its actual provisions. The texthef treaty had only arrived at the
American seat of government 7 March 1795. By ordéM/ashington, only Secretary of
State Randolph and he had access to its textitwiluld be given to the Senate to be
convened 8 June to consider apprdddiherefore, the new French Minister to
Philadelphia, Pierre-Auguste Adet—Fauchet hadheseh recalled—had received no

instructions from his government on how to deahwiitoefore leaving Paris. He had only
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suspicions echoed by Fauchet who had not yet lefadrelphia that the treaty bode ill for
French interests. Never the less, Adet undertofaktefto defeat the unpopular treaty’s
ratification in the U.S. Senate which proved unssséul’® Senators who were already
friends of France, or who simply disliked what thegwed as the servile tone of the
treaty, or who might be persuaded by the lobbyinipe French diplomat, could simply
not muster the one third plus one minority neededeny ratification. Instead, voting had
proceeded entirely upon party lines: twenty Fedstsafor, ten Democratic-Republicans
against. After Adet had purchased a copy of thetyrifom Virginia Senator Stevens T.
Mason and given it tAurora editor Benjamin Franklin Bache, who had printed an
distributed it, the minister attempted to bring lwpressure upon Washington not to
complete ratification by withholding his signatuBy this time, as mentioned previously,
the country was aflame against the treaty as Isegenents of the public urged the
President not to sign. Elkins and Mckitrick in thge of Federalismargue that
Washington finally had recognized the “sinisteriyisible hand of the French
Government behind opposition to the treaty, tryimgrive a wedge between Britain and
America for its own purposes, even to provoke Whkence, in the end, he had decided to
buck public sentiment and delay ratification no ef8r

As a result there were unpleasant rumblingsmgstriom the Directory during the
winter and spring of 1796 following the treaty’©plamation. Lord Grenville in London

detected them through his intelligence source$ierContinent and relayed these

apprehensions to the new British Minister in Plelatiia, Robert Liston, in a dispatch
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dated 18 March 1796. The warning sent to Listomceted that a new French Minister,
Monsieur Fontaine, would present a note to the AgaarGovernment that the new treaty
made between Great Britain and the U.S.A. abrogatethtter's 1778 treaty with France
and demanding within fifteen days an answer to éemomplaints based upon the treaty.
To add gravity to the demands, the message woutddelinated with the appearance of
a French naval squadron off the American coas IGrenville directed Mr. Liston that

if the French openly acted upon these threatsiftom the Washington Administration
that His Majesty’s Government would be “ready tteemto such engagements with the
United States as may appear best calculated tbarm@ggression of this nature and
make common Cause against an Attack which candbateld by no other motive than by
a desire, to prevent the Establishment of a goa@istanding between Great Britain and
the United States..2* In the event, the Directory did not send Monsieontaine to
America and never sent such a message to Philadelfite new U.S. Minister to Paris,
James Monroe, had urged the French against suast@cdnove and, instead, privately
intimated that they await the presidential electdrd 796 to remove Washington and
repair the rif®? The French had taken Monroe’s advice and attenthtedigh Monsieur
Adet’s offices—he had not left the United Statdsraéll—to influence the outcome of
the election. When in September 1796 Washingtordeadied not to run, the French
had thrown their influence behind the Democratigit®dican candidate, Thomas

Jefferson. When the people instead elected anbtugralist, albeit, one like
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Washington not believing in party faction, the Riary again altered their approath.
They now elected topenlycommence guerre de coursea war upon seagoing
commerce, with the United States.

In reality, the French had already begun a limed upon America’s neutral
commerce back when the conflict had begun againstria’s chief trading partner,
England. The French Revolutionary Government hswleild decrees in 1793
countenancing the seizure of foodstuffs and enemmed goods—read British—en route
to enemy port&? This had affected American provision ships seltimghe British and
recently British-conquered French possessionsanfiest Indies, though on a much
smaller scale than the British depredations up@mé¢h-bound cargoes of the same time.
Just as the British had modified their positionaiagt neutral shipping, the French had
relaxed theirs, or excepted American merchantmaryiog non-contraband goods
wherever boundBut, as the Jay Treaty had become a reality, piomi&smerican
rapprochementvith Great Britain, the rumblings from Paris hadguced evidence of
what was to come. In July 1796 the Directory hadesl an ambiguous decree directing
that hence forth French naval and privateer vesgelsd treat neutral shipping as the
neutrals would suffer Britain to treat them. Whastmysteriousréteactually meant no
one really knew. It would, of course, be impossibleFrench warships and privateers,
let alone, French colonial prize courts to know tB@atish Admiralty courts were then
doing to neutral shipping. As some commentatore legpined, what it really did was

give carte blancheao those commanders and courts who so desirecetaise wide
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jurisdiction to seize neutral, especially Americdnipping, in the West Indié8.Some
like Victor Hugues, the infamous Jacobin governoGoadeloupe, sometimes known as
“the Colonial Robespierré’”issued their own decrees against American commeénze
1 August 1796, Hugues had directed that all neutrasels transporting contraband were
subject to seizure wherever they were sailing. Geldruary 1797, he had followed up
with a decree subjecting neutral vessels sailirentoof the former French West Indies
colonies now held by the Briti$h.In London, Rufus King, the U.S. Minister to theu€o
of St. James’s, had written to Alexander Hamiltoserving of French conduct:
France will harass and waste our commerce, regardigustice. She makes our
treaty with England the pretence. Had we no trbatyconduct would have been
the same. She has recently required of Hamburd@agmen to suspend and

prohibit all commerce with England . . . .The dech&as likewise been repeated at
Copenhagen . . %

As the March 1797 inauguration of the presidenttelédohn Adams, approached,
the French position toward American commerce beaarea more strident. On 2 March
the Directory issued a decree declaring that angrgan ship not having on board a
document called theole d’equipagea list of the crew and their specific nationaktia
the proper form prescribed by Treaty of Amity amah@nerce of 1778—the model
document was alleged to be attached to the treaystavbe considered a good prize. No

American ship carried such a list. In nearly tweygars of commerce under the treaty,
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the French had never required one. With no advaatiee, all American merchantmen
were liable to seizure under this aréte. It alsivigled that American tars captured
serving aboard an enemy man of war or privateee webe regarded and punished as
pirates, whether serving voluntarily or presS&@ihe Government of Metropolitan
France now appeared to have adopted the more radisiéion of its West Indies
colonies.

Thus, when John Adams became president on 4 M&@h, he inherited a foreign
relations mess regarding the French Republic. Wigsbm, his august predecessor, left
office successfully having steered the young repui#tween the Scylla and Charybdis
of warring Britain and France for nearly his ensezond term. Now it would be
Adams’s turn at the helm. Adams later describedl ligiter to his wife Abigail how
Washington’s countenance fairly beamed as he stadtle dais watching Adams taking
the oath of office. He wrote: “Me thought | heaichithink, ‘Ay! I am fairly out and you
are fairly in! See which of us will be the happie$t Adams naturally subscribed to
Washington’s credo of avoiding war with either loé toelligerent powers. The United
States, after all, had treaties with both and tlasigh both. But at each turn the French
appeared to be escalating the crisis. The Frendhdtalled their minister, M. Adet,
during the autumn of 1796 and had sent no replasethédams would soon learn of the
French Directory’s aréte issued two days beforadseimed office, vastly widening the

scope of seizures of American merchant shippingeaddnvened Congress would soon
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request a report from the State Department asetstttus of French depredations
committed against American seafarers. Timothy Ringe Adams’s holdover Secretary
of State from the Washington Administration, wowldlune deliver a catalogue of woe
carried out by French corsairs against unarmed tth8ing vessels since 1 October 1796.
Additionally there would be listed embargoes of Aiten vessels in Metropolitan
French seaports, shipments of supplies deliveréddnch planters and merchants in the
West Indies but left unpaid for, accounts of tagtuperpetrated against Yankee skippers
to force false admissions of destination so agizesa vessel, and other outrages.
Additionally, word would arrive from France in mMarch that the Directory had denied
recognition to the new U.S. Minister to Paris, G&miCotesworth Pinckney by officially
ignoring him for weeks, and finally sending a mifanctionary to direct him and his
family to leave the country. Requesting this dirextn writing the family waited weeks
before it arrived and they left for Amsterdam. Taectionary had specifically told
Pinckney that the French Republic would not aceepAmerican minister until the
American Republic resolved its disputes with Frarites treatment was completely
outside the norm of diplomatic custom and a tremesdnsult to the United Stat&s.
Before learning of these latest outrages, evenrééfis inauguration Adams had
weighed his options. He could ask Congress to earaetmbargo or for a declaration of
war. He might even have the request for war prevhis Federalist Party had its war

hawks—but a substantial portion of the nation wowtlbe with him at this juncture,
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would yet be sympathetic to France. Going to watiasled as the nation would be
might be courting disaster, as the United Statadaviater discover in 1812.The other
option he considered was the obvious preceden¥laghington set when presented with
a roughly analogous situation in 1794 with Englaméshington had elected to send a
special peace mission to England. It had beent@itet step to stave off dreaded war.
Despite the many insults to the American Flag, Aslaras determined to give diplomacy
one more try by dispatching his own peace delegatid-rance to hopefully work out a
Gallic Jay's Treaty”>

There were very sound reasons to do so. Rufus IKadigdetailed some of these in a
letter to Secretary Pickering dated 19 April. Knegounted how the war was going very
badly for France’s opponents. Russia with its nearTPaul was indifferent to the war as
was Prussia, unless it concerned the Partitiorotzfrfel. England, bankroller of the
alliance, King noted, was financially stretchedrte limit, her Royal Navy now hobbled
by mutiny, and her people war weary and despaifuogtria, he described as exhausted
and suing for term¥ It was not an auspicious time to go to war agdfnahce. Even
Hamilton, who detested everything the French Reiaiunow stood for, had agreed.
Writing to King, he had advocated a peace missidfrance, but also believed it prudent
for the United States to arm while negotiatfAgerhaps this last reason was dispositive
for Federalists in the government and DemocratiptiRécans in opposition. The U.S.

really had no armed forces. Its regular army wassaule by the standards of Europe’s
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smallest states and it had no navy whatsoeverefiously arm, it would take time.
Negotiations whether they failed or not, would bbinye.

In the end, President Adams decided on three peanenissioners: Charles
Cotesworth Pinckney, John Marshall, and Elbridgerys&inckney, an eminent but
moderate Federalist, was still in Europe afterdniginal rejection by the French as the
American Minister to the Republic. John Marshdig tyoungest of the three, was a
reliable Federalist of ability. In January 1801 Adawould appoint him Chief Justice of
the U.S. Supreme Court. He would effectively lag thundation of Constitutional
jurisprudence for the thirty some years he heldpist. Elbridge Gerry rounded out the
commission. He was of Democratic- Republican syfipaf but also a Massachusetts
man, and an old friend of John Adaffisdarshall sailed from Philadelphia 20 July 1797
and Gerry from Boston on 23 July. Marshall lande#iolland where he joined
Pinckney, and travelled together to Paris. Gemyed in the French Capital a few days
later?®

On 8 October the three American diplomats briefst unofficially at his home
with the Directory’s new foreign minister, none ethhan Charles Maurice de
Talleyrand-Perigord. Talleyrand was a laicizedpfer Catholic Bishop and moderate
revolutionary who had escaped the Reign of Terr@xile, first in England and then
America® However, there would never be an official acknalglement of the envoys’
arrival or acceptance of their credentials. Theéaaiatic farce that followed would enter

history as the “XYZ Affair.” Talleyrand kept the Agnicans waiting for weeks for their
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official reception. Instead they were to be visibgdfour men and later a woman, the men
sometimes in tandem, claiming to be “agents” oféyaand, and subsequently known as
W, X, Y, and Z in the official dispatches presentedhe U.S. Congress. These “agents”
made it clear that the price of negotiating withTlleyrand was doceurof 1.2 million
livres (approximately $250,000), plus the offer of a $diomn loan from the United

States to the French Republic. Without the paymaadtloan, there could be no official
diplomacy between the Americans and the French Bavent. The agents also indicated
that the Directory wanted the U.S. commissionemdigavow a 19 May 1797 speech
President Adams had given to Congress which thecRirs deemed bellicose. The
attitude of the Americans was predictable: outrdig@as not because of payment; the
United States was already paying the Dey of Algiergpeace as part of a signed treaty.
It was the idea that Americans had to pay a podeetofficially received by the French at
all. They judged this just another insult piled ngbose previously heaped upon
American shipping, and the rude earlier treatméminckney** When pressed by one

of these agents for an answer to the demand foegmdtinckney is said to have
exclaimed: “It is no, no, not a sixpenc8*Then the envoys were threatened with war if
no money was forthcoming.

This series of contacts, and some informally byrseith Talleyrand himself,
dragged on through the autumn and into winteridtnet help the mood of the
commissioners that while these ‘meetings” were argwith the agents they received
word that on 17 October Napoleon had forced therfars to capitulate at Campo

Formio in Italy. The military threats of the agesteemed all the more real. Marshall, for
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one, presumed an invasion of Britain was now immin® In January 1798 the
delegates presented a document to the Directolyimgt the depredations committed
upon American shipping and citizens along with gedse of the 1794 treaty reached
with Britain. This proved to no avail, becauseha tnterval, the Directory had issued a
decree that settled the issue for the commissioferd.8 January it had declared that
American ships carrying any British produced ag¢ino matter their owner or where
bound, even to French ports, were deemed to bed gize, including the entire cargo,
and the vessel itself’ Thisarétewent beyond the bounds of any international lathef
time as the British foreign Minister, Lord Greneillrecognized when he heard of the
Directory’s message to the French legislative b®greceding the decree. He said as
much in a letter to his minister in Philadelphigtbn, predicting that any resulting action
would directly lead to hostilities between the @ditStates and France. Grenville then
directed Liston to be prepared to offer assistanthe American Governmet The
aréte was, for all intents and purposes, a dedaaraf war at sea.

Even before the actual decree had issued from ifeetdry ordering seizure and
condemnation of any neutral shipping containing gogds of English origin aboard,
Lord Grenville himself had offered Rufus King, tAeerican Minister in London, any
assistance he could render, including holding epréigular transatlantic packet ship for
any urgent dispatches King might want to send driggovernment in Americ&° His
Majesty’s Government had been following the detation of the French-American

relationship with interest. Lord Grenville had ficdfered the possibility of aid to the
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United States back in 1796 when intelligence sauhaa warned him the French were
about to issue an ultimatum backed by the appearainea menacing French naval
squadron off the American coast. That threat hadhoourse materialized at that time.
Never the less, the offer had made an impression &mericans, at least those living in
or trading with Britain, that former enemies midjgicome fast friends in the face of
French aggression. When French depredations haskned during 1796 and 1797,
American traders in Britain had sought permissmjoin the regular British convoys
travelling down the English Channel and past thest&f@ Approaches toward the
Americas. King had at that time told Grenville ttfa@ decision to request aid from
another government was for him, the United Statesdstr, to make—not private
citizens. It was a matter of foreign policy to exdied by the American Government in
Philadelphia®” The proud republic was trying to avoid the appeegaof being a
dependent or of assuming an obligation to a forpmmer which later might prove a
liability. But King had not ruled out the idea shathe situation later change to warrant
it. King simply had not then felt it was the tirf&.Now, in light of the Directory’s new
policy of general seizure of neutral—read Americamipping, the time had arrived. He
now promptly wrote to Pickering apprising him oéthuge change in the situation, and
that circumstances dictated that he must act withoar instructions, and so would be

requesting that the Spring American shipping legBnitain would be held up until
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escorted with the regular British spring convoypatéing England®® He also promptly
wrote Grenville to accept the off&’

Meanwhile, no official word had arrived from Ameais peace mission to the
French until a packet of dispatches, most beingpher, including Pinckney’s, arrived in
Philadelphia from Paris on 4 March 1798. Only thesssage not written in code could be
read immediately. Dated 8 January, it conveyedtmemissioners’ opinion that they
believed the mission was hopeless as there wasospgxt of being officially received
by the French Governmett: The president on 5 March passed on to congress the
envoys’ message that the peace delegation had failesolve the disputes with France
because the Directory denied them official recagnitAdams simply informed the
legislators that now they would need to take actoprotect the nation’s merchant
marine'*? Deciding upon a specific course of action wouldde await the decoding of
the remaining dispatches.

It took days to decode the XYZ dispatches whichtesl the whole prolonged and
tortured process of humiliation the American pedelegates had endured in Patis.
Also arrivingl2 March 1798 was a letter from Mrni§iin London with an enclosed
encrypted letter from Pinckney dated 27 Decemb®@i Ifiat very simply related how the
French through their foreign minister, M. Talleydaihad refused repeatedly to formally
receive the American envoys unless “tribute underdisguise of a loan or other

disguise” plus a “privatdouceurof fifty thousand pounds Sterling” be paid. Pinekn
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further advised that Marshall had drafted a staterfaetually outlining the American
grievances which the American ministers intendegprésent directly to the French. With
the unlikely prospect of a settlement, he relabed it was their intention to request their
passports back’ After the Adams Government had deciphered theattites, the
president had wrestled with which course to takeu®l he ask Congress for a
declaration of war as was his first impulse? Hallsed between that alternative and
some course perhaps short of war, aware that Aaregentiment had favored peace
despite the huge French spoliation of Americangihip'*® In the end, the president took
the latter path, addressing Congress on 19 Martthawnessage declaring that a state of
limited hostilities now existed between France HreUnited States. He called for
defense measures including the protection of matctapping and harbors and the
manufacture of munitions. Adams also revoked thexetive order through which
President Washington had forbidden the arming ath@sntmen, so as to maintain
neutrality™®

Instantly, the Democratic-Republican oppositiothe House of Representatives
was incredulous as to the actual content of theysiwispatches. The opposition press
led by Benjamin Bache’Aurora was wildly critical of Adams’s message to Congyess
declaring that the president was scheming to jeital® in the conflict against France

without a congressional declaration of war. Realls clamored for the release of the
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XYZ Dispatches, certain that they would reveal th@ncewasstill open to negotiation
and Adams’s Federalists wanted this fact suppresstatilitate wart*’ In the words of
the Aurora, Adams was “afraid to tel**® House Republicans on 2 April called for the
President to release the actual dispatches widnoutedacting. House Federalists had
originally moved their release to Congress butvalig the executive branch a national
security “blue pencil” clause. However, some Feligsagleefully joined the
Republicans in calling for the release of the ertxt of the dispatches, equally
confident that the documents would be damningHerpro-French causé’ The vote to
release the dispatches easily carried in the HAusenext day, the Administration
dutifully complied; House members listened shockedow shabbily the Directory had
treated their envoys. The Republicans were “stdugkb,” as Abigail Adams observed,
realizing they had been outfox&].The content indicated the French had harbored no
serious intentions of receiving or treating witle thmerican delegation. It became
apparent that Revolutionary France was “shakingrdais former ally like it might with
any other small European country in its way, oralitgould be bullied. The fates of
Holland, Switzerland, Denmark and Sweden came twmi

When the Senate agreed with the House that the ¢éxihe XYZ dispatches be
published for Congressional use, it was not lorfgreethe public had access to th&h.

The result was a maelstrom of anger toward anytRnegch. People tore down French

Tricolors or cockades wherever they might find dpatriotic songs with new verses rang
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out in meeting places up and down the country.l@rstnister side, an anti-French mob
broke up the private home of Benjamin Bache becatifee anti-government and pro-
French sympathies exhibited in his newspaparpra?? In this atmosphere, the
President’s proposals to enlarge the army, andt imuortantly, to establish a navy
succeeded where before the publication of the X¥patches the Republicans in
Congress largely had been able to forestall sucitef? Only a bill to push along the
construction of the first three of the six frigafgsvided for in the Naval Act of 1794 had
managed to become Ia\#* Now all six frigates would be rushed to completiGongress
would pass an act establishing an independent Deeat of the Navy and authorize the
purchase or construction of vessels and the recenit of officers and sailors to man
them? In May one of these warships, an ex-East Indiartrenl).S.SGangeswould

be on patrol off the coast of the United StateisgeFrench corsairs® In England,
Rufus King would soon receive approval from His &&ty’'s Government to purchase
naval stores, arms, and munitions in that coumtigid in establishment of that infant
U.S. Navy*?’ The Quasi-War had begun.

With hostilities against France finally reachedhed limited ones, the United
States had come full circle between the two powsdrs, as history would show, were
enduring the last conflict of their Second Hundyexzhrs War. It had been an eventful
fifteen years. When the American War of Independdrad concluded in 1783 with the

Treaty of Paris, autocratic France had been Amerstde ally in the world. The young
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Republic was diplomatically mortgaged up to itskajts to the French Crown in
perpetuity. As the 1778 Treaty of Amity and Alli@ngrovided, the U.S. bore the
obligation to guarantee the security of France’sefinan possessions, meaning her sugar
islands in the West Indies. Britain, the ex-enethg,mother country, had largely
forsaken her ungrateful American progeny, leavingithout a trade agreement and even
without a formal diplomatic mission. But economstand habits are hard to break. And
so it was with the merchants and customers ond$id#s of the Atlantic; the hugely
profitable trade between the United States andt@etain simply resumed, however, at
a distinct disadvantage to the Americans who wangely closed out of the British
Caribbean trade. Never the less, by 1791 fear oérigan protectionism had convinced
Britain’s Foreign Office belatedly to send a mieisto her late colonies and open
dialogue.

The war which began in 1793 between Revolutionaan€e and England threw
ordinary diplomacy into chaos. It thrust the Unit&tdtes between its historical ally and
its chief trading partner then locked in mortal d@nwith each other. This conflict of
sympathies sharply divided the young nation ineghrtisans of England and those of
France, with only rancor between them. Each sidedesmonized the other. The
Francophiles, largely the Democratic-Republicandafferson and Madison, saw
Republican France as Europe’s savior, ready tadpiee joys of liberty, equality, and
fraternity throughout a continent ruled by despotszer mind that she had executed
some 40,000 of her citizens, many without triaViar kangaroo courts, and was
bludgeoning small nations, whether governed ashiegsuor constitutional monarchies,
to do her bidding. The Anglophiles, the Federalisésv France as the atheistic anti-
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Christ, ready to enslave Continental Europe, thetaiB, and then America, and ready to
demolish justice and the rule of law. In the minéi$ligh Federalists such as Secretary of
State Pickering, or Massachusetts Senator GeorigetGaly Great Britain stood before
this juggernaut, shielding the United States. Eaadd saw the other as betrayers of the
American Revolution and hated them virulently forviet at the same time, both sides,
for the most part, wished to keep faith with Wagham’s parting words of wisdom to
avoid European entanglements. Whoever their faa®uitere in the death match across
the sea, they did not wish to join them in the ring

So how did it come to limited hostilities with F@nand, as we shall see in the
next chapter, an informal naval alliance with Engla After all, Britain started with
more handicaps in the game. She had no alliant¢ethatU.S. She had an ongoing
border dispute feeding a vicious Indian War in@teo Territory on Upper Canada’s
American border. And to boot, she had privateetsRoyal Navy men of war rampantly
seizing American merchantmen in the West Indieg fMiost telling answer to the
guestion is that on the whole, the British diplosnat/olved exhibited far greater skill in
analyzing the situation and demonstrating a wiliegs to work out practical solutions
than their French counterparts. Of course, luclagisaplayed into it as well: Adams
winning the 1796 election over Jefferson was a eraxample of this—but the French
had bungled that one too by clumsily trying to uiefhce the result.

When Washington sent his emissary, John Jay, tddoim 1794, he was well
received by Lord Grenville, Britain’s Foreign Mites. Both Jay and Grenville knew it
was in their interests to come to some solutiothefdisputes and avoid war. Grenville
intuitively understood that on a foundational letred U.S had to have the British border
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posts off its territory. It was a matter of pridethe young republic, and also a practical
necessity—the presence of the posts kept the Matate American Tribes hopeful and
determined to continue their armed resistance temgan settlement. He also
understood that the border posts standing on Aeisovereign territory posed a
distinct threat to the integrity of Upper Canada.léng as the United States had an
excuse to continue sending well trained, equippad,led armies such as Wayne’s
Legion of the United States into the region, Caaadiecurity would be at risk. This fear
had distinctly guided the mind of Lieutenant Gower8imcoe when he had moved his
garrison out of Detroit and into the fort on theuwaee. The United States already
possessed perhaps the largest and wealthiest populaNorth America. It was likely to
grow and remaiithe power to be reckoned with on the continent. It West for His
Majesty’s Government to recognize this fact andmafit to reach an accommaodation.
The other disputes arising out of debts and cldfora the American War could be
solved by arbitration. Opening the British Caribbéathe American provision trade
only stood to benefit Britain’s food poor sugaarslls and not siphon off shipping badly
needed for the war effort. At the same time Jayegaay on the bitter dispute over
impressment of American seamen into the Royal Nbwg.critical struggle with France,
Grenville could never in any way impede the Nawgsruitment, forced or otherwise, of
its most precious resource: able seamen. Jay laetstnod also that Britain would never
give in on the re-export trade in American bottamiether concerning British
manufactured goods from Britain or West Indies pazdfrom America. Both sides had

taken a practical, non-ideological view towardsrtlegotiations. While decried in
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America, the treaty laid the groundwork for furthexde and friendship and in the short
run, and most importantly, averted war.

In contrast, the French reaction to Jay’'s Treatylbeen irrational and petulant.
Refusing to see the treaty with England as a nacgssttlement by the American
Republic to evade the plague of war, it mistakeabk the treaty tdve an alliance when
it was clearly not. Whether it was official FrenGovernment action which drove the
French depredations upon U.S. commerce, or whétkddirectory’s official
pronouncements simply echoed conditions alreadypaatin the West Indies due to the
greed of local privateers, colonial admiralty ceuend island governors, as some
scholars have arguéf is moot. The Directory and the privateer inter@isthie French
Legislative Councilactedas if these policies emanated from Paris. Fremubrdats and
government officials apparently little understobd American situation, or over
estimated the sympathies of their proponents in #gaend their abilities to influence
domestic American events. By attacking American wance they won few friends. But
they did elicit an American response: the sametbadritish had received in 1794, an

offer to fairly treat and resolve the conflict. tead, even a diplomat of Talleyrand’s
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experience, who had himself lived and worked far gigars in their country when in
exile there, utterly failed to comprehend how taldeith the Americans, or grasp the
strategic significance of their country. Even i@ 7America was not like Holland, or
one of the Scandinavian Kingdoms, which would diyefear French military power. It
sat behind the wide moat of the Atlantic Ocean, paivolled by the British battle fleet.
Furthermore, it was very strategically placed. Adldyrand himself, once recognized of
Americans: “[T]he nation that hangs onto theirridship will be the last to retain
colonies in the New World"® Americans would never respond to being rudely bedb
and bullied. And they did not. The peace commissigisent by Adams to Paris returned
home to America—to a hero’s welcome, in the casdafshall**° The Quasi-War was a
direct result of a massive French diplomatic faluknd it had long term unintended
consequences. It spawned the United States NawyeAshall discuss in the next
chapter, it also fostered an informal naval unéeding, or even alliance, between two
nations formerly certain enemies. Additionallypérhaps reinforced the subtle decision

taken with Jay’s Treaty, to bet on Britain and Rradnce to be the world’s next economic

hegemon and eventually become America’s closest all
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CHAPTER 1l
TO FOUND A FLEET

In April 1798 Congress voted to increase the sfzbeUnited States Navy by
authorizing up to twelve vessels of a maximum dadrity-two guns each to be bought or
built. The navy already had six frigates, origigaltdered under the Navy Act of 1794,
in various states of completion. Shipyards in Riglphia, Boston, and Baltimore had
launched and were hurriedly finishing three of th&fards in New York, Portsmouth,
New Hampshire, and Norfolk, Virginia would soon le@nd rush to conclusion work
upon the other threeThe need was urgent. The young republic was theing its first
major international military crisis as an indepemdaation. Its only “ally,” the Republic
of France, had just issued an aréte or decreetigcdeclaring war on America’s
world-wide commerce. The American President, Jodams, had asked Congress for
the means to protect that commerce and the tealiiotegrity of the United States,
meaning the effective creation of a navy and a lexggansion to the tiny standing army.
Since the wind up of the Continental Navy followithg end of the War of
Independence—Congress had sold off the last wargtedrigateAlliance,in 1785—

there had been no national fleet whatsoé\msides the Treasury Department’s pocket-
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sized flotilla of revenue cutters, built to enfornecoastal waters the tariff duties fueling
Alexander Hamilton’s vision of national credit.

The task was daunting. The young United Statea@drbad a coastline longer
than any one of old Europe’s kingdoms. And daiky ships of America’s merchant
marine left the maritime havens of Boston, New Yd&tkiladelphia and Baltimore, but
also the tiny harbors scattered all along the Aita®eaboard, for ports around the globe.
Additionally, a booming coastal trade spread conteelomestically from Georgia to
Massachusetts’s Maine District. America’s populatstill lived hard by the sea, despite
pretensions of internal expansion. Scholars hatrmated that already America’s
merchant navy was second only to Great Britdiated perhaps the more aggressive in
searching out new markets, the Stars and Stripgadhbecome nearly omnipresent on
the world’s sea lanes.

Of course, up until 1775 this growth had occurradar the protection of the
British Royal Navy. After that, until 1798, Ameritgeaborne commerce had moved
entirely at the sufferance of the world’s maritipmvers, including the Barbary Pirates,
who had menaced American shipping in 1785 and 1BQdthe crisis facing American
merchantmen in April 1798 was on a wholly differenéle. There had been some 5000
American merchantmen sailing the world in 1797 Brehch cruisers had taken in excess
of 300, some 6 percent of the total fleet. Theatftgpon commerce was especially
evident in the rising insurance rates for merclvayyages. In 1796 these had ranged

around 6 percent of the cargo value. In 1797 #iis rose to anything between 15 and 25
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percent. Export values dropped from $61 Milliorgl Million and imports fell from
$81 Million to $75 Million—the latter meaning a sifjcant loss of income to the Federal
Government which lived on the tariffs levied upamports® The Frenclyuerre de course
was a disaster for both the merchant and the Fetlerasury. Something had to be done
swiftly. To Federalists in Congress and to Predidelams, the obvious solution, beyond
allowing merchantmen to arm themselves, was tha¢rioa must again acquire a navy
and get it to sea immediately, a truly herculeaf.ta

Initially, this intimidating administrative feat ng under the brief of the
Secretary of War. While the new constitution preddhe Federal Government the
power to raise armies and navies, it did not sgeh# administration of those armed
services. That was Congress’s job to sort out. @aginally, Congress placed the new
United States Navy under the leadership of theeédaor of War, James McHenry. Sadly
McHenry had all he could handle administering tmététl States Army.Consequently,
he neglected the “second child,” the navy. Thedtingates being built in Boston,
Philadelphia and Baltimore had suffered significd@ays, frustrating the captains placed
in charge of building the ships they would subsetiyecommand and also Congress
itself. It enacted a bill establishing a separagp&tment of the Navy which President
Adams signed into law on 30 April 1798 Maryland-born Federalist with mercantile
ties to Georgetown, Benjamin Stoddert, becameitsieSecretary of the United States

Navy. He was not President Adams’s first choice-ttza been former Massachusetts
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Senator George Cabot who turned down the appoirfmdmt it would prove an
inspired one. It would be Stoddert’s duty to forndahape this infant United States
Navy. His tenure would lay the foundation for thetitution much as Washington had
done for the Presidency. He would establish theqatents of professional administration
that would guide the navy well into the nineteecghtury.

But the United States would not establish this haAghting force on its own and
in a vacuum. America’s mother country, Great Bnitaiis recent foe in the war for
independence, had been watching the deterioratioglations between the two allies,
France and the United States, since the Anglo-Asasrireaty of 1794 (Jay’s Treaty) had
begun a sort of rapprochement between the AmeandrBritish Governments. The
preceding chapter of this work has described amadl/aed this three partner minuet
between France, England, and the United Stateshwesgulted in undeclared hostilities
between the allies of the American War, the U.8. arance, and something like a
mutual appreciation of shared interests betweetJtBe and Great Britain. This chapter
begins the story of how this nascent rapprochem@idified into an informal naval
understanding or even alliance between the twotcesnvho, for some three years,
shared a common enemy. It would originate in tlefof concrete British assistance in
establishing the new American fleet, especiallydbgper and ordnance which a modern
eighteenth century navy required. But Britain atstirectly acted as midwife to the birth
of an American naval culture largely modeled ondwen. This chapter will make the
case that this naval relationship merits more tharscant attention which scholars have

paid it. It was surely the most concrete embodineétihe warming of relations between

8 |bid., 8-9.
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the two countries following Jay’s Treaty as outtii®y Bradford Perkins in his workhe
First RapprochemeritNothing like it would exist between these two rtiaré powers
for well over a century.

The problem which confronted the new SecretaryhefNavy was one of classic
naval administration: how to assemble a navy? Agaas to be from scratch because
the United States possessed not one man of warycfize. Also there was no actual
naval establishment: no dry docks, no navy yarmkscely a cannon foundry, and no
tradition of naval administration. This was in ghaontrast with the long tenure of the
Navy Board in England, which dated from 1546. Tampeting navies of Europe’s
kingdoms would have nothing like this venerableybfmt hundreds of years, if evét.

No other country had so formalized its naval goaege and it showed in the Board’s
ability to construct and service a fleet of hundreéiships of all varieties with all the
bases to maintain them and also supply the fundtaiheneature necessities of its sailors,
including bakeries, breweries, packing plants &dtesl meats and the first naval
hospitals-* Some of these sites predated the Navy Board.ifSef Portsmouth

Dockyard had held a working dry dock before théesirth century? It was Stoddert’s

° Bradford PerkinsThe First Rapprochement: England and the UnitedeSt4795-180%Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1955).
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John Lane, 1896), 99; N. A. M. Rodg&he Safeguard of the Sea; A Naval History of Brnit&i60-1649
Norton paperback ed. (New York: W. W. Norton & Caanp, 1999; HarperCollins Publishers, Ltd., 1997),
224-27; Arthur Hermarilo Rule the Waves: How the British Navy Shaped/taern World(New York:
Harper Perennial, 2004), 41.

M Daniel A. BaughBritish Naval Administration in the Age of Walp¢Rrinceton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1965), 30-31, 49-52, 54-57, 432Rloger Morris,The Royal Dockyards during the
Revolutionary and Napoleonic Walseicester, England: Leicester University Pre€83), 11-73, 120-26,
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England: Scolar Press, 1992), 38-42; Oppenheim, 8&jes disputes Oppenheim’s conclusion that this
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job to leapfrog this lack of naval facilities amddition so as to supply the ships, men and
money required to bring the new American Navy ing¢ing.

Modern scholars who have studied the history ohhadministration during the
Classic Age of Fighting Sail have analyzed its b&sues as being functional in nature.
It was the mid twentieth century historians Johnnidm and Daniel Baugh, who had
pioneered an analytical scheme for examining howiesavorked and what they did in
their studies of the Royal Navy during the Nine Ye&Var and the Wars of Jenkins’ Ear
and the Austrian SuccessibhComprehending Ehrman and Baugh’s method of
dissecting naval institutions is fundamental toensthnding the task which confronted
the United States Navy Department in May 1798 He Navy in the War of William Il1,
andBritish Naval Administration in the Age of Walpdihrman and Baugh,
respectively, would study the Service by systemaditiexamining its separated parts, in
short, a dissection. Without explicitly statingthiey had effectively simplified the
essential issues of naval administrative analgstaree: ships, men and money. Their
analysis reduced to these three points becaupamnary concern was how did the
organizatioroperat&® How did the separate components of the King'syNeork
independently and together? They asked: how di&Rthe build and maintain its ships?
This question necessarily included researchingltiok facilities, dockworkers, the
procurement of supplies and naval stores, to sgympof timber for hulls and masts.
The issue of men mandated consideration of marthmfjeet, which involved how the
navy recruited, provided wages, victuals, medieaécand clothing, among others. The

issue of money was the catchall but meant the @amd taxation which made it all

13 John EhrmariThe Navy in the War of William I1l: 1689-1697: Bsate and DirectiofCambridge,
England: Cambridge University Press, 1953); Babgval Administration.
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possible. When the money was missing, the resteobtganism ground to a halt. Of
course, this analytical method would prove appleab any fleet during the Classic Age
of Fighting Sail.

Even before Benjamin Stoddert could take up his pesition as Navy Secretary,
the Navy Department faced the first of these funelatad administrative issues: finding
ships right quick. Of course three large frigatesewvthen being readied for sea, already
having been launched pursuant to legislation tkeegipus year which had accelerated
their construction. Additionally, in July 1798 Caegs would finally authorize the
construction of the three remaining large frigaieginally ordered under the Navy Act
of 1794 to combat the Algerine piratésBut as to the measures enacted in April 1798
which had authorized the procurement of an additibmelve vessels of at least twenty
guns, three options lay immediately open to theyWpurchase of warships, a crash
building program, or both. The purchase option prablematic as large, ready-made
men of war were not then generally available on@gnizable market Men-of-war
were expensive specialty ships, speedy but hebuilyfloating gun platforms. They did
not have the broad beam necessary for efficiemtigying cargd?® Warships came in six
ratings based upon the amount of guns mounted albloam, starting with first rates with
100 or more guns, down to sixth rates with twenty.

