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More books, probably, have been written on the War of 1812
than on any other portion of our history. The great political
leaders of that time were so vindictive in their animosities,
and took such strong and decided ground on all political
questions, that the success of one or the other afterwards in
public life depended very much on his conduct during the
war. Hence, much detached and personal history has been
written in order to clear up or illustrate some particular
event. A candidate for public office was often chosen for his
services in the war; hence, every portion of it in which he
took part was thoroughly investigated by both friends and
foes. So if one had failed in that trying period of the country,
the world was sure to hear of it when he came up for the
suffrages of the people. The war proved very unfortunate for
some of the leaders, and court martials and disgrace closed
the career of many which had hitherto been bright and
prosperous. These men have written long pamphlets and
books in self-defence, or they have been written by their
descendants, so that if hearing both sides would aid the
reader in coming to a correct conclusion, he was pretty sure
to reach it. When so many quarrels are to be settled the
public will not fail to be informed all about the origin of
them. Another class of works have been written, designed
only to furnish a synopsis of the war, and scarcely reach to
the value of histories. Others have been confined solely to
the military and naval movements—others still are devoted



almost exclusively to political matters of that period; so that
notwithstanding the large supply of works on the War of
1812, I know of none in which all these different topics are
even attempted to be combined in proper proportions. The
present work is an effort to accomplish that end without
being too voluminous on the one hand, or too general on
the other. I have endeavored to give impressions as well as
facts—to trace the current and depict the phases of public
feeling, rather than inflict on the reader long documents and
longer debates, in which everything that gave them life and
interest was carefully excluded by the reporter.

The effects of the fierce conflict waged between the
Federalists and Democrats during the war have not yet
passed away, and many of the actors in it are still living,
who retain their old prejudices and hatred. Their near
descendants and relatives, though so many of them are
found in the ranks of democracy, still defend the memory of
those whose names they bear, and endeavor to throw
discredit on the writer who would rob them of reputation,
and consign them to the obloquy they deserve. In a war like
the late one with Mexico, where almost every officer was a
hero, and in narrating the progress of which the historian is
called upon only to eulogize, his task is an easy one. But in
one like that of 1812, in which the most conspicuous leaders
met with signal defeat and disgrace, and instead of winning
reputation, lost that which had illustrated them in the
revolutionary struggle, the historian necessarily recalls
feuds and assails character, which is sure to bring down on
him the maledictions and open condemnation of friends and
relations. A noble man and true patriot, like General



Dearborn, will never want friends who will deny his
incompetency as commander-in-chief, while one who had
won so brave a name in the revolution, and was so
estimable a man in social life as General Hull, must always
be defended by those in whose veins his blood flows. The
inefficiency and blunders of the government remain to this
day to many a sufficient apology for the conduct of
Wilkinson, Hampton and others.

Having no animosities to gratify, and no prejudices to
favor, I have set down nought in malice, but have
endeavored to ascertain, amid conflicting testimony, the
exact truth, without regarding the friendly or hostile feelings
the declaration of it might awaken. In many cases I have
withheld much that was personal, because it was not
necessary to my purpose, and useless only in self-defence.
That I should reconcile difficulties which have never yet
been healed, and please rivals who have ever hated each
other, was not to be expected. I have attempted also to give
a clear impression of the political and social feelings of the
times, and make the reader, as far as lay in my power, live
amid the scenes I depict.

Two new features have been introduced into the present
work, which I though necessary to a complete history of the
war, viz., privateering and the Dartmoor Prison[1].

It would be impossible to give all the authorities to which
I am indebted. State papers, records, journals, Gazettes of
the time have been consulted, as well as histories, while I
have earnestly sought for information from the survivors of
the war. In many cases I have omitted references to books
in which facts I state are found recorded, because I came



across them in old pamphlets, letters, and newspaper
paragraphs, where, probably, the original compiler also
obtained them. I cannot omit, however, acknowledging the
vast aid I have derived from Niles' Register. A more valuable
periodical was never published in this country. Ingersoll's
History also, though very deficient in arrangement, contains
more valuable material than any other work embracing the
same period.



CHAPTER I. 
A REVIEW OF THE CAUSES LEADING

TO THE SECOND WAR WITH ENGLAND.
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Duplicity and oppressive acts of the British
Government contrasted with the forbearance of the
United States—Character of Madison—Debates in
Congress on War measures—Declaration of War.