But the real difference in these specialty men af was whether the ships were

cruisers or line of battle ships. The latter, alatbed ships of the line were the warship

1 Gardner, 55-57.
15 palmer, 20.
16 Brian Lavery Nelson’s Navy: The Ships, Men and Organization:3:tZ7800(London: Conway Maritime
lP7ress, 1989; Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Premsepback, 1989), 35, 38.
Ibid., 40.
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that had created the Classic Age of Sail navy. St of the line was very simply a ship
powerful enough to stand in the battle line dugoghbat at sea. Only the largest ships,
built to take the battering of cannon throwingtritwo pound cast iron balls at under
200 yards, and dish out the same to the enemyd sallthere. These were the first,
second and third rates, again ranked by the nuoflgins carried and arrayed to fire
“broadside” through gun ports pierced through thi &#bove the waterlin&

Considering the cost and the complicated, time-aomsg assembly required—it
often took years—there would be no way that theddéhBtates could construct
battleships in anything like the time needed hBrelding and fitting out such warships
took patience somewhat akin to laying down findages in a respectable wine cellar.
When in 1799, Stoddert finally convinced Congrésd the United States should even
build its own battleships, the best that he couldvads lay the necessary foundations. The
secretary had begun gathering and seasoning trevwaasnbers the navy would need,
including the purchase of two of Georgia’'s wooded &lands to supply the critical live
oak. He also acquired land for the service’s fiety yards in which to assemble th&m.
But the war would end before construction of evea @4 could begin. In the event, the
U.S. Navy would not again take up the commissionuitd ships of the line until the
War of 1812. Even then, when the wood was alreadifable thanks to Stoddert’s
foresight, no American liner would be ready fortlegatintil after the Treaty of Ghent

ended the hostilitie¥’

18 Ehrman, 9, 30-31, Lavery, 43.
19 palmer, 126-27.
2 avery, 288.
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Thankfully for the United States, the Royal Navysvedready inadvertently on the
job protecting the United States coastline fromRhench Republic’s powerful battle
fleet. The Royal Navy's blockade of the major Fifenaval bases at Brest, Rochefort and
Toulon provided an invaluable, if unintended, segwio the American Republic by
keeping the eighty-three French ships of the liapged in port! Hence it was unlikely,
though not impossible, that a squadron of Frentteships might elude the blockade in
a fog or storm and cross the Atlantic to menace\in World. After all, French
warships had escaped to convoy a huge food shipimoentthe United States headed to a
Metropolitan France fearing famine in 1794nd again when a small French relief
expedition under Victor Hugues had retaken Guage6tiThis was why some
Federalists would harbor real fears of a FrenchKkmet until Nelson’s crushing victory
at the Nile in early August 1798 had relieved tlo@incerns—that is, once it had become
known in Novembef?

If no French battleships were likely to menaceAhgerican coast, the question
became: what manner of warsisipouldthe U.S. Navy prepare to meet? It was known
that frigates could more easily run the Britishdidade of the French coast than ships of

the line, and from time to time did. They were kmotw call and sometimes remain based

L |bid., 278-79. Some of the French First Ratesi@drt20 guns.

%2R, R. Palmer, 342-50; The R.N. caught up withdreering fleet mid-Atlantic and mauled it in a teatt
known as the Glorious First of June. Ironically fbed transports escaped. Rodgeommangd429-30.

% Michael Duffy, Soldiers, Sugar, and Seapower: The British Expefitito the West Indies and the War
against Revolutionary Frang®xford, Clarendon Press, 1987), 115-26.

% DeConde, 84-86; Stanley Elkins and Eric McKitrifke Age of FederalisifiNew York: Oxford
University Press, 1993; Oxford University Pressgrbpck, 1995), 615; Even an old warhorse such as
General Henry Knox had not been immune and warmesident Adams of the possibility of a French
invasion from the West Indies landing black solglierthe American South to foment a slave rebellion
Henry Knox, Boston to Adams, 26 June 1798, in U.SMasi-Warl:140.
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at Guadeloupe for extended periGd&rench frigates in the New World required at the
very least that the American Navy be able to meeh & threat, another reason that the
naval measures taken in 1797 had hurried threleeofaimous six frigates to completion.
United StatesConstellation andConstitutionwould put to sea during the summer of
17982° The other threePresident CongressandChesapeakevould not be ready for
nearly another two years, despite the rtfgBertainly, more frigates would help the
cause. Merchants of the seaport cities saw that®tuthat way. In Boston, New York,
Salem, Philadelphia, and Charleston, merchantsdehtudjether to take out subscriptions
to build frigates which they then offered to theywa=ormal committees from these
towns received pledges from the various tradingshepraising thousands of dollars in
very short order. They then designed and orderedhips assembled in the shipyards of
their various cities. Recognizing this spontanesersice, Congress enacted legislation to
both accept these ships for the navy and to paly theccommittees in shares subscribed
at an interest rate of six percent. As a resulthénfirst two years of the Quasi-War these
various committees would build the frigatésston New York EssexPhiladelphia,and
John Adam$® The Navy itself also constructed the frigat8eneral Greenand Adams.

All of these would be commissioned and serve abséare the war end€ed.

% The French national frigaté® Volontaire, L'InsurgenteandLa Vengeangeall ran the British blockade
in departing France to the West Indies and woultlesfom Guadeloupe at times. All would engage.U.S
Navy warships during the course of the waonstellation’sbattles withL’InsurgenteandLa Vengeance
became the stuff of legend. The French nationalette (a small frigate),e Berceaulater fought the
subscription frigate, U.S.8oston Boston Captain George Little, captured her. Stoddert7 7098-103,
185-88, 218-19.

*®|pid., 25, 35-38, 46-47.

*"1pid., 202-06, 212-213,214, 225.

2 Frederick C. Leiner, “The Subscription Warshipd@98,” The American Nepturs, no. 3 (1986): 141-
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While these frigates ensured that the United Stdtes/ would be able to
maintain a theatre preponderance of naval mightgtkatest menace facing American
shipping came not in the form of French navy shiys,of privateers. In the New World
the primary base of these private warships was &aoage in the West Indies. French
merchants in Guadeloupe could no longer carry aahetin the usual fashion and so
instead turned to the time honored “professionfegtlized piracy against enemy
shipping under the aegis of a government-issuagger commissiorf. Arming their
vessels with as few as one canon, or as many asytwer large vessels with wealthy
owners, these skippers put to sea to raid Britighreow American shipping. Some
privateers were just under the size of a smalafggor sloop of wat* Others might only
be barges sporting a single gun but manned wisingge Icrew armed to the teeth with
muskets, pistols, and swords. These shallow desfsels were often rowed using sweeps
or oars, allowing them to dart out from hidden amelges in creeks or small rivers when
merchantmen appeared and were especially efféatiight winds or dead calni§.Any
vessel captured by corsairs as a good prize waud b prize crew placed aboard to sail

her into a French or Spanish port to be “libelent’ddjudication and sale on behalf of the

Appears upon Recor@Vashington D.C.: Gideon & Co., 1853), 6-9; Palnidr8; Leiner, “Subscription
Warships,” 152 n.137, 157.

% patrick CrowhurstThe French War on Trade: Privateering 179815 (Aldershot, England: Scolar
Press, 1989), 5-7; Palm@&toddert’'s Wary6-77, 79; Elkins and McKitrick, 648-49, 652-53; H.K.
Jenkins, “The Heyday of French Privateering froma@loupe, 1796-98The Mariner’s Mirror64, no. 8
(1978): 246-47.

%1 Jenkins, “Guadeloupe Privateering,” 247-48; PaJii@r 204. An example of a large privateer the size
a sloop of war would be Robert Surcoufs, Confiance 20. Surcouf, from St. Malo, was one of the most
successful of any of the French corsairs and caffitdd such an expensive, powerfully armed vessel,
although during the Quasi-War his raiding explereye usually performed in the Indian Ocean. Captain
Preble in the frigate, U.S.S. Essex, on his crtigbe East Indies twice pursukd Confiancebut both
times she escaped the heavier warship using svireepseliable winds. Ibid., 208. Palmer writes in
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quarry elsewhere. Ibid.
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captors®® The French or Spanish authorities might jail théottunate crews of these
vessels as prisoners of an undeclared war, or gil@ale them to fend for themselves
destitute in an unfriendly pott.Either could have tragic results for these seamwén,
during the “sickly season” might succumb and dighese West Indies havens so rife
with mosquito borne disease.

To combat these privateers the United States ndedma armed naval vessels to
sea which could outgun the Gallic privateers. Swedisels of meager draft, carrying
twenty guns, or even less, could be very effediyainst such tiny seagoing corsairs and
barges’® And from the administrative side, these vesselewelatively cheap and quick
to build; they could even be converted from puredaserchantmetf In the first few
months of the Quasi-War the U.S. Navy would reatlim to this latter alternative.
Within days of the approval to do so, and befor8ért would even assume his position
as Secretary, merchant firms would sell the nati@nchantmen for navy use which
would be hurriedly pierced for guns and armed \aithilable cannon. The East
Indiaman,Gangesfitted for twenty-four guns would be one of thesed was the first
commissioned U.S. warship to serve at sea in M&31Mer captain would be Richard
Dale, a hero of the Revolutionary War. Other vessgthed to sea would include the

purchasedlontezumandDelaware®’ The U.S. would also employ some of the tiny

¥ Jenkins, “Guadeloupe Privateering,” 246.
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revenue cutters of the United States Treasury Deyeat. These would be seconded to
the navy, some for the duration of the wr.

But whether building frigates, sloops of war, oneerting small merchantmen
and schooners into warships, the project requiigrdfcant resources and access to
naval stores. While the United States was yet heawoded and had a long tradition of
ship building since early colonial times, buildiwgrships could present technical
problems not so easily solved in 1790’s Americae @gsource necessary for serious
warship construction was not available in the courifthat was the copper plating and
bolts and spikes needed to sheath the wooden b®ttbmen of war. The world’s
leading naval power, Great Britain, had for somargeheathed its ships in copper, and it
had become standard practice in the navies di@lpowers® The primary reason in
northern waters was speed and maneuverability. €@ogpprevented or minimized the
growth of barnacles on the hulls of seagoing vesskininishing drag and yielding as
much as a decisive one knot improvement in speedfouled warships in battf8.And
the longer opposing ships had been at sea, the pnoneunced this advantage became
for the copper-sheathed ories.

But in tropical waters, a coppered hull was notehea matter of an advantage in
battle, but of a ship’s very survival. Shipworteredo navalisawood devouring mollusk

native to the warm seas, in a matter of monthsccmeider unsheathed hulls veritable

% Emmons, 6-7.
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Century,”The Economic History Review.s., 19, no. 3 (1966): 550.
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honeycombs, utterly unseawortffyThe R.N. had found no other effective remedy # th
worm; sheathing with treated wood had proved iretffe and had always required
frequent docking to replace or repair the sheatfilg significant cost in ships and
treasure, the Royal Navy had also learned that ambper spikes and fasteners could fix
the copper plates to a ship’s hull without threatgrnhat vessel’s structural integrity;
cheaper, easy-to-produce, iron fasteners simplpded in the presence of seawater and
copper** Great Britain, with its technologically advancedistrial base, then proceeded
to so sheathe its massive fleet, rendering allrsetbbsoleté® The copper-bottomed

Royal Navy had become the gold standard in nachiitecture that all other sea services
would need to copy.

This British lesson was certainly not lost upon Aicen naval architects and
planners. Because the new American navy wouldnyeni European terms, it could not
afford the luxury of laying up numbers of its vdsdga port for any careening that copper
plating could eliminate. In the event, copper shiegtwould prove even more critical to
the success or failure of any American naval depkyts in the Quasi-War since the
fleet's primary theatre of operations would be iest Indies, the very place so
bedeviled by the shipworms. And the U.S. had nd&kdacilities on station. To be
effective it was clear that the United States Nawyld need to utilize copper sheathing

for all of its warships. But coppering its fleet would p@sdistinct challenge to the

2 Maurer, “Royal Navy,” 57; Duncan Crewéellow Jack and the Worm: British Naval Adminititra in
the West Indies, 1739-1748iverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1993), 218;

3 Crewe,213-15.

“4 Rodger nsatiable Ear] 294-98. Ships coppered using iron spikes anéfiess were believed to have
been lost because of this corrosion; they simdlyafeart. The case of the Royal George was the tyveige
sank at her Spithead mooring. Rodgasmmand375.
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young republic. America’s nascent metallurgicalusities did not yet possess the
technical ability to produce the requisite copgerets and bolts. Besides the mining and
smelting of the essential ore, manufacture of tlvepper fasteners and plates demanded
mastery of the rolling and drawing technology neeegto fabricate them. Producing
even the copper fasteners, for example, would pbeyend the technical ability of every
firm but that of Paul Revere, the famed patriot aodpersmith of Boston. Following the
original order of the six frigates he had set alumwueloping the techniques required to
draw copper into spikes and bolts suitable for epimg warships. Consequently, he had
supplied some of the copper bolts and spikes ugedgithe mid 1790s to plate the
Boston-built frigateConstitutionand some which would later be used to sheath the
Congressconstructed in Portsmouth, New Hampshire. Buhdfie Revere works would
not be able to provide the rolled copper sheetd tselate these or any other men of war
until after the Quasi-War. Consequently, in thergda@ading up to the Quasi-War, the
Secretary of War had ordered tldtthe plates required, and a sizable supply of spike
and bolts, be imported from EnglaffdNow in 1798 the question again became how
would the U.S. Navy obtain these vital componeatsté warships? Could the

Americans once again turn to Britain to supply isight copper to meet their needs when
this time they would be seeking to plate not metietge, or even six frigates, but a small

fleet?

6 Maurer Maurer, “Coppered Bottoms for the Unitedt&s Navy, 1794-1803Proceedings of the United
States Naval Institutél (June 1945): 696-698; Elbridge Henry Gdsw Life of Colonel Paul Revereol.
2 (Boston: Joseph George Cupples, bookseller, 18@4B}549, 556-561, available from Google Books,
http://play.google.com/books/reader?id=FksSAAAAY ARitintsec=frontcover&output=reader&hl=en
Internet; most recently accessed 24 April 2012;fsemote 9.
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In 1798 Great Britain was still the world’s larggsbducer of the requisite copper
plates and bolts, having pioneered the technologfge first placé’ But England was
known to jealously guard resources so necessaty poecious Royal Navy. Ministers in
Whitehall knew that the realm’s very survival hwrgthe ability of its Senior Service to
keep the se® The 1797-98 invasion threats to both Great Brigaid Ireland had
certainly driven home this reality. The Navy Boaras constantly worrying over its
critical supplies of naval stores. Britain’s vemggccupation with the Baltic region
stemmed not from an appreciation of Swedish, Noravedrussian and Lithuanian
culture, but from the simple fact that these caesthelped to meet the Royal Navy’'s
vast requirements for masts, spars, tar, and Hé@ppper plates, spikes, and bolts were
at least as vital as these. Would His Majesty’s €@pnment allow its own suppliers to
divert any of their vital inventories to the upstAmerican navy at this critical juncture
and in the needed quantities? Surprisingly the angwthe summer of 1798 was yes.

Of course, even as early as 1797, Lord Grenviltelbe®en eyeing the deepening
fissure in Franco-American relations. He had ateRefus King when his intelligence
sources had indicated that the French might dibpattaval squadron to awe the
Americans back into line with Paris’s vision of Anman interests. He had suggested that
Britain would be very interested in lending the Aroans critical military and especially
naval support to ward off this threat. Now in lapging of 1798, Grenville explicitly
suggested that Britain and the United States cethemtcommunity of interest against

Jacobin France with tangible naval assistance. m8, he wrote his minister in

" Maurer, “Royal Navy,” 58; RodgeGommand375.
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Philadelphia, Robert Liston, that Liston shouldiadwthe Adams Administration that
King’s requests on behalf of his government to pase “Naval and warlike Stores” in
England “[would] not be refused him*Chief among these requests would be the
necessary copper plates and bolts to continue theridan naval buildup' Shipments
would continue through early 1789In fact, all the ships built for the United States
Navy before or during the war, including the shypdt by the merchants’ committees,
would use British copper plate despite the Navydepent’s financial support for an
infant naval copper industry.The merchants’ frigate, U.S.Boston launched in the city

whose name she bore, was the first to have alt @opper sheatlfasteningcomponents

0 Grenville to Liston, 8 June 1798, linstructions 155.
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made in America* Paul Revere’s firm had managed to fabricate enadighem to
complete thdostonby March 1799. But again, the manufacture of tlaées themselves
was yet beyond the capabilities of Revere’s wotkdy after having received
government subsidies to help import the very expen®lling equipment from England
would Revere produce plates of sufficient qualitysérvice the American fleet as it went
to war with the Barbary States in 1801This was indeed vindication for the policy of
developing American suppliers of naval stores. Alsd very timely, because by 1799
British exports of copper plates and bolts had egakie to an eventual perceived
shortage in the Royal Navy’s own supply of copferashing materialS°As Grenville
had originally intimated, and the Americans und®ydf the U.S. Navy would only
receive shipments of the vital copper plates astefeers if the needs of the Royal Navy
allowed®” Fortunately, by that time the U.S. Navy had stilekbenough imported
copper plate to get it through the rest of the Waut as to copper to supplement its
dwindling supplies of British imported bolts andkgs, the Navy scrounged whatever it
could find, even at times resorting to using cliygs from the U.S. Mint?

It is no exaggeration to state that the BritisHimgness to liberally supply
copper in the first year of the war had made theeAcan naval build up possible.
Without it, America would have been unable to geda with any ships other than the

three original frigates as supplemented by theethireshed much later in the war. The

*“The Launch,"Massachusetts Mercurg1 May 1799, in U.S.NQuasi-War3:223-24; Michael A.
Palmer, 120-21.

> Goss, 556-63.

%% Fawkner to King, 26 February 1799,King 2:547.

>’ Grenville to Liston, 8 June 1798, linstructions 155.

*8 Michael A. Palmer, 121.

%9 Stoddert to Superintendant of the Mint, 10 Audi&28, in U.S.N.Quasi-Warl:290.
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effective operations that the nascent American weay able to carry out against the
French corsairs in the enemy’s home waters throuigihe West Indies—begun even as
early as the first summer of the war—would havenb&direly impossible.

But in 1798 the infant U.S. Navy experienced anothitical shortage: naval
armament. The United States had an insufficienplyupf cannon to arm both naval
vessels and shore installatidfi$zdditionally, the President had rescinded the atiee
order which had forbidden the arming of merchanteerept those sailing to the East
Indies. East Indiamen had been reasonably exp&ztutounter pirates on such voyages
and so had been allowed to arm against that evégtlaNow many merchant owners
and skippers heading to Europe or the West Inders wiounting cannon to help resist
enemy privateer¥ Worse, American foundries were not up to meetiig) vastly
increased demand. The government had placed osttreomestic iron works in 1794
in hopes of augmenting its meager supplies. Thdteekad been dismal. Half of the
cannon cast had proved defectidene,of the ordered naval carronades, the new light,
short-barreled guns designed to fire heavy balistshstances had seen delivery. These
carronades, or “smashers,” named for Carron, Subiihere the British had developed
them, represented the latest innovation in navdhamnce. At least one American foundry
had imported the technology from Britain to casd &ore the new weapons, but,

obviously, as of 1798 actual production left muctbé desired®

9 Michael A. Palmer, 32-33.

1 william Bingham, Philadelphia to King, 2 April 189in King 2:298; Department of the Treasury,
Secretary of the Treasur@jrcular to the Collector of the Custor(® April 1797), by Oliver Wolcott, Jr.,
in U.S.N.,Quasi-Warl:4-5.

62 pickering to King, 2 April 1798, in King 2:297.

& Michael A. Palmer, 32-33.
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Part of the problem of quickly arming naval vessayswith the tremendous size
of the batteries carried aboard men of war. Itheen said that a single 74 gun, third rate
ship of the line carried more powerful artillerycaod her than did Napoleon’s entire
army at Austerlit?* Even small brigs and sloops of war might carryd 48 long guns
or carronade® while Frigates might be rated for as few as 28sguith 9 pounders in
their primary batte3f or range as large as the new American 44 Jthieed Statesind
Constitution boasting 24-pounders on their gun decks. By tinenser of 1798, Congress
had already authorized raising eighteen ships ehtywguns or more, including three
more of the original big frigates originally plarthe 1794 to combat the Algerines. And
of course, none of these calculations accounteddwal armament of the merchants’
frigates mentioned above.

In short, the United States needed huge suppligeeat guns and lacked the
domestic capacity to produce them, at least inreyhlihe need was so urgent that
Captains John Barry and Thomas Truxton, commarafdre frigatedJnited State44,
andConstellation36, respectively, had found that to arm their shingy would have to
scrounge 24-pounders and 12-pounders from stateawarbor fortifications, or
wherever else they could lay hold of théhSecretary of State Pickering in Philadelphia
directed Rufus King in London to advise Yankee rhant captains to procure cannon

for their vessels in England, if they could, be@aakthe acute shortage in Amerféa.

% Nicholas BlakeSteering to Glory: A Day in the Life of a Ship leé Line(London: Chatham Publishing,
2005), 8.

% Lavery, 52-55.

% bid., 49-52.

®7U.S.N.,QuasiWar 1:51; Michael A. Palmer, 32-34. These capthr to use their own personnel to
locate cannon and then obtain permission fromuhediction in charge of them to remove them tarthe
ships.

% pickering to King, 2 April 1798, in King 2:297.
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The burning question remained: where could theddn8tates Government turn to meet
such a desperate need of ordnance? Again the abaimwer was to obtain the weapons
in England, then the greatest industrial poweramtheand, thankfully, also the arch
enemy of France.

During the summer of 1798 Mr. King in London hadewed instructions from
his government to place an order on behalf of $Sagref the Treasury, Oliver Wolcott
for both naval and military ordnance. King wroteGeenville 16 August requesting
permission to procure 24, 18, 12, 9, 6, and 4 persjcs much as £6,000 would buy. He
also placed a £4,000 order for artillery for thatea States Army and harbor defenses.
King informed the British foreign minister that had taken the liberty to communicate
his needs to the Birmingham ironmongers and haglved assurances that they could
meet the increased demalidsrenville was not slow to respond, telling Kingtisame
day that he would take all necessary steps taititeilthe American ordéf.As a
practical matter, Treasury Secretary Oliver Wolbattl deposited the required funds with
the international banking firm of Barings so eitkiee manufacturers directly, or His
Majesty’s Ordinance Office from the Tower of Londeould supply the great gufis.

Along with the cannon order had come one for sarafls as well. The U.S.
government had also directed that Mr. King reqiaisi25,000 muskets in Englanidl.
Muskets were essential for the arming of the neweAcan Provisional Army under the

titular command of George Washington, but also weggiired to equip the marines to be

9 King to Grenville, 16 August 1798, in King 2:391.

OKing to Pickering, 17 August 1798, in King 2:392.

" King to Oliver Wolcott, 17 September 1798, in Kiagt16; Ralph W. HidyThe House of Baring in
American Trade and Finance: English Merchant BaskarWork:1763-186{Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1949), 32.

"2 King to Grenville, 16 August 1798, in King 2:391.

80



stationed upon every U.S. Navy vessel. However, #gae authorities would discover
that it would prove much more problematic for sugngl to fill musket orders than those
for cannon. King wrote to Secretary Wolcott on Eptember 1798 informing him that
Barings would keep him abreast of the cannon dfdey had placed, but that he had as
of yet received no answer from the British Governtras to the small arms sought. In
fact, King apprised Wolcott that he was lookingeglkere for guns; he had the U.S.
Consul stationed in Hamburg, Mr. Pitcairn, tryimgdcate them there. Apparently,
Pitcairn was able to scrounge 4,000 of the prizetisB muskets in the formétansa
city, and also 18,000 German made guns, if warftedy would be sent by merchantman
with the regular Royal Navy convoy leaving HambfagEngland and then one leaving
England for Americd®

On 6 October 1798, King wrote Wolcott informing hihat it was unlikely that
the U.S. would be able to meet its small arms nee#sgland. King indicated he had
spoken to General Ross then in charge of ordinahttee Tower of London in the
absence of Lord Cornwallis. Ross, King discoveregl not unsympathetic to American
needs. He had intimated that the British wouldasely share what they had with the
American Government should it come to declaredwitir France. In the meantime,
Ross had also offered to assist America with tlo#ipg of any German arms purchased
on the Continent, presumably at the Tower or th@Wizh Arsenal, if the guns would
be shipped through London. Ross had also indidgatgdalthough it now seemed to him

that a Franco-American rupture was unlikely, up@réturn from business in Scotland

3 King to Wolcott, 17 September 1798, in King 2:416.
8l



in some three weeks, he would arrange to suppl® B@@skets from the Towéf This

was no mean offer in light of the existing Britishligations already undertaken to supply
guns to both the Ottomans and Portuguese, botthommwwere now directly threatened

by French or Spanish forces. This was to say ngtbfrthe British Army’s needs,
especially in light of the invasion threat to GrBaitain herself. When Ross did return
from Scotland he explained these pre-existing camants to King, adding that under
the circumstances, the most that the arsenal gyakkntly spare were 2000 or 3000
muskets, but that he would arrange the sale oftadu500 every month from the Tower
at the same price that His Majesty’s Ordnance hadhased therft.

When during the summer of 1798 Rufus King had aggred the British
Government about importing saltpeter, the critmatlizing component in gunpowder,
from the East India Company in Calcutta to the Lh8.again had found a sympathetic
ear. The United States at the time had no sigmfidamestic sources of saltpeter and had
relied on relatively cheap imports from the Subgwarit in order to manufacture the
explosive’® King had received a directive from President Adéinsself to render all
assistance to any American merchant seeking torinipohe United States any “military
stores.” In this case, a Mr. Derby of Salem, Malsaetts intended to send a small vessel
to purchase 130 tons of saltpeter in Calcutta fi@ctiexport to the United StatésKing
perceived the sensitivity of the request. The ni@teras absolutely fundamental to

maintaining any war effort and could not be allowedall into the hands of enemies

" King to Wolcott, 6 October 1798, in King 2:441-42.

> King to Pickering, 5 November 1798, in King 2:4B¥apoleon’s army was still in the Levant, believed
headed through Palestine towards Turkey.

® David CressySaltpeter: The Mother of Gunpowd@xford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 166.
""King to Henry Dundas, London, 16 August 1798, ind<2:390.
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such as the French or Spanish to be used agaieat Britain. Thale factorulers of
Bengal holding the monopoly on saltpeter producjish happened to be the English
East India Company (EEIC). And the Honourable Camyptself jealously guarded its
saltpeter supply from perceived European rivalsiddeit would take the good offices of
His Majesty’s Government to assure the EEIC thisss® Americans, hithertde jure
allies of the French Republic, would not amourditting the enemy.

The same day King had written to Grenville conaagrthe order for cannon and
muskets, he had taken the logical step of writlmthe influential M.P., Henry Dundas, to
secure His Majesty’s support for the purchase efetssential gunpowder ingrediéfit.
Besides being a good friend and ally of Prime Mari$Villiam Pitt, Dundas sat in the
British Cabinet as both War Secretary and headleBoard of Control. Thus, he was the
Crown’s minister who, along with Pitt, was chiefgsponsible for British war policy
during the Wars of the French Revolutidrdditionally, Dundas, as President of the
Board of Control, occupied a unique position froimaf to exert influence over the
EEIC. He was the government officer charged witbesuision of the semi-independent
joint stock company, and in effect, of British ladipolicy®® In writing to Dundas, King
stressed the importance of procuring the saltpetieght of theactualhostilities America
was now embroiled in against Britain’s chief foearkce.

Furthermore, King reminded Dundas of the assistémeeninister had earlier

rendered in a previous case that summer when Bos¢ochant Adam Babcock had

8 |bid.

" Duffy, 5, 24-25; Stanley Wolper, New History of India7" ed. (New York: Oxford University Press,
2004), 194-95.

8 Wolpert, , 194-95. John Keayhe Honourable Company: A History of the Englisistdadia Company
1* American ed. (New York: Macmillan Publishing Comga1994), 390-91, 394.
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sought to import 500 tons of saltpeter to the WhB¢ates from Bengét.In the instance
of Mr. Babcock, while King had pursued the blesfiglis Majesty’'s Government in
London for the sale, Secretary of State Pickeriad \nritten to the British Minister in
Philadelphia, Robert Liston, for his assistanceéhat end, namely a letter to the
Governor General in Calcutta, enlisting the Govempermission to consummate the
sale, and the request for Babcock’s ship Miagtha to join a British convoy, at least as
far as the Cape of Good Hope, so as to safeguarctitical shipment? Again, as he had
done previously for Babcock, Dundas was happy tofl@ssistance with the EEIC in the
case of Derby’s petition to export saltpeter to Aicee In his 18 August reply to King,
Dundas wrote:

...I can have no hesitation in contributing to affengery possible facility to the

Government of the United States, which my influewtth the East India Company

can tend to Procure, and | shall instantly forwgwdr application to the Court of

Directors, who | flatter myself will feel no heditan in complying with your

wish®

With Dundas’s support, the EEIC Court of Directetas quick to grant Derby’s
request. And what is more revealing is that theoetgion of that most essential
compound necessary for the manufacture of eightesaritury munitions had the
blessing of those at the very highest level ofigiwvar policy. Again, access to saltpeter
was absolutely critical for modern war making bessaat that time gunpowder was the

only known explosive and the necessary propellantifearms and artillery. In allowing

the U.S. access to its Indian supplies of saltp&mtain was again providing essential

81 King to Dundas, 16 August 1798, in King 2:390.
8 pickering to Robert Liston, Philadelphia, 22 Jai#88, in U.S.N.Quasi-Warl:129-30.
8 Dundas to King, 18 August 1798, in King 2:396.
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military support to the young republic as the laieepared to battle their mutual enemy
on the high seas.

By the summer of 1798 the British Government waspbung essentials without
which the American naval build up would have begipa dream: canon, muskets,
saltpeter to make the gunpowder to fire them, &edessential copper needed to shield
warship bottoms from the worm and barnacle. Buias true that Britain was doing well
out of the bargain. Her merchants were selling thaval stores and military wares to
willing buyers for a profit. But there was at lease instance during that summer of
feverish arms deals when neither His Majesty’s mecturers nor Government pursued
gain in providing military aid against the Frenbingat. This was the matter of the
Halifax cannon. During that summer, ambitious angatient captains were “liberating”
great guns from wherever they could find them bseanf the dire shortage of naval
ordnance to arm their new men of war. More oftemthot, these weapons came from
the nation’s forts and harbor defenses as descabsdur in this chapter. This practice
was leaving these important defense establishmeatiisa compromised or non-existent
capacity to protect the nation’s coastline.

The residents of Charleston, South Carolina wengeccognizant of this
situation. The set of French 24’s which had oneeegd their defenses were gone. The
British had seized them as the spoils of war whiarl@ston fell to them in the War of
Independence, later removing the guns to Halifaoyd\Scotia when they eventually
evacuated the city. There was a certain ironyitgtenario. The guns had been prizes of
war long before the War of Independence .The Brjtis the Seven Years’ War, had
removed the guns from the captured French batfjeBbudroyant and given them to
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South Carolina for the defense of Charlestbfihe Secretary of State, Pickering, had
learned that the guns were not in use in Halifacahee they fired Brench24 pound

ball, which in English measure made them roughlp@inders® Hence, as a non-
standard British caliber, they could not use ammmmisupplied from His Majesty’s
Ordnance, rendering the guns next to useless édBtiish Army just as they originally
had been for the Royal Navy when removed ffeondroyant®® To the Americans
desperate for cannon, non-British caliber was ngeidiment to their use. If nothing else,
if returned to Charleston, the military authoritiesuld either use them while the original
cannonballs lasted, or eventually have the con&ldber projectiles cast somewhere in
the U.S.

In light of the above information, Secretary oft8tRickering wrote to the British
Minister, Robert Liston, in Philadelphia and alsafis King in London to directly deal
with His Majesty’s Government regarding use ofgn@s®’ Liston caught the urgency of
Pickering’s proposal when he wrote Grenville tmathe “present perilous state of the
coasts of the U.S...[the American Government wikhg&d begor borrow or buythese
guns, for to be once more transported to Charle$foin the meantime, while Liston’s

dispatch made its way across the Atlantic to Londloa minister, as he had promised

8 pickering, Trenton, NJ to Benjamin Stoddert, NBgpartment, Trenton, NJ, 6 October 1798asi-

War 1:499.
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Pickering, took the liberty of writing to the Gower of Nova Scotia, Sir John
Wentworth, and His Royal Highness, Prince Edwanthmanding the Halifax garrison,
seeking approval of a loan of the cannon to theddinbtates. Prince Edward responded
that while he could not present the guns as a diiHacked authority to do so—he
would be willing to loan them, on condition that Arcan forces remove and transport
them to Charleston and that upon the request oMdjgsty, the United States saw to
their immediate and safe retuthPickering then conveyed Prince Edward’s offethi® t
President. Secretary of War McHenry, on behalhefAdministration, issued an
acceptance of the terms to Secretary Pickeringméde arrangements with the Navy
Department to collect the French gifiS§ecretary of the Navy Stoddert then dispatched
Captain James Sever of the U.S48rald to Halifax to see that the guns were safely
shipped to Charlestol.The loan was in essencéait accompliby the time the British
Cabinet’s approval arrived from London. The Homer8e&ry, His Grace, the Duke of
Portland, himself, had signed off on the loan e&f Finench 24s per Rufus King's request
through Lord Grenvillé?

But there was one more twist in the saga of thE@xdroyant,French 24s.
Following the ceremonial transfer of the guns ® American officers sent to Halifax
and the weapons’ transport to Charleston, Secrefaé®yate Pickering soon wondered if

the loan of the cannon might be made permaftiehtis inquiry made its way to London
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where His Majesty’s Ministers must have seen aodiaitic coup to be made from guns
of no value to their own armed forces, but of gredtie to the desperately arming United
States. Lord Grenville in January 1799 directeddrsn Philadelphia to return to the
Americans the written engagement they had entergd/e back the 24s upon the request
of the British Government, transforming the loatoian outright gif£* In April 1799
Liston returned the loan document to Pickering glaith a note in which he described
the act as “a testimony of friendship towards tmététl States™® And indeed, the gift
had its desired effect upon the Americans. In @y to Mr. Liston, Secretary Pickering
noted the pleasure and thanks President Adamsxpaelssed upon learning of the
gesture. The President regarded “the present afaheon... ‘as a testimony of the
friendship of His Britannic Majesty to the Uniteth&s” and specially desired Liston to
transmit to London the President’s thanks on betfalie American Governmeftin
the end, the French 24s never fired a shot in amgéng the duration of the waf But
the loan/gift of those guns certainly had made sitpe impression upon official
Philadelphia. As Pickering had noted to Presidatdrs in September 1798, Britain’s
providing access to the guns was significant “motgich for their intrinsic value (though
that.. Jwas]...not inconsiderable) as that they...[were]...refayimmediate service; &
that we want[ed] them®®

In retrospect, the ordnance that the Pitt Governirpeavided the United States,

whether by sale or grant, was absolutely critioghe American war effort against

% Grenville to Liston, 19 January 1799, lirstructions,168.
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France. Professor Michael A. Palmer, in his stuidyp@ American naval campaign in
that conflict,Stoddert’'s Warhas noted:
Probably between 300 and 400 cannon and carronagtesmported for the
United States Navy from Great Britain between 1d@8d 1801. Considering that

the navy at its peak strength in 1800 carried 9@tsgat least one third, and
perhaps as many as one-half of the naval gunseinvase BritisH’’

Upon this fact alone the case can be made thd&ritish were an indispensible partner in
the Adams Administration’s crash program to buildoy a fleet in 1798.The case
becomes stronger when one credits the British Gowent’s role in the American
acquisition of the critical copper sheathing matisrso necessary for a late eighteenth
century naval vessel to function effectively. Ah@ argument becomes even more
cogent upon recognition of the part the Britishhase days had played in the U.S.
importation of saltpeter, the essential ingrediergunpowder then also difficult to find

in America. Considering the naval administrativartivirate of ships, men, and money,
without key British assistance, the United Statesilal have found the challenge nearly
insurmountable with respect to the first issuepshirhanks to Alexander Hamilton’s
system of tariffs and credit, the new Federal Goremt had the requisite money. As to
sailors, the American merchant marine was trulp@s$ery of seamen,” such that finding
crews for the American fleet would not pose thedkih vexing problem continually

faced by the Royal Nav}° While wages would remain significantly higher freir

% palmer Stoddert’s War34.

1% The U.S. merchant navy grew during the war yean 10,000 in 1792 to perhaps 70,000 at its apogee
before embargo and war took a bite out of the &day 1812. Toll,371. Assuming thirty ships at peak
strength, and 200 sailors per ship, we may libgdsume an American fleet of some 6000 U.S.N. tars
having been recruited from that proportionatelgéapool. The British, on the other hand, with their
immense fleet, had mobilized from 10,000 R.N. tars792 before the war, to 140,000 in 1812, |,

had recruited from a population of seamen in no agyoaching a sufficient number before the wamfro
which to do so and still maintain their essentiarahant marine. It was shear desperation in filbogits

vast numbers of crews which drove the British ibzeat the cudgel of the naval press. Daniel A. Baug
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merchant navy while the war lastfd the Americans would never have to resort to the
hated institution of the naval press to fill ougithwarships’ compliment&? They paid
better than their British counterpattéand utilized only one year enlistmeft$jnstead
of the policy of indefinite length of service—uslydior the duration of the war—
employed in Whitehall. But to have a navy, a natieeded all three legs of the naval
administrative stool: ships, men and money. Withgntish aid with the first of these,
possessing the other two legs would not have belemant considering the time frame
with which the Adams Administration had to contend.

And so with British help the United States Navy lh@dome a reality. American
warships were soon on patrol off the American caastuding in late June the frigate
U.S.S.Constellation:®® This vessel and her captain, Thomas Truxtun, wbabme
icons of the young republic’s new sea service dutine Quasi-War. Although Truxtun,
who had been a privateer skipper in the War of pedelence, had never served in the
Continental Navy as had men such as John Baridyedfnited Statesand Samuel
Nicholson of theConstitution,it was to be his influence more than that of ttreeo
captains that would establish the traditions ofrtee servicé® It was Truxtun who had

established a book of naval signals for the seraimkwritten a critical book on

“The Eighteenth Century Navy as A National Instanf 1690-1815,” inThe Oxford Illustrated History of
the Royal Navyed. J. R. Hill and Bryan Ranft (Oxford: Oxford idersity Press, 1995), 133-39; Rodger,
Command496-99.

91 Toll, 94.

192 1hid.

% pid., 272.

104 captain Thomas Tingey, U.S.N., Philadelphia taité@ant Archibald McElroy, U.S.N., U.S.S. Ganges,
5 November 1798, iQuasi-War2:7-8; Toll, 94.

1% bid., 24-26.

1% Barry had famously commanded the frig@t#iance, in the Continental Navy. Toll, 56-57. Nicholson
had successfully commanded the frig&teane during the Revolutionary War but at the end sfdervice
had been court-martialed but acquitted. Pali@tyddert's War44-45.

90



navigation. Truxtun had mastered the exquisiteimglicated technique of taking lunars
to find longitude, an essential skill as the Amanis could not yet afford the luxury of
sea-going chronometel¥’ And it was Truxtun more than any other who creaied
fighting tradition of the new service with his fao®victories against tiferench Navy
frigatesL’InsurgenteandLa Vengeancé”® In consequence, by the end of the war,
Stoddert had virtually made Truxturde-factoadmiral and commander in chief of the
new servicé® To Stoddert, he represented the acme of profesisson

Ironic, however, was the influence that his old &ationary War enemy, the
Royal Navy, would exercise over so much of whatt&apT ruxtun established for the
young U.S. Fleet. And for him and the American ha¥cer corps which emulated him,
the R.N. remained their guiding light. It was athi British Senior Service were acting
as an unofficial mentor to this very junior oneidfbhapter has already discussed how
the British greatly assisted in the founding of #raerican fleet itself, making the ships

possible, but there was also a distinct but indiBxttish hand in the development of one

197 bid., 25; Thomas Truxtunnstruction, Signals, and Explanations, Offeredtfee United States Fleet

(Baltimore: John Hayes, 1797); Chronometers wetdéogeexpensive for even the R.N. to equip each
warship with oneConsequently, navigators relied upon Mayer’s Iuabates which required them to
perform sophisticated mathematical calculationsimply used the ancient, primitive, often dangsrou
and aptly named “dead reckoning” method.

198 70ll, 115-20; PalmerStoddert’s War185-87.Some have call&@bnstellation’sbattle againsta
Vengeanca draw as both frigates were severely damageolioib the action and limped away into the
night. However, it was subsequently learned thatirench frigate nearly foundered on her way to
Curacao; she had been holed so badlZbgstellation’sgunnery. Toll, 134-35. After the war, Truxtun
later learned that the Frenchman had struck h@sdvo times but this fact had been hidden imilét
and she had stolen away. Paln&tgddert’'s Warl187 n.7.
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Used by the United States Armed Forces: Officedimial,” in Naval History and Command [website
online]; available fronhttp://www.history.navy.mil/trivia/triv4-51.htminternet; most recently accessed 20
July 2012.
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of the other legs of the naval administrative std@ men. This was not in providing
them. The British desperataigededars for their own fleet and had routinely illegal
impressed Americans into it. In June 1798 theydaaah actually proposed that America
supply them sailors in exchange for the R.N. suppglyhe U.S. Navy with ships and
officers, an offer ignored by PhiladelpHid.Instead, the Royal Navy’s contribution
would be to supply, perhaps inadvertently, the rhddeAmerican navy would emulate.
The United States Navy at its inception was in smynways fashioned as a mirror image
of the Royal Navy. Its basic rank structure follalntbat employed in that institution. The
Americans had also adopted the British Serviceigeption of: naval discipline, a
marine corps, warship armament, basic fightingestghd even fundamental
administrative organization.

This was not surprising. The Royal Navy for a cenhad been simply the best in
the world. While people might debate the sailingldies of its warships, there was no
guestion that the seamanship of its officers and, iineir gunnery, their organization,
and aggressive tactics were without parallel. dtskgards were the best, the largest
industrial plants of their da¥}* From top to bottom the Royal Navy stood for
professionalism in a world of amateurs. No one hbegmmissions in the King’'s Navy
as they did in the British Arm¥/2 Officers earned their commissions in Britain’s i®en

Service. To command a warship in the British Nang had to be an “able” seaman

10william, Lord Grenville to Robert Liston, 8 Jun@d8, ininstructions to the British Ministers to the
United States: 1791-181&d. Bernard Mayo (Washington: United States Gawemt Printing Office,
1941), 156.

11 Roger Morris,The Royal Dockyards during the Revolutionary aagdeonic WargLeicester,
England: Leicester University Press, 1983), vi.

12N, A. M. Rodger, “Honour and Duty at Sea, 1660-8,8Historical Researcit5, no. 190 (November
2002): 427.
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first, that is to be sufficiently skilled to redfirl and steer like the best tar in the fleet. But
the captain also needed to have the competeneafrim complex navigational
calculations like a mathematician, and be abledoage the complicated structure of a
sailing vessel as a capitalist would his factonye$sence, R.N. captains were a unique
breed in the eighteenth century world, profess®eapected to act the gentleman. They
were professionals first—survival in the extrema@yngerous environment at sea
demanded that—but then secondarily, in order taraescommand in that traditional
eighteenth-century world, they needed qualities Wauld have been familiar to a landed
squire, the easy sure-footedness to rule their l@aovorld” at sea with a firm hand, but
in the case of the best of them, a Nelson or argpliood, yet remain a father figure to
their men. Naturally, their rank would require thiay be prepared to stand to arms as
fearless warrior chiefs on their quarterdecks,dbr@lone, strikingly obvious in their
gold-epauleted, blue coats and white breechesgaie unprotected from enemy sharp
shooters® Consequently, when this professional Royal Navgtimto battle against the
French, its officers and mé&mewthey would win before the battle began; they vikee
best. A century of victories in the Second Hundredrs’ war had proved 1 And

those who knew how a navy worked also recognizeditellence of the administrative

131bid., 428-432, 440, 446.

14 Time and again in that long eighteenth centuryRbgal Navy had bested the French Service in sea
battles. Following the debacle at Beachy Head éNme Years’ War, in the 1690s, the British had
garnered victory laurels at Barfleur, Finnisteard Quiberon Bay. Following some missteps in the
American War, such as at the Battle of the Chedagpehich had barred Admiral Graves'’s relief
expedition from lifting the American/French siedgeYorktown and leading to American independence, th
Royal Navy had recovered with George Brydges Rodndgmolition of the French fleet at Les Saintes in
1782. In the Wars of the French Revolution, a Bhitsquadron had mauled a French squadron at the
Glorious First of June in 1794, a Spanish one @Béttle of Cape St. Vincent, and the Dutch at
Camperdown, both in 1797.
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structure behind the fighting sailors, both on land at sea, busy feeding, equipping, and
arming them. It was this standard that Truxtun, taedU.S. Navy sought to replicate.
This emulation of the Royal Navy, of course, hagumewell before Captain
Truxtun and his fellow American captains had ewssuaed command of their vessels.
Even during the time the navy was under the dioectif the War Department, Britain’s
fleet had been the model to follow. As 1797 mowaavard with no apparent lessening of
the tensions with France, it had become very appénat the frigates being launched
would soon need to go into commission. In shoreoehch lieutenant would need to
open a rendezvous to recruit his ship’s crew. Gaptaould then be able to assume
command of their vessels and the ships put toSt@pboard organization would need to
become a reality. The new service would need umigodt would need regulations to
rationalize the daily routines of the hundredsafls sharing the same small space afloat
and so maintain good order. Good order on boaldpeat sea was not just a matter of
decorum; it was a matter of survival. A ship’s canyp either pulled together or perished.
Hence the symbols of good order, were the trappohgsiforms, of the boatswain
piping a captain on board, of the ship’s bell signathe watch changes, the steady
presence of the captain on the quarterdeck, ptagread of other small ceremonies and
procedures which promoted if nothing else the sand# of good order. And, of course,
there was the ceremony of punishment for violatibthose rules and traditions executed
publicly before the assembled ship’s company. Whetean overworked secretary of
war turn to provide an instant naval culture? Tih&nger was simple: model as much as

was possible after the British. Copy the bestfittest form of flattery.
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And that was what Secretary of War McHenry had darfe797. In regulations
issued 24 August 1797, he had specified that tiferams worn by the officers of this
infant sea service would closely resemble thoge@Royal Navy. A U.S. Navy captain
would appear in a familiar blue coat with a stagdiollar, light lapels and gold or
yellow buttons, light vest, breeches and socksaagdld epaulette upon each shoulder.
Lieutenants would be similarly attired but only weae epaulette, with this placed upon
the right shoulder. The sailing master would wesingple blue coat with blue facings,
light vest, but blue breech&s.In comparison with the U.S. Navy uniform presceitgy
McHenry, the Royal Navy dress uniform adopted kefiof95 would be very similar
except that the light lapels, breeches and vestddame white instead of the American
buff. As to epaulets, just adopted in 1795 by thiddh themselves, senior captains in the
R.N. would wear a gold one on each shoulder. Captaf less than three years service in
that fleet would only wear one on the right shouldhile lieutenants would not wear
any. With the 1795 Royal Navy uniform changes, tap¢ls had also become bité.
Thus the American naval uniform adopted in 1797 waag much a combination of the
pre 1795 and post 1795 Royal Navy uniforitfs.

McHenry also turned to the Royal Navy for the Aroan navy’s basic law, the
Articles of War. These were the fundamental regunat established to govern all life

aboard the new, soon to be commissioned warshsgréss swiftly passed the articles,

15 War DepartmentJniform for the Navy of the United States of Aneer4 August 1797, by James
McHenry, in U.S.N.Quasi-Warl:10-11.

18 avery, 104.

7 The choice of the blue coat for the U.S.N. is Bigant. The Royal Navy had obviously chosen blue,
which in the eighteenth century was a color assediwith the professions and hence the middle cRed
was a color utilized by the officers of both thetBh Army and French Navy, each dominated by tgeu
crust of their respective countries. N. A. M. Roddelonour,” 433. Instead of choosing the aristdicraed
of their “ally,” the French Navy, the Americans sleao follow the British witlprofessionablue.
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which the War Secretary had borrowed from the @guts adopted by the Continental
Congress in 1775 for the new Continental N&yThese were the work of John Adams,
then Secretary of the Committee of Marine for Cesgr and had borrowed heavily from
the Royal Navy’s venerable Articles of War, lasteamied in 1749'° The American
articles, founded upon the British ones, wouldheeregulations used to govern conduct
and establish good order on United States shipslir®9*2° When Truxtun had put to
sea inConstellationon her shake-down cruise in June 1798, he had gexglihe same
basic disciplinary system utilized in the King'sét.

It would not be long before Captain Truxtun woutsed to enforce the newly
enacted U.S. Navy Articles of War abo&dnstellation While cruising off the U.S.
coast Truxtun received intelligence from the NawgpBrtment that there were crew
members planning mutiny. Apparently Truxtun’s affis had been watching the likely
plotters and they were put off the ship at Norfiolkrons. But Truxtun did read the
Articles of War to the crew, explaining that mutiwwgs an extremely serious crime,
especially when it involved taking a ship at seehis address tGonstellation’screw
concerning the Articles of War on 2 July 1798, ¢hetain had alluded to the recent
mutinous tarnish upon the Royal Navy’s lustéThe Spithead and Nore mutinies were
already notorious. Of course the Spithead affail lwen of the traditional sort: at anchor

over a venerable sailors’ grievance, pay, witlelitloodshed and so forgivable by a

18 An Act Providing a Naval Armament, Statutes at Latg€h. 7, sec. 8, 525 (1797) in U.S.Quasi-
War 1:8; PalmerStoddert’s War14; Michael Edmund Schlitz, “Benjamin Stodderd &taval Command
(ljlgring the Quasi-War with France” (M.A. thesis, \dmsity of Chicago, 1958), 114-15.

Ibid.
2%pjid., 115.
121 Thomas Truxtun, “ Thomas Truxtun Concerning CarMutinous Assemblies on Board U. S. Frigate
Constellationjn U.S.N., 1:156-58; PalmeBtoddert’s War26.
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nation indebted to its “jolly” tars. But the vicistdermionemutiny of the previous
year—an R.N. crew driven to the breaking point Isadistic frigate captain had taken
their ship on the high seas in the Caribbean’s Meassage—stood out as something
beyond the pale. Somehow, the Royal Navy’s systeom-doard order, successful for so
many years—mutinies at sea were virtually unknowthe British Sea Service—had
gone quite wrong-ermione’screw had butchered nearly all her officers with&thawks
and thrown them overboard. The hated Captain Piggt had hurled through the stern
gallery windows and then sailed to the Spanish Maioffer His Majesty’s ship to the
enemy*?* While theHermionemutineers had a legitimate grievance worthy of sgthy
—Pigot was perhaps the cruelest commander in Régray annal¥*—their stooping to
murder and treason certainly was not. EverBibhenty’smutineers had put Captain Bligh
and loyal crew members off their ship in a boatwgitovisions->* Obviously, the
Hermioneaffair had proven a shock to a man like Truxturovaad held the Royal Navy,
its professionalism, and governance institutionsuch high esteem. That these same
institutions, normally celebrated as synonymous \gtod order at sea, could so publicly
and tragically fail must have sent a tremor of fbaough the young American navy
which saw itself as a Royal Navy protégé. Truxtaald only have felt these emotions all
the more when he learned that one of the mutirfetsad put off the ship at Norfolk had
been one of thelermione’smurderous crewmen, seeking to suborn his own &f2w.
Whatever doubts the recent British mutinies mightéhseeded in American naval

minds, it was this British system of shipboard orthat Truxtun and his fellow U.S.N.

122 pydley PopeThe Black ShigLondon: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1963), 154-87
1231pid., 11, 145.

24 Herman, 327.

125 palmer Stoddert’s War26
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commanders now sought to impose upon Americantg@skused to the laxness of their
merchant fleet. If any American sailor had thoutylat life in a Yankee man of war
would be easier than aboard one of His Majesty’'sinps, he soon learned better. The
American navy drank deeply from the cup of Britainaval traditions. Corporal
punishment for violations of the ship’s regulatiavass standard. The flogging of
violators by petty officers before the assembldgd’slttompany was just as American as
it was British. Twelve or more lashes upon the dieg tar’'s bare back was not
infrequent for drunkenness, inattentiveness to,duigwling, and especially theft,
despised perhaps above all by men living cheelowy gt sed?® N. A. M. Rodger, that
great scholar of Royal Navy history, has noted thatBritish practice of “starting”
sailors—hitting them with a rope end or small cawgien they did not attend lively
enough, was still a part of life in the Americamvsee, long after Britain’s Senior Service
had barred it?’ It is interesting to recall that Secretary of Mevy Stoddert in 1799 had
given five of his most illustrious captains, of ce@ including Truxtun, the chance to
revise the 1797 Articles of War, again rooted i& 1749 British Articles. And Congress
quickly enacted their work product for the new naWghat did these venerable men of
the sea come up with? Not surprisingly, it was ¢ebi the same document, only ordered

somewhat differently?® The Royal Navy's sea regulations lived on in trenkee fleet.

126 N. A. M. Rodger;The Wooden World: An Anatomy of the Georgian Niloyton paperback ed. (New
York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1996), 221-29. In tReN., theft could garner 200 to 500 lashes
following a court-marshalCommangd493.

27 |pid., 492-93.

128 5chlitz, 116-17. Stoddert finally drafted anothede enacted in April 1800, which Stoddert claimed
only initiated some procedural and prize money geanSchlitz argues the code changes were sigmifica
Ibid. As Rodger implies iCommandthere were few practical changes at sea as figgand starting
continued in the U.S. fleeCommand493.
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So much of life aboard an American warship in thgsars would have been
indistinguishable from life aboard a British onéeTUnited States Navy did not try to re-
invent the wheel as to food, and other accommodsfior officers and crew. The diet
was basically the santé’ as were the officers’ uniforms—mentioned earliehe-$lops
or clothing issued to the rating&,and even the grog’ The British had made a fine
science of naval success at sea and the Amerioailasndiar with it sought largely to
duplicate it. The Royal Navy routinely became ttesdard by which the nation’s naval
commanders judged their progress. Not much latdrdrwar, when the theatre of
operations changed from the coast of the UniteteSta the Caribbean, Captains such as
Truxtun and Alexander Murray would look up to thetiBh Captains and Admirals they

frequently met with something approaching reveréficé American vessels sortied

129 A comparison of the basic weekly diets laid oullis Majesty’s regulations and those provided by Ac
of Congress show how similar they were. Both wexrgell upon salt pork and beef, cheese, butter or oil
and peas. The daily rations of these were prettghntine same for both services but the particulagkiye
schedule differed some. The Americans substitugath instead of peas occasionally and still usikeldsa
fish, which the R.N. had phased out by this timethBused rice. The Americans were more niggardipas
beer, with only one quart allocated per day as @wagwith the British gallon—this in reality on yda
British men of war translated to taken at will. daklacdonaldFeeding Nelson’s Navy: The True Story of
Food at Sea in the Georgian E(aondon: Chatham Publishing, 2004), 9-11; Stadlefkdamiak, “The
Development of American Naval Logistics, 1794-184Rh.D. dissertation, University of Nebraska, 1994)
57-58. Adamiak has noted that the American cookinges were imported from Britain and Janet
Macdonald who has written about the Royal Navy dfétielson’s day has surmised that the American
cooking style and use of messes was likely the sesibat employed in the R.N. due to so many former
British tars in the American service. Adamiak, 22-Rlacdonald, 142-43. While all navies used salted
meats and dried vegetables as Macdonald pointstaug were peculiar differences in the French and
Spanish navies, including the French use of musteed, etc., Spanish use of lentils and chili spiaad
heavy French use of red wines and brandy as oppogbd British and American use of beer and grog.
Also the British and American diet seemed to follwimilar schedule while the French ration amounts
did not vary daily. Ibid., 9-11, 140-43, 145-49.

130 Adamiak, 62; Lavery, 204.

131 A, J. PackNelson’s Blood: The Story of Naval RiiHavant, Hampshire, UK: Kenneth Mason, 1982),
17, 24; Macdonald, 142.

132 Ccapt. Thomas Truxtun, U.S.N., to Capt. Richardddat R.N., 19 January 1799, in U.SQuasi-War
2:260-61; Extract from Truxtun to Stoddert, 12 ketyy 1800, in Ibid. 5:209-10; Extracts from Capt.
Alexander Murray, U.S.N., to Stoddert, 1 Januar99,in U.S.N.Quasi-War2:235-37; Capt. Thomas
Tingey U.S.N., U.S.SGangego Sir Hyde Parker R.N., 5 January 1799, in I@d212-13; Murray to
Stoddert, 3 January 1800, in Ibid. 5:31-33; Muti@toddert, 12 January 1800, in Ibid. 5:68; Muriay
David Clarkson, U.S. Agent, St. Kitts, Between hd 22 January 1800, in Ibid.5:89-90; Murray to
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with their British counterparts, Yankee commandeok pains for their ships to look
sharp and their crews to respond smartly to oramting was to appear lubberly within
sight of the Royal Navy Ensigri° And when sailing in consort with a British frigathe
American captain nearly always strove to demorsstiet superior speed and sailing
qualities of his Yankee-built man of w&f.While Secretary Stoddert himself might
sometimes exhibit frustration with what he toolb®British indifference to American
naval interest$®® he never the less continued to use the Royal Ma\his gauge as to
whether his captains were lollygagging in gettingit vessels to sea. When one of his
skippers, Captain Moses Tryon of fiennecticuthad complained that his ship was yet
undermanned, Stoddert had told him to get to seanvkle was within thirty of his stated
complement. The navy secretary irritably told Trybat a British man of war of his
ship’s size might expect to put to sea with perhamsthirds of the complainant’s full

crew®® Stoddert also on at least one occasion askedfdrie captains, Richard

Stoddert, 17 January 1800, in Ibid. 5:90. This &y became even more pronounced when American
naval skippers left the hemisphere. Murray’s act®woiihis meetings with British officers in Lisband
with Admiral Duckworth, R.N. in Gibraltar and U.S.Raptain Edward Preble’s description of encounters
with Admiral Curtis, R.N. and his officers at TalBay, Cape of Good Hope are both fawning in tone.
Alexander Murray U.S.N. to Stoddert, 16 Septemi®91 in U.S.N.Quasi-War4:191; Murray to
Stoddert, 26 September 1799, in Ibid. 4:229-30; &dwPreble, U.S.N., Extract from “Journal of Edward
Preble,” 12 March 1800, in U.S.N., Quasi-War 5:2P&ble to Stoddert, 13 March 1800, in lbid. 5:299-
300; Preble, “Journal Extract,” 24 March 1800,bidl 5:345; Preble to Stoddert, 25 March 1800bid.|
5:346; Preble to Capt. James Sever, U.S.N., 25MB8060, in Ibid. 5:347.

133 Murray to Officers of the Wardroom, U.SI8surgente February 1800, in Ibid. 5:200.

134 James Pity, U.S.N., U.S.Sonstitution extract from “Journal of James Pity,” 3 March 37 Ibid.
2:419; Capt. George Little, U.S.N., “Letter to taditor, 16 September 1798ew Hampshire Gazette
(Portsmouth, NH), 6 November 1799, in U.S.Quasi-War5:191-92; Murray to Stoddert, 26 September
1799, in Ibid. 5:229; Murray to Stoddert, 5 Octoth&p9, in Ibid. 5:256-57; Extract from letter, Capt
Moses Tryon, U.S.N., to Gentleman in Middletown,, @0 January 1800, in Ibid. 4:577; Preble to
Stoddert, 10 May 1800, in Ibid. 5:498; Rufus LowSWN., “Journal of Sailing Master Rufus Low of U.S
FrigateEssex’ 10 May1800, in Ibid. 5:499.

135 Stoddert to John Adams, 25 August 1798, in Ibi@36.

136 Stoddert to Captain Moses Tryon, U.S.N., 1 Octdi®9, in U.S.N.Quasi-War4:242. He made a
similar irascible statement to Captain George ¢.itd U.S.SBostonwhen Little excused himself as unable
to get to sea until fully manned. Stoddert intori@&titish Vessels (sic) of equal force with tBeston
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Valentine Morris, to inquire of Royal Navy officetiseir opinions on the proper guns for
the U.S. Navy?®’

The Americans borrowed even their fighting stylanirthe Royal Navy. Despite
having received the critical aid of famous Frenahmirals such as De Grasse in their
War of Independencg® American naval commanders did not choose to copgdh
naval tactics. In combat, captains such as Truxhstead chose the methods of their
former enemy. Emulating the British Admiralty, tAenerican naval establishment,
despite possessing a fleet of perhaps thirty vesdets peak, encouraged U.S. Navy
captains to aggressively seek battle instead alepveng their precious ships. Stoddert
had only disgust for skippers who sailed too oftegether instead of singly. The
Secretary expected them to give battle to any Vessemilar or lesser size without
compunction. He expected valor, if not successnfhis commanderS?® There would be
no Admiral Byng&*in his fleet. And on the whole that is what he got. Tumperhaps
best personified this relentless pugnacity in laigles against the French national frigates
L’'InsurgenteandLa Vengeancdn both cases it was the American who ruthlessly

pursued his French quarry. Chaslingurgenten February 1799, Truxtun crowded on all

often cruize (sic) with fewer men than you now haveStoddert to George Little, U.S.N., 13 July 1799,
Ibid. 3:498.

137 Stoddert to Richard Valentine Morris, U.S.N., 4glet 1798, in Ibid. 1:271.

138 The Comte de Grasse, defeated the Royal Navy sguadider Rear Admiral Graves at the Battle of the
Chesapeake, preventing the relief of General Larch@allis’s army at Yorktown. Rodge€ommand
351-52.

139 palmer Stoddert’s War183-84; Stoddert to Truxtun, 11 November 1799)i8.N.,Quasi-War4:377-

79.

140vice-Admiral Hon. John Byng is infamous in Royad\ annals. Byng was court-martialed, convicted,
and shot not for cowardice, but for “failing to His utmost to take or destroy the enemy’s shipshat
Battle of Port Mahon in the Seven Years War. It s incident which is said to have produced Modta
catty observation that the British shot an admi@k and then “in order to encourage the othersrhtde,
281. But there is a certain truth in Voltaire's @ For the commanders who followed in the R.Nd&=d

to attack with a calculated recklessness. HawkegxXample, would risk wrecking his own ships on the
rocks rather than avoid bringing the enemy to chxt@®n at Quiberon Bay later in the Seven Years.Wa
Ibid., 287-91.
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canvas even in the face of a sudden squall aisk@f losing a mast, reminiscent of
Hawke’s reckless pursuit of the French fleet imicaachorage during a gale at Quiberon
Bay. Instead it waksurgentewhich lost her topmast! AgainstLa Vengeancdruxtun
forced battle with a much heavier 50 gun frigatecwldesperately sought to elude the
more lightly armedConstellation36. In each battle it was superior American gunnery
which won the day, executed in the British mannefifing into the enemy hull instead
of at the opponent’s rigging, the French tattfahile Constellationcertainly carried
heavier guns thaimsurgente—at that time 24 pounders to the Frenchman’s 12
pounders—againgta Vengeancehe French ship with 50 guns wielded the greater

weight of metaf*®

But just as in so many British sea battles, it waisthe individual
weight of guns which made the difference, but citire. Later analysis would show
thatConstellationwas able to fire at least two if not more broadsitbr each one fired
by La Vengeancé&** And the result to the French ship was devastagheg. was hulled so
badly that after skulking away fro@onstellationin the night she barely limped her way
to Curacao on the point of foundering; she grourmédide the harbor rather than risk
sinking upon her approac¢ft Many years later during the War of 1812 the siritifaof
tactics used against each other in expert fashyahd British and Americans would

produce deadly resulté® the most famous being the fairly evenly matchedlsi ship

action between H.M.Shannorand U.S.SChesapeak&hich produced so many

14170ll, 114-17. See footnote 140 as to Quiberon Bay.

Y“2Toll, 117-19, 131-35.

“3Ipid., 117,119, 135.

% Ipid., 135.

% Ipid., 134-35.

148 The expert handling and especially the excellemingry of the heavier U.S.Sonstitutionin her single
ship duels with H.M.SGuerierreand H.M.SJavaproved so deadly to the crews and hulls of thadBri
frigates that neither ship was salvageablegited Statesimilarly overpowered H.M.SVlacedonianin her
single ship action, blKlacedonianwas saved to later join the American navy. Toll7-30.
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casualties on both sides, including both captifln so many ways the Royal Navy
truly was the mentor of the infant American seryigbether intended or not.

As noted earlier, historian Bradford Perkinslime First Rapprochemehts
described a softening of relations in the 1790w/éeh the United States and Great
Britain which had begun in earnest following thadasion of Jay’'s Treaty in 1794. It
had been the Gallic over-reaction to said treaynely a non-declareglierre de course
against the United States, which had driven thedaramercial partners much closer
together. The facts credit Perkin’s observation ithaas the informal naval alliance
between them, itself a direct result of this Freweln on American trade, which had
clearly represented the high tide of this new @iyi between these “cousins” The
British had offered material military aid to thérmer rebellious colonies, especially in
helping the young nation build and organize its mawy. With British help, the young
republic had established a small, but entirely modad effective naval fleet. The
British had provided essential copper plate antefeesss for warship bottoms so that the
Americans could have the best technology to inerdas sailing performance and sea-
keeping qualities of their men of war, both of whigere so necessary to maintaining a
credible naval presence in the critical Caribbesnia of operations. John Bull had
supplied perhaps as much as half of the naval aamatilized in the American fleet in
its struggle against France as well as small afitms.Americans had also received access

to saltpeter from British India. It is abundantlgar that without this British

147 James Lawrence, commandi@besapeakayhose last conscious words to his crew becamb e
Navy’s motto, “Don’t give up the ship,” bled to dkan the days following his frigate’s capture. The
victorious British captain, Phillip Broke, had bessverely wounded with his skull cut open. Althoungh
would survive his wounds, Broke would never agaimmand a vessel at sea in the Royal Navy. Ibid.,
404-17.
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administrative aid, the effective U.S. Navy whigmnsd during the Quasi-War would
have been a pipe dream. Most of this assistancéohada with obtaining, maintaining, or
basing ships, the first leg of the naval administeastool needed to found or keep a navy
in the age of salil.

Perhaps just as importantly, the Royal Navy hadeskas the very model upon
which the impressionable Yanks had chosen to ni@ot hew sea service. The U.S.
Navy had borrowed its naval culture from His MayéstNavy, including the seamen’s
diet, the uniforms, the regulations, and even tie ®f combat. All of this Philadelphia
had copied whole scale from Britain’s Senior Sezyighether by design, as this author
suggests—the Royal Navy was what they knew andlgldee most successful model
they could follow—or done subconsciously becausesi all they knew?® Never the
less, the Royal Navy’s societal norms were soumséntal in laying down the
institutional structure aboard ship throughoutgheall American fleet that an officer
such as Captain Alexander Murray, U.S.N., durirmgass-Atlantic tour which took him
to Britain’s great Mediterranean sentinel fortréSgyraltar, could observe in a letter to
Stoddert :

| may have treggssd uponyou, in this deail, but it appers

me to be sound paly to cultivate & draw the cords of Friendshipas

close as possible, & kalittle doubt butyour sentiments will accord

with mine, in this instare, for certainly no naton in the World
hath it so much in their peer, to assist & fater us in our Neal infancy*°

Murray could have added that they already had.

148 Here Talleyrand’s observation based upon his timbe U.S., referenced in the last chapter, cames
mind: that since the Americans of the 1790s wesersally English, they would be predisposed to
creating a navy in the “English” Royal Navy’s image

149 Alexander Murray U.S.N., Gibraltar, to Stodde, @eptember 1799, in U.S.NQuasi-War4:230.
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CHAPTER IV
OPERATIONS

In 1798 the British had provided vital material sadche Americans in
establishing their new fleet. With their governnmgtilessing, British firms had sold the
young republic the copper to plate the bottomgsofviarships’ and much of the ordnance
used to arm them. Indeed, the Royal Navy’s perivegab/ertent influence upon the naval
culture of the American sea service was also evidédre stamp of the R.N. was visible
in the uniforms the U.S. Navy chiefs chose fortiofficers, the food that the men ate,
the regulations enforced aboard ship, and the agiyeetactical style they intended to
employ in battle. And soon this brand new navatéonould put to sea to combat the
French. Almost from the beginning of its time at sihe U.S. Navy would recognize that
it was not alone in its fight against the Fregcierre de courséVhen Navy Secretary
Stoddert began dispatching his small force to tlesthdies to catch the French corsairs
as they left their island bases, the Americans doolitinely fall in with Royal Navy
warships patrolling the same waters.

This chapter is about the informal operationaltrefeship which grew between
the two navies during the period of the Quasi-Vdarthey both fought their separate
wars against their common foe. There would be ptodiatic treaty, not even a written
understanding between the Admiralty in London d@Navy Department in

Philadelphia. But never the less, practical memisga common burden found ways to

105



unofficially cooperate to aid each other. The nemvelican navy secretary discovered
that the British island governors in the West Isdieere happy to allow his squadrons to
base themselves there. British companies in thadsl were very pleased to help supply
food, and naval stores to the American warshipsisBrjails were only too glad to accept
the prisoners of war the Americans boarded thet@léAhere was no treaty or other
obligation to do so, the Admiralty in London sanagd American merchantmen joining
the Royal Navy’s regular convoys to and from thevN&orld or the West Indies. The
Americans followed suit, accepting British tradwssels into their more informal
CONvoys.

There would also be operational cooperation betvgeeving units of the two
navies in the Caribbean Theatre. The skipperseo¥#nious frigates and sloops of war of
the U.S. Navy exchanged signals, intelligenceedait concert, and even pursued enemy
ships together with His Majesty’s warships. But @af this would be at the direction of
Philadelphia/Washington or London, nor even thall@&ritish station admirals or
American commodores. It was entirely a creaturgnefline officers of both services
serving at sea who found ways to cooperate to thetual benefit. It was they who
would forge their own British-American naval “quasiiance.”

As soon as ships of the new United States Navyrbecaady for commission,
the nation’s navy chiefs ordered them to sea. Adairthe end of May 1798, even before
the new Secretary of the Navy, Benjamin Stoddexd, dassumed his post, U.SGanges,
the ex-East Indiaman, had made her way from PHpadedown the Delaware to sea.
She had begun patrolling the American coastlinemf@ape Henry to Long Island in
search of French armed ships “hovering” off thest@ath predatory intent.
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Constellatiorwas the next warship American warship deployed.sstiled from
Baltimore down the Chesapeake Bay and enteredtlhati 23 June 1798 to guard the
coastline from Cape Henry south to the St. Marys6Buly, a third man of war, the
converted packeDelaware,20,under the command of Stephen Decatur, Sr., had also
put to sea from Philadelphia, to jadBangeson patrol. Within a dayDelawarepounced
upon the first Frenchmaha Croyable caught lurking off the U.S. coastlindecatur
brought this prize into the Delaware River, headorghe capital, when she passed the
new U.S.SUnited States44, dropping down river toward the open Ocean.ld&fore
either vessel could reach its intended destinatiguilot boat intercepted each with new
orders from the Secretary of the Navy. Both shipsano proceed to sea forthwith, but
remain off the Delaware Capes awaiting further mrgending anticipated Congressional
legislation. When they finally did receive theiders issued 11 July, the heavy frigate
and the sloop of war together were to make folGhgbbean and show the flag in
tropical waters.

On 9 July 1798, President John Adams had signeattaof Congress which
significantly altered the very limited rules of eggment under whicBanges
ConstellationandDelawarehad patrolled. No longer would American armed slip
handcuffed by the requirement that French vesselddbe caught in the act of attacking

American shipping within American territorial wageor lurking with intent to do so

! President Adams had issued instructions to U.Skppers 28 May 1798 based upon an Act of Congress
enacted 8 May 1798 that they were directed to &saake and bring into any Port of the United $tate.

any armed Vessel sailing under Authority or Preg¢esicAuthority from the Republic of France, which

shall have committed, or which shall be found hangeon the Coasts of the United States, for thppse

of committing Depredations on the Vessels belongingjtizens thereof . . . .” U.S. President, “lustions

to commanders of armed vessels, 28 May 1798,” 81N, Quasi-Warl:88. The instructions also directed
recaptures of American ships already captured &ytiench. Ibid.

2 palmer Stoddert’s War35-36; Stoddert to Capt. John Barry, U.S.N., dl§ 1798, in U.S.N.Quasi-War
1:189-91; Stoddert to Capt. Stephen Decatur, S§,NJ, 11 July 1798, in Ibid. 1:192-93.
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before they could take action. Now Congress autedrAmerican warships to attack
French armed vessels on the high seas whenevervtmréver they found thefwith

that authorization it now made sense for Secreédsmgdert to experiment with another
strategy rather than simply directing his shipsrtase the American coastline, which in
a month had provided very few encounters with tiengy. Knowing he did not have the
ships to convoy the huge number of American merchessels heading out to trade
world-wide, the navy secretary had concluded thatight make sense to send American
men of war to the West Indies where many of theé&heprivateers were based and catch
them as they sortied out. Stoddert only planndabat stwo month expedition to test the
waters, so to speak. His instructions to Commodobha Barry, commandingnited
States-one of the genuine naval heroes of the Contih&l#ay in the Revolutionary
War—involved sailing in company with thigelawareto Nantucket to rendezvous with
another merchantman the navy had converted toop sibwar, U.S.SHerald, 18,

proceed to Boston, and there connect with a reveuatier seconded to the navy from the
treasury department. This squadron, under Baronsnsand would then make sail for
the West Indieé.In the eventHerald and the cutteRickering,were unable to join the
squadron and so Commodore Barry decided to setittujust the original two shipsIn

his instructions to Barry, Stoddert directed thipsho cruise between Barbados and the

Lesser Antilles where the Secretary assumed thedfuhe French corsairs would be

3 An Act further to Protect the Commerce of the Whi¢ates, Statutes at LargeCh. 68, sec. 1, 578-79
(1798). On 10 July 1798, Stoddert issued new relesngagement to his naval commanders consistent
with this new Congressional Act. Department of Maavy, Instructions of Secretary Stoddert, 10 July 1798,
to commanders of United States armed vessglBenjamin Stoddert, in U.S.NQuasi-Warl1:187.

* Palmer Stoddert’'s War35-36; Stoddert to Barry, 11 July 1798Qnasi-War1:189-91.

® TheHerald and the cutteRickering,were not ready for sea and Barry concluded thatirvgaior them
would seriously delay the mission. Palnfetpddert’'s War38.
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lurking. Barry was to make a pass on the south@lidRierto Rico and then attempt to
free an American merchantman taken as a prized¥itanch and brought to San Juan
for adjudication. He was also to drop a diplomatite from Secretary of State Pickering
with the Spanish governor on the island. Hopefuhg, voyage would produce prizes and
show the French that the new American navy coudjept power to the very home
sailing grounds of their corsairs. The navy secyedaticipated the ships would be back
in the United States in late August or early Seierh

Stoddert would later express his disappointmetttenachievements of this first
foray into the West Indies. Thénited Statespne of the world’s mightiest frigates, had
brought back just two prizes and failed to calbah Juan or cruise around Porto Rico.
Barry had elected to patrol west of the Windward beeward Islands instead of
windward of them as Stoddert had specified. Theebay also believed Barry had
shown poor judgment in the deployment of his cngsionsortPelaware All of this
very much frustrated the Secretary. For the regt@fvar, Stoddert would regard
Commodore Barry as an under-achieving squadron @mrder. However, despite
Stoddert’s disappointment, Barry would continuéddd flag rank due to his standing as
the navy’s senior captaifiThe secretary, unable to withhold squadron comnfiamd the
fleet's greatest surviving naval hero of the Retiohary War, would simply have to
stomach Barry’s weaknesses for the time being. tnadlg, he would find assignments

for the “old man,” such as providing a naval estorftrance for the diplomats President

% Ibid., 36.
"bid., 41-44.
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Adams would send to negotiate an end to the Quasi-&ffectively removing him from
squadron commarfdl.