The peace which closed our revolutionary struggle was like
a wound healed only at the surface, and which must be
opened anew before a permanent cure can be effected. The
desire for territory had become the ruling passion of the
British Empire, and the loss of the most promising part of
her vast possessions could not, therefore, be borne with
equanimity. The comparatively barren and inhospitable tract
lying north of the St.  Lawrence and the lakes, which still
belonged to her, was but a sorry substitute for the rich
alluvial bottoms that stretched along the western rivers,
while the mouth of the St. Lawrence furnished but a meagre
outlet compared with the noble rivers and capacious
harbors that seamed the inland and indented the coasts of
the Atlantic slope. Some have supposed that England had
never abandoned the design of recovering a part, if not the
whole of the possessions she had lost on this continent. If
this be true, that purpose was doubtless a very vague one,
and it depended entirely on circumstances whether it ever
assumed a definite form. One thing, however, is certain, she



had determined to narrow down our limits wherever it was
practicable, and to the fullest extent of her power. This is
evident from the eagerness with which she urged us to
acknowledge the various Indian tribes on our frontier, as
independent nations. She wished to have them placed on a
footing with other sovereign States, so that they could form
treaties and dispose of territory to foreign governments.
Numerous and powerful tribes then roamed undisturbed
over vast tracts which have since become populous States.
Could Great Britain have purchased these, or had them
colonized by other foreign powers, nearly the whole line of
lakes and the territory west of Lake Erie would have
presented an impenetrable barrier to our growth in the
north-west. Not succeeding in this policy, she determined
that the Indians should retain possession of the land as her
allies. This is evident from the constant disturbance kept up
on our north-western frontiers—from Lord Dorchester's
speeches[2] instigating the Indians to war, and from the
fact that an English fort was erected within the territory of
the republic. So resolved was the British Government on this
course that it for a long time refused to carry out the
stipulations of the treaty of 1783, and still retained
American posts captured by its forces during the
revolutionary war. The defeat of General Harmar[3], in
1790, and of St. Clair, in 1791, were not wholly owing to our
inefficiency or to Indian prowess, but to British interference
and encouragement.

The victory of Wayne, which followed these disastrous
expeditions, proved this true. Canadian militia and
volunteers were found in the Indian armies, while the battle



that completed their overthrow ended under the walls of a
British fort standing on American ground. These violations of
a sacred treaty, and undisguised encroachments upon our
territory on the frontier, were afterwards surpassed by still
greater outrages at sea.

The French revolution exploding like a volcano in the
heart of Europe, followed by a republic whose foundation
stones were laid in the proudest blood of France—the
extinction of the Bourbon dynasty, and the loud declaration
of rights which startled every despot from the Archangel to
the Mediterranean like a peal of thunder, had covered the
continent with hostile armies. The European powers who
rejoiced in the success of the revolutionary struggle on
these distant shores, because it inflicted a blow on their
proud rival, saw with consternation the principle that
sustained it at work in their midst. Like the first crusade
against the infidels, which at once healed all the animosities
of the princes of Europe, a second crusade, harmonizing
powers hitherto at variance, was formed against this
principle of human rights, and the allied armies moved
down upon the infant republic of France. The devastating
flood of feudalism would soon have swept everything under
but for the appearance of that strange embodiment of
power, Napoleon Bonaparte. Rolling it back from the French
borders, he commenced that long and fearful struggle which
ended only at Waterloo. England rashly formed a coalition
with the continental powers, anticipating an easy overthrow
to the plebeian warrior, but soon found herself almost alone
in the conflict; and instead of treading down her ancient
rival, began to tremble for her own safety. The long and



deadly strife that followed exhausted her resources and
crippled her strength. Her war ships stretched from
Copenhagen to the Nile, and to supply these with seamen,
she resorted to impressment[6] not only on her own shores,
amid her own subjects, but on American ships, among
American sailors. Our merchant vessels were arrested on
the high seas, and men, on the groundless charge of being
deserters, immediately coerced into the British service. To
such an extent was this carried, that in nine months of the
years 1796 and '97, Mr.  King, the American minister at
London, had made application for the release of two
hundred and seventy-one seamen,[1] most of whom were
American citizens.