Still, this lackluster first mission to the Cdrdmn did provide some important
operational lessons to the young navy. The fird thea reminder that the republic’s sea
service was not the only force patrolling Amerigand Caribbean waters. The Royal
Navy was also on duty with much the same missiadh@#\merican navy, namely to
protect British and friendly commerce from Frendnsairs and national warships.
Quickly the two forces learned that they would needo-exist and perhaps cooperate
against their common foe in the same theatres efatipns. The first of these lessons in
necessary practical operational cooperation camagilCommodore Barry’s outward
journey southeast toward Bermuda in the mid-Attanthis was before the squadron
would pick up the west bound trades that wouldyciarto the West Indies. The lookout
on the U.S.SUnited Statespied a large sail in the distance. Barry there@d sails set
to chase the strange ship, which also made no pttenelude the American vessels. The
big American frigate’s skipper next utilized a fustly employeduse de guerrén the
age of sail: flying false national colors. Barryetited his crew to run up the French
Tricolor. The chase also showed a French flagh&sships grew closer it became
obvious that both were large frigates trying to marer to gain advantage over the other.
United Statesiow stood at the ready for battle, her guns manfled opposing frigate
similarly appeared ready. Once the distance cld3ady then ran up the Stars and

Stripes. Suddenly the French ensign also came dovthe other man of war, replaced

8 Ibid., 221; Stoddert to Barry, 21 October 1799Qimasi-War4:304; Stoddert to Stephen Higginson &
Company, 29 October 1800, @uasi-War6:514.To Higginson, Stoddert had confessed he had difficu
determining “what to do with” him.
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instantly with the ensign of His Majesty’s RoyaluwyaThe two vessels then “spoke”
each other. The approaching frigate was H.Ml&tiscommanded by Captain
Alexander Cochrane. The two ships from friendlyalaervices had nearly exchanged
deadly broadsides. Captain Cochrane sent a bo&dimmmodore Barry. Barry, on board
Thetisexplained his mission to his British counterpartg Cochrane foreseeing similar
near exchanges of friendly fire in the “crowded"tera of the West Indies provided the
American with a copy of the British private signated by R.N. men of war in that
theatre’

As Barry was outward bound for the Caribbean, itilddoe some time before
word of the near tragedy between H.MT&etisand U.S.SUnited Statesvould reach
official circles. But unbeknownst to Barry and Caantre, who had solved their near
disaster by an informal exchange of signals, Briitad American naval administrators
on shore had already anticipated the problem addian working on a mutual solution
through official diplomatic channels. Navy Secrgt&toddert and Secretary of State
Pickering, working with the British Minister to R&delphia, Liston, and Admiral
Vandeput, the Royal Navy Commander of the North Aca@ Station based at Halifax,
had begun exchanging proposed sets of recognigmals for use by their respective
fleets during operations upon the high seas. Iretitk it would be Admiral Vandeput's
signals which the two shore administrations chosese for their ships at s€4This
marked the first specific instance of official oggonal cooperation between the two

navies in the Quasi-War or otherwise. From thaeton, each American naval

? Ibid., 38; Lt. John Mullowny, U.S.N., Extract frotdournal of Lieutenant John Mullowny, U.S. Frigate
United States,” August 1798, in U.S.NQuasi-Warl:265.

191bid., 77; Stoddert to Pickering, 20 July 17980irS.N.,Quasi-Warl:227; Pickering to Stoddert, 23 July
1798, in ibid. 1:235.
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commander would have a copy of those signals aluefade setting out on patrol off the
United States or in the Caribbetn theatre, the various American captains also
provided them to Royal Navy commanders they en@adtwho were not yet privy to
them?? As the war progressed, the signaling intercoueseiéen the two navies became
common enough that the various captains sometiareg ¢o know the private
identifying signals for the other service’s warship a particular patrolling sectbt.

The significance of the exchange of signals wasicenable. Being able to
identify a ship at distance did not just save visssem friendly fire; it also saved them
from wasting immense amounts of time. The job afgng for enemy raiders largely
involved sailing in the merchant sea lanes ungihshg a strange sail and then giving
chase. Pursuing a “chase”, as the quarry was callduwse days, might take hours, even

days. It could pull a naval vessel well off statmmly to find upon closing that the chase

Y Truxtun and Phillips, the next skippers Stoddertt®ut to the Caribbean, specifically carried witem
Vandeput’'s R.N./U.S.N. recognition signals agrepdruby both services. Stoddert to Truxtun, 10 Atgus
1798, in ibid. 1:288; Stoddert to Capt. Isaac Rid|lU.S.N., 10 August 1798, in ibid. 1:289. C&dm
Nicholson of U.S.SConstitution,sent out to patrol the American coast did likewB®ddert to Capt.
Samuel Nicholson, U.S.N., 13 August 1798, in Ihir295-96. And so it would continue. lbid. vol. 1-7
passim.

12 Ccaptain Murray, U.S.N., then of théontezumafound a ship which made fddontezumaand would not
answer the British private signals. Upon speakimgship, Murray found it to be H.M. Slo@pligence.18.
Diligencehad not possessed the signals. Murray then subtbléan to her officers. Murray to Stoddert, 18
March 1799, in ibid. 2:483. Truxtun in March 178@poke a R.N. frigatd?adrie, (Perdrix) which also did
not yet have the British/American private recogmitsignals. Truxtun promptly rectified the situatio
supplying Captain Foy (Fahie) with the signals.xtun, extract from “Truxtun’s Journal.” (22 March
1799) in ibid. 2:502.

13 For example, Truxtun exchanged with Captain Matsfad.M. Sloop Cyane, private ship identifying
signals to be used after use of the general prBatish or American signals. These would help loca
opposite numbers name their particular ship with@wing to heave to speak the other ship. Truaun t
Capt. Richard Mattson, R.N., 19 January 1799, ith i:260-61. On a later occasion, Truxtun’s
Constellationand H.M.S. Lapwing, frigate, indentified each othgrtheir own unique private signals after
using the general British private signals—firstaguaizing each other as friendly vessels—for that da
Thomas Truxtun, extract from “Thomas Truxtun’s Jaly U.S. Frigat€onstellation; (12 March 1799),

in ibid. 2:449.
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was a friendly warship on a similar hunting missidéArmed with the British/American
naval recognition signals navy skippers could braféla chase at a distance, or decide to
close and “speak” the ship. As it turned out, speakhe ships of one’s counterparts on
station could serve a number of uses. First, it Busense of shared identity with what
came to be seen as a brother service. Captainsparnmally dined alone in their cabins
in both services, greatly appreciated the fellowsifimen inhabiting the same lonely
world of command? Hospitality as a basis to build understanding @perational
cooperation could not be overrated. Aftirited StatesandThetishad nearly come to
blows, the captains had exchanged courtesies vathn@dore Barry joining Captain
Cochrane aboard his ship, while later that everidagry had entertained Cochrane and
his officers aboard the American frigafe.

The second lesson learned from Barry’s first crinsthe West Indies was
logistical. Stoddert originally had directed thatrB/'s squadron be back in an American

port after approximately two months’ cruising tin@. course, the Secretary had given

4 The experience of Capt. John Barry in theted Statesn his first cruise in Caribbean waters reveals
how easily a ship could be pulled out of its intesigbatrolling grounds. Under orders to cruise todmiard
(east) of the Lesser Antilles, he had spottedlas#éeward and given chase along with condaelaware
for some ten hours under full sail. Finally catghthe chase, a French privateer, wHibfited Statesook
as a prize, Barry now found himself well leewarea$ty of his cruising ground. With the wind’s prédiraj
direction he was quite unable to make a practieat ko windward and resume his patrol. Palmer,
Stoddert’s War39; Mullowny, extracts from “Journal,” (22, 23 Aust 1798), in U.S.NQuasi-War
1:327, 331. Even during convoy duty, a warship ddag pulled from its merchantmen charges while
pursuing a threatening corsair, only to find hdatsr that the vessel was a friendly man of wadune
1799, USRC BrigPickeringpursued just such a potential menace for over dights only to discover that
the quarry was H.M. Cutt€ygnet,14. J. Ingraham, extracts from “Log Book of J. bigam, U.S.R.C.
Brig Pickering” (6, 7 June 1799), in ibid. 3:312, 316.

15 Dudley Popel.ife in Nelson’s NavyAnnapolis, Maryland: Naval Institute Press, 19&B);, Macdonald,
126-27;

Lavery, 108-09.

16 palmer Stoddert’'s War38; Mullowny, extract from “Journal,” in U.S.NQuasi-Warl:265.
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the commodore latitude to remain longer shouldusitstances require i. When Barry
returned home on time, in Stoddert’s eyes havimgm@aplished so little, the navy
secretary was astonished that the Commodore hadeterimined to remain longer and
so achieve more of his mission. But Barry had mbled he really had possessed that
option. A significant portion of his provisions weinedible due to spoilage, leaving him
little choice but to return. The United States hadases in the West Indies and had
made no provision to obtain comestibles in the&tfithe distance to the West Indies
from the mid-Atlantic states of the U.S. is decegly great. In the days before steam or
diesel power freed mariners from the oceans’ cisrand wind patterns, the sea lanes
were very well defined. From the northern Unitedt&s it was several thousand miles
and much farther to the Antilles in sailing timamhfrom England. Hence one could not
merely pop back to the American coast to re-provisind swiftly re-appear on station. If
a skipper could not obtain necessary food suppliiseatre, the only option was the
hastiest return possible, ending the mission.

Barry’s voyage brought home to Secretary Stodderpoint that he would have
to solve this issue of re-supply if he hoped toehhig cruisers remain in their patrolling
“grounds” for longer periods, a condition preced®ntaking his strategy of taking the
war to the corsairs’ backyard practical. Otherwiee,much time would be spent coming
and going from the CaribbedhEven the largest of the U.S. Navy’s frigates sagh

Constitutionor United Stategould just fit six months supplies in their hytiacked with

17 Stoddert to Barry, 11July 1798, in ibid. 190-9&|rRer,Stoddert’s War36.
18bid., 41; Stoddert to Tench Francis, PurveyorSptember 1798, in U.S.NQuasi-Warl:438.
% palmer, 84.
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men, and the instruments of WaiConstellation, because of her lesser size and narrower
profile, could only stow a four months’ stock obfband other necessarfégzor the

sloops of war and even smaller cutters Stoddezhoed to use in the Antilles, addressing
the issue would be even more critical; they cowadkpmuch less in their holds.

So Stoddert found himself again facing an admiaiste puzzle, but this time
connected with two of the three classic issues lsameously: ships and men. He needed
logistical bases for ships to rendezvous, undergmmmepairs and replenish needed
naval stores. He also needed a system of eitheslmassupply ships to keep his men fed
and watered. The question was how to do it. Theddrbtates owned no real estate
outside the sixteen states and the territories datvihe Mississippi and the Atlantic. It
could try to persuade neutral powers in the Caahlregion to allow use of their islands.
Sweden and Denmark, possessing colonies at Shdamew’s, and St Thomas,
respectively, would qualify. But while they wouldrtainly welcome American warships
as visitors, as neutral powers they might be loadhgroffer too much succor to
combatants, even unofficial ones, especially iffteewas the powerful French Republic.
Spain, with extensive holdings in the Greater Aegil and the Netherlands, with its
islands in the Lesser Antilles, were each alliethwirance against Britain, but both were
technically at peace with the United States. Nélveress, using Spanish or Dutch ports
might prove ticklish, as the French often workemhirSpanish island strongholds and
Holland was a virtual satellite of the French. Theincourse, there were the British

possessions in the Caribbean, which included amsite list of islands in the Lesser

2 Truxtun to Stoddert, 27 October 1798, in U.SQuasi-Warl:568; Adamiak, 61.

2L |bid.; PalmerStoddert's War29; Truxtun to Stoddert, 16 August, 1 November 178&).S.N., 1:300-
02, 2:3.

22 pdamiak, 61.
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Antilles, plus Jamaica. Although relations betwédsnU.S. and Great Britain were
cordial, Stoddert initially believed Britain wouftt welcome American warships into its
West Indian porté®

In the end, Stoddert would solve this puzzle whith tacit assistance of the British
Colonial Governors in Basse Terre, St. Kitts andtMegue. The Navy Secretary made
arrangements to store supplies with local islamddirecommended to him by his
merchant contacts in Philadelphia upon whom heddtr so much of his island
intelligence. At Basse Terre he chose the firm ehiston & McLauchlan, and at
Martinique, Frazer Urquhart & Cd.In addition, he obtained from the State Department
authority to use American Consuls in a pinch ag/raments. This was necessary to
finesse the tricky situation in Spanish Havanaallenv America to utilize Havana to re-
provision her navy ships so as to attack the vesgebpain’s ally might have seemed
problematical for any Spanish governor. But theagoer also knew that Cuban planters
desperately needed American foodstuffs to feed thgje slave populations.
Accordingly, the U.S. Government had made it edsieHis Excellency to turn a blind
eye to these extra-diplomatic duties of procurany] storing food supplies and naval
stores by keeping the navy agent role utterly ucieff Thereby, both governments could
maintain, for the benefit of the French, the fintibhat Daniel Hawley and his successors
at Havana, Joseph Yznardi and John Morton, only @sted in their capacity as the

American Consul, a diplomatic office solely intedde serve American merchant

% palmer Stoddert’'s War86; Stoddert to Frazer Urquhart & Co., Dominica,Jauary 1799, in U.S.N.,
Quasi-War2:251-52; Stoddert to Denniston & McLauchlan,lStts, 17 January 1799, in ibid. 2:252;
Stoddert to Barry, 1 February 1799, in ibid. 2:299.

4 |bid., 86; Stoddert to Frazer Urquhart & Co., Daioa, 16 January 1799, in U.S.IQuasi-War2:251-
52; Stoddert to Denniston & McLauchlan, St. Kittg, January 1799, in ibid. 2:252.
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interests. Eventually the navy and state departsneauld translate this system to the
colonies of other French allies, such as the Dt uracad®

At Basse Terre, St. Kitts, and Prince Rupert’'s Bagrtinique, the Americans
would happily discover such subterfuge was unnecgsas it turned out, Stoddert’s
apprehension that the British would try to bloc& tise of their islands for the supply of
friendly warships proved utterly misplaced. ThetBh were happy to have the
Americans based in their islands, spending mondy lecal merchants, and if nothing
else, providing extra security for their island émsand the trading vessels coming and
going from thenf? This was a time when there was a reasonablelfaathe French
might attempt some further adventurism in the id¢aas they had four years earlier when
Victor Hugues had evaded the British blockade effhench coast and, with a small
squadron of warships carrying troops, recapturedd@loupe from the BritisH.
Therefore the U.S. Navy was able to formally empiayal agents in these ports and
forswear the need for the Consuls to perform navpply tasks. At Basse Terre it was
Commodore Truxtun himself who informally appoingetbcal acquaintance, Clarkson,
as resident navy agent. Secretary Stoddert acquaieschis appointment even though it
had been made outside proper chanffdlsiter, when the war progressed and the United

States, Great Britain and the black rebel genevak$aint L'Ouverture—he then held

% palmer,Stoddert’s War86.

% Truxtun was graciously received at Basse TerreKifis by Governor Thomson himself, and offered th
Governor’s assistance in aid of his mission baketkt Ibid., 95; Truxtun, extract from “Journaky’ i
U.S.N.,Quasi-War2:257.

27 Such scares were very real. In 1800, French mrvatfrom Guadeloupe had tried to take Curacag, onl
to be driven off by a combined U.S.N./R.N. forceeTGovernor of Martinique would write to Commodore
Barry hoping for potential assistance in the spoh@801 against an anticipated Guadeloupe baszdihs
upon his island. In the event, the war was ovetHferAmericans so Barry could not provide military
assistance, but the attack never came.

2 Truxtun to Stoddert, 17 January 1799, in ibid 58:59; Stoddert to David M. Clarkson, St. Kitts, 16
April 1799, in ibid. 3:57; PalmeGtoddert’'s War95.
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most of the former French colony of St. Domingue+~fed an agreement opening to
British and American commerce two of the islandistg controlled by Toussaint, the
U.S. Navy began using one of these, Cap Franceitheabase for its Windward Passage
station, along with the additional excellent watgrharbor of St. Nicholas Mole. In fact
this station came to be known as the Cap Franedss. domingue Station and its ships
would later be tasked to protect merchants goirgntbfrom the two main trading ports
controlled by Toussaint, namely Cap Francois ant Republicain (Port au Prince) and
interdicting those attempting to trade with Toussairival general, Andre Rigaud, who
still professed allegiance to the Directory in Baht le Cap, Toussaint encouraged an
official U.S. Navy presence and so Secretary Stadds early as March 1799, had
appointed his friend, Nathan Levy, to assume theeabnavy agent, freeing new Consul
General Dr. Edward Stevens from those t&Sks.

During the winter of 1798-99, while he had pondesellitions to these supply
conundrums, the Navy Secretary had decided to comaarly the entire American Navy
to the Caribbean region. Stoddert believed thatdve had the intelligence he needed to
effectively deploy his ships into several squadrriEhe smallest of these he sent to
cover the Havana trade consisting of the cutBaseral Greend0 andGovernor Jayl4,
and the sloop of waBelaware20, all under the flag command of Stephen Dec&unn
the latter vesséf: Adjacent to this command, he placed U.$8nge<4, the ex-
Indiaman, now under the command of Captain Thonagey, to patrol the heavily used

Windward Passage between Cuba and Hispaniola. &tdulald intended two other

2 |bid., 120; Truxtun to Nathan Levy, Cape Franc8BMarch 1799, in U.S.NQuasi-War2:533;
Stoddert to Capt. Thomas Tingey,U.S.N., 16 Marc®9] ibid. 2:479-80.

% palmer Stoddert’'s War57-60, 79.

* bid., 79.
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vessels to accompaiangesbut other difficulties interfered with their actlyaarriving
on station. When they finally did get there in fging, Tingey had returned to the
United State§?

To the Lesser Antilles, the Secretary sent thengiet squadrons. He decided to
divide this command in two with a northern and &eut division. The northern
command or Leeward Islands and Porto Rico commaaskd at the British island of St.
Christopher's—commonly known as St. Kitts—wouldureler Commodore Truxtun in
Constellation36, and also employ the sloops of Wkthmondl8, andBaltimore 20, and
the cutteVirginia 14.3*To the south in the Windward Islands, based atiNigrte, a
formerly French colony now held by the British, idbbe the most powerful squadron
formed around the two 449nited StatesndConstitutionwith Commodore Barry flying
his flag in the former. Under Barry's flag commavesides the other big frigate would be
the sloops of waGeorge Washingtqr24, a large but dull sailing converted
merchantmarRortsmouti24, Merrimack24, andHerald 18, also a very slow ship, and
the cutterdickeringl4, Scammell4, Eaglel4, andDiligencel2. Their patrolling area
would include everything from St. Kitts south t@t8panish Main. Overall command for
the entire navy based in the West Indies would bevepon the most senior officer,
Commodore Barry?

One final grouping of ships, acting as a sort eéfagent, but coming under

Truxtun’s St. Kitts command, had been intendechtduide the three men of war under

% bid., 81
% bid., 83-84.
34 bid., 82-83.
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Commodore Alexander Murray.Flying his flag in the converted merchantman,
Montezum&0, Murray had set out at the end of October 1798 in commatitecsloop
of war, Norfolk 18, and the schooneRetaliation143° However, during November, he
had lostRetaliationin action to two large, French frigates, I'lnsuntg 36, ande
Volontaire403” Now a lone wolf, Murray was free to cruise the dasAntilles wherever
he thought provided the best huntfighis was the station grouping for much of the
winter 1798-99 cruising season. In many respeet®itld remain the organizational
structure for squadrons and their bases througheutest of the Quasi-War.

During the course of the war, necessity dictatede@ased American use of British
facilities. As the U.S. Navy continued to capturert€h privateers and some French
Navy ships, it took into custody scores of prissnarwar, which implied the duty to care
for them until they could be exchanged. Vesselwafwith space and provisions aboard
sufficient only for their own crews, could not &t floating jails. One expedient station
commanders sought was to board these prisonenstishHails on the base islands.
Again, the British were only too happy to so emplogir local lock ups; it brought in
ready casH? At one point, the use of British jails for theséspners had become so
great, that Stoddert had seriously remonstratethsigihe practice to his favorite captain,
Truxtun, announcing that four months of boardiniggrers at St. Kitts alone—where

food was very dear—had overrun by several timesgg@ms’s entire budget dedicated to

% |bid., 83.

% |bid., 67.Retaliation,had been the French privatelea, Croyable captured byDecatur'sDelawarein the
opening weeks of the war and taken into the U.SyNa

37 Ibid., 69-71. Ironically/'Insugentewould later fall victim to Truxtun and thH@onstellationand join the
U.S. Navy.

* bid., 67.

3 Truxtun to Robert Thomson, Commander in Chief, MBslands, 12 February 1799, in ibid. 2:245:
Truxtun, extract from “Journal,” in ibid. 2:351; IReer, Stoddert’s War102-03. Truxtun, himself had
brought in 380 prisoners just from the capturélasurgente. Ibid.
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prisoner care for that same perff&ince President Adams himself objected to prisoner
being returned to Guadeloupe without formal excledmgcause he believed it just put
privateer tars back into employment raiding Britistd American shippind, the
administration was in a tough spot. Clearly, it dat want the navy to continue using
jails on St Kitts, Martinique or Antigua, unles&th waso alternative. In the event,
Secretary Stoddert’s solution to the difficulty vesiple; he directed thatl navy ships
travelling back to the United States were now a@alitp transport home with them any
un-exchanged prisonet$American jails, in a land of bountiful food supgsiwere much
cheaper. Never the less, in a pinch, the theata#adnity of British jails had proved
extremely valuable to the young republic’s seaiserv

There were also times when U.S. Navy skippers ddoghse the Royal Navy’s
dockyard facilities in the Antilles. As mentionearker, the navy’'s men of war routinely
carried small supplies of lumber, naval storesyspad cordage, for the ship’s carpenter,
sailing master, and crew to perform repairs ofinggplanking, and any number of
minor wear and tear defects to a vessel causeddipgaction or by Mother Nature.
However, when a warship had suffered severe dansagh,as a dismasting, or a holing
below the water line, the ship required a dockyaghin, the United States had no such
facilities on station, but the British did at ErgifliHarbour, Antigua, and Port Royal,
Jamaica. While not true dockyards in the sensenibra¢ possessed graving docks or

floating docks to remove a ship from the water,igud had a careening pier allowing

0 Apparently, the St. Kitts lockup on Truxtun’s sbatwas the worst abused. Stoddert to Truxtun,ud@ J
4 October 1800, in U.S.NQuasi-War6:199, 431; Stoddert to Thomas T. Gantt, appoiitady Agent at
St. Kitts, 4 October 1800, in ibid. 6:432.

1 John Adams to Stoddert, 5 August 1799, in ibid94:

“2 Stoddert to Truxtun, 30 July, 4 October 1800, i8.M.,Quasi-War6:199, 431; Stoddert to Thomas T.
Gantt, 4 October 1800, in ibid. 6:432.
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bottom repairs, and both had naval stores andcatsfto repair or replace masts, spars
and rigging®® Captain Alexander Murray, then commanding U.$Surgente sought to
use the dockyard at English Harbour to replacdtanpunsound mast. He wrote to the
Royal Navy’'s new Leeward Island Station commanddmiral Lord Hugh Seymour,
asking permission to use His Majesty’s dockyardrgtgua. The text of the letter
illustrates the reverence with which American naféiters held Royal Navy flag
officers** While waiting for the Admiral’s response—he wasesthere on duty—
Murray hobnobbed with his R.N. counterparts, agamenting the personal
relationships that made informal naval co-operatioarish. Once the Admiral had
approved aiding the stricken Yankee frigate, theeAoans were able to procure and
install a mast from the stores available therew®ig with praise for the dockyard and
His Majesty’s officers present at English Harbddurray departed itnsurgente®
Within the first twelve hours at sea, the Ameri€zaptain suffered from a severe case of
buyer’'s remorse with respect to his brand new nidst.mast had already failed.
Inspection revealed that it had massive structigédcts including a number of large
knotholes that someone had puttied over. The UaSyMad paid full price for a mast in
the islands and been given a “lemon” by Englishkgtacd personnél® The whole
exchange revealed that perhaps there were limaaydkind of naval co-operation

between informal allies fighting the same foe. Natares, especially masts and spars,

3 Morriss, 4; Lavery, 236, 239.

*Murray to Vice Admiral Lord Hugh Seymour, 2 JanuaB00, in U.S.N.Quasi-War5:28.

4> Murray to Stoddert, 12, 17 January 1800, in ibié8, 90; Murray to David M. Clarkson, Navy Agent,
St. Kitts, 17, 20 January 1800, in ibid. 5:89-90.

6 Murray to Chester Fitch, Director British ArsemalAntigua, 24 January 1800, in ibid. 5:125. Murray
believed the dockyard'’s chief artificers had todamown about the deception. Ibid.
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were very dear in the islands, having been impdttathey were urgently needed to
service the eighty to ninety Royal Navy warshigiehed there. While a sea service
Admiral sympathetic to the Americans like Lord HUgymour might accede to
expending precious mast timber upon the Yankee,ngkyard personnel in the British
West Indies might not agree with him. They answeoeithe Navy Board in London, the
body charged with the care of His Majesty’s warshifyhether these personnel were
registering resentment at being asked to providergmks with a mast, or merely making
them the target of a practical joke, is uncleart Gaptain Murray received the message
loud and clear: American warships would not be &bleount on the British Caribbean
dockyards for anything more than moral support.

Truxtun himself would soon learn the same lessoanndfter his engagement
with La Vengeanc&0, he had limped into Port Royal similarly seekspgre masts or
spars to help repair the severe dam@&gmstellation’smast situation had been so bad
after the action that Truxtun had not dared to beak to Antigua for repairs, instead
sailing to windward to Jamai¢&When he finally made Port Royal, accompanied,
ironically by the injurednsurgenteollowing its Antigua experience, Truxtun would
learn that apparently there were no masts to bddrduds vessel. The dockyard did not

even pretend to have the necessary spars, etanishi an American frigate, even one

“" Since the inception of the island dockyards, nataies had been imported from England, or British
North America in the case of mast timber. Rod@ennmand302-04.

8 Truxtun, extract from “Journal,” 2 February 18@0jbid. 5:160-61; Truxtun to Stoddert, 3 February
1800, in ibid. 5:159.
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having performed such famous service against teegis frigates”’ At any rate,
Constellationeventually made the American coastline with aanijttry rig°

Another, and arguably far more important, signhas mutual Anglo-American
naval assistance during the years of the Quasiwsarthe tacit agreement for their
respective navies to convoy each other’'s merchesgals. On the British side this had
begun informally before the U.S. Navy had put esea ship in blue water. As
previously described, the Royal Navy regularly aped convoys from the major English
ports or anchorages per an organized sailing séhelduearly 1798 Rufus King had
asked and been given permission for American metaten in England to join the
spring convoy to America. This was especially catigoing to or leaving England
because the English Channel was a prime huntingngréor French corsairs operating
from St. Malo, or Dunkirk, among other ports. Shigre not generally safe until well
out at sea beyond the Western Approaches—someéiwegsas far south as the latitude
of Gibraltar—on an outbound leg and acquired thegdaagain upon entering them on
an inbound leg! Hence, the British Admiralty allowed American ship gather at the
designated assembly points and provided them Wwéhe¢gular written convoy
instructions’® The Yankee merchant captains then had to supfiressatural

independence and desire to be the first into hoone—gthis usually meant the best prices

9 Extract from letter, Truxtun to Stoddert, 12 Felrgul1800, in ibid. 5:209-10; Palmé&toddert's War
190.

0 |bid.

*1 CrowhurstFrench War on Trades6; idem;The Defence of British Trade, 1689-1§F6lkestone,
England: Dawson, 1977), 76-77.

2 avery, 307-08.
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for goods—and instead conform to naval convoy gise, travelling in formation no
faster than the flotilla’s slowest vess&l.

On the North American Station, even before recgiany instruction from the
Admiralty or any other Whitehall office, Admiral ideput had put into effect orders
directing R.N. warships on convoy duty to specificaccept American merchantman to
England, and then the West IndfésAnd the American merchant marine did utilize this
vital trans-Atlantic and trans-Caribbean servicmekican merchantmen use of British
convoys sailing from England to the New World agpears to have been common. The
correspondence of Rufus King contains referenceatious American trading ships
sailing in various R.N. organized convoys. Thedetiof Elias VanderHorst, the
American Consul resident in Bristol, to King suggbsit only armed, fast ships, “flyers,”
risked the journey un-escort&tAfter 1798, convoys were mandatory for British
merchantmen trading abroad unless specifically @tetdhas were the speedy flyers and
packets. Consequently, marine insurers typicatiyes their policies with the specific
understanding that the ship was to travel in a &monvoy. Failure to do so voided the
coverage. The underwriters based out of New Llo@bffee House in London, who
insured the bulk of the voyages from the Americartgto Britain, or vice versa, most
often sold their insurance with this provigo.

Of course, the American navy was in no positioprtwvide a regularly scheduled

convoy service, be it to England, the Mediterrandaa Baltic, or the West or East

%3 |bid., 307-10; Perkingsirst Rapprochemen®7.

> |bid.; Palmer Stoddert’s War77.

% Elias VanderHorst, U.S. Consul, Bristol to Kingrésumably), 7 August 1798, in U.S.RQuasi-War
1:277; VanderHorst to King, 20 August 1798, 1 JLiig9, in ibid. 1:323, 3:450.

% CrowhurstDefense of British Trad@®0-103. Liverpool insurers also had a fair amanfrthis trade. Ibid.

125



Indies. At peak, the Americans only had roughlytshinen of war in the flee¥. They

just did not have the ships to guard America’s dravlde commerce. Secretary Stoddert
had early in the war expressed to the presiderfirhisconviction that the best way to
protect that wide roving American merchant shippiras to hunt the privateers in their
home waters before they could lose themselvesiséa lanes and wreak havdc.
Hence, Stoddert’s priority was to have Americanshigos on station in the Caribbean
preying upon the predators. As mentioned previQuBl navy secretary preferred his
men of war to cruise alone, if possible, in ordecast as fine a net as was possible to
share French privateers. But he did acknowledgeé¢hspective of the powerful
merchant lobby in Congress, which believed the ogrof their own vessels should take
precedence. Therefore, he encouraged U.S. Navy eochens to provide escorts for
American merchantman whenever consistent with theieral cruising duties.

And they did so conscientiously. In general, whemen American Navy vessel
was homeward bound, station commanders or theithdiVcaptains, looked to shepherd
groups of merchantmen back to the American coastimthe case of the St. Kitts-based
squadron, during his tenure, Commodore Truxtunctiekhis captains to call at the
various prominent ports of the Leeward Isles, asndetimes even farther afield, to

provide notice that a convoy would be availablerfra particular assembly point such as

" palmer, Stoddert’'s War, 240-41.

%8 |bid., 56; Stoddert to Adams, 30 July, 25 Augu&®d.in U.S.N.Quasi-Warl:256, 336.

%9 Even as early as August 1798, he had sent TriwdmimandingConstellationandBaltimore to Havana
to escort home to the U.S. a convoy of some 10@maetmen stranded there due to corsairs lurkirigan
vicinity just waiting for the Americans to leavaeBident Adams himself had received the merchants’
petition for a naval escort to convoy them backadd to Stoddert, 18 August 1798in ibid. 1:319; 8&stl
to Adams, 25 August 1798, in ibid. 1:336. Stodadésb did not scold Truxtun for also guiding a meurah
flotilla on the journey from Norfolk to Cuba; theatling vessels had appeareth sponteat Norfolk once
word of his destination had gotten out, giving Tiruxreally no way to refuse them. Paln@toddert’s
War, 57-59.
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Basse Terre Roads, or Prince Rupert's Bay. Trad#sgels would often accompany the
navy ship bringing news of the impending convoykaacits proposed, general point of
departure. The navy warship would gather a groughigfs heading through one of the
island passages and escort them until reaching timale deemed safe for the flotilla
to continue on to the American coast or whereva bbund. The navy ship would then
return to its squadron’s rendezvous to await thernodore’s further ordefS.

It was in no way unusual to find several Englismenercial bottoms among a
group of Yankee traders with a U.S. Navy escortiireabetween or out of the islants.
On one of these American convoy gathering excuss@@aptain Truxtun recorded in his
journal instances of encountering his British cegparts assembling their annual spring
convoy to England, with some 300 ships, mindedaygtist one or two small men of
war, but by two ships of the line, H.M.Brince of Wale®8, and H.M.SVengeanc&4,
plus a bevy of frigates. The pennant of Vice-Adiitarvey, commander of the Leeward
Islands Station, flew frorRrince of Wales’snast head, indicating the Admiral himself
was escorting this immensely valuable agglomeratfanerchant ship® Not since the

loss of the Smyrna Convoy in the Nine Years WarthadRoyal Navy allowed such a

9 Truxtun to Captain Samuel Barron, U.S.N., 20 Jana@99, in U.S.N.Quasi-War2:266: Truxtun to
American Masters of Vessels at Antigua, 20 Jan@@89, in ibid. 2:266-67: Truxtun to Captain Thomas
Williams, U.S.N., 20 January 1799, in ibid. 2:28Tyuxtun to Murray, 20 January 1799, in ibid.; Tuxtto
Barry, 21 January 1799, in ibid. 2:269-70.

1 Truxtun to Captain Thomas Williams, U.S.N., 5 Retry 1799, in ibid. 2:311-12; John Mullowny,
extract from “Journal of Lieutenant John Mullowty.S.N., 12 February 1799, in ibid. 2:347; Jamey, Pit
extracts from “Journal of James Pity, U.SC8nstitution,” 13, 27 April 1799, in ibid. 3:44, 103; J.
Ingraham,, extracts from “Log Book of J. Ingrahdsi$.S.R.C. BrigPickering,” 18 April, 18, 22, 23, 28 &
30 May, 1 June 1799, in ibid. 3:65, 209-10, 233-24, 271, 284, 292; Moses Brown, extracts from
“Journal of U.S.SMerrimack 22 & 24 July, 19 August 1799, in ibid. 3:527-838, 4:100; Captain John
Rodgers, U.S.N., to Stoddert, 20 September 1800jdn6:366. Sometimes an American warship’s
captain directed American merchantmen to take afadble R.N. convoy instead to free the U.S.N. gkss
to patrol. Captain Thomas Tingey, U.S.N., to Statd® June 1799, in ibid. 3:425-26.

®2 Truxtun, extracts from “Journal,” 30 April and 2apM1799, in U.S.N.Quasi-War3:113-14, 122.
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huge, richflota to continue unguarded to its destinatidrind among those 300 traders
bound to England could be found the ubiquitous enottom$? Each nation knew the
critical import of its seaborne commerce to itselll its essential trading partners. Hence,
although there was no formal treaty of alliancevMeein England and America, there was
the recognition that some kind of naval cooperalietween them would be necessary to
counter the Frenchuerre de courseEach power extending access to its convoys to the
other was certain evidence of this.

Then there was the general cruising each navy toweto patrol for the French
seagoing marauders. The Royal Navy and U.S. Nasly eayanized theiown ongoing
high seas interdiction missions. As Professor Patmges inStoddert’s Wardespite the
nearly identical object of their efforts there wibuever be angfficial joint operations or
strategic planning, with perhaps one exception. tWtenaval administrations, the Navy
Department in Philadelphia—Ilater Washington—andAtmiralty in London, never had
a formal agreement to share intelligence or depksets in concert with each otfi2But
informally it did happen in theatre, as often oscwhen practical military men share a
common goal. And the individual captains of theezsive navies were practical men,
who valued economy of effort. Use of the systerprofate signals became

commonplace between the two services from thaiodhuiction in 1798 through to the

% Rodger Command153-54.

% In this case, the American convoy also broughhéostaging point at St. Kitts from other islandsl h
been abandoned by its sole escort, U.Bdstsmouthto travel with the hugely powerful British convoy
clear of the danger zone in the Antilles. Truxtmowever, displeased with his captain’s conduceaving
the convoy to British protection, dispatched anothmerican warshipyirginia, to travel with them,
perhaps just to protect American pride. Truxturiraots from “Journal,” 30 April and 2 May 1799, ibid.
3:113-14, 122.

% palmer Stoddert's War77-78.
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American cessation of hostilities with the Frenctearly February 180%F.with this
came, the common practice of speaking each othkips and sharing the local
intelligence between brother officers serving ie §ame sector. For example, when
Commodore Truxtun had first arrived to effectiveltablish the St. Kitts station in the
winter of 1799, he quickly made contact with a Rdyavy frigate whichConstellation
had been set to chase until private British sigrtatified her as friendly. She was
H.M.S. Concorde Captain Barton, commanding. Truxtun had signaisdiesire to
speak the frigate and the British ship then had ad¢ieutenant in a boat with Captain
Barton’s compliments to ask the American commodhisevishes. Truxtun had
explained to the British officer that he was newstation, and that he desired to know
the sector’'s news, namely how the enemy was operatithat area. His Royal Navy
counterpart was happy to relate through the lieariewhat he knew about local French
warship strength. After exchanging each other’'peetve night signals, the two ships
went their separate wa§5This kind of encounter would occur throughout e
There would also be numerous accounts during tresiQ/ar of U.S. Navy and

Royal Navy men of war sailing in concert, or evendaucting joint chases of suspected

% American cessation of hostilities against Galligps was an informal enterprise. Individual Amenica
navy commanders learned of the Treaty of Mortefoet&om the French, rather than from Washington.
Murray, now inConstellationJearned of it at Guadeloupe. He sailed to St Kétsl then throughout the
Caribbean, spreading the message. He also disgeshifeench orders received from the governor of
Guadeloupe revoking French privateer charters ag&imerican ships. Palmer, Stoddert’s War, 226-27.
" Truxtun, extract from “Journal,” 15 January 17800.S.N.,Quasi-War2:240.

% Murray to Stoddert, 23 November 1798, 1 JanuaByarch, 5 October 1799, 3 February 1801, in ibid.
2:40, 235, 482-83, 4:256-57, 7:113; Truxtun to @apRichard Matson, R.N., H.M.8€yane 19 January
1799, in ibid. 260-61 (Truxtun tenders of aid); géy to Stoddert, 27 January 1799, in ibid. 2:283-84
Captain Silas Talbot, U.S.N., extracts from “Joliofd).S. FrigateConstitution,” 1 October 1799, 29
January 1800, in ibid. 4:245, 5:150; Captain EdvwRreble, U.S.N., U.S.&ssexto Stoddert, 13 March
1800, in ibid. 5:299. These are only entries whegicit mention is made of the exchange of infotiora

It is to be expected that officers of the respectiavies provided useful local intelligence virtyavery
time they spoke each other’s ships and certainlgnadne took the trouble to send a boat to the other
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French armed vesselSOf course none of these joint cruises were dicefram the

British Admiralty, or the U.S. Navy Department. Nar did the British station Admirals
or station commanding American commodores formdillgct such action. It was just the
natural outgrowth of commanders frequently speakimgh other’s ships and exchanging
intelligence as described above. The encountevgdest Captain Nicholson’s
Constitutionand the Royal Navy frigat&anta Margarettaluring early March 1799 are
illustrative. On 2 March, at 6:30 P.Monstitution’slookout had spied a “strange sail”
and had given chase. This other vessel had resgdrydé&tanding towards” the
American. Nicholson had ordered his ship clearedé&tion. There had been no
exchange of signals. Fortunately, the two frigéites chanced to speak each other before
opening fire’® The American warship sent a boat across to thésBirigate requesting
the “night Private Signals” to avoid further instas of friendly fire. The two men of war
had remained in proximity through the night sucit 8anta Margaretta’saptain was
able to send a boat to “pay his respects to Captiimolson.” When the two frigates

finally left each other, they had been sailingamecert for some sixteen hours. The

% Extract from Captain George Little, U.S.N., to #ditor ofNew Hampshire Gazett&6 September 1799,
in ibid. 4:191-92; William Smith, U.S. Consul, Lish, to Pickering, 22 September 1799, in ibid. 4;216
Murray to Stoddert, 26 September 1799, in ibid29:30; Captain Moses Tryon, U.S.N., commanding
U.S.S.Connecticut,10 January 1800, in ibid. 4:577; Murray to Stodd&danuary 1800, in ibid. 5:32;
Commander Joseph Baker, R.N., extract from “Logldf.S. Calypso,” 27 March 1800, in ibid. 5:354;
Preble, extract from “Journal,” 28 March 1800,bidi 5:356; Preble to Stoddert, 10 May 1800, id.ibi
5:498; Rufus Low, U.S.N., Sailing Master, U.SESsexgxtracts from “Journal of sailing Master Rufus
Low,” 10 & 11 May 1800, in ibid. 499, 506; Lieuterntalhomas Wilkey, U.S.N., U.S.8hiladelphia,
extract from “Log Book of Lt. Thomas Wilkey,” 14 de, 3 & 4 July, 27 December 1800, in ibid. 6:49,
112, 113, 7:50; extracts from “Journal of U.S. Bhiggusta Lieutenant Archibald McElroy, U.S.N.,
commanding,” 31 August, 1 September 1800, in i6i@808, 311; William D. Robinson to Stoddert, 19
December 1800, in ibid. 6:337-40 (referring to Hp®mber 1800 Curacao incident involving joint@cti
by U.S.SMerrimack,U.S.S.Patapscoand H.M.SNereidg; extracts from “Log Book of U.S.S.
President,Truxtun, U.S.N., commanding,” 7 October, 24 DecemtB800, in ibid. 6:443, 7:46.

0 pPity, extracts from “Journal,” 2 & 3 March 1798, ibid. 2:419. If there were any doubt as to the
nationality of a strange ship and given the opputyuo do so, commanders would usually hail a ship
before opening fire.
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journal kept by James Pity of tl®nstitutionindicates thaBanta Margarettdad spent
those sixteen hours trying every way possible tt ‘sail us, being sensible of Inability
tak’d (sic) to the Northward and Shortened S&ilOne week lateiConstitutionsimilarly
gave chase to a distant sail, but upon answermgehsel’s private signal discovered she
was none other than ti8anta Margarettd? The two frigates would then sail together
until at least the next day. Mr. Pity’s journal ahdt of the American sloop of war
Merrimack,reveals that the two frigates were still sailinggompany whemerrimack
signaled and then spoke them early the next afterffo

In May 1800,Constitution by then under the command of Captain Silas Talbot
similarly would keep encountering the frigate H.MA&arm while on patrol on the St.
Domingue station. The first of these contacts heatly foiled Talbot’s plan to cut out
the French privateeSandwichthen taking on cargo in the harbor of Puertoa?least of
Cap-Francais. Around midnight on 11 M&arm had intercepted and fired upon
Constitution’stender Sally,on her way to enter the Spanish anchorage whanelwich
remained moored. Sending a boat toS$hdly, the British lieutenant boarding her was
chagrined to find that she was not the expecteddhrerize, but a “Trojan Horse” loaded
with American naval tars, officers and marines kithelow deck waiting to board and
subdue the unsuspecting corsair in Puerto Platst. Iieutenant Hull, commanding the
raid, had left the Royal Navy lieutenant even noestfallen to learn that the Americans
were after the same prize, tBandwichsought by Captain Rolled the Alarm. But

Rolles’s officer had the good grace to wish the Aosns good luck and not further

71 i
Ibid.
2 Pity, extract from “Journal,” 10 March 1799, indb2:442.
"3 pity, extract from “Journal,” 11 March 1799, indb2:446; extract from “Journal or the U.S. Ship
Merrimack,Captain Moses Brown, U.S.N., commanding,” 11 M&kR9, in ibid.
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impede their mission, which should it succeed waddainly not have enriched Alarm’s
ship’s company, but never the less would have &ueith the common cause of defeating
the FrencH Constitutionherself encounterefilarm during the night of 11 May, and
again at daybreak 12 MdyOn 23 May Alarm appeared again, this time chasing
Constitution’stender Amphitheatre The big American warship then identified the
British frigate and came up to sail in company wigtandAmphitheatre’® Three days
later, withConstitution now sailing alone—Captain Talbot had orderediéimeler to

work separately again for a while—her lookouts Bpdtted inshore a ship they
supposed, but never confirmed,Adarm.”” The British ship’s rig and her patrolling
habits had become that familiar to thenstitutionsHer presence had become a regular
feature on station, an informal cruising partnet psSanta Margarettdnad been the
previous yeatr.

Even though there was no formal integrated comnh@taeen their respective
naval hierarchies, the two forces deployed in amaawhich complemented the other’s
strategic efforts. In early 1798 the Royal Navy kadcentrated its ships in the Leeward
Islands Station based at English Harbor, Antigudean®dmiral Harvey. At that time
Harvey had under his command some fifty-nine tesgrone warship& As the year

progressed the Royal Navy began to shift its stremgst to the Jamaica Station, under

" palmer Stoddert’s War175-79; extract from Talbot to Stoddert, 12 Map@n U.S.N. Quasi-War
5:503-04; “Account of the Expedition of U.S. Frig&onstitution,in Harbour of Porto Plata,” in ibid.
5:504-05; extract from “Journal @onstitution,”12 May 1800, in ibid. 5:09.

> |saac Hull, “Journal of Lt. Isaac Hull, U.S.N., 0fS. FrigateConstitution,12 May 1800, in ibid. 5:508-
09.

% |saac Hull, extract from “Journal of Lt. Isaac HW.S.N., of U.S. Frigat€onstitution,23 May 1800, in
ibid. 5:553-54.

" Hull, extract from “Journal,” 26 May 1800, in ibil:566.
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Admiral Hyde Parker at Port Roy&IThis was largely due to the deteriorating situatio
on St. Domingue, where both the rebels and mosduitoe sickness had decimated the
British Army. There, British acting general, Maitth negotiating with General Toussaint
L’Ouverture, had finally concluded a strategic wiitiwal from the colony. This British
evacuation from St. Domingue eventually includedreabandoning the Royal Navy’s
highly prized deep water harbor at Mole St. NicBplahich commanded the Windward
Passag&’ The British had greatly feared that the slavesltzg on St. Domingue might
export similar unrest to Jamaica. They suspectadltbussaint planned on invading
Britain’s richest colony in the Sugar Islands whéaenaica’s Governor, Lord Balcarres,
recently had had his hands full dealing with thHeetkous Maroons, escaped former
slaves, in the upland interior of the island. Butf¥mingue terrified a number of
societies in the Americas, chief among them thatpla of America’s southern coast
who similarly recoiled at the prospect of the Sonidngue uprising infecting their own
slave populatiofi*

So, while the British fell back upon Jamaica, seeak, the United States Navy
began to establish a presence in the Lesser Antillech, as it grew, in many ways
helped to offset the British withdrawal. Americaguadrons had the practical effect of
reinforcing Royal Navy units remaining on the eastation. By early 1799, the
Americans had sixteen warships patrolling agaimstGuadeloupe based raiders and also

conducting limited convoys protecting both Briteshd American merchant shipping

" bid., 78, 240.

®bid., 78, 151-54.

8 Ibid., 155: Elkins and McKittrick, 654-55, 657-58harles Callan Tansilllhe United States and Santo
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43; A. P. Kup, “Alexander Lindsey"6Earl of Balcarres, Lieutenant Governor of Jamait@4-1801,”
Bulletin of the John Rylands LibraBy7 (1974-75): 327-65.
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from French depredatioff$Both Admiral Harvey and his successor, Admirald_stugh
Seymour, welcomed the American presence in thetos® In the early days of
American involvement Harvey had been eager to kth@rAmerican terms of
engagement with the mutual French enemy and haddregéfied to learn that American
men of war would not just aid in catching the rasj@r convoying merchantmen sailing
under either flag, but also in the recapture ofifln as well as American bottoms taken
as prizes by the FrenéhThough barred from getting directly involved initBin’s war
with the Gallic Republic, and allowed to only akazmed French vessels, the U.S.
Navy’s policy on recaptures, largely formed by Coodgore Truxtun himself, took the
bellicose view that any vessel flying the Frencltdlor—this would even include an
English merchant ship just taken as a French pnaments earlier—having so much as
“Jack knives on board” would qualify as a Frencmad ship subject to seizure on the
high sea$? Very adroitly the U.S. Navy had side-stepped \lienjting terms of
engagement by taking a very broad interpretaticth@fanguage used.

This same reading of the Congressional Act grardurtority to attack any
armed French ship gave American naval commanderatitude to repel any French
corsair attacking a British ship in an American-teshvoy. The raider would present a
clear danger to every ship in the convoy, whethiéew the Stars and Stripes or the
Union flag. After all, any convoyed English merctraan upon capture would instantly

become a French armed vessel posing an immedraiat tio the remaining flotilla

8 palmerStoddert’s War241.
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members. Hence, an informal doctrine of mutuald@deloped between British and
American forces in the Caribbean rendering thena$gallies.” It is instructive to note
that even at the end of American hostilities agéims French, British Lesser Antilles
Commander-in-Chief, Robert Thomson, facing theaho# invaders believed to be
sailing from Guadeloupe sought Commodore Barrylp far the defense of St. Kitts and
Antigua® That Thomson still thought to invoke the spiritofitual aid against French
aggression which had dominated British and Amerredations in the West Indies
throughout the conflict says much about the pemscst of the sentiment. Therefore,
although there was rformal coordination of strategic operations between Lonalod
Philadelphia in the Caribbean, tte factoresult was much the same as if there had been.
The fighting sailors of both navies on duty in thlands had worked out a practical
informal cooperation which greatly aided each sz its own efforts against the
French.

While the naval understanding between the two pswamnained principally
something worked out by the units at sea, the 8miDgue station provided the one case
during the Quasi-War where the Royal Navy and tt& Mavy had a formal basis for
cooperation. This concerned enforcing the tenete@agreement reached between Great
Britain, the United States and Toussaint I'Ouvertragarding the opening of ports
controlled by Toussaint to American and British airemt bottoms. This would also
encompass the suppression of trade to territorjraibed by Toussaint’s rival general,
Rigaud, an agent of the Directory in Paris. Besmwgaining illegal trade to Rigaud’s

coastal bases, the two naval forces would by néges=ed to eliminate Rigaud’s

8 Robert Thomson, Commander-in Chief, British For¢€sB. M. Islands, West Indies to presumably
Barry, 21 March 1801, in ibid. 7:152.
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shallow water privateer fleet. At the time, thisadhfiorce was conducting a savage war
upon British and American trade in those watersjdes threatening the limited coastal
commerce allowed under the tripartite agreemenighwhoussaint’s supporters
conducted in order to maintain his tro§p3he record would later show that the tiny
American navy did indeed honor its obligations urtties compact, but His Majesty’s
navy arguably did not. Instead, the Royal Navy&dmy of enforcement was spotty at
best and more accurately exhibited outright hogtio it. The next chapter will discuss
how and why execution of thactual brief directing joint enforcement of the tripagtit
agreement, a policy adopted by both PhiladelphthVahitehall, so often fell so far short
of its intended goal.

Thus, while it is true that the United States amidaiBy never formed a formal
naval alliance during America’s Quasi-War with Feanthe two nations did indeed
cooperate operationally in their war at sea agdimest common foe: the French. When
Benjamin Stoddert, America’s navy secretary, ordéms tiny fleet to the Caribbean to
hunt the French privateers near their island |#es British had allowed the Yankee men
of war use of their ports as bases to rendezvoaterwand replenish food and naval
stores. In this way the British continued to supploe young American sea service with
critical administrative aid serving both its shgged men. Chapter two has described how
the British had previously supplied the criticapper and ordnance to build the
American warships and indirectly provided the Aroens with a ready-made naval
culture to adopt. Whereas the earlier administeatind had been of a foundational rather

than operational nature, this new assistance iCtrébean would be operational.

87 palmer Stoddert's War151-82.
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But there would be vital cooperation at sea as.Wélé British had granted
American merchantmen access to the Royal Navy'sapsystem, a privilege granted to
no other natiomot bound to Britain by a formal defense pawting the Great French
Wars®® And the Americans had reciprocated where possitilen there was the
collaboration which had developed between the sgrnunits of the Royal Navy and U.S.
Navy in the most critical theater of the war, adefor the Americans: the Caribbean.
The commanders of the individual ships, beginnintt wtilizing a system of shared
signals, had learned to exchange local intelligeoeese together, and occasionally even
pursue the enemy in concert. None of this, of cautsey did at the direction of their
respective naval establishments in Whitehall anth&&lphia. Even the local British
station admirals and American commodores had r@red such concerted action. It had
been the product of practical seamen, solving ancsomproblem. To such men, it had
simply made sense and they had acted without reedartheir superiors. While such an
outcome might be more difficult to comprehend feemty-first century minds used to a
different culture of command and control born aftamt communications, in eighteenth
century terms it was entirely logical. The commanafea warship in the classic age of
sail, was on his own once out of sight of the adlisror commodore’s flagship. As
stated previously, Admiralty or Navy Departmentediives, or even those of the local
admirals and commodores, became more in the natsiggygestions subject to
interpretation in the light of the practical re@# skippers faced on station. A command-
based study such as Professor Palmer’s fine [&#tokidert's Warthis author would

argue might lose sight of this fact when examirtimgjactivities of local naval operations.

8 perkins First Rapprochemengs.
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In Stoddert’s WarDr. Palmer downplayed the importance of the lati@rmal naval
cooperation that did flourish between the U.S. Nang R.N. units on station precisely
because it never became the formal operationatypofithe respective naval
establishments in London and Philadelphia/Washmdttmwever this study has
demonstrated that quite to the contrary, it was littal cooperation which defined much
of how these navieactuallyfought the war. For the British and American segviinits

in theatre, this informal collaboration was a fatclife. It amounted to a naval “quasi-

alliance.”
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CHAPTER V
THE RELATIONSHIP TESTED

During the years of America’s Quasi-War with Frartbe United States and
Great Britain had forged an informal naval alliancdace the Gallic threat to their
commerce, especially in the Caribbean. Britain &sgisted the U.S. in building its fleet,
most importantly by supplying the critical coppéatps and fasteners so necessary to
maintain an effective fighting force in late eight¢h-century naval combat, and, of
course, also by providing the lion’s share of Aroani naval ordnance. To this nascent
American fleet they had also added operationalradjely access to critical British ports
in the Antilles to serve as American bases for mmepairs, provisioning, strategic
rendezvous, and maintaining French prisoners.

Additionally, the Royal Navy and the U.S. Navy hafbrmally cooperated on
station by opening each other’s convoys to therathgon’s merchant vessels, trading
intelligence on the enemy and on occasion evemwlbaty together. The preceding
chapter has discussed all of this in some detailadit did not discuss was how this
informal naval cooperation between the mother agyuanid its former colony, fashioned
S0 soon after the two had fought America’s bloody of independence, was fragile
from the first. Institutional forces which had nliggslunged the two nations into war in
1794, Royal Navy impressment of American sailors British seizure of Yankee

merchantmen, continued to dog this new naval ragiyement between them.
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This chapter will tell the story of how those imstional stressors affected that
naval relationship, especially as exacerbated éyabse nature of naval command in the
eighteenth century. The personalities of the irtliel commanders counted for much in
this era before instantaneous communication atAsargued in the previous chapter,
the informal operational relationship between thevieig units of the American and
British navies had formed in the Caribbean pregibelcause of the practical
independence the captains enjoyed once at semrSfaimirals and commodores of the
two services in the West Indies, themselves thalsahmiles from their respective
superiors in London and Philadelphia, also effetyiwielded command without any
immediate supervision.

As this chapter will demonstrate, the attitudea particular admiral, such as Sir
Hyde Parker, were often more significant to theialkcpolicy followed on station than
whatever directives might arrive from Whitehall. d¢yParker’'s unsympathetic position
with respect to the impressment of American tats lms Jamaican squadron, much more
rigid than that exhibited by the Admiralty in Londaand the rapacious attitude exhibited
by the cruisers in his squadron in seizing Americanchantmen would prove especially
trying to the Anglo-American relationship. But ibwld be Sir Hyde’s personal animosity
directed at the joint British/American diplomatigtiative towards Toussaint I'Ouverture
and the St. Dominguian Revolution—this was the sihetion where their two
governmentexpectedhe U.S. Navy and Royal Navy to cooperate—whiguably
would most stress Anglo-American amity. The Amatrisguadron on station would

embrace the joint mission, Parker’'s would not.
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Additionally, there were always human charactenfl@ao complicate the existing
institutional issues: personal hatreds, individyraled, racism and general bloody-
mindedness. As the war went on, in letters homethér to colleagues, or to
government functionaries in the United States,isgrmaval officers in the Caribbean
came to express real or perceived tensions wiihitifermal British allies. Despite these
negative forces and the American hand wringing Swyetimes produced, perceptions
which had the potential to sever the relationsthis, chapter will argue that the informal
naval understanding did not in fact fail, but peesed to the end of the Quasi-War.
Contrary to what Professor Palmer has concludadehathat the Anglo-American
guasi-alliance was on the rocks by the end of Acaésiconflict with France, this chapter
will show that it was entirely functional. Americand British warships continued to
share intelligence and cruise together againsEteéech. American men of war still used
British ports as bases, and cooperated with tlestshas they had earlier.

There had appeared to be a kind of honeymoon egibgtween the United States
and Great Britain during the summer and early aatofril798 as the former struggled to
assemble its navy with the latter’s help to figigit common enemy, the French. As
discussed in previous chapters, the British wesy Isupplying the Americans with
copper, guns and saltpeter, and offering them stgrs and officers. American
Federalist patriots talked of more formal connewibetween the two countries and
cheered any news of a British or allied gain inwa against the French in Europe.
Meetings between officers and crews of His Majestyarships and their few American
counterparts then at sea were fulboh-accordBut the issues which had caused grief to
the Anglo-American relationship ever since Britpaimed the Continental war against the
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French had not dissipated. They continued to simsudrmerged beneath the apparent
surface calm of friendship. British privateers anady warships still seized American
trading vessels as prizes, especially in the Welies. Secondly, the Royal Navy had not
halted the impressment of Yankee sailors from theyrAmerican merchant vessels who
visited British ports, in England, the West Indiesgven on the high seas. What made
these problems so intractable was that each susision with respect to the seizures
and impressment were so much entwined within it®nal institutions or consciousness.
While not even anglophile Federalists ever ignonetients of British
impressment of Americans, or seizure of Americanchrentmen, it would be an
infamous episode in late Autumn 1798 that woultljotth sides awake from their
honeymoon slumber and remind them of the deepidnssyet separating the “would be”
allies. On 16 November the American sloop of ViBaItimore was escorting a convoy
of merchantmen to Havana, Cuba, when a Spanispdthgquadron of heavy warships
plus two frigates approached. This flotilla evefifjuaxchanged Spanish colors for
British and a frigate signaled by cannon shot éwigrd that they were not hostile.
Captain Isaac Phillips, commanding Batimoreresponded in kind. The British
battleships were th@arnatic 74, Thunderer74, andQueen98, accompanied by two 32
gun frigatesMaidstoneandGreyhoundall based at Admiral Sir Hyde Parker’'s Jamaica
station. Captain Phillips then stood to speakGhenatic, which flew a commodore’s
pennant. After coming aboard the battleship airligation of Commodore John Loring,
R.N., Phillips was taken aback at his receptiomh&gas expecting the friendly exchange
which had generally accompanied contact betweemmding officers of the American
and British navies to date, Phillips found hisssah question because he did not have
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aboard his ship’s U.S. Navy commission, nor higaiajs commission—he had needed
to leave port before they could reach him from &telphia—only his sailing orders from
Secretary Stoddert and his copy of the British/Apzer private signals. But far more
serious was the “request” he next received fromrigorThe Commodore told Phillips
that he would be removing from tBaltimoreall sailors he deemed British because his
ship’s complement was low. Sometime after Captaifips had returned to his ship, he
found Loring had sent lieutenants to collect alhmathout “protections.” Fifty-five of
Baltimore’stars accompanied the British officers back toGlaenatic This removed
roughly one third of th8altimore’screw. Later in the day, Loring relented and redelas
all but five of these back to the American sloopvaf. The Royal Navy squadron then
took its leavé.

Americans were naturally livid once the case becknosvn. Even Anglophile
Federalists in Congress were incensed. Harrisog Gtig, a staunch Federalist
Congressman from Massachusetts, responded widolt®n requesting the president
provide the House of Representatives vaitly information he possessed regarding the
impressment of U.S. seamen aboardBhkimore? Captain Phillips himself was
dismissed outright from the American service withatearing because Secretary
Stoddert and President Adams believed he shouldawa relinquished even one man
unless he had first struck his colors in the faceverwhelming odds. Instead, they

concluded Phillips had acted in a servile mannénédBritish, a station they could never

! George C. Morton, Acting Consul, Havana, Cubaitoothy Pickering, Secretary of State, 18 November
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countenancé Secretary of State Pickering lodged formal dipldseomplaints both
with Robert Liston in Philadelphia and to the FgreOffice in London through Rufus
King.*

The whole affair seemed to capsulize the issueribEB impressment of
Americans. For starters, impressment into the RNgaty had had a long history of
unpopularity in the United States which antedatetpendence. American tars, like their
British counterparts, resented the idea that tloeydcbe forced to join anyone’s navy,
particularly during a war, when wages were manesirhigher in the merchant marine.
The naval press was a hated institution in England,had been all throughout the
Second Hundred Year’'s War. Nicholas Rogers hasemrdabout eighteenth century
British societal resistance to the press, oftenlwving violence against regulating
officers, their men in the press gangs, and theaduarters, the so-called “rendezvous.”
But despite this popular anger directed againspthss, it was, and had been, for the
better part of a century, a fixture of British nagalture. The Admiralty had found it to
be absolutely essential to the Navy's continuedatiffeness. The reason was simple. The
Royal Navy desperately needed men. It had the simgsisually the money, the two
other legs of the naval administrative stool. Desthe largest population of seamen in
Europe, if not the world, there were simply not egio of them to man simultaneously in

wartime both the globe’s largest navy and merchaarine® The Admiralty had tried to
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1799, in King, 2:505-07.
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promote within Parliament a nationwide list of seanfrom which it could call up men
for the fleet in wartime in a rational manner, las Erench had done, but failed because
the merchant lobby in the national legislature baificient power to crush any proposal
which might make it more difficult to recruit scarmen for their trading vessélsience,
the only tool left to Whitehall to muster crewswartime when it could not outbid the
merchant marine for volunteers was the medievalgo@#the crown to impress tars into
His Majesty’s Fleet. Any British man who earned lhugag “on the water” was liable to
immediate conscription if he could be fouhBut by the mid to late 1790s, the demands
placed upon the Royal Navy had stretched its maepoeeds to more than His
Majesty’s Senior Service could find in British poend ships. The constant naval
blockade of France, the routine convoying of theaant fleet, and the constant loss of
men to sickness and desertion had taxed the nhtiesarve” beyond its limif,

Perhaps the answer to this British conundrum ldit Wie vastly-increased rival
American merchant fleet. The British came to baidve American merchant navy,
second only to their own, relied heavily upon Aliteyseamen. They could not believe
that the Americans could domestically produce ehgagk tars to man this swelling
fleet; the Yanks had to be using sailors justlyohging to His Majesty’s Navy. Lord
Grenville himself expressed this opinion writingrr the Foreign Office in London to

Phineas Bond, British Consul at Philadelphia:
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University of Michigan, 1976), 2-3.

° RodgerCommand496-99; Nicholas Roger§he Press Gang: Naval Impressment and its Opporients
Georgian Britain(London: Continuum, 2007), 6.

145



...for altho’ (sic) it is probable that American seammay have been at different
times impressed into His Majesty’s Service, the barnof native American
mariners is so small, and the part of the navigadiothe United States carried on
by British Seamen is so considerable, that ins&o€such impressments of
American Citizens can have but rarely occurred, @rthinly cannot be compared
in number with the attempts that are daily madéleyowners and masters of
American Vessels to protect natives of this countrgier the denomination of
Citizens of the United Staté$.

The British had always believed they had the righiemove British sailors from
foreign ships in their ports, or even on the higassand had done so. But the American
ships posed a unique challenge as to removingri&ritmwm a foreign vessel. On a
foreign merchantman, the Brits were easy to spely spoke English. On Yankee
traders, Englishmen and Americans at this time werg difficult to tell apart. There
was no language barrier and, as argued previdigsiycultural differences as well. Then
there was the British conception of citizenshipt thlarred the boundary even more.
Britain adhered to the theory of indefeasible alage which taught that a British subject
always remained His Majesty’s subject even if heab@e a naturalized citizen of another
country! Great Britain originally recognized only naturarb Americans. They had
eventually expanded this conception to also inclidse Britons living in the new
United States upon its formally recognized indegerne upon the ratification of the
Treaty of Paris in 178% Englishmen, Scots, or Welshmen naturalized in Acaeafter
that, were certainly Americans in British eyes, swibjects of the British Crown first.

Hence, Royal Navy captains believed that they wetiein their legal rights to press

these “British” Americans from American vessels ey merchantmen or even men of

19 Grenville to Phineas Bond, 19 May 1796|ristructions 118.
1 Jackson, 3-4.
21bid., 6, 14.
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war!® Technically, statute law in England prohibited negsments of any foreigners, of
course including natural-born Americans and alssétBritons so naturalized at 1783.
The problem for Royal Navy captains urgently negdiren at sea was how to
swiftly make that distinction—that is if theyaredto follow the law. On the Jamaica
station, want of sailors was dire. Desertion arukemlly disease had decimated Hyde
Parker’'s squadron in those years. As he face@#tiemore’sCaptain Phillips,
Commodore Loring perhaps concluded that he woulsklbe taking only those tars
travelling without American “protections.” A protigan was a document most often
prepared by the local customs agent attestingetdétarer’s status as an American
citizen. They could be had for the fee of one ve filollars in an American port, or even
from an overseas American consul. The trouble Wi#ise documents according to
Whitehall, and serving officers in the R.N., waattthe customs agents and overseas
American consuls were none too careful as to whatichents or testimony they
accepted as proof of American birth or timely nali@ation. High ranking Royal Navy
officers commonly believed that the only real probtitizenship demanded by these
American functionaries was the one to five dolf&radmiral John Jervis, then
commanding in the Mediterranean, was certain thel $rauds occurred, and called for
vigilance. Admiral George Murray on the North Anoam Station at Halifax also
agreed-® British tars, they believed, were receiving thizaadulent documents to avoid

the press just by paying the asking price, evaheir home ports in Britain. Grenville
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stated as much to Rufus King when he asked thatidareconsuls in England no longer
issue protection¥’

While Commodore Loring clearly had not adoptedrtieee radical British
position of denying the validity of American protens to the press as might have his
own superior, Admiral Sir Hyde Parker, he had dediy stepped into waters much
hotter indeed. When Loring announced his intentiiopress any of Captain Phillips’s
crew without American protection documents, Phsllggimply replied that Americans
regarded theiflag to be the only “protection” necessary for all naaoard an American
navy ship'® While it angered Americans that Loring had pressaitbrs from an
American ship on the high seas approaching a foneagt—Americans, at least in 1798,
allowed that the British could search an Americassel in a British home port to
forcibly induct British nationals into His MajestySenior Service—they found it most
abominable that he had impressed them from the oleek Americarwarshipon the
high seas. As galling as was the former, it hachlggeng on since the early days of the
French Wars. However, the later, pressing from areAcan national ship, represented a
direct attack upon the American flag. It was suselyinsult to American honor, but could
be seen in an even worse light as the start oftampt to re-assert British sovereignty
over newly won American independence.

The question the Loring Affair presented for the é&iman Government in
Philadelphia was whether Commodore Loring’s actioad the approbation of the
British Government. If so, it might signify the dtaf a new attempt to turn back the

clock of American independence. The Democratic Repans certainly would adhere to
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this interpretation. But official Philadelphia peefed to conclude that the matter was not
the product of official British policy at all, btite misguided actions of one officer, albeit
one flying a commodore’s penndtThe diplomatic rumblings certainly travelled acos
the Atlantic and induced the Admiralty to commenagetailed investigation into the
matter’® Admiral Sir Hyde Parker, had to respond concerhiisgsubordinate’s actions—
just another to add to a long line of unhappy coistavith Americans resulting in
diplomatic overture$! In the end, Loring was eventually recalled and“patthe beach”
in England® His Majesty’s Government in an official communioatto Rufus King
implied that there would be no repeats of the Lgffair. Americans could be assured
that His Majesty would “see with Displeasure (siny act which may . . . [be] . ..
committed by any officer in his (sic) Majesty’s @ee (sic) in derogation of the attention
and respect due to their flag’”

There would be an attempt by Captain Edward HamittoH.M.S.Surpriseto
take tars from the U.S.&angesat sea in the months following the Loring incidertile
the diplomatic gears were still turning and perhagf®re a message could have reached
that ship at sea. When Hamilton’s lieutenant angvaboard th€&angego pay his
respects made the request to examine the crevwofential “British” seamen, Thomas
Tingey, U.S.N., politely responded that he regardisdiag as his men’s only and
sufficient protection and would forcibly resist aatgempt to remove even one man from

his ship. Tingey reported that the lieutenant haldgly retreated. There were no further
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requests for men but a boat did return fromSheprise this timebegging medicines
urgently needed aboard that ship. This requestelimgnored’ Tingey became a hero
in the American popular press for standing up ®Bhtish, even though he later
explained that there had besmincident whatsoever resulting from the encountel a
the two ships had amicably part&dlingey’s calm and firm response to tBerprise’s
request for men echoed new official U.S. Navy pol&merican commanders were not
to give up even one man to a foreign vessel, emerfrom a “friendly” nation, without
resistance, and only after striking their colorsha face of vastly superior force to avoid
pointless loss of lifé® As it turned out, there would be no further R.Nempts to press
sailors serving aboard an American man of wartierduration of the Quasi-War. The
two nations had drawn at least one bright line loothid respect concerning the
impressment issue. But the honeymoon was certawrdy. The issue of impressment of
avowed Americans from Yankee traders on the higls sad refusal to release them
upon proof of citizenship would continue to smoltdetween the two maritime nations.
But the Loring Affair also raised the ire of Amaits on another score. Loring’s
powerful squadron had also seized three of the Avaemerchantmen in thgaltimore’s
convoy en route into Havana. Secretary of Statkdpicg directed Mr. King in London
to raise the issue of this seizure with Lord GreviVhat galled the Secretary was how
British naval officers—other times it would be cars—had to his mind used pretense to

declare as contraband of war what was to him glearlinnocent neutral cargo. In this

% palmer Stoddert’'s War89-90; Captain Thomas Tingey, U.S.N., to Stodd&tFebruary 1799, in
U.S.N.,Quasi-War,2:368; Thomas Tingey to the Printers of the “Ntkfiderald,” concerning the
ggansaction between H.M.Surpriseand U.S.SGanges28 February 1799, in ibid., 2:412.
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instance it would be six and four penny nails, asdaburgs, a kind of coarse cloth used
to clothe slaves, which would be styled unwrougbr iand sail cloth, respectively, so as
to declare them “contraband of war” in the prizertpothereby justifying their seizure
and libel?” Worse, an Admiralty court such as Judge CambaaldSt. Nicholas Mole,

too many times would sustain such findifgn fact, the seizure of American trading
vessels on the basis that they carried “contrabaadjos of osnaburgs and nails would
be recurring themes as the Quasi-War continued.

The issue of British seizures of American shippahgp had remained a sore spot
between the United States and Great Britain frogrstart of the war with France. As
discussed in Chapter One, the United States anat Grizain had a vastly different view
of what constituted legitimate neutral commercel7083 the United States had hoped to
profit from the war by selling to both parties weashipping was occupied with other
war related commerce, or in the case of Franceeptible to capture by British corsairs.
Instead, between December 1793 and March 17948rheh had seized hundreds of
Yankee ships bound to the French West Indies based an aggressive interpretation of
contraband of war to include even foodstuffs. Tlagr retreated from that stance, but
even after Jay’s Treaty continued to adhere tdrile of 1756 which provided that a
nation could not carry on a trade during wartimeg they could not have done in

peacetime. The British also prohibited neutralsawy enemy goods in their holds under

the guise that it was neutral propefly.

" pickering to King, 8 January 1799, in Upham arck&iing, 3:340-41.
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The U.S. had built its trading philosophy on thatcary premise that “free ships
made free goods,” meaning goods shipped in a fesgsael were to be considered
neutral property. The dream of the new country updependence had been that new
markets such as the French would now be opendeereign country no longer bound to
Great Britain’s system of Navigation Laws. The Gie@nch wars were facilitating that
dream. Many American merchants continued to tradbe French islands—the French
had opened said trade to American vessels beferedin—and to run the risk of British
seizure because carrying so-called contraband gowtd<Congress outlawed that traffic
in June 1798 because of the Fregakrre de coursagainst American world-wide
commerce. Hence, with legal American shipping llltethe French West Indies, the
British corsairs could only legally prey upon Angam vessels bound from Spanish
colonies such as Cuba, Puerto Rico and eastermfi@p carrying Spanish-owned cargo
and the Yankee smugglers who defied their own gowent and continued in the very
lucrative trade to French territories. Americandaialy felt hard done by any British
interference with the American/Spanish commerceabse British merchant shipping all
the while had kept up an illicit trade to the Sgantolonies which the Royal Navy
conveniently ignored® American shipping to the British possessions en@aribbean
was now legal and technically off limits to aggiesBritish privateers and the Royal
Navy because British colonial governors in the Bedihad by specific orders
countenanced U.S. trade to their islands; theyatasgly needed American foodstuffs

and raw materials and there was a continual shedéagritish bottoms. Consequently
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the level of seizures by British privateers and roewar did drop off for a time, but
certainly did not cease.

During the Anglo-American honeymoon of the sumnfet 298, reports of British
seizures of American neutral shipping continuechaadehe Federalist press. Although it
sought closer relations with Britaia,nation it saw as a possible shield against French
aggression, the American government yet refuseédrtoa blind eye to the depredations
of these English privateers and the Royal Navyr&ary of State Pickering’s letter to
Rufus King in London requesting he take up the emnadf the Loring impressment of
Americans from the Baltimore and also the seiztith@® convoy ships was an example
of this attitude. While seeking to contend over iegsments and the definition of
contraband of war, Pickering’s letter was at p&instate that the Royal Navy convoyed
American merchantmen, R.N. officers were routirgite to their U.S.N. counterparts,
and that one of His Majesty’s sloops had rescueatéw of an American trading vessel
in peril in American water¥" But after the Loring Affair had effectively endéte
honeymoon and the fear of an immediate French ionad the American coast had
vanished with Nelson’s victory at the Nile, Amensaagain became increasingly aware
that the British corsairs were often none too piakgut what American merchantmen
they grabbed on the high seas and brought to Biigland ports for adjudication. And
the Admiralty courts set up to hear the libel casspecially ones in the British West
Indies, were quick to condemn American vesselggisiinate prizes for auction. Some
were captured under the theory that their shippmagifests and papers were frauds and

they actually carried enemy goods, others undeptétnse that legitimate cargos were

31 pickering to King, 8 January 1799, in Upham arzk&iing, 3:340-42.
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contraband of war. Records of appeals taken frdeoma prize courts by American ship
owners to the High Court in London reveal that Estgjudges in the capital overturned
the vast majority of cases appealed and ordereghensation for the owners. West
Indies Admiralty courts were notorious for theiteaf rescinded condemnations when
appealed to London. The High Court threw out se@rmdemnations issued at Nevis in
one afternoon alon&.And a ruling from Whitehall dissolved an entiraidobased at St.
Nicholas Mole because General Simcoe commandiBgiiish-held St. Domingue had
established it without authority to do $b.

The truth was that greed drove the prize systera.pssibility of rich profits
from the sale of such American prizes encourage@feers to make dubious captures
based on highly questionable pretexts or bald sati/hile the commanding Admiral
on station, and the captain of a successful RogalyNnan of war took the lion’s share of
the prize money earned when a captured ship wateocomed and sold at auction, even
the common tars profited substantially, driving tlesire for making captures. Admirals
like Sir Hyde Parker, commanding the prize-rich daa station, became immensely
wealthy®® Also, the desire for continued fees—colonial adttyrjudges were paid a fee
for each case heard rather than a salary—encoujadgels in the islands to condemn so
that corsairs, free to employ whatever Admiraltyrtahey desired, would continue to
frequent their$® And the costs and delays in clearing up such rsestsée High Court

in London—it could easily take years—were beyorarieans of most Yankee shippers.
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Hence, even staunch, pro-English Federalists ssi@earetary of State Pickering
responded to the merchants’ pleas for some kirdippdmatic relief. Pickering began
directing Rufus King, the American minister in Lamg to address the matter with Lord
Grenville. As the undeclared war against Francempaon, the Adams Administration
took up diplomatic initiatives to alleviate the wboills of the British prize system. Rufus
King took up issues such as trying to settle tHendin of contraband of war. There had
never been a precise definition, allowing privateed navy captains wiggle room to cast
a wide net and hope that sympathetic prize countgavsee things their way.