At first the British Government claimed only the right to
seize deserters; but its necessities demanding a broader
application to right of search, her vessels of war arrested
American merchantmen to seek for British seamen, and
later still, for British subjects—finally, every sailor was
obliged to prove himself a citizen of the United States on the
spot, or he was liable to be forced into British service.
American merchants were thus injured while prosecuting a
lawful commerce, and worse than all, great distress was
visited on the friends and relatives of those who were
illegally torn from their country and pressed into the hated
service of a hated nation. Over six thousand were known to
have been thus seized, while the actual number was much
greater[1q].

Not content with committing these outrages on the high
seas, English vessels boarded our merchantmen and
impressed our seamen in our own waters. That line which



runs parallel to the sea coast of every nation, and which is
considered its legitimate boundary, presented no obstacles
to British cruisers.

In 1804, the frigate Cambria boarded an American
merchantman in the harbor of New York, and in direct
opposition to the port officers, carried off several of her
seamen. To complete the insult, the commander declared, in
an official letter to the British Minister, that he "considered
his ship, while lying in the harbor of New York, as having
dominion around her within the distance of her buoys." Not
long after a coasting vessel while going from one American
port to another, was hailed by a British cruiser, and, refusing
to stop, was fired into and one of her crew killed. Thus an
American citizen was murdered within a mile of shore, and
while going from port to port of his own country.[2]

These aggressions on land and insults at sea continued,
at intervals, down to 1806, when our commerce received a
more deadly blow from the British orders in council[4], and
Napoleon's famous Berlin and Milan decrees[5]. To annoy
and cripple her adversary, England declared the whole coast
of France, from Brest to the Elbe, in a state of blockade.
Napoleon retaliated by the Berlin decree, in which he
declared the British Islands in a state of blockade. The next
year the English government issued other orders in council,
blockading the whole continent, which were met by
Napoleon's Milan decree.

These famous orders in council, so far as they affected
us, declared all American vessels going to and from the
harbors of France and her allies, lawful prizes, except such
as had first touched at, or cleared from an English port. The



Berlin and Milan decrees, on the other hand, pronounced all
vessels that had so touched at an English port, or allowed
themselves to be searched by a British cruiser, the property
of France, while British goods, wherever found, were subject
to confiscation. In short, if we did not confine our commerce
to England, the latter would seize our merchantmen,
wherever found, as lawful prizes, while if we did trade with
her, or even touch at her ports at all, France claimed them
as her property.

England, without the slightest provocation, had
commenced a war against France, and irritated at her want
of success, declared her coast in a state of blockade—thus
violating an established law of nations. The principle has
long been admitted and acted upon by the principal
maritime nations of the world, that neutral flags have a right
to sail from port to port of the belligerent powers, to carry
any merchandise whatever, except those contraband of war,
such as arms, munitions of war, or provisions for the enemy.
The only exception to it is an actual blockade of a port
where neutrals are forbidden an entrance. This principle is
founded in common justice; otherwise two strong maritime
nations might make a third neutral power the greatest
sufferer from the war. Besides, if the right to create paper
blockades is allowed, no restrictions can be placed upon it,
and in case of another war with England, she could declare
the whole coast of America, from Maine to Mexico, and that
portion of our territory on the Pacific, in a state of blockade,
while the naval force of the world could not maintain an
actual one.



The injustice of these retaliatory measures was severely
felt by our government. They placed us, a neutral power, in
a worse attitude than if allied to one or the other we had
been at open war with the third, for in the latter case our
war ships could have defended our commerce, which would
also have been under the protection of the cruisers of our
ally. But now our men-of-war were compelled to look silently
on and see American merchantmen seized, while two
nations, instead of one, claimed the right to plunder us. Our
commerce for the last few years had advanced with
unparalleled strides—so that at this time our canvass
whitened almost every sea on the globe, and wealth was
pouring into the nation. Suddenly, as if the whole world,
without any forewarning, had declared war against us; the
ocean was covered with cruisers after American vessels,
and the commerce of the country was paralyzed by a single
blow.

But the most extraordinary part of the whole proceeding
was, that while England, by her orders in council, shut the
Continent from us and confiscated as a smuggler every
American vessel that attempted to enter any of its ports