At times exacerbating both the impressment andieeizonundrums was the
loose institution of command and service loyaltgyadent in the Royal Navy at the time.
Command remained largely a creature of a traditisoeiety, based upon personal
loyalty to a commander, and ultimately, the kingeTconcept of institutional loyalty was
in its infancy. In many respects, a commander’'spry allegiance was to a concept of
personal honor rather than to His Majesty’s Serasuch. Allegiance to the former was
a vestige of the ancient warrior tradition of tletieman, a status any commissioned
King's officer in either the navy or army clung # personal sense of duty to the Service
was in fact a novelty. As traditional Britain trémsned into early industrial Britain, the
older concept was beginning to give way to a tightgion of institutional duty and
loyalty more resembling the discipline found inagt navies® But in the 1790s,
officers yet felt an obligation to pursue the fierthnce of their personal honor and reject
positions which might not favor it. At the same éithis sense of personal reputation

which they deemed must always be vindicated, waslatd to a keen sense of the
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pursuit of material gain. The Senior Service wandey the younger sons of
impoverished gentry and peers to be an avenuaniandial, and hopefully, social
advancement. The prize system played principatty tinis conception of naval service.
One hoped to serve the king, but also oneself ahras possible. When mixed with the
loose ties to superiors mandated by time and distanthe age before instantaneous
communications, the temptations of disregardingmdhat one resented for one reason
or another became very real indé&@he Admiralty in London’s primary control over its
commanders, especially those of flag rank, wasatgrol of patronage, the disposition of
plum—read lucrative—appointments. But once on tadt station, an Admiral was a
very independent player. Hence, within wide bouredaan Admiral’s personal take on
his orders and mission were controlling. His likéis)ikes, and prejudices could and
would, set the tone for what his subordinate captdid with their sea commands once
out of sight of the flagship.

And so it would prove with the British station adais in the Antilles. Their
personalities would significantly affect the statdishe informal alliance with the
American sea service operating in the same watass.on the issue of impressment
alone, the contrasting American experience withHyde Parker at Jamaica and
Admirals Henry Harvey and Lord Hugh Seymour, whomotanded in succession on the
Leeward Islands Station is instructive. When Seynhater succeeded Parker at Jamaica,
the contrast became even more marked. Parker wakeda very rigid position on the
release of American pressed seamen. He had arenttdistrust of Yankee sailors, and

would choose to ignore virtually any evidence tbeyheir advocates might produce in
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favor of their liberation from the service, a pgliat odds with that of Admirals Harvey
and Seymour, and certainly his own subordinater Rdeiral Richard Bligh. Parker’s
practices were even more inflexible than thosesmhefore the Admiralty in London. As
this chapter will demonstrate, Parker’s hauteur ld@ifend Americans on all levels:
local agents working on behalf of seamen, U.S. Na&tion commodores, and even
diplomats in Philadelphia and London.

The informal naval relationship existing in the iBaean between the American
and British fleets was especially sensitive toghesonality quirks of commanders,
whether for good or ill. This was because the issuailable to drive a wedge between
them were not going to go away in the short tempressment of Yankee seamen and
ship seizures as described above were virtualigatable, as long as the war continued.
Nothing would sate the Royal Navy’s hunger for rbeihthe ceasing of hostilities with
France. The same could be said of the prize sysi#imall its greed driven defects.
Although the lot of the neutrals would improve, goshort time at least, with William
Scott’sPolly decision referred to earlier, the statutory reiuncof the number of prize
courts, and the change to a standing wage for attgnjudges, these reforms to
Admiralty jurisdiction would not kick in until aftehe Quasi-War was ové?So Yankee
impressment and merchantman seizures would rema@xt Americans and build up
resentment between the officers and men of the N8y and their R.N. counterparts.
They would simply have to be borne. But the beaahthem could be made better or
much worse by whoever was in charge at Port Rdgahaica or English Harbour,

Antigua.
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In late July 1796 Admiral Sir Hyde Parker had beemoute to reinforce the
squadron blockading the French fleet taking shélt€radiz when an Admiralty order
redirected him, sending his squadron to reinfolneeBritish West Indies against a
perceived imminent French invasion. He would evalhfuake over command of the
lucrative Jamaica statidtiHowever, the Admiral was rarely ever to be fouh®art
Royal. That was not to say he was usually at dbareiParker preferred to remain at St.
Nicholas Mole, the deep water port the British Arhad captured from the French on St.
Domingue?? There, sitting astride the Windward Passage, Hijsscould better control
the route to and from Jamaica, and most importaatigmy commerce to and from
Spanish Cuba. The significance of the taking afgwito this command cannot be
overstated. Some sources indicate that Parkeits fduring his years in command made
up five percent of the Royal navy'’s fleet but aatted for approximately thirty-three
percent of all its prizes taken. This flag appoiettnmade Parker very rich inde&4d.

But the Jamaica station had one Achilles heelitedmlisease. As previously
described, it was yellow fever and not the Frenath &panish which had decimated
British land and sea forces during the 1790s. Cqunesatly, Parker’s squadrons were
nearly always, significantly under-manned. Sir Hyaes already complaining of his
manning problems as “insurmountable” in a 23 Decamnily 96 letter to Lord Spencer—

he had just captured two French Corvettes, highlyable small frigates, which he

*1 George John Spencef®Earl Spencer, to Sir Hyde Parker, 16 July 1796kd?do Spencer, 23 August
1796, Parker to Spencer, 22 September 1796, akdrRarSpencer, 7 December 1796, in H. W.
Richmond, ed.Private Papers of George, Second Earl Spencert Ewsd of the Admiralty, 1794-1801,
(London: The Navy Records Society, 1924), 3:228;233-34, 239-40.
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hoped to take into service but for the dearth afrsen’* The Admiralty was generally
interested in sending ships and crews back to Bdgbdace the fear of a French invasion
of the West Indies had abat&Hiistorically, local authorities were generallyistive to
attempts to press from the Jamaican merchant wegsst as in England, the traders
needed sailors to man their ships. And these metshisually had powerful allies in
Parliament to put pressure on Whitehall to stymig such forced recruiting from local
vessels. Sir Hyde would simply have to make dowdeld have to find his recruits
locally. This meant pressing tars from Yankee mantimen.

Pressing alleged British sailors from Yankee trgdiassels had been a persistent
problem for the Americans long before Sir Hyde R&gkarrival on the Jamaica station.
In fact, from the American perspective, the problead become so significant, that the
Washington Administration pursuant to the Act foe Relief and Protection of Searfien
appointed agents to reside in the British Westda@ind Great Britain to act as
ombudsmen for the release of Americans unjustlggae into His Majesty’s Fleet. The
Administration appointed Captain Silas Talbot, BL.So fulfill this role in the British
Antilles*” The suggestion of a foreign agent residing inMigesty’s Caribbean
possessions faced disapprobation from Lord GrenwillLondon. Britain did not tolerate
such agencie® However, before Grenville’s letter to Phineas Bahe Britishchargés

d’affairesin Philadelphia, could arrive, Liston had agrez@iovide Captain Talbot with

“ Parker to Spencer, 23 December 1796, in |bid45346.
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letters of introduction to British governors andicdrs of His Majesty’s Navy in the
Islands?® He believed the potential for harm from Talbotfiag was minimal but the
chance to gain favor with the Americans was sigaiit. At the time, the furor over R.N.
Captain Hugh Pigot’s “starting” of the American mleant master Jessop in the
Caribbean was even souring the minds of EnglanedeFalist friends® In the end,
Liston was not severely taken to task by Lord Gilémfor over-stepping his authority.
Secretary of State Pickering’s re-characterizadibtihe post as itinerant, instead of one
based in any specific place, appeared to have terilyomollified the Foreign Officé!
Talbot made his way to the Caribbean, arriving antidos 2 September 1796 but
found no official work for him there. He soon |&t Martinique, landing there 28
September? At Fort Royal, Talbot met Vice-Admiral Sir Hyde fiRar, himself having
recently arrived in the Leeward Isles on his wathi Jamaica station, and explained the
nature of his mission. This initial interview woude a precursor of future discourse with
the admiral. Talbot, in his description of the eMater sent on to Secretary of State

Pickering, found the Admiral “altogether unaccommay.” Sir Hyde informed Captain

“9 Liston to Grenville, 13 August 1796, in Roberttbis, The Liston Papers:1796-1806d. Richard
Simmons (East Ardsley, England: Microform Academidlishers, 1990), microfilm, 1:40, 42-44.
Grenville wrote before Liston had arrived to talehis post, but Liston had already been on dutyaamed
before the letter appeared. Jackdompressment] 11.

*0 Liston to Grenville, 13 August 1796, riston Papers]:42-44; Jacksonmpressment]10. Captain
Pigot, then captain of the frigate H.MSucces$ad collided with Jessop’s shidercury,and by Jessop’s
account had him hit with a rope end during the éebatxchange between them. Pigot was to become a
protégé of Admiral Sir Hyde Parker and later muedeait the hands of his crew during the infamous
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Talbot that he would demand “unequivocal proofAmherican citizenship before
releasing a tar. He would never accept the tesynodmny alleged American sailot.

Fortunately for Talbot, Parker was not in commanthe British Lesser Antilles.
The Admiral sent him on to see Rear Admiral Henaytéy, whom Talbot found a
breath of fresh air after dealing with Parker. Hgragreed to cooperate with Talbot,
saying he would issue orders that no Americansripeassed and that he was “willing to
enter into an inquiry, on the most liberal footihy, ascertain for release any Americans
serving aboard ships under his immediate commauose®juently, Talbot wrote to
Harvey on 4 October, and again on 11 October, tougepermission to search for
Americans aboard the R.N. ships at Fort Royal. Hdegvey believed he had to refer
Captain Talbot to the higher-ranking Parker. Thedpot deemed pointless. Parker had
just refused Talbot’s 11 October request to begimguiry for impressed Americans on
what the Admiral termed “such slight grounds.” Byde indicated that instead of a
general search, that Captain Talbot should spediigh sailors he believed to be
Americans and reiterated his requirement thatralbfs be “incontestable” before he
would release a man. Of course Sir Hyde made suasdure Talbot that per his request
“no American seamen should be impressed” and that fegard should be paid to the
protections of all American seamet{.”

Talbot left Fort Royal to tour other ports of thendvard and Leeward Islands.
He headed west after he became satisfied that AtliMarvey was indeed keeping his
word about searching for and releasing Americanadoon His Majesty’s men of war on

his station. He then made his way to Port Royahalea, site of the Royal Navy’s
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dockyard in the Greater Antilles. It would be attfoyal that Captain Talbot would
have his greatest success in obtaining the retdasmerican seamen already impressed
into the British fleet. And it would be on the Jaoaastation where Talbot and Sir Hyde
would become each other’s nemesis.

Talbot’s time in Port Royal began very profitabhgleed. The Captain found Sir
Hyde was not present at the time but at St. Nichblale. His second in command, Rear
Admiral Richard Bligh, was on station and Talbatrid him to be receptive to entreaties
on behalf of impressed American seamen. Bligh'srabviews on impressments of
Americans—he had told Talbot that he questionedeal right of the Royal Navy to
press Americans or any neutrals from Yankee shipise first plac®—extended to
allowing searches of R.N. ships then in port thelb®t believed to include impressed
Americans in their ships’ companigsBligh even sent an aide, Captain Rutherford,
along with Talbot to assist him. When Talbot endeted lack of cooperation from
captains of the several ships searched—some refagpde up the requested men, while
others denied their presence aboard their warshiyesfeund Captain Rutherford and the
Admiral helpful in inducing these commanders torgetheir minds and produce the
men. While not all the men brought before Bligh dia their release, Talbot found the
Admiral open to the evidence he producéd.

However, again Talbot found quite another receptvaiting for him when in
January 1797 he travelled to St. Nicholas Moleléag the cause of other alleged

Americans believed to be serving aboard men ofumder Sir Hyde Parker’s

%5 Jackson, 114.
%6 Communications from TalboASPFR 2:141; Jackson, 114.
57 Communications, from TalboASPFR 2:141.

162



command? Sending the Admiral a list of men put togethenfrbis own researches and
that of the State Department along with proofs ¢éleeleed sufficient, he found Parker
utterly unsympathetit® First, he found his communication to the Admigaiared for a
month. Next Talbot discovered that in the meantsmes whose crews included some of
the men from his list of alleged, impressed Amerscavere shortly due to sail back to
England® The Captain sent a very testy note on to Parkginaequesting the release of
the listed alleged Americans. Talbot had addeditmabuffed, he meant to adopt
“measures that are more or less unfriendly to thigsB Nation.®* Sir Hyde returned
with: “in no one instance, have proofs been produoeative to the names of those you
have been pleased to style citizens of Americdicserfit to authorize me to discharge the
individuals from His Majesty’s servicé?Parker, no doubt responding to the tone of
Talbot’s note, imperiously continued that he wolddvard the record of all previous
messages between them to Whitehall, “to His Majestynisters to whom only, | hold
myself accountable for my conduct, whatever mathleeconsequences.” Parker then
declared all communication between himself anddimerican agent endéd.

On 5 March, Talbot left for Port Royal, having &itlead end with Parker. The
Captain wrote to Secretary Pickering before evarifgy St. Nicholas Mole that he now
planned to execute a campaign of legal guerilldavaragainst the officers of Parker’s

command to force the discharge of American seath€albot had determined to use the
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civil court system in Kingston to obtain writs lohbeas corpuso compel unsympathetic
British naval commanders to disgorge American seafreen their men of waf’ In

doing so, Talbot had hit upon one of the Achillegls of the eighteenth century Royal
Navy: the long arm of the British civil law. Theatge truth of eighteenth century
British legal jurisdiction was that once in pohetofficers and ratings of Royal Navy
warships fell under the purview of the local cistlurts. Unhappy officers, or even lowly
tars, could engage attorneys and sue their supewitin impunity. They could win
awards of damages, or other judgments. In Albiselfit writs ofhabeascorpuswere the
frequent weapons of those lawyers engaged by safamilies or employers to free them
from the grasp of the impress service. There wasghistory in England of public
enmity toward royal military authority such thaetAdmiralty found itself powerless to
resist such inroads upon its military jurisdiction.

Talbot, upon arriving on 8 March at Kingston, Jataaset about putting his plan
in operation. Within days he found there were mren of war in Port Royal’s harbor,
including some newly arrived. Among these was tlgate H.M.S Hermione captained
by Admiral Parker’s favorite, Captain Hugh Pigoaldot had already tried to get Pigot
and then Admiral Parker to free five men he hadeAmericans whilélermionelay
at St. Nicholas Mole. Talbot obtained writs for 8®lors in question aboaktkermione
and two other vessels, H.M.Benommé and H.M.SLa Tourterelle, each with one
alleged American aboard. Armed with the writs, @apPigot and his brother officers
produced the sailors before the issuing magistvétte, freed the men despite opposition

from His Majesty’s Solicitor. From these freed taralbot learned of four more
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Americans aboartiermioneand similarly applied for another four writs agdi€aptain
Pigot, resulting in the issuing judge releasingthmen as weff After this, word of
Talbot’s mission reached the “alarmed” commandéth@remaining ships, of whom a
number let Talbot know that he would have theirpmyation in releasing the men he
applied for without recourse to the dreaded wwi{gh the exception of the captains of
RenommandLa Tourterelle who would not release men without writs, the reing
captains in port cooperated with Talbot such tleahdd obtained at Jamaica the release
of forty-seven men either with writs or not as @fRpril 1797. Meanwhile, Talbot’s
assistant agent at Martinique in the Lesser Astilléenry Craig, had obtained the
freedom of another forty-nine men from vessels udbniral Harvey’'s comman.
When Talbot wrote Pickering 7 May, he reported &é managed to dislodge another
eight Americans from His Majesty’s squadron at Jam® At the time it seemed
Talbot’s main difficulties were maintaining patienwith the R.N. officers with whom he
dealt—he had told Pickering “many of whom are et tnost pleasant nor the most
reasonable beings”—and the American sailors helgdogerve who constantly
bombarded him with “application§>This was soon to change.

Admiral Sir Hyde Parker had gone to sea followimglast contact with Captain
Talbot, sailing among the islands. Word finally @ata him of what was afoot in Port
Royal. Talbot's successful resort to writshafbeas corpuso free “American” sailors
incensed and alarmed the Admiral. The captain badd the chink in the Royal Navy's

armor. The Admiral's response would resemble theesgy he would employ later with
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respect to Whitehall policies with which he did agree. He ordered his officers to
simply ignore the civil legal process. In a generaer he issued 8 May 1797, Sir Hyde
directed them “never in future to discharge any ifinam the ship you command, in
consequence of any writ babeas corpugill such writ is referred to me (Parker) as
Commander-in-chief ...and my orders given in consege¢hereof? In the order, Sir
Hyde lamely observed that the requirement thattibemander-in-chief be served with a

writ was “a rule observed by all the judges in Emgl.”*

Sir Hyde justified overriding
the writs and the legal process they representepligibecause they were “attended with
the utmost inconvenience, and disadvantageou®tpuhlic service committed to my
(Parker’s) care™ This would have been a novel theory in Englaneéétt Talbot found
that after Parker’s order, even if he could nowaobtvrits and serve them, no R.N.
captain at Jamaica would honor them, and the mianghdd claim he was unable to
serve the writs of attachment Talbot obtained ftbencourt for failure to obey the
originally served writs ohabeas corpu$® Talbot wrote Secretary Pickering that in
consequence of Parker’s order, Royal Navy offie¢damaica now fancied themselves
above the law and had come into Kingston and insea&mericans in broad daylight.

The message sent home to the secretary of statthata&dmiral Parker had subverted

the venerable English legal system to the detriméhtlpless Americans and with the

0 Great BritainGeneral Order by Sir Hyde Parker, Vice Admirallné Red, and Commander in Chief of
His Majesty’s ships and vessels employed at andtalmmaica given aboard H.M.SQueen St Nicholas
I7\{Iole, St. Domingue, 8 May 1797, enclosure in TallodPickering, 17 October 1797, in APSFR 2:144.
Ibid.
2 |bid.
3 Talbot to Pickering, 4 July 1797, in ASPFR 2:1%4lbot also believed that Parker had seen the
%overnor of Jamaica who had then visited the ghigfce of the island. Ibid.
Ibid.
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apparent approval of the authorities in London wdierated it’> Talbot baldly opined to
Pickering “that no more seamen will be dischargednd) the time that Admiral Sir Hyde
Parker may have the command in these s€aEat December he would write Pickering
that “[i]f Sir Hyde should be ordered off from tistation, and the command devolve
upon Admiral Bligh, | have reason to expect thaguch case perfect justice would be
done to our representations on the subject in @uest’ In contrast to the situation
persisting in Jamaica, in October 1797, Talbotihéarmed Pickering that Mr. Craig in
Martinigue had continued to have success in comwn&dmiral Harvey to release
Americans from British warships serving in the Wiradd and Leeward Isl€8.

Talbot, frustrated in his mission to free impressaibrs in Jamaica, finally was
called home to the United States in the summei768land resumed his naval career as
the Frenclguerre de courseas threatening American commerce. In 1799-1800 he
would command the U.S. Navy squadron on the St.iDgme station where his British
opposite number would be Sir Hyde Parker. Talbio‘ser post as American agent in
the West Indies was not immediately filled. Neaxlyear after Talbot’s return, Secretary
Pickering resolved to try again. On 4 May 1799appointed William Savage, a British
subject resident at Jamaica who had also serveel #isea magistraf€.Savage went to

work upon receiving the appointment. Writing tok&iing in September, he then

roughly estimated that at least 250 impressed Yaskamen served in the Jamaica

> Lord Grenville and even the generally sympathkititon spoke favorably of Parker’s action. Grerill
to Liston, 17 November 1797, instructions,142-43; Jackson, 117.

® Talbot to Pickering, 4 July 1797, in ASPFR 2:144.

" Talbot to Pickering, 12 December 1797, in ASPFRIZ:

8 Talbot to Pickering, 17 October 1797, in APSFR42:1

9 pickering to William Savage, U.S. Agent at Jamaleanaica, 4 May 1799, in U.S.)Quasi-War3:133.
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squadrorf® However, apparently little had changed since Téstdeparture. Despite the
agent having himself been a magistrate, Savage\aisehat “Admiral Parker pays no
kind of attention to my application§"He related that he had written to Sir Hyde Parker,
who yet commanded in the Greater Antilles, to dbekrelease of eleven men then at the
naval hospital at Jamaica with a negative resdtjray that Parker had expressed surprise
that Savage would even write the Admiral againghtlof the negative response given
the agent to a previous application made in $uSavage did suggest to Pickering
another ploy to perhaps prevent impressments ofrisares into Parker’s fleet:
combining the usual protection with an accompanyetigr from Robert Liston, the
British Minister to Philadelphi&

But the attitude taken by Sir Hyde Parker in Jamamncerning the impressment
of American seamen was beginning to be a specitiad of diplomatic protest in
London. On 7 October 1799, Rufus King under theesporders of President John
Adams, lodged a formal complaint with His Majest@evernment citing the conduct of
Admiral Parker in categorically denying William See’s July application to release
seamen personally known to an American naval afficeutenant John Mullowny,
U.S.N., commanding the U.S. Sloop of WidigntezumaTheMontezumawas then in
the harbor at Port Royal from a cruise. Mullownyl lagparently learned that men with

whom he had previously sailed akiewto be American citizens had been impressed

8 pickering to Savage, 17 September, 1799, in Hith6.
81 |bid.
% |bid.
% bid.
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aboard H.M.SSurpriseand requested the help of newly appointed U.SnA§avagé’
Admiral Parker’'s summary rejection of Mr. Savageguest, grounded as it was upon
the personal statement of a serving American nevMaimander, was odious to the
Americans as an insult by Parker toward the Amargvice and flag. Mr. King,
addressing Lord Grenville, barely containing hig/ftowards Parker within the allowable
bounds of diplomatic language, wrote:
the correspondence between ... [Parker]... and the itareagent... establishes
the precision of this representation, and at tineeseime demonstrates the
haughty injustice of that officer’'s proceedings—¢®edings the more
unaccountable and extraordinary, as they diffanfrghat in similar cases passes
before the eyes & under the immediate authoritthefLords Commrs. (sic) of
the Admiralty®
Here King was referring to the direct communicatioat David Lennox had
established with Sir Evan Nepean, Secretary td.tlhds Commissioners of the
Admiralty, to request the release of American mamsrimpressed in Great Britain.
Lennox had been for some time the appointed U.&nAgy Great Britain under the Act
for the Relief and Protection of American Searffaing was arguing that Admiral
Parker in Jamaica was routinely rejecting the kioidgroofs, and the kind of direct
discourse, accepted by their Lordships themselvéise capital. Lennox had by then
developed a very sound working relationship withESian, and had proved very

successful in obtaining the release of Americak jacs from His Majesty’s Senior

Service®’

8 King to Grenville, 7 October 1799, in King, 3:118-(King calls him a captain, perhaps out of cay}e
This is the July Application to Parker that Savhgd referred to in his 17 September 1799 letter to
Pickering.

% bid., 119.

% bid., 117.

¥ Ibid.
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Despite the incisive case Rufus King had made dagnAdmiral Sir Hyde
Parker’s impressment of American seamen, and how daserged from the established
practice in London, or for that matter, at Antigarad Martinique, their Lordships of the
Admiralty continued to allow Parker the latitudeetifectively ignore the applications and
proofs supplied by Mr. Savage. The agent was téiruos to report his lack of success
with Vice Admiral Parker to Secretary Pickering dhdn Pickering’s successor at the
State Department, John MarsH4IBut it was not just official Washington receivitigs
negative message about Sir Hyde unjustly pressarnk#e tars. Right along, serving
American naval officers with commands in the Cagidni, like Lieutenant Mullowny,
had been learning firsthand of this injustice agiheir countrymen.

In February 1800 while at Port Royal, Captain Aleder Murray, then
commanding U.S.Snsurgentesought to release from H.M.Brentone Gamble, an
American pressed sailor personally known to himristyiapplied directly to Captain
Otway, one of Sir Hyde’s captains, as a personarfto a brother naval offic&f. The
evidence supports the conclusion that Otway spukh&tay’s request’ Commodore
Truxtun, certainly the most prominent U.S. navahamander in the West Indies, was
also aware of Admiral Parker’s oppressive use efridival press against American
seamen. While the commodore was in Jamaica atteghtirefitConstellationafter the

battle withLa Vengeanceaylr. Savage kept him apprized of the impressmenasdn on

8 Extracts from letters of William Savage to Seaietof State Pickering and Marshall, 30 Janua§018
20 February 1800, 21 August 1800, 1 November 1B00,S.N.,Quasi War 6:518-19.

8 Murray to Robert Otway R.N., H.M.Srent,13 February 1800, in ibid., 5:214.

% There is no known reply to Murray’s missive frorapEain Otway in th€uasi-Warcollection. But in
1797, Otway, then in command of H.MGeres,had refused to obey a writ bébeas corpu€aptain
Talbot had obtained so as to free twenty allege@reans aboard Otway’s ship. Talbot to Pickering, 4
July 1797, in ASPFR 2:144. There is also no meritidhe correspondence of Mr. Savage indicating the
coincident release of any Americans at that time.
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Sir Hyde’s command. Truxtun discussed the issule Rarker during their frequent
meetings’* However, not even the illustrious commodore, frigem a famous
engagement with the French, could melt Parker'styrbeart. The admiral did not free
any American tars during Truxtun’s stay at Port &3¢ Finally, Silas Talbot had
returned to the Caribbean in October 1799 to conthtia® newly expanded St.
Domingue statiori® bringing with him his long memory of personal kesttwith Sir Hyde
over impressments. He was in a position as commadadefluence the thinking of many
on that station concerning Sir Hyde, especiallyhat issue. As the war continued,
resentment of Sir Hyde’s unbending attitude towargressment of American seamen
grew in the U.S. Navy’s serving officer corps. Teetiment would prove to be
especially corrosive to an informal naval cooperatiuilt upon positive personal
relationships between brother officers.

However, the impressment of Yankee tars was bubbAemiral Sir Hyde
Parker’s policies rankling Americans at home anthenCaribbean during those years.
The zealous seizure of American merchantmen bghihps of Parker’'s Jamaica
command was another which caused much consternatmmhHyde Parker’s rear guard
action against his own government’s policy withaebto St. Domingue was still another
which vexed Americans in both Philadelphia and@neater Antilles. While frustration

with British cruisers would be a recurring themetfee American maritime community

1 U.S. Consul, Kingston, Jamaica (Savage) to Pinge6 February 1800, in Ibid., 5:248. While the
correspondence is styled as that of U.S. Consuig#ton, Jamaica, it emanated from Savage who
sometimes operated like a consul while agent faré@ssed semen at Jamaica per Pickering’s instns;tio
because Great Britain historically refused entrgdaosuls in its Caribbean possessions at this ee.
Pickering to Savage, 4 May 1799, in ibid., 3:133.

92 This was the same time period that Murray wasimnalcaConstellationandinsurgentehad travelled
there together.

% palmer Stoddert's War164.
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during the Quasi-War as mentioned earlier in thegptdr, it was Hyde Parker’s squadron
which remained a lightning rod for official Ameritariticism. The information filtering
through American diplomatic channels to Rufus Kimdgcondon frequently cited the
Admiral by name when it came time to complain ts Niajesty’s Government of British
seizures of American commerce in the West Indie©dtober 1799, King would inform
Lord Grenville of seizures of American shippinguiéisg from an alleged
misunderstanding by the Admiral’s officers that tiesvly opened American commerce
to St. Domingue was legal under the three partitipallcommercial agreement between
the United States, Great Britain and ToussaintV&ture? In November 1799, he

would complain to Grenville that not only Britishiyateers, but Sir Hyde’s men of war
“have together fallen upon our navigation, andrgdaortion of our ships engaged in the
Trade (sic) between the U.S. & the Spanish colofsie$ have been seized & the cargoes
condemned...” and that the pretext for taking thesglssas prizes would again be the
that the American merchantmen carried everyday ma@dise such as bar iron nails
deemed contraband of w&rln a 2 December 1799 letter to Secretary Pickekig
described that in a November audience with Lordh@tie, he had again laid before the
Foreign Minister the “depredations” committed ugamerican shipping in the West
Indies by R.N. warship¥.But most galling to the American Minister was the
“countenance & encouragement they had received then€ommander in chief (sic) Sir

H. Parker.®’

% King to Pickering, 14 October 1799, in King, 3:132
% King to Grenville, 18 November 1799, in King, 3914
% King to Pickering, 2 December 1799, in King 3:153.
97 H

Ibid.
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The serving officers in the U.S. Navy’s St. Domiegquadron shared the
frustration of the officials in Philadelphia andridon as to the British seizures of
American merchantmen. Captain Alexander Murray seded Silas Talbot as
commodore of the St. Domingue station on 17 JuB018eturning to the Caribbean in
command of U.S.SConstellation ®® Murray had been known to hold Royal Navy
officers in the highest esteem as discussed inqus\chapters. On his earlier visit to
Jamaica mentioned above, he had directed his oéfaaed men to be on their best
behavior when dealing with the King’'s Navy. Buteaftwo weeks on station, he was
already sufficiently frustrated with his British pgsite numbers operating from Port
Royal and their oppression of American commercelieéhad written Secretary
Stoddert:

| think Sir that we have no Enemy (sic) so mucbéasshunned in this quarter as

the British, for they blockade all the passage$ai& or foul, let few of our

Vessels (sic) pass them, if they have Cargoes hféyésic) and send them for

Jamaica, where the venality of the Admiralty Cayives no quarter, how long we

are to bear with these aggravations (sic), | l¢awgiser heads than mine to

determine, but | confess | think we stand upon eitycal grounds with them;
but as Admiral Parker is now gone home, let us Hopa favorable change of
measures—2
It was obvious in American minds that Parker haghbesponsible for the rapacious
attitude that British men of war and cruisers hachdnstrated towards their commerce
on the Jamaica station. Whether the view was egpdes London by Rufus King, or

serving sea officers in the Caribbean like Murthg, man behind the excessive captures

was always Sir Hyde Parker. Orfoewas gone, things were bound to improve.

% palmer Stoddert’'s War180.
% Murray to Stoddert, 31 July 1800, in U.S.Quasi-War6:211.

173



Americans, with good reason, had developed a demsig negative expectation
of Sir Hyde’s behavior. This was in contrast to éx@ectations Americans had for the
other British admirals they dealt with in the Caelan or elsewhere. The positive
relationship forged in 1796 between Captain Taltiawn the U.S. agent for impressed
seamen in the West Indies, and Admiral Harvey,inaet with Mr. Craig, Talbot’s
assistant in the Lesser Antilles, and eventuallyWhS.N. station commodores at St Kitts.
When there were incidents on the station such asa@@aMattson’s order directing the
starting of an American merchant captain, Gilesviay 1799, Commodore Truxtun, and
Secretary of State Pickering, were willing to trasimiral Harvey’s handling of the
matter, including crediting his captain’s accounthe affair over the testimony of the
American skippel? The positive rapport built up over what was peredito be
consistently fair treatment from the admiral helpgedvince them to give Captain
Matson the benefit of the doubt, a far cry from bladbub resulting from Captain Pigot’s
starting of Captain Jessup described earlier okdParJamaica command. The matter of
H.M.S.Latona serving on the Halifax station, which accidentéiled upon an
American trading vessel, had a similar conclusidre positive relationship commanding

Admiral Vandeput had cultivated with Americans hadhave helped the Secretary of

190 captain Matson alleged that the American mercheaster was drunk, abusive, and would not leave
Matson’s ship during an interview over convoy signaruxtun to Pickering, 7 May 1799, in ibid., 35
36; Truxtun to Vice-Admiral Harvey, R.N., 5 May 199n ibid., 3:137; Harvey to Truxtun, 5 May 1799,
ibid.; Captain Richard Matson, R.N., to Truxturiyidy 1799; in ibid., 3:138; Truxtun to Matson, 6 May
1799, in ibid., 3:138-39; President John Adamsit&d?ing, 4 August 1799, in ibid, 3:139; Pickeritng
Adams, 16 August 1799, in ibid., 3;139-40; Pickgrio Ebenezer Giles, 13 August 1799, in ibid., 8:14
41.
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State more easily accept the explanation for tieelant of Frank Sotherohatona’s
captain, and let the matter drd}j.

But it was Vice Admiral Sir Hyde Parker’s sabotadg&Vhitehall's policy toward
General Toussaint 'Ouverture on St. Domingue wliroktrated the one area where
there wasupposedo be official cooperation between the United &dtiavy and the
Royal Navy in the Quasi-War. Some discussion ofi€rj and then American,
involvement in St. Domingue is necessary to fubynprehend what mischief Parker’s
hostility would make for what was designed as #abalrative effort of both London and
Philadelphia to contain the revolutionary virusinggin that nominally French colony,
but at the same time commercially benefit fromgiteation. As discussed in chapter
one, the British experience in St. Domingue hadlzedisaster after some initial success.
Disease had decimated the British Army; tens ofishnds of soldiers had died of yellow
fever. And the cost of maintaining the army andl @stablishment in British occupied
territories was astronomical. The government hashsmillions of pounds there. In
January 1797 alone, His Majesty’s Government winddr expenses of £700,06%.By
late 1796, Britain’s economy was teetering on thiekof collapse due to the cost of the
warl% February 1797 saw the Bank of England itself fdrmesuspend species payments

under the crush of obligations and bank runs fubleshvasion panic. There were simply

191 pickering to Vlack & Company, Baltimore, MD, 15n&1799, in ibid., 3:342; Pickering to Liston, 15
June 1799, in ibid., 3:342-43; John Marshialhyal Navy Biography: or Memoirs of All the FlagfiCdrs,
Superannuated Rear-Admirals, Retired Captains,-Pagitains, and Commanders, Whose Names
Appeared on Admiralty List of Sea Officers at tloen@encement of the Present Year, or Who Have since
Been Promoted: lllustrated by a Series of Histdraxad Explanatory Notes, Which Will be Found to
Contain an Account of All the Naval Actions, anti&@timportant Events, From the Commencement of the
Late Reign, in 1760, to the Present Period, witlpidos Addendayol. 1, part 2 (London: Longman, Hurst,
Rees, Orme, and Brown, 1823), 503.

192 Charles Callan Tansillthe United States and Santo Domingo, 1798-1873hdp€r in Caribbean
Diplomacy(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1938), 22.

193 puffy, 295-98.
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no resources to continue conducting the war on awsdale in St. Domingue or
anywhere.

Consequently, the British cabinet had demandedwapadicy of retrenchment on
St. Domingue, dispatching in November 1796, a nektary governor, Lieutenant
General John Graves Simcoe, with the specific lofigiulling British forces back to
Mole St. Nicholas and limiting all costs to £3000Qger annunm* After Simcoe had
returned to England in August 1797, having botlethmiserably to live within this
budget or withdraw as directed, the responsibditgarrying out this policy had
devolved upon his aide, Lieutenant-Colonel Thomastlighd°® Ministers in Whitehall
had previously determined to withdraw British f@de the Mole St. Nicholas; they now
added the southern port of Jeremie, reflecting lsladit's views. This, they believed,
would contain costs but still help secure Jamaicanfa feared invasion from St.
Domingue® Arriving in March 1798, Maitland had carried obetdirected evacuations
by 10 May'®” By July, in a letter to British War Secretary, iebundas, Maitland was
guestioning whether even maintaining a minimal @nes with these coastal ports could
be done within the budget established by the gawent in Londort®® Maitland soon
concluded that the answer was no; his best charsgcoess was to abandon St.
Domingue altogether with the least loss of life &meésure possible. To accomplish this,

Maitland opened negotiations with General Tousddintverture, whom he cannily

1% Tansill, 22.

195 Major General Nesbit was supposed to assume cothmarbecame ill on the way out, leaving
Maitland, Simcoe’s former aide who had impresseudistérs with his views on retrenchment and beeh sen
out as Nesbitt's advance man, to assume commarfty, 303-05.

108 | pid.
07 Tansill, 25-27.
108 |hid., 27-28.
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perceived as the most powerful of the three isl@adords arrayed against him, forging
an agreement with Toussaint, allowing British ferée depart unmolested in exchange
for the exclusive surrender of these strong pdmtie General’s forces and the
General’s pledge not to invade Jamaica or the @hiésh West Indies holdings. Also
comprehended was that British traders could hedgigion Toussaint in exchange for
island producé®® After concluding arrangements for the removal dfigh forces,
Maitland returned to England to personally explasmnew policy in Whitehall that had
exceeded even that of the ministers.

In early December 1798, after Maitland arrived biscBritain, Rufus King in
London became aware of newspapers in England regarpon a new British policy in
St Domingue that he feared might pose dangers ioerfcan trade in the Caribbean and
had written to Lord Grenville enquiring aboutit.Grenville had referred King to British
War Secretary, Dundas, who showed him a copy ofldfal’s “treaty” with Toussaint,
which the British Government had chosen to ratifjking soon wrote to Mr. Dundas
pointing out certain American fears that the agreetmvould allow St. Domingue to
continue to act as a base for French privateessngeipon American commerce in the
Caribbean and also promote the jealousy of Amemgarchants by providing British
traders with an effective monopoly to those aresadrolled by Toussaint. King proposed
that in the interests of amity with the United 8sathe British Government consider
amending the agreement to require Toussaint toregprivateers operating from his

territory against Britistand American merchantmen and also to allow American

199 puffy, 307-09.

10 Tansill, 30.

11 King to Grenville, 1 December 1798, in King, 2:474
12 King to Pickering, 7 December 1798, in ibid., B477.
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commerce to help provision Toussaint’s part ofigend**

Dundas responded the next
day, 9 December 1798, that he would advise thesBriepresentative to be sent out to
implement the agreement with Gen. Toussaint, Colénant, that he propose an article
mandating Gen. Toussaint bar privateers sailinghagAmerican trade from territory he
controlled; British ratification of the treaty walibe conditioned upon Toussaint
assenting to this itert? This communication began a dialogue between Mugkind the
British cabinet as to the merits of developingiatj@dnglo-American policy as to St.
Domingue, regarding both trade and the protectiddriish and American territories
from any adventurism from that islahd.Talks quickly went far enough that His
Majesty’s Government soon decided to send Gen.lafaithimself to Philadelphia as a
specially accredited emissary to aid Mr. Listorlirect negotiations with the American
Government on the subject. The expectation of tiitessB Cabinet was that after
concluding a convention with the Adams AdministatiGen. Maitland would then
proceed to St. Domingue where he would presendéaéto Toussaint I'Ouverture®

And so Maitland sailed for the United States, hission carrying the hopes of
the inner circle of the British Government for ggreement above all securing Jamaica
from the evil influences posed by the St. Domingteuolution, but also for establishing
a unity of purpose with the Americans in a criticelm of New World relations. Just as

the Jay Treaty five years before had tacitly recgphthe critical role the Americans

would now play with respect to the security of BhtNorth America, His Majesty’s

13 King to Dundas, 8 December 1798, in ibid., 2:483-8

14 Dundas to King, 9 December 1798, in ibid., 2:486.

15 Grenville to King, 9 January 1799, in ibid., 2:508 (letter and attached minute were annexed to the
following letter); King to Pickering, 10 January9y, in ibid., 2:499-503.

16 King to Pickering, 16 January 1799, in ibid., 2t512.
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Government now acknowledged with the Maitland Miesihat the Americans would
have such a similar part to play regarding thei@riwWest Indies. And the recent turn of
events in Europe had made finding common grounkd thi2 Americans even more
important. Coalition Armies in Italy had just suiée crushing defeats. The French
Republic was now in virtual control of that Penileasuleflating British hopes that other
Coalition Armies might take the initiative on therm@inent. Rufus King had spelled this
out in a private letter to Gen. Maitland before ldger had left for Philadelphfd’
Maitland arrived at the American capital on 2 A@rn99. He quickly found he
had to abandon the written proposal—this had sigelcihe creation of an Anglo-
American trading company which would have exclusraeling rights to St. Domingue
and that America would provide produce and Britaenufactured goods—that Lord
Grenville had sent with him as the template for aggeement he might reach with the
Americans:'® He discovered that the Americans had already beigent negotiations
with Toussaint who had sent his emissary, JosemtelBto Philadelphia the previous
December!® As a result of those talks, Dr. Edward Stevens nigwly appointed Consul
General to St. Domingue was already en route td migle Toussaint at Cap FrancafS.
Also Congress had already enacted, and Presidearmgdigned, legislation authorizing
the chief executive to lift the trade embargo terféh territories where the trade would

be safe. Couched in vague terms, it was apparanetjislation was meant to open trade

17King to Thomas Maitland, London, 27 January 178%bid., 2:530.

M8 Tansill, 41-43, 47-48. Grenville’s proposed agreatrthat went with Maitland was contained in the
“minute” attached to the 9 January 1799 letter @itenhad sent to King referenced abo%eeKing,
2:504-05.

19 Gordon S. BrownToussaint's Clause: the Founding Fathers and théiata RevolutionJackson, MS:
University Press of Mississippi, 136-37; DeCond&g;ITansill, 47-48.

120 stoddert to Captain Thomas Tingey, U.S.N., U.S&nges 16 March 1799, in U.S.NQuasi-War,
2:479-80; DeConde, 136-37.
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to St. Domingue and was known as “Toussaint’s @atfs General Maitland also
learned that Secretary of State Pickering was y alele negotiator. As a result, he and
Robert Liston, the British resident minister, car#d that there was no alternative but to
improvise as best they could an accord that accatated both British and American
views without negatively impacting the shared gadlsontaining the security threat
posed by the Revolution in St. Domingue and opethiegcolony for British and
American commerc&? These apparently diametrically opposed ends ofatiaing the
island and yet opening it for business, they wadldieve by again exacting a solemn
pledge from Toussaint not to harass British and #eaa shipping, nor to invade or
somehow foment slave rebellion in the British Aesilor the American South.
Additionally, Toussaint would need to agree to timnd all commerce would be limited,
to British or American shipping calling at the odf Cap Francais or Port Au Prince.
From there these vessels could, by special passgadd by the American and British
consuls residing at those ports, proceed to thsticmptrade. Consequently, under the
British/American proposal, Toussaint would neitherallowed to maintain a deepwater
merchant marine, nor a navy. Instead, the Anglo-deaa merchant navies would have
the monopoly of his trade and for seaborne sechatwould be obliged to rely upon the
Royal Navy and U.S. Navy patrolling his coastlfigThus it was that both the

Americans and British had concluded that actingancert as to St. Domingue was more

21 Brown, 138, 143.
122 Maitland to Dundas, 20 April 1799, in Tansill, 55.
2 Tansill, 54, n. 82.
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important than standing upon their separate priesigndeed, President Adams would
from time to time give voice to this exact sentim&f

General Maitland arrived off of Cap Francais in steop of war, H.M.SCamilla,
on 14 May 1799, wasting no time contacting Dr. 8tesv Stevens met Maitland aboard
Camilla, where Maitland told him of the joint Anglo-Americ@noposal for relations
between the two powers and General Toussaint |1Ox&l?® Discussions with the St.
Dominguan general proceeded quickly after that2BWay, Maitland wrote Secretary
Pickering that negotiations with Toussaint weresiaough along to discuss the actual
dates for opening the ports at Cap Francais andARoPrince. Under the final version of
the agreement, Le Cap and Port Au Prince would ¢p@&rtitish and American
merchantmen on 1 August 1798.

Though the agreement reached with Toussaint wakdéanost part that
proposed jointly by the British and Americans, thetere some minor adjustments made
to respond to altered conditions in St. Domingueruywhich Toussaint had insisted.
These included authorization for Toussaint to abatitnent d’etat’ or small coasting
vessels to protect that trade against the corsthis old rival, Rigaud?’ With the
Directory’s blessing, Rigaud had now commenced/iwar against his nominal leader;

the bloody War of the Knives had begéfiConsequently, both Maitland and Stevens

124 Adams to Stoddert, 7 June 1799, in U.SQuasi-War,3:313; Adams to Pickering, 29 June and 2 July
1799, in ibid., 3:424 and 3:453. This was alsoviesv that William Pitt and his ministers had exmed to
Rufus King before Maitland had left on his misstomAmerica. King to Pickering, 10 January 1799, in
King, 2:502.

125 Maitland, H.M.S Camilla, off Cap Francaiso Stevens, Cap Francais, 14 May 1799, in U.S)Nasi-
War, 3:183-84.

126 Maitland,Camilla off Gonaives, St. Domingue to Pickering, 23 Ma@a7in ibid., 3:235.

127 stevens, Cap Francais to Captain Christopher Ry,R¢.S.N., 11 October 1799, in ibid., 4:279.

128 Stevens, L'Arcahaye, St. Domingue, to Pickering,J8ne 1799, in ibid., 3:389; Philippe R. Girard,
“Black Talleyrand: Toussaint Louverture’s Diplomgcy¥he William and Mary Quarterlydd ser., 66, no.
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had seen the wisdom of this measure allowing Toniskes batiment d’etatwith the
proviso that none of these small ships operat@déuathan five leagues from the St.
Dominguian coast, present no threat to British Anérican ships and only sail under
the passport of Stevens and the British agférfhus, for the British and Americans, the
coming of this civil war with Rigaud had added amwuatten provision to the tri-party
agreement: namely that the two powers would nesdpport Toussaint in this struggle.
Stevens in a letter to Pickering had sized up wigaud triumph would mean to
American interests in St. Domingue: the end of @mymercial accord and by
implication a likely export of the island’s revaion to the slave holding regions of the
British West Indies and the American Solithindeed, as early as 23 May 1799, Stevens
had supplied Maitland with intelligence he had reee from Toussaint of a plot Rigaud
had already put in motion at the behest of thedany to raise a slave rebellion in
Jamaica in anticipation of invasion. Rigaud, p&s thformation, was already raising
troops+3! Stevens was later able to provide the Britishipiding Maitland, and especially
Lord Balcarres, the Governor of Jamaica, with wntplans detailing the invasion plot
obtained from Toussaint. Forewarned, Jamaican atidsowere able to catch Rigaud’s

operatives on that islartd?

1 (January 2009): 102. Before taking his forceddeat Toussaint’s instigation, the Directory’s agen
Hedouville had branded Toussaint a traitor andctiek Rigaud to disavow any allegiance to him. |8.
Stevens believed that Rigaud was the Directoryééand receiving support from it through their @ant
agent on the island, Roume. Stevens, to PickePhdune 1799, in U.S.NQuasi- War 3:390.
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With the date set and the accord in place, it veasmial that all the players be on
the same page, especially the navies of the twemwhe Royal Navy and the United
States Navy were obliged to police the agreemeategting the American and British
merchantmen seeking to trade with Toussaint’s 8imidDgue from French corsairs and,
with the latest turn of events, suppress any oaRits naval forces caught attacking
Toussaint’s coasters. It was apparent that thartrip agreement would be dead in the
water without the crucial cooperation of Sir Hydsler and his large Jamaica based
squadron. As nominal enemy territory, Sir Hyde’'sskgps had placed St. Domingue
under blockade and were, of course, profiting ftbmlucrative prizes often seized in
those waters. Now, the tripartite agreement woelcessitate the conditional lifting of
that blockade, at least for British and Americaepleater traders and Toussaint’s
batiment d’etatAccordingly, General Maitland had travelled to daea to put the
Admiral in the frame so that he could issue therappate orders to his captains at $&a.
Dr. Stevens could see to squaring the much sniailéed States Navy via the
commander on station and Navy Secretary Stoddétiladelphia.

The trouble with this eminently reasonable couse/érd was that Sir Hyde
Parker had reached his own opinions as to the sn&frthe Anglo-American agreement
with Toussaint and, for that matter, General Maiffa original treaty with Toussaint
calling for the British evacuation of all of St. Bxdngue. And these opinions were in no
way favorable. He had especially been affrontetheyorder requiring him to withdraw

his squadron from St. Nicholas Mole, his unit'sastgic advanced-base, controlling the

133 Maitland,Camilla, to Stevens, 23 May 1799, in U.S.Ruasi-War,3:238.
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Windward Passage and the approaches to Jarffaieam that location, Parker's
cruisers had the windward advantage of vesselsniatuto or arriving from Europe or
the United States. In August 1798, Sir Hyde hadibexyseries of carping letters to the
First Lord of the Admiralty, George, Earl Spencgho as the civil head of the Admiralty
Board sat as a minister in Pitt's cabinet. Parlesperately sought to convince the Earl to
get His Majesty’s Government to execute a full stapghe issue of withdrawal from the
Mole and completely disavow any secret treaty Withissaint I'Ouverturé® The

Admiral personally felt a deep sense of injury i®Htonor in that he was asked to deal
with Thomas Maitland as an equal, or worse yet siso@rdinate, for Maitland, was not a
real general at all, but a mere brevetted lieutenatnel** Parker could not stomach
the fact that Maitland had taken his evacuationsi@t without consulting him, as a true
Vice-Admiral and the senior commander of all Bhtizaval forces in the Caribbean. He
was appalled that the cabinet in London would déagissten to such a trumped up
nobody as Maitland, as opposed to himself, an@&ffoé high rank and long term of
service. He felt the decision to evacuate the Mas suicidal for Jamaican security. He,
of course, did not mention the direct negativectffee evacuation might pose to his

ability to continue securing lucrative prizes froine Mole’*” That fact, however, had not

134 parker to George, Earl Spencer, 10 August 1798,\M. Richmond ed Private Papers of George,
Second Earl Spencer: First Lord of the Admiralty92-1801(Navy Records Society, 1924), 3:266-67;
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3:275-76; Parker to Spencer, 14 July 1799, in jld279-80; Parker to Spencer, 8 December 1798jdn
3:282-83; Parker to Spencer, 24 February 180idh,i3:283-84.
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been lost on the First Lord in Lond#.Finally, as to the Anglo-American compact with
Toussaint, Sir Hyde was aghast that Maitland wap@sing to link His Majesty’s
Government with a black renegade like Toussairt,veith the Americans to boot?
Parker’s letters to Earl Spencer reveal how owyott he was with the British
cabinet’s thinking. After Maitland’s first agreentemith Toussaint, the First Lord had
patiently replied to Sir Hyde’s letters attackingifand’s withdrawal from St.
Domingue™*° But by January 1799, he had firmly replied that Brigadier’s St.
Domingue policy had “met with the approbation of (8ic) Majesty’s confidential
servants. . . * It had, of course, saved Whitehall perhaps as ragaime million
pounds per annum. And Lord Spencer’s January tephdmiral Parker was also penned
during the time frame when the cabinet and Rufugykvere discussing joint
British/American action with respect to Toussai@uiverture. Trying to attach the
Americans more closely with Britain in its fighttithe French, however accomplished,
was yet an important diplomatic goal for Pitt’sdmduered government. Indeed, writing
to Parker on 4 August 1799 Lord Spencer had coedetsat since General Maitland’s
recent return to England, he had not yet been zgghof the latest information
concerning the new treaty with Toussaint—the Anarscwere never mentioned as the
unsigned parties to the document—nbut suggestedrtePthat if His Majesty’s
Government approved it, as they had General Mattgprevious diplomatic foray on St.

Domingue, the Admiral would need to find a way t@k@ome his personal objections

138 Spencer would later remark to Sir Hyde that everight necessitate recalling him from the Jamaica
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and embrace {t*? But instead of taking a hint from Spencer’s lett¢he Admiral had
continued to verbally assail the new British St Dagoe policy with Toussaint which
now encompassed the United Stdfés.

Writing letters to London damning the policy wasdhing. But Sir Hyde’s
opposition to the tri-party treaty would become rbvAfter initially issuing the orders to
his captains to tolerate the new commerce wittb8mingue comprehended by the tri-
party agreemerit: as well as reluctantly sanctioning an early shipnoé supplies sent
to aid Toussaint in his struggle with Rigatfd Admiral Parker appeared to have begun
his own rear guard action to frustrate the tredtiile Toussaint’s forces had suffered
severe shortages of food, clothing and munitiorestduthe American embargo and
British blockade, Rigaud in the south of the Freaclony had prospered from an illegal
trade with surrounding islands and South Ameti€adaitland had informed Sir Hyde,
when he had gone to visit him in May 1799, thattamaica squadron would need to halt
the illicit commerce sustaining Rigadt.Some of these supplies were even coming from
Jamaica, which Rigaud had vowed to invafvaitland had written Sir Hyde once
more on 20 June 1799, asking the Admiral to impbeé'strictest blockade” upon
Rigaud’s ports*® But apparently the Royal Navy was still not gegtthe job done,

because on 7 August 1799 Toussaint felt the nedaeotly appeal to President Adams
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to order the U.S. Navy to commence its own blockafdte southt> But this was not
due to lack of ships on station. Stevens would la@mark that British men of war were
common on the south coast of HispanitfaProfessor Palmer i&toddert’'s Wasummed
up the situation: “Despite the continual reinforeof his squadron, which had grown
to forty-three ships by October, the admiral (Sydel Parker) had chosen not to
comply.™>2

But Parker’'s men did more than just fail to enfaitoe blockade of Rigaud’s
southern ports. His squadron had begun to takeraafiainst the Dominguian coasters
operating under the passports executed by Dr. B¢esed the various British agents
based in the colony. While Dr. Stevens could wnt@August to Secretary Pickering that
the Admiral’s cruisers were dealing with the Amananerchantmen coming to the
designated ports of Le Cap and Port Au Prince dighretion per the passport rules
agreed with Gen. Maitlan@® at least one American naval captain patrollingtenSt.
Domingue station by November 1799 had noticed addty different attitude these
British cruisers were now evidencing towards theD®iminguian coasting fleet. Captain
George Little of the frigate, U.S.Bostonwrote Stevens on 12 November that he had
stopped a schooner sailing with what appeared Stéeens’s protection heading into the
port of Jeremie in the Bight of Leogane. Uncertairether it was really Steven’s

passport, he had put an American prize crew abaraldsent the vessel to Le Cap where

the document could be safely verified. He had addatthere had been a British cruiser
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in sight at that moment which, unless he acted ts did not doubt would have
immediately seized the schooner and sent her toRRyal for condemnatiotr?

Some eight days later, Captain Little sent a bo&bi supplies at Le Cap, bearing
a letter for Dr. Stevens. Little wanted some cileaifion from the Consul concerning the
status of the French-flagged ships bearing his/gsits) passports because he was aware
the British cruisers in the region were seizingraénch-flagged ships whether or not
they had the requisite passports. He wanted to khthere had been some change in
official policy authorizing such seizuré¥.In fact, there had been no such change. A
French flag at the mast head in the vicinity off8imingue did not necessarily denote an
enemy ship. Toussaint’s vessels, atiment d’etat,”being still nominally French—
Toussaint had not formally severed his ties withFEnench Republic—flew the French
flag but sailed with the Anglo-American countergdmassports per the tri-party accord.
And there were now more of these vessels on therwBécause of the circumstances of
Toussaint needing supplies transported by seasiwar with Rigaud, he had been forced
to expand his fleet to include larger, requisitidi@ench vessels. Indeed some of these
had been armed to protect his defenseless trasdpom Rigaud’s marauding barges in
the Bight of Leogane. Stevens and the residenisBragents had acceded to these
alterations to the original terms of the Maitlanoi§saint accord in light of the fluid war

conditions!®® their goal was to keep Toussaint’s cause alive waitt it, the accord itself.
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However, the unsympathetic Admiral Parker appayeotik no such liberal view
of these changing circumstances. Captain Littleisnetter requesting clarification from
Dr. Stevens was very specific as to who had autkhdrBritish men of war to seize all
French-flagged ships. He wrote: “I will inform ydhat the British cruisers have now
orders from admiral (sic) Parker to take all vessleat wear a french (sic) Flag even
should they have yours and Gen. Maitland’s (sisppas (sic) on board. . >’ And
Little could report that these ships had not hésitao carry out the admiral’s order. He
wrote Stevens: “I would inform you that there as® tor three British Cruisers (sic) on
the Coast to the leeward which have made greaedapons on the Coasting (sic)
vessels they have taken and plundered everyonénthaymet with. . . 2 Little was in
a position to know what he was talking about akdwk undoubtedly spoken some of
these ships. He could name the sloop of war théathr@atened the French- flagged
schooner that he had sent into Cap Francais thk befere as th®iligence™® Little
also mentioned that he had recently convoyed off@o$saint’'s French-flagged troop
transports into Mole St Nicholas which was aftedvlaound for the Bight of Leogane
where, he opined, it would have been fair gamejusitfor Rigaud’s barges, but also for
British private or public men of waf®°

Unfortunately for Toussaint’s cause, this Britighzsire situation was shortly to
become even nastier. In November 1799, the Gehadhgained the upper hand in the
War of the Knives and had invaded the southernipoey Rigaud’s base. Critical to the

invasion’s success was the reduction of the poyrtatiJacmel through which much of
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Rigaud’s seaborne supplies came. Toussaint seatmig overland through the rough
terrain, but his baggage and artillery he sentdayis six requisitioned, French, armed
ships, at least four of which were larger thanusisal batiment d’etdf* Before sending
off these vessels, Toussaint had made sure thegd#ne appropriate passports, “fully
expressing their destination and object,” and is tlhase issued by the British agent at
Port Au Prince, Hugh Cathcart, and countersigneBhystevens®? Obviously the
Anglo-American authorities in charge of regulatthg tri-party accord on St. Domingue
had understood the significance of the missioratmel and signed off upon it.
Unfortunately, Sir Hyde Parker had not. On 24 Nolbemthe six vessels encountered a
frigate of the Jamaica squadron, H.MS®lebay commanded by Captain Stephen
Poyntz, off of Cape Tiburon. TH&olebaymanaged to capture four of them and sent them
as prizes to Jamaica. There the Admiralty courdeamed them®®

Toussaint was livid when the news reached him. Rd®i&chie, the American
consul at Port Au Prince, wrote Secretary Picketinag he had personally spoken with
the General who had “express[ed] himself warmlytensubject.*** Toussaint was
frustrated with good reason. His siege of Jacnuglired artillery. He immediately sent
to Port Royal to see if he could have his vessadsveeaponry released; the result was
negative. Lord Balcarres offered an indemnity fa ships and guns, but it was the ships

and guns that Toussaint requir@dYet it was not just Toussaint and his commanders
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who were incensed with the British over this seszdihe American diplomats who had
forged this accord with Toussaint were also frusttavith their British partner. Dr.
Stevens, writing Pickering, opined that the moveiddinevitably prolong the war” and
that if Toussaint’s pleas for return of the vessetpiipment intact, did not swiftly occur,
and British seizures of his ships continued, “thesequences . . . [were] evident—a
rupture between him and thef?®Pickering writing to Rufus King in London, did not
bandy words: “This bad policy of the British (agable to individual rapacity—perhaps
to insidious views, that the two Chiefs may deswagh other,) | fear may prove
injurious to the commerce of the United Stat®4 But the Americans did not just
complain among themselves about this perceivedsBngerfidy, they took up the matter
with their British counterparts. Pickering soughtiaterview with Robert Liston in
Philadelphia, where he expressed his ire at thestrenwd that it might prove fatal to the
deal with Toussaint. Liston, in turn, wrote hisefhiLord Grenville, in Whitehall about
the “warm” American response to the matter andithaas the American view that the
seizures could be ‘attended with serious consecgérand “in all probability occasion a
rupture.™®® Once more Hyde Parker’'s name had appeared if@nfic dispatch
involving events angering the Americans. Liston tiered that a “part of the squadron
“under the command of Admiral Sir Hyde Parker,” ltagried out the seizure of
Toussaint’s ships “on pretense that they werelohger size than was permitted by the

convention entered into between Genl. ToussaintGemnkral Maitland *%°
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The tenor of Liston’s communiqué to Lord Grenvhiated at what must have
now become obvious to His Majesty’s Ministers imHon: Admiral Parker, and to a
lesser extent, Lord Balcarres, the two men entdusith successfully carrying out the
British Cabinet’s St. Dominguian policy, the secdviditland-Toussaint convention
informally acceded to by the United States Govemtmgere instead actively working to
undermine it. The chief tenet of the Cabinet’s ri#t@ction toward the nominally French
colony was that the security of Jamaica and therdhitish slave owning islands now
rested upon Toussaint’s promise not to exportéwslution to those possessions, as well
as the Southern United States. To realize thisfiemeussaint necessarily had to prevail
against Rigaud; ergo His Majesty’s Government néedgrop up the General. Sir
Hyde’s private foreign policy instead actively satigp prolong the war in the hope that
the two generals, Rigaud and Toussaint, would og&tach other and consequently
provide no threat to Jamaica. Perhaps, Sir Hydenbpdd that the cabinet would then
reverse course and occupy St. Domingue once maig rifky conception counted on
disorder in the island not producing some worsaltasich as a Rigaud triumph in the
War of the Knives, or a now hostile Toussaint pile@vgand bent on revenge against the
British, or some alienated victor of the chaos whbald not be anticipated. At any rate,
Parker's was a policy antagonistic toward the UWhBg¢ates and its desire to re-open a
lucrative St. Dominguian commerce as Secretaryd?icy had perceived.

In fact, in a December 1799 letter to his supexiadhe Admiralty, Lord Spencer,

written to justify his squadron’s seizure of Toussa tiny flotilla, Sir Hyde had actually
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admitted his goal of securing Jamaica by prolongregWar of the Knive§™® Sir Hyde
wrote of the seizure:

It therefore becomes politic for the security détlsland (sic) that that contest be

prolonged: for as long as Rigaud and Toussaintamging on the contest, no great

danger can be appreciated from either, as to thjegied plan against Jamaica.
In the same letter Sir Hyde had meant to implidatessaint in the recent clandestine
plan to invade Jamaica, by mentioning the inteflggegained by the confession of one of
the French spies recently caught in Jamaica, Sasp&aspartas, reported Parker, had
told Jamaican authorities that Toussaint had agi@edovide troops for that invasion.
This information, Parker argued, clearly vindicatied seizure of the St. Dominguian
general’s ships which “were part of the plan agatinis Island (sic) (Jamaica), than as
portended against Rigaud . .*"*This was entirely disingenuous by the admiralight
of the fact that Toussaint had originally reportieel plot to British and American
officials.*”® And as Professor Palmer has recognized, the aldmaidd‘contradicted his
own presumption of cooperation between the twolse@®ussaint and Rigaud)” in
confessing his strategy of prolonging the war betwgen."

Lord Spencer did not reply to Sir Hyde’s dispatchilllO April 1800. While on

the surface the Admiralty backed Parker’s actiogsaizing Toussaint’s ships and their

subsequent condemnation, it was plain that theneabat the same time, had not been

amused. Lord Spencer informed Parker that he \alylto be recalled from the most
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lucrative flag posting in the Royal Nav{/, Although the First Lord of the Admiralty
would be the mouthpiece for the action, the moveroEkey naval personnel in those
days was generally the prerogative of the innaleiof the cabinet, the very group which
had given its blessing to both of Maitland’s iniiti@s regarding Toussaint 'Ouverture.

It is quite possible that Sir Hyde’s name had cap®ne too many times in diplomatic
dispatches connected with actions which did ndecefvell upon him. He, or his

officers, had been the subject of complaints frammAmerican government, almost from
the beginning of his service in Jamaica. Even &ritdiplomats like Liston had
guestioned his actions at times. He had set adorikat station which had offended
personnel ranging from American agents stationgbarislands, such as Talbot or
Savage, to Anglophile naval officers like Captaiexander Murray U.S.N., to the
American Minister to Britain, Rufus King, and evitire Secretary of State himself,
Timothy Pickering. While the British governmentddted a certain amount of autonomy
with respect to British foreign naval postingshe eighteenth century due to the
practical reality of slow communications, there gvémits. And with his blatant

disregard of the Maitland-Toussaint-Stevens conganParker had exceeded them. As
discussed previously, the only real power the Adityrhad over its flag officers on
distant stations was that of recall. Recall frorarsa plum appointment as Jamaica could
only be read as a significant demotion. And Spendabed Parker’s nose in it by

specifically reminding the admiral that he had eshmuch prize money from his
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Jamaican servicE! Spencer’s 11 May 1800 letter, transferring Vicenal Parker
home and delivered to him by Lord Hugh Seymour shiscessor, had assured the
admiral that he was not being sacked, but merdhghbgiven “a change of servicé’®
But the First Lord could not also resist writing:
[T]though in the course of your command a few amstances have occurred in
which | could have wished you to act differentlgrfr what you did . . . | can,
however, assure you that it is not on that accthattthis arrangement is matié.

Sir Hyde’s next appointment would prove a shockisosystem. After a hiatus in
England, the Admiralty would assign him as commamnd¢he Royal Navy fleet being
sent to the icy Baltic to punish the Danes at Cbhpgen for their policy of armed
neutrality. While Parker would remain the nominatenander of the expedition, there
was no question but that the real commander waselgisnd officer: Admiral Horatio,
Lord Nelson, the victor of the Nif® The Admiralty would later recall Parker in disgeac
from that mission for his lackluster leadershipj9d@ would return as the lionized victor
of the Battle of Copenhagéf:

However, during the Autumn of 1799 and Winter 09971800, Admiral Parker
yet remained in command on the Jamaican statiomn&wly expanded St. Domingue
squadron of the U.S. Navy was then trying to deteerhow it would best fulfill its part
in enforcing the Maitland-Toussaint-Stevens conentin October 1799, Captain Silas

Talbot had returned to the Caribbean in commartbdef).S.SConstitutionas the
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station commodore based at Cap Frantisonically, it would be Talbot’s brief to
jointly enforce the tri-party accord with his Bshti opposite number, his old nemesis,
Admiral Sir Hyde Parker. Since May 1799, Dr. Stesyaad implored the U.S.
Government to send the U.S. Navy to patrol thelsuatcoast of St. Domingue to help
blockade Rigaud’s southern potf8 Of course, Maitland had done the same with the
Royal Navy’'s Jamaican squadron. But as it slowlyanee evident to American
proponents of the tri-party accord such as SteaedsPickering, that Sir Hyde Parker
would not direct his captains to undertake thideuar the realization grew among them
that the American St. Domingue Squadron’s rolenfokeing the tri-party accord would
have to change. After tt&olebay’sseizure of Toussaint’s vessels bound for Jacnrel, D
Stevens certainly had begun to suspect that irabigtthe involvement of the Jamaican
authorities, meaning Lord Balcarres and AdmirakBgrtowards Toussaint’s survival
would be malignant, boding ill for American intet®in that colony®* The American
consul general eventually perceived that it wowddip to the U.S. Navy to pick up the
slack in dealing with Rigaud, and also even togammmage for Toussaint as against a
Royal Navy bent on seizing the general’s ships@thdrwise disrupting operations
against his southern rival. He and Commodore Tallmatld come to share this
understanding and then develop a close workingioakship on this point which allowed
them to effectively marshal the tiny American squado greatly aid Toussaint in

defeating Rigaud.
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In January 1800, Commodore Talbot decided to sexplaih Christopher Perry,
the father of War of 1812 naval hero Oliver HazBedry, on a mission to circumnavigate
Hispaniola in the frigate, U.S.&eneral Greené', paying more particular attention to the
South (sic) side of the Island (si¢}® The Commodore wrote: “The number of American
vessels trading to Rigaud’s part of the islandbieme very considerable (sic) You will
therefore endeavor to intercept them as much asilpes . . .**® Hence, Talbot had
directed Perry in th&eneral Green¢o perform the duty Hyde Parker’s cruisers had
steadfastly refrained from doing and which Toussaifiorces still investing Jacmel so
desperately needed: a patrol of the southern cd&tt Domingue. Perry took this duty
very seriously. His one frigate, cruising off Jatnmeounted a very effective blockade of
that port, cutting off the stream of supplies thad allowed Rigaud’s forces to endure the
siege™®’ The cruise of Perry’s lone frigate put proof te tiotion that Admiral Parker’s
men of war had simply not tried to stem the flowllatit supplies to Rigaud.

But Perry was to do even more. He would soon exbee@ommodore’s orders
and directly take part in Toussaint’s struggle amd. With Perry’s blockade weakening
the port’s resistance, Toussaint was soon plarmifiigal assault upon Jacmel’s defenses.
However, the general still lacked the artillery e to finish the job thanks to the
Solebay’suntimely seizure of his artillery the precedingudmber. Meeting with
Captain Perry, Toussaint requested that perhapSe¢heral Greenenight sortie inshore

and supply the missing artillery barrage with iéval battery. The American captain
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agreed and with that the United States througlutlse Navy frigate began its often
unfortunate history of direct gunboat interventiorHaitian affairs. The town'’s three
forts soon surrendered following thirty to fortymates of furious fire from th&eneral
Greene’sl2 pounders® Toussaint’s forces then took the city.

Perry’s military intervention at Jacmel on behdlffoussaint’s forces would be the
most direct but certainly not the last for Talbods Domingue squadron. Toussaint’s
effusive praise for Commodore Talbot in dispatchimgGeneral Greendo the waters
off Jacmel and especially for Captain Perry’s tynalvolvement was soon followed by
additional requests for American naval assistasddyale Parker’s cruisers continued
their campaign of seizures of French flagged ves&¢Toussaint was understandably
skittish about sending urgently needed food andicaédupplies by armed ship to his
troops in Jacmel after tt#olebayaffair and asked that Stevens propose to Commodore
Talbot that Toussaint’s armed supply ships procgeter the American flag to avoid
British capture. Toussaint even specifically memdid using the subterfuge that the
vessels were meant to supply the U.S. Navy Brigjustanow on patrol off Jacmép*
Stevens wrote to Talbot that he deemedniptacticable” to flag Toussaint’s transports
as American, but fully understood that something toebe done to avoid their captdfé.

Commodore Talbot responded in a manner not unlt@@nspirator with

Stevens and Toussaint in a stratagem to defrauBrtheh. He was not outraged that
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Toussaint wanted to fraudulently flag his vessslémerican ones, but was chiefly
concerned on a practical basis that the plan wooldvork because the Royal Navy
cruisers or British privateers would see throughdisguise of a cargo obviously
inconsistent in amount and nature as to what wbaldanted aboard thugusta

Instead he invited both Toussaint and StevensootligtConstitutionto discuss his
alternative proposal of instead “capturing” thertete flagged ships and putting aboard
them American prize crews. Ti@onstitutionherself would then escort these “prizes”
into Jacmef?® The Commodore was sure no R.N. man of war woukdlemge
“American” prizes escorted by a U.S. Navy supagdte. What is striking about this
exchange of letters is that Talbot had no qualmatsdever about defrauding his
informal allies in the Jamaican squadron. It wad Be relished the idea of putting one
over on his old sparring mate Sir Hyde Parkerwfbom certainly there was no love lost.
As far as Talbot was concerned, the British undgteédParker's command had become
just another obstacle to overcome in achievingrhssion. In the event, however,
Commodore Talbot would never consummate his plaotwoy the “prizes” to Jacmel
because he had become concerned with reportshth&rénch Navy had sent out to the
region some frigates from Metropolitan France. Held not spare his super frigate from
the center of his command at Le Cap faced with sugsbtential thredt* Presumably,

that time Toussaint’batiment d’etasailed only with the requisite passports and hoped

193 Talbot to Stevens, 28 March 1800, in ibid., 5:355.
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for the best® However, the Commodore later went so far as tertite U.S.SHerald
to take on board provisions bound for Toussaintsyaat Jacmet®

The significance of Sir Hyde Parker’s personal iegsion upon British
Government policy in the Caribbean during the terafrhis service there cannot be
overstated. He had especially imposed his perggnglon those matters directly
impacting relations with Americans, whether it vlas impressments of American
seamen into his squadron, the seizure of Yankeelraetmen, or the joint undertaking
between the United States Government and His MégeGiovernment towards Toussaint
I'Ouverture on St. Domingue. The personal animustigendered from serving U.S.
Navy officers, even Anglophilic ones such as Aled@nMurray, is instructive.

But only after Sir Hyde’s recall and subsequentaegment with Lord Hugh
Seymour did the full measure of that influence lmee@pparent. Admiral Seymour
arrived from the Windward and Leeward Islands statvith a positive reputation as
regards working well with Americarté’ On that station he had replaced Admiral Henry
Harvey, a station commander who himself had eatime@steem of American agents and
naval officers. Many eagerly anticipated Lord Higyatrival on station and expected he
would set a markedly different tone than had Sidélywilliam Savage, the American
agent for seamen at Jamaica was one of thesdetteasoon after the change in
command had issued, he had expressed to the Am&eaetary of State that he hoped
that the change of admiral would herald a turrtlierbetter. He voiced his belief that he

could present his case for relief of impressed Aoaes in the Jamaica squadron and
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Lord Hugh would actually listen to him and consitlex evidence, a marked change from
Sir Hyde’s tendency toward perfunctory rejectiorhisf argument$® By 1 November
1800, Mr. Savage could already write:

The conduct of the navy here, so far as respeetsithressing of and detaining of

American seamen, is widely different on the scdreumanity, from what was

pursued during the administration of Admiral Parkeér
Naval officers also stated their hope that the s@tion admiral would take a more
reasoned approach with his officers toward seipfitéankee merchant vesséfs.

Yet, it was Lord Hugh'’s flexibility and willingnegs work with unhappy parties
towards solutions which earned him his positivautapon with Americans. Whether he
in the end chose their side or not, those appragdhnim with a grievance felt they had
been properly heard. And the admiral was not afi@icome down upon abuses by some
of his officers still attuned to the earlier regiwfeSir Hyde. The case of the Curacgao
incident with Captain Frederick Watkins of the &g, H.M.SNereidewas illustrative. It
involved a French attempt to seize the Dutch islan@uracao in the southern Caribbean
from July to September of 1800. Landing 23 Jull)rench vanguard of 500 men had had
insufficient numbers to successfully attack. Therfeh had sent a second force and
together with the first invaded on 5 Septemberidgasg the capital of Willemstad. The
American consul present, Benjamin Hammell Phillpex,ceived that American lives and
property interests were greatly endangered as wpéiare had broken out between the

Dutch citizens bolstered by resident American manth and seamen, and the 1,500

French irregulars seeking to control Willemstadarire the worst, Phillips had sent for
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help from the American naval squadron based &igs. On 15 September, Acting
Commodore George Cross had dispatched the sloopargPatapsccandMerrimackto
aid the embattled Americans on Curaé¥o.

As events at Willemstad deteriorated, a likely sahiad appeared on 10
September in the guise of Captain Frederick Wat&frike frigate, H.M.SNereide 36.

The Dutch governor soon sought help from the pd&ayal Navy force now off
Willemstad. Going on boarmdereideto meet with Watkins, he negotiated a surrender to
the British—the Dutch island was technically anragef Britain, being a colony of the
puppet Batavian Republic—to gain the aid of thgdté’s guns. But to the governor’'s
chagrin, Watkins would not take his ship into tight harbor to shell the French guns
and drive the enemy from their positions, or laigirharines to relieve the citizeff§.

All seemed lost until on 22 SeptemiBatapsccandMerrimackmade a timely
appearance. The two U.S. navy captains commankesg twarships quickly sized up the
situation and in violation of the letter of the#ris of engagement with the French, sent
Patapscanto the narrow harbor under steady French bornmband. The American
warship gave much better than she got and withanhteurs had forced the French to flee
their forward positions. The next dBatapscdanded U.S. Marines to bolster the Dutch
burghers and Americans already under arms. Theckread had enough and stole away
that night. With the harbor safe, Watkins now degmappropriate for H.M.Q\ereide
to enter the harbor. Watkins then effected theeswer of the island and established

himself as military governor. He requested thattiie American sloops of war make a
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reconnaissance to windward to search for a featedr of the French with
reinforcements. When the U.S. Navy warships retlirtteey found that “Governor”
Watkins had detained the Yankee trading vessdlseiimarbor on various pretexts,
threatened at least one of their captains witloggiihg, seized Consul Phillips’'s own
coin entrusted to Watkins for safe keeping abdeckideduring the troubles, and
demanded the fast sailing schooners of two of thrercan captains to use as his
personal dispatch boats.

The Curacao incident, at least for American na¥aters, realistically could be
called the nadir of Anglo-American relations durthg@ entire Quasi-War. It aroused
feelings of outraged injustice in maritime Amerisaf all stripes. The Yanks had done
the heroic heavy lifting and the Brits had receiaidhe credit. Captain Watkins
conveniently failed to mention the role of therrimackandPatapscan his
dispatche$® To this day British naval histories of the Greggrich Wars in the West
Indies, if they cover the surrender of Curagadlattierly ignore the role of the
American sloops of war in altering a dire militaiyuation and snatching victory from
certain defeat’® But then the rapacious Captain Watkins had sentrtisting American
naval officers on what proved to be a wild goosaseh whilehe “seized” the American
property they had come to defend. They felt uttedy. Naval officers such as
Commodore Thomas Truxtun, newly arrived back orSheitts station in the brand

new super frigate, U.S.Bresident was perhaps the most vocal. He called Watkins’s
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seizures of American property on the island as doah preceeding (sic) from a weak,
and inconsiderate mind . . 2°® He later wrote of the incident to Secretary Stodde
| must again repeat Sir, that | have been muchifieatiat the Management (sic)
of the Curracoa (sic) business, & hurt at the Snésc) and horse laughs of some
[space] here, at our Giving (sic) an Island (sicathation, whoe’s (sic) Officers
(sic) instantly set traps to get hold of all ouogerty, that came into its Ports
(sic): that Protection (sic) might have been given citizens without suffering a

change of Government (sic) at Curracoa (sic), r@iomnmy opinion acquainted
with the circumstances can dodht.

Watkins’s outrages had seemed too much to bearthBtg would be some hope
regarding the worst of them because the Admirdeimaica was not pleased eitA&On
23 October 1800, roughly a month after the battl@wacao, Admiral Lord Hugh
Seymour arrived from Jamaica to assume commanhdeoistand. With him came
American hopes that he might address the worstatkiNs’s perceived excess®s.
Those situations within his immediate power to rdymée did. The admiral restored to
Consul Benjamin Hammell Phillips the money that kifet had inexplicably seized from
him.2*° As for Watkins, in February 1801 he was returreBrigland and put “on the
beach” until 1808 When he did again see employment in the Royal Niavgsulted in

him being dismissed from command following a conartial*?
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There were claims for salvage for some of the Aoagrivessels that had been at
Curacao, and for others, condemnation as prizesaioying the osnaburgs, the coarse
cloth, conveniently styled contraband of war. Thieseé to proceed via Admiralty
jurisdiction. But Admiral Seymour never the lesd dntertain the complaints of those
who quite rightly felt wronged under the circumstast*® That sympathetic tone and
willingness to try to redress perceived wrongs rgfafhmericans allegedly committed by
the Royal Navy’'s Jamaica squadron did diffuse sofrike tension that had built during
Sir Hyde Parker’s tenure. It even seemed to safterattitude of American diplomats
with respect to Captain Watkins's Curacgao outraBeshaps the knowledge that Admiral
Seymour had taken prompt action in theatre condr@ecretary of State John Marshall
in Washington and Rufus King in London, not to intaely file a formal complaint
with His Majesty’s Government over the ship seisuaad salvage demands but rather to
mention the matter informally and trust British Adatty jurisdiction to handle these
claims fairly?** Clearly, a change of personality in the commaraethe Jamaican
station had been monumental in repairing someetltmage done over the years by Sir
Hyde Parker’s rigid stances. If Sir Hyde had yetaeed at Port Royal during and
following the Curacao incident, the situation betwéehe two naval services might well
have become incendiary.

But in fact, the situation did not become incengli@merican and British
warships in the West Indies continued to speak e#edr, and cruise in company much

as they had since the U.S. Navy first made its agmee in those waters in 1798.
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Commodore Truxtun’s operations at sea during th@fd.800, after learning of the
debacle at Curagao, are instructive. Truxtun, wdmb heen a very pro-British officer,
would perhaps, register some of the most pointéti@ms against the conduct of Captain
Watkins on that island. Yet the operational stameeontinued to take toward Royal
Navy warships and their commanders demonstratedttivas business as usual.

While at St. Kitts on 2 October 1800 the Commodmgan a routine dispatch to
Secretary Stoddert, discussing operations in th@meand how if the British really have
taken Curragao, he would not have to spare anysoférships to protect commerce in
that region. However, the text of the dispatchcatks that the arrival of thderrimack
andPatapscdhad interrupted his writing'he text next indicates that Truxtun had just
received and digested the series of dispatchesand@urracao (sic) papers” from
Captain Moses Brown of thderrimack Truxtun next launched into a diatribe against
Captain Watkins and his seizures of American merichan, committed “under frivolous
pretenses . . . after the services of our shipg§af (sic) in dislodging the french (sic)
from their strong holds . . .%* Only five days later, Turxtun was at sea, patngllin the
vicinity of Dominica in his new super frigateresident and giving chase to an unknown
vessel at night, ready for action, with “Battle tagrns (sic)” lit, only to find her a brig
sailing out of the British possession of Martinig@é daybreak, only hours after this near
battle, and presumably after his blood had beeuptun encountered and spoke
H.M.S.Hornet. The President’'dog matter-of-factly records the event with notedal

comment except that Truxtun had taken the timentereéhe name of Hornet’'s Captain,

215 Truxtun to Stoddert, 2 October 1800, in ibid.,Z844.
206



Dash. Also spoken and apparently sailing in conegltt Hornet, was the U.S.Slohn

Adams Truxtun had not bothered to record the name®fimerican frigate’s captaft®

Commodore Truxtun continued to smolder all Autur80@ about the Curacao
episode even as he remained the St. Kitts stali@f. dn October he had railed against
Watkins to Baltimore merchant William Patterson—Witas had appropriated
Patterson’s schooner as a dispatch¥6atand in December written his letter to Stoddert
confessing that he was still “much mortified” by taffair>*® Yet when in port, the
Commodore continued to maintain a civil, profesalaelationship with the British
Governor on St. Kitts concerning French prisonefsis-included even Rigaud, captured
by an American warshfp™—and legal disputes over prize jurisdictf@iWhile at sea
and in port thé’residentroutinely encountered Royal Navy men of war withihe
slightest recorded difficulty. Among these warshijgge: H.M.SReguluson 11 October
1800 (spoke her at midnight; H.M.S. SouthamptonCaptain Harvey, commandingn
25 October 1800 (moored and sailéd)8 December 1800 (mooretf),24 December

1800 (gave chase in compan§j31 December 1800-7 January 1801 (moof&td),
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January 1801 (signaled}® 16-18 January 1801 (moored);H.M.S.Hornet, Captain
Dash (Nash), commanding, on 7 October 1800 (sp8kBecember 1800 (moorefy,
18-25 January 1801 (mooretdf;H.M. Schoonefipseyon 21 December 1800
(spoke)?** H.M.S.Andromedaon 12 January 1801 (signalédj;and an unidentified
Royal Navy warship on 13 January 1800 (spoke oradégl)>*2

Alexander Murray was another American naval offietio had begun the war in
awe of the Royal Navy but whose opinion had indemded by the war’s end. Likely
this was partially due to his being foisted withad mast at the dockyard at Antigua
when captain of the U.S.8isurgente But his experiences with the Jamaican squadron
soon after Admiral Sir Hyde Parker’s departure &pparently finished the job. Never
the less, while from time to time airing his newalgquired anti-British opinions home to
his superior, Stoddert, in the American capital-wuoelld snipe at them into late
February 180F*—he ever appeared to maintain cordial relationk widividual Royal
Navy Captains. In August 1800, now commandlamnstellation Murray wrote to
Stoddert bragging about his apparent connectiolm tivé captain of His Majesty’s
Frigate, Lowestaffe”’(H.M.S. Lowestoff¢ He maintained that it was critical tHag
should consequently escort a particularly valuablevoy because he had “but lately
prevailed upon the Commander of ttewestaffé-rigate to let our Vessels (sic) pass

unmolested that were in Company (sic) with me, &déto have the Same Courtesy (sic)
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paid to me now . . . 2*In October 1800, Murray again wrote Stoddert girailar vein
about his return from Havana to the United States:
| came off the next day with the convoy, and saghif with theThundererBritish
74 gun ship, having frequently met with the Comnaar(dic) before he gave us no
intgggption (sic) but let all pass when | assurigd tihey were under my protection .
When Murray returned to the CaribbearCionstellationon his last cruise, in mid
January 1801 he experienced perhaps the only regptrange of gunfire between
American and British warships of the entire QuasirVWlurray described the event to
Stoddert in a February 1801 dispatch:
[O]n a dark night . . . passed by a large shig, fired several shot at us, which
we returned, as soon as possible, no signals h&aeeag made previous to their
fire, but it occurred to me we might be firing dri@nd, & made the signal for the
night, which they replyed (sic) to in part, when aagled, & found she was the
British Frigate (sicMagnanimeof 48 guns, fortunately no material damage was
done on either side, from her we learnt that tlen€n were still capturing our
Vessels .. 23¢
Professor Palmer has suggested that this everd Wwasbinger that Great Britain
and the United States were drifting toward war P&atmer characterized it, Murray had
“put a broadside into a British ship on a dark nighlate 1800 (sic), displaying no
remorse after the everft” This interpretation seems to ignore that soor éfiag, it
was Murray who thought to raise the night signal speak thdagnanime Murray also
seemed relieved there had been no damage to sitleer~inally, he was happy to gain

intelligence from his Royal Navy counterpart as Aicean naval commanders had done

so many times before during the conflict when reeeng a war zone. More than
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anything else, this unfortunate encounter demotestraot that the quasi-alliance was on
life support, but that it still lived on even inetlhosom of an officer soured on it.

There were certainly to be more contacts betweler atarships of the two
services in the West Indies during the autumn @018nd winter of 1800-1801. Captain
Stephen Decatur, Sr., the commander who had madé.th Navy'’s first capture back in
July 1798, was still a serving officer, but now coander of the big new frigate, U.S.S.
Philadelphiaon the St. Kitts station. The log bookRifiladelphia’sLieutenant Thomas
Wilkey revealed that on her cruises on that statiarng this period, her captain or crew

would speak (H.M. Sloops of WaBurinamandCyang,?*®

signal (unidentified “British
Ship of War,” and H.M. BridBusy),?* and anchor (H.M.SouthamptomndHorne)?*°
with her Royal Navy counterparts. Royal Navy capan occasion were entertained on
board (Captains of H.M. Sloops of WAaphneandCyane (Matson))?** and the ship
chased in company with a Royal Navy frigate, H.M.&mar?**The U.S. Sloop of War
Gangeswhich had been the American navy'’s first commisesbwarship back in May
1798, was also one of the very last to remain atist in the Caribbean. The journal
kept by her commanding officer, Lieutenant JohnIbuhy, documents routine
professional contacts with Royal Navy vessels vt May 1801, including: speaking

(H.M.S. Tamarin company with H.M. Sloop of Wddaphne,and the battleship, H.M.S.
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Cumberlandn company with battleships H.M.Sans PareiendCarnatic),** and
signaling warships (unidentified R.N. warshfjNone of these recorded personal
conflicts or unprofessional behavior. Lieutenantlleuny might have had cause to
resent the British. Sir Hyde Parker had haughtilyldbed his plea to free sailors from
impressments in the Jamaica squadron whom he @hs&new to be Americans—they
had served with him previously. But nothing of tketd exists in the record. What does
exist paints a picture of the informal naval albarmuch the same as before, even unto
May 1801. Only the number of American warships tathdled.

In the months after the Curagao incident, rumotsiiegun to circulate in
America concerning a hoped for peace treaty betwleefrench Republic and the
United States ending the Quasi-W&trPresident Adams had dispatched two peace
commissioners, Chief Justice of the United Statggé&ne Court, Oliver Ellsworth, and
former North Carolina Governor, William R. Davie,Erance in the U.S.8lnited
Statessailing 3 November 1799. Back channel diplomatictaots with the French
through U.S. Minister to the Netherlands, Williarang Murray—he eventually became
the third of the three peace commissioners—hadinoad Adams that the French
Government would now be willing to receive envoysni the United States with the
respect due to them as representatives of a “greaterful, free, and independent
nation.”*® But the mission was star-crossed from the begmrad weather had nearly

wrecked thdJnited Statesind had landed Ellsworth and Davie in La Corufinam

243 Journal Extract of Lieutenant John Mullowny, U.S.6bmmanding U.S.$5angeghereinafter
Mullowny), Tuesday, 24 February 1801, in ibid.,Z@Xor Tamar;, ibid., Monday, 11 May 1801, 7:225 for
Cumberland.

244 |bid., Thursday, 14 May 1801, 7:226.

245 palmer, 222.

4% |bid., 137; DeConde, 158-59, 216; PerkiRist Rapprochement,21.
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Spain they had had to travel overland some 900snml&vinter and did not arrive in Paris
to join Vans Murray until 2 March 18007 But the negotiations in Paris had dragged on
through the summer with no word of a tre&fFinally, the American peace
commissioners and the new First Consul of the Fr&epublic, Napoleon Bonaparte,
had reached an accommodation, executing the CaownesftMortefontaine on 3 October
1800%*° However, the document would not reach Americastome month&>°

The U.S. Navy Secretary would not officially learnit until 13 December 1800;
word immediately went out to ships yet in Ameriegaters to remain in port. Although
President Adams had submitted the treaty to that8dar ratification 15 December
1800, the document remained unapproved when oneg8@rber Stoddert could wait no
longer and dispatched Captain Alexander Murrayn@Constellationto the Caribbean
with specific instructions to call at St. Kitts Wwithe news of the treaty for Captain
Truxtun and Commodore Barry. In light of the accadkdherican warships were now
only to convoy merchant vessels and cease hastigainst French armed ships unless
they or their convoys were attacke&dWhile cruising in the West Indies, Murray learned
of an official French declaration ordering Frencivgteers and national ships to seize the
guerre de coursagainst American shipping and bravely chose toywerby sailing to
Guadeloupe. There, on 29 January 1801, by invitaifdhe island government, he sailed

into port where he officially confirmed that Frenatithorities had ended operations

247 palmer,Stoddert’s War221-22; DeConde, 224.

248 pid., 223-53.

49 bid., 223-24, 256-58.

20 palmer Stoddert’'s War225. Ironically, unofficial reports appeared atlitts in British newspapers as
early as 23 November 1800 per Truxtun’s log enfrshat date. Log Extract, U.S.Bresident23
November 1800, in ibid., 6:547.

%1 bid.; Stoddert to Murray, 30 December 1800, i, Quasi-War,7:56.
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against American vessels. During February1801, Muuased his cruise to spread the
French peace proclamation throughout the CaribB&afthile U.S. Navy warships
continued to convoy merchant shipping, effectivalir war against the French was
over. But even as the last days of the Adams Adstrattion approached, American
squadrons remained on station in the West Indehigps because the Mortefontaine
Treaty yet remained un-ratified. In the event, $esmate would not ratify the treaty until
19 December 1801. However, long before that ocduthee Jefferson administration sent
the very aptly named U.S.Berald to the West Indies to call home the last squadrons
She sailed 4 April 1801 with the glad tidinfgs.

And so the Quasi-War came to an end. The inforraahhalliance that had begun
with Great Britain providing the United States wittaterial aid to build its small fleet of
warships and had developed into an operationalrstadeding in the Caribbean between
serving officers of both fleets on station, hadvawed the conflict intact. The relationship
had been under stress from the first. The UnitateStand Great Britain were both
maritime nations with interests often at odds wiih other. Both needed huge numbers
of sailors to operate their respective merchantimearand Britain also required vast
numbers of able seamen to man its Royal Navy.uldcoever fill its crews with

volunteers and had to resort to the random cortgmmignown as impressment. Because

%2 palmer,Stoddert’s War226-27; MurrayConstellationat Sea, to Captain Prosper Sergente,
commanding French Privateer Lugd#éarrs, 18 January 1801, in U.S.NQuasi-War,7:96: Murray to
Midshipman R. L. Tilghman, U.S.N., 18 January, 1881bid., 7:97; MurrayConstellationoff Basseterre,
Guadeloupe, to Agents of the Consuls of the Fré&teghublic at the Windward Islands, 28 January 1801,
ibid., 7:107-08; MurrayConstellatioroff Port Liberty, Guadeloupe to French Agents, a8uhry 1801, in
ibid., 7:110; MurrayConstellation St. Kitts to Stoddert, 3 February 1801, in ibidl2-14; Murray,
Constellationoff Cap Francais, to Stoddert, 9 February 1801hith, 7:119; MurrayConstellation
Havanna to Stoddert, 22 February 1801, in ibid.27:

23 palmer,Stoddert’s War232; Stoddert to Lieutenant Charles C. Russell,Nl,SCommanding U.S.S.
Herald 23 March 1801, in U.S.NQuasi-War,7:153;
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Americans were often nearly impossible to distisgudrom Britons, the Royal Navy
ended up impressing Yankee tars, an injustice witainkled maritime America. And the
British themselves believed the Americans werengdritons from the press by giving
them “protections” and calling them Yanks.

At the same time, Britain‘s wartime policies comeag neutral trading rights had
led to difficulties between the powers. The Uni&tdtes was making a killing trading
with the Caribbean colonies of Britain’s enemiég, $panish and Dutch. Britain
employed her vast navy to seize those merchantareyireg what they deemed
“contraband of war” or enemy property as they hadli their naval wars. She used a
system where Royal Navy men of war and privateeuddccapture neutral, most often,
American, trading vessels, and condemn them irl lddmiralty courts where the local
admiral, the captain of the libeling vessel, ascciew, could all profit from the money
raised when the merchant ship was sold as a fifian admiralty court judges in the
islands had a motive to uphold the libels. Thesgistia@ates received a fee for each case
heard. Since the captains of the capturing corsaisEN. men of war could present their
prizes at any Admiralty jurisdiction that they wesh they tended to favor the judges
disposed toward condemnation. This led to freqabnses which might take years to
redress in the English appellate courts in Londwen American ships that had in no
way offended Britain’s wartime navigation laws netlee less suffered condemnation,
certainly not endearing that Island nation andh&gy to United States commercial
interests and the politicians beholden to themsTthe institutions of the Royal Navy

press and the seizure of neutral American shippiaer the prize system had threatened
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the amity forming between the two maritime powerd their fleets now fighting the
same French foe in the West Indies.

But in the end, it had been the loose nature odhemmmand in the eighteenth
century which had held the key as to how thesdimistnal stressors would impact the
American-British naval relationship. The lax ingtibn of eighteenth century naval
command, a vestige of the medieval warrior heritstdleextant in the British officer
class, combined with the practical issues of wdgklbw communications to create a
level of independence in admirals and commodoredisiant stations that would be
inconceivable in today’s blue water navies. Witharameters that were often far-
reaching, they called the shots in places likeGhgbbean. This meant that whoever
inhabited the seat of command could either pallatexacerbate the negative factors
working upon the British/American informal navaliahce. Admirals like Henry Harvey
or Lord Hugh Seymour could, with their positive ganalities, smooth over many of the
difficulties dividing the two quasi-allies. The gbwvill they engendered made it easier
for disgruntled Americans to overlook or endure onivexations to the relationship. An
Admiral like Sir Hyde Parker had had quite the opfmeffect. Under his leadership, the
Royal Navy’'s Jamaican Squadron, in many ways, beastranged from its American
cousin, the U.S. Navy’'s St. Domingue station. Ttim@al had sown the seeds of that
estrangement for years even before the Quasi-Whbégun by antagonizing its future
commander, Commodore Silas Talbot, when Talbotdeseh the American Agent for
Impressed Seamen in the West Indies.

Whitehall had left Parker to largely set his ownirse with respect to both
impressments and the seizures of merchantmen @tdtisn. In each case, his position
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had been much harsher than that practiced or ceadoy their Lordships of the
Admiralty in the home seas and this despite thatpdiprotests of the American
Government. Finally, Parker had ignored the Brit&binet’s policies of cooperating
with the Americans in an accord with Toussaint K@riure and had struck out with his
own policy directly hostile to it by seizing Tougss ships bound for the siege of
Jacmel. Under the Maitland/Toussaint/Stevens AcdbelRoyal Navy and U.S. Navy
were to provide security around St. Dominguian ve&ater American and British trading
vessels, but also those of Toussaint. The U.S. Naggessfully carried out this mission;
Hyde Parker's Jamaican Squadron did not. Insteadtaig to protect Toussaint’s
commerce, Parker’s cruisers persecuted it. And Codome Talbot found himself
working around or even against his British couraetgpto fulfill this mission.

When Hyde Parker’s antipathy toward his own govemnts policy on St.
Domingue finally brought about his recall to Englahis replacement, Lord Hugh
Seymour, an admiral already well thought of by Aiteans in the Lesser Antilles where
he had replaced in command the also respectedséeeheed Admiral Henry Harvey, set
an altogether different tone on the station. Hekedrhard with the American Agent at
Port Royal, William Savage, to see released thogpeassed Yankee seamen who could
reasonably prove their American status. He did weatould to redress the abuses of
rapacious, skippers he had inherited from Parkegsme such as Frederick Watkins,
who at Curagao had turned a very successful jomgil@d:American naval operation
against the French into the quasi-alliance’s ethd. teven an Anglophilic officer like
Commodore Truxtun had been soured on the Brititgr #fat. But Seymour’s swift
action had softened the blow. In the end, for tipéodhats in Washington and London
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and the navies in the Caribbean, the matter wasodiow over, instead of exploding.
Lord Hugh'’s mitigation of the Curagao affair hatbaled cooler heads like those of John
Marshall and Rufus King to prevail, rather than dhiginal angry rhetoric of U.S
captains and commodores in the Antilles. Thush&months that followed the Curacao
matter, the Anglo-American naval alliance was dbleontinue much as it had to the
war’s end, remaining functional and professionagmte minor, day to day vexations,

often the residue of the unresolved disputes yeldening between the two nations.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION
The Quasi-War is now a forgotten conflict. If remigered at all by non-

historians, it is for the infamous Alien and SeattiActs promulgated by a Federalist
Congress and the Adams Administration. But thepraduced so many firsts in
American history. The United States Navy had e toirth during the conflict. While
there had been a Continental Navy during the Wamnadgpendence, it had ended with the
war itself. Its last ship, the frigatalliance, after sale, had lain abandoned on a mud flat
in the Delaware River near Philadelphia. The Naey & 1794 had authorized the
construction of six frigates, but only three wectually begun before the Quasi-War and
the work had proceeded at a snail’s pace untitrthéles with France had rushed their
completion. It was the Quasi-War which had givem@ess the stomach to build the
other three. And the Quasi-War motivated the nafitegislature to found a separate
navy department to administer and direct their afi@n. The Quasi-War marked the
young Republic’s first foreign war. The undeclaceaflict would be fought entirely at
sea, and mostly in the Caribbean. This war woidd begin the lengthy involvement of
the United States in what was then St. Dominguevandd become known as Haiti.
Finally, the Quasi-War witnessed the “first rapgrement” between the United States

and its former mother county and enemy, Great Bri@af course, Bradford Perkins
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entitled his admirable monograph on the subjethefsoftening of relations between the
two nations during the years 1795-1805The First Rapprochement.

This thaw in the dealings between the island kimg@md the infant republic, as
manifested in the informal naval understanding Wideveloped between them as they
both fought the French in the years 1798-1801bleas the topic of this thesis. In doing
so, this work has occupied one area of an alrepanse historiography. Although,
historians have largely ignored the Quasi-War, sbisry has been done. In the mid-
1960s, Professor Alexander DeConde wrote a diplierhé&ttory of the war.
Eponymously titled, it briefly touched upon the abwar. But as mentioned previously,
only two authors have dedicated entire works tostiigect of the conflict at sea:
Gardner'sOur Naval War with Francand Professor Palmer&oddert's WarAllen’s
work, did little more than tell the story of the mas a series of stirring ship to ship
actions, pitting the heroic men of the U.S. Navgiagt the French. Except for one
fleeting reference to use of shared signals, thvaeno mention of contact with the
Royal Navy whatsoevert&ldert’s War,in contrast, provided what its author termed
“unrattling history.” Palmer styled his an operatbstudy of the U.S. Navy during the
Quasi-War. Necessarily, he wrote of the materidlisaipplied by the British Government
to found the American navy and certainly its degdiwith the Royal Navy in the
Caribbean, the American service’s primary theatr@perations. But his treatment of the
subject was brief. The Royal Navy made only canmaearances in the work.

Bradford Perkins, as described above, studied drening of relations between
Britain and America during the years 1795-18DBe First Rapprochemenertainly
covered the Quasi-War, devoting two chapters tio ithose chapters, Perkins wrote of “a
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common action and mutual assistance in the miljtaayal] field that was not equaled
for more than a century.But Perkins was a student of diplomatic historsval
cooperation, although the most concrete manifestatf the new, growing connection
between the two maritime nations, was but one fatcttte story even in the two chapters
covering the war. There have been recent popusanies published, describing the
founding and early years of the U.S. N&vlhese have covered the years of the Quasi
War. Their well-written narratives devote some dhegpto re-telling the story
surrounding Joshua Humphreys'’s building of theSigates, John Adams’s swift
assembly of the Federal Navy, and the exploitshafiifas Truxtun and his fellow
captains in the West Indies against the Frenchigmatre the British connectio@nly

one article has appeared devoted to the U.S. Nadyhee Royal Navy in the years of the
Quasi-War: Palmer’s, “Anglo American Naval Coopemat 1798-1801.” This seven
page piece was meant only as a brief sketch. I, st scholar has attempted a major
study of this subject; the topic of Royal Navy ahé&. Navy cooperation during the
course of the Undeclared War has virtually remasednplowed field.

The aim of this thesis has been to begin fillinghis gap in the naval
historiography of the Quasi-War. Or in other woitgas been to begereatinga
historiography of the British/American naval retaiship in that war. But where does one
set the plow when beginning to furrow a field othkave left essentially untilled? The
answer lies with the little thditasbeen done already. Hence, the works of Professors

Palmer and Perkins have suggested the focus dfttidy. On one side, Professor Palmer

! Perkins First Rapprochemen®5.

2. Six Frigates: The Epic History of the Foundingiué U.S. NavyNew York: W.W. Norton & Company,
2006); George C. Daughdfpy Sea: The Forging of the American Navy—FroenAlmerican Revolution
to the War of 1812New York: Basic Books, 2008).
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has minimized the significance of the relationdigpween the navies, because it never
blossomed into a formal alliance. He also belieedtwo services never even

cooperated “as closely as might have been exp&t@d.the other, Perkins has

concluded that “[o]nly formal allies could have @omore for one another than did the
United States and England at this tifiéhis thesis has set out to answer the question as
to whose perception was correct. What was the feggnice of the naval understanding
that did develop between the two countries withim ¢context of its times?

Secondly, Palmer and Perkins differed as to theraatf the relationship between
the two navies at the end of the Undeclared Wdm&awas the pessimist, believing that
the relationship was heading for a “rupture,” te tise language of the times; the two
nations “were drifting, however slowly, toward warPerkins, on the contrary, had
concluded that the informal naval entente had saed/the conflict and that the cordial
relationship between the nations would remain thhotne early years of Jefferson’s
Administration. This thesis has also sought to glevhe answer to that question as well.
Was the naval quasi-alliance still intact at the’svalose? By answering these two
guestions, this author hoped to develop some ihsigh the nature and qualities of the
informal alliance, what was working to erode itrfréhe beginning and what if anything
helped sustain it.

In attempting to resolve these two questions,ttiesis has also utilized a
different approach to basically the same primaryses examined by Palmer and

Perkins: theQuasi-War the naval document collection assembled by the NaSy

3 palmer, “Anglo-American Naval Cooperation,” 16.
* Perkins First Rapprochemenfl05.
® Palmer, “Anglo-American Naval Cooperation,” 19.
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Department during the 1930s. This study is buitirupn examination of the day to day
contacts between the serving units of the RoyalyNend U.S. Navy in the West Indies
during the relevant years, no matter how mundahe.r&€ason for this choice forward
was a simple one. It was plain that whatever retetnip existed between the two navies
was informal. As both Palmer and Perkins acknowgeldthere was no treaty or other
protocol between the two governments or betweethish Admiralty on one side and
the U.S. Navy Department on the other, establishifiymal understanding between the
two services in the Undeclared War. Therefore, @we of whatever naval relationship
did exist was not likely to be found in the ordemsanating from their Lords
Commissioners of the Admiralty in London, nor th@sening from Secretary Stoddert in
Philadelphia. Neither would they come from theistaAdmirals at Jamaica or the
Lesser Antilles, or the commanding American commes@t St. Kitts or Cap Francais.
Little, if anything, of an informal alliance woulake reflected in those formal lines of
communication. Instead, evidence of any impromptargement that might exist
between the fleets would likely be found betweendfacks in the command structures:
namely in the records of the various ships andefé serving on station. The ship’s logs,
journals of officers, and letters written home Wfyoers and men might contain
information referencing contacts with brother adfis and tars serving in the other navy.
As a practical matter, the author did not have s&te Admiralty records kept at the
Public Record Office in Kew, England nor those eamtd in the offices of their
American counterparts in the United States. Butthi®ordid have access to tli@uasi-
War, the collection of U.S. Navy documents descrilitmgyday to day operations of the
service mentioned above and produced in the Rolis@as as a New Deal project.
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Hence, the research grounding this study involvedraful examination of any records in
that collection in any way referencing or descripaontacts between American ships of
war or naval personnel and their British countdgyaro matter how fleeting, seemingly
insignificant, or routine. The nature and qualitylese everyday contacts would tell the
tale, as to what kind of relationship existed atish between the serving units of the
two fleets.

The focus to the research involved in this thedferéd substantially to that taken
in Stoddert’s Warwhich Professor Palmer had based upon his décmsertation.
Palmer had called his work an operational historganing it was “primarily a study of
command.® He was chiefly concerned with the navy as direétexh the top, from its
commander, Navy Secretary Stoddert. If his worktdeith local units and captains at
sea, it was as to how they carried out the segfetarders and saw his plans through to
success or failure. In Professor Palmer’s studjhé[central figure is . . . Benjamin
Stoddert.” In contrast, the central figures of this studyevéite serving officers and men
of the two navies as they sought out practicaltswlg together to fight the French at sea
thousands of miles from Philadelphia and London.

This research design has indeed proven fruitfulagt uncovered evidence
establishing that the individual commanders ofvhigous men of war of both navies in
the Caribbean Theatre of War did develop an infbmagal understanding which, on the
whole, served them well to the end of that confRritish and American warships shared
coded signals to identify each other as frienddylesl in concert, and sometimes chased

the enemy together. The commanders often entedtéie@ opposite numbers aboard

6 palmer Stoddert's Warx.
7 Ibid.
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their ships, and shared intelligence on enemy gtherand disposition. Without
compunction, they convoyed the other nation’s mamtimen. The British governors
allowed American men of war to use their islandbases of operations and to board
prisoners of war captured in theatre. The evidemsarthed reflects that to serving
officers and even British island governors, thatiehship was a practical reality that in
general increased the security and effectivenebsthif navies, but also shielded British
possessions in the West Indies. At least one govdonmally had expressed his hope to
the local American station commander that the datteuld aid in defense of his island.

Occasionally, the informal relationship even bettedi strategic decisions reached
by the authorities above. The significant Ameripagsence on the “Guadeloupe Station”
based at St. Kitts certainly enabled the Royal Nawemove warships from the Lesser
Antilles and send them west for the defense of daan@his friendly American presence
aided the security of both the remaining R.N. mewar and merchantmen plying those
waters by reducing the effect of privateers and¢leFrench national frigates
occasionally sortieing from Guadeloupe.

Certainly, examination of records referencing BhfAmerican naval contacts
also revealed that as time wore on, Americans wet@lways pleased with their quasi-
allies. Even originally Anglophilic officers, su@s Captain Alexander Murray, after he
became commodore on the St. Domingue Station, Andh@s Truxtun after the Curacao
incident, expressed disillusion with their Britighasi-allies in their letters to Stoddert
and others. Never the less, their professionabastindicated that the informal naval
alliance was functioning as before. They still glabsignals with British warships and
spoke them, maintaining cordial relationships witkir R.N. counterparts. Their letters
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home to Stoddert may have expressed inner mis@yingt their deeds revealed what the
real situation was. It was not what they said, smas what theglid, which was critical
to understanding the status of the informal all@while these disgruntled mariners
might express frustration and anger towards thetrsB “cousins,” there was no real
enthusiasm to pursue conflict at this period oftifhhis was true even at the highest
levels of the American government. Even after fatgins with British policy toward
merchantmen seizures, impressment and followindeeme of Hyde Parker’s perfidy
regarding St. Domingue, President Adams had expdass desire to join the
Scandinavians in their League of Armed Neutralggiast Britain; to Adams, the League
was folly® And as the war with France ground to a halt, SaryeStoddert had expressed
his belief that the time was ripe to cement refaiwith England.

This thesis also has brought to light the signifta@le that Great Britain played
in the founding of the United States Navy. Bothnikad and Perkins had mentioned the
copper and ordinance Britain had supplied the N&&y. Without the copper supplied,
then impossible to procure in the United Stateshmerican fleet would have been able
to keep the sea in the Caribbean’s worm infestadrwawithout the cannon, that
American fleet would have been weakly armed. Tingsis certainly has argued that such
British aid with naval administration was, takercontext, thesine qua norfor the U.S.
Navy’s existence in the Quasi-War.

However, this study also has revealed anotherdfi@itish aid to the foundling
American fleet, most likely given unconsciouslye tihansference of Britain’s naval

culture to the U.S. Navy. The Royal Navy had platfezipart of mentor to the infant

8 Adams to John Marshall, 3 October 1800, in U.SQuiasi-War,6:426.
° Stoddert to Thomas Fitzsimmons, Philadelphia, @r&ary 1801, in ibid., 7:128.
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Yankee fleet. The Americans borrowed their dietfarms, disciplinary regulations, and
even fighting style, whole scale from their R.Nusms. While Navy Secretary Stoddert
might express frustration at Royal Navy attitudesf time to time, it was always to
Britain’s Senior Service that he turned to setstamdards for his young fighting force. In
fact, a near reverential attitude towards the Kgnigavy and its personnel seemed to
permeate the young American service. This muchewvatent in the way U.S. Navy
skippers referred to the Royal Navy captains asgeeially, the admirals they
encountered from time to time at sea. They were aware that they, the protégés, had
to appear absolutely ship shape and Bristol fasiioen in the presence of their ideals.
As late as February 1800, Captain Alexander Mumigpn approaching the British navy
base at Port Royal, Jamaica had reminded his dffafethe wardroom:
Sirs As (sic) we are now about to enter a Port eltiee eyes of the Multitude.
(sic) both in the Private (sic) as well as the Rugdic) line, will be full of
scrutiny with regard to the discipline, order &ahiness of our Ship (sic) &
Crew. (sic) as well as to every part of our privdg¢gortment. Let us all unite in
our exertions to shew (sic) them that we know howdnduct ourselves with that
decorum & regularity, that will do credit to the Weof the United States, for
there will be many people at Jamaica who will be/¥end of drawing
comparisons between us & their own Navy (sic) todiscredit if they can see
cause so to do. therefore (sic) let us all be uporguard & convince them, that
tho’ (sic) young in our profession, we will not ideio any Nation whatsoever in
dignity, honor, or any other accomplishment thatrgis the Character (sic) of a
Nation (sic)™°
Murray was mortified at somehow being found inadegun Royal Navy eyes. At the
same time, he was vigilant to repel any Britisgldlito the American nation or character.

Perhaps the over sensitivity displayed in Murraysiment was to be expected

from a naval officer of a country yet forming itational consciousness. At the time this

19 Murray to the Officers of the Wardroom, Off Janai@ February 1800, in ibid., 5:200.
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thesis covers, it was debatable as to what the iarecharacter amounted. Were
Americans essentially still English, as Talleyrdvadl expressed after spending two years
in exile in the United States during the Terror™@s there already a sense of an
American national culture emerging despite the alnsmothering effects of omnipresent
British influences in the country? The Americaniden to model the nation’s new navy
after that of its mother country, England, ratheart that of its most recent ally, the
French, can be seen as part of this debate. Tésssthas argued that the decision was a
conscious, logical step in light of the Royal Nasgentury of success. Yet, it can be
understood instead in another context, that ofehdency of a recent colony to replicate
the institutions of its mother country.

The relation of Great Britain to the growth of am@érican national consciousness
in the early days of the republic is a topic reyeexplored in Sam W. Haynes’s
Unfinished Revolutiah® Britain, Haynes argues, had remained a kind o&gogn in the
early Republic. Americans often felt a compulsioremulate their mother country and
craved her acceptance, yet also suffered from ja skeese of inferiority to her and
resented her ubiquitous presence in the life ohtiteon. Slowly, he maintains, the
American response to Britain as a kind of foil ¢teelea self-confident, national
consciousness which was apparent as the Civil \Manoached. Is Haynes’s analysis
relevant to the Anglo-American relationship of Qeasi-War era? Something of this
conflicted response to England is already exhibdinedurray’s address to his officers
cited above. Howevelnfinished Revolutiobegins its narrative following the end of the

War of 1812, when the memory of Redcoats again mercan soil was very fresh. How

' sam W. Hayneg/nfinished Revolution: The Early American Repulbilia British World,
(Charlottesville, VA: University of Virginia Pres2010).
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the informal Anglo-American naval rapprochementmifit into such a discussion
translated to the late Federalist period perhapgsifarther work. There is the grist for a
subsequent historian’s mill.

Finally, this thesis has looked at the informalalaelationship existing in the
West Indies during the Undeclared War from the agatof the largely American naval
records contained within the Quasi-War collectiesseambled in the 1930s. As this author
expressed in the introduction to this work andieanh this conclusion, the scope of the
research accomplished here has been defined Ipatheneters of that collection. Again,
it is doubtful that th&uasi-Wareditors missed much, if anything at all, when theade
their compilation. But the viewpoint contained viitlits documents is largely the
American one. To better understand the natureeoAtiglo-American naval relationship,
it would be distinctly advantageous to have morthefBritish perspective. As
previously suggested, that would involve examirtimgg Admiralty records maintained by
Her Majesty’s Public Record Office at Kew in EnglamNo doubt such a document
search would necessarily produce further insightsraise additional questions wanting
answers. And that is as it should be. This thesis tnuly meant only to begin the

discussion.
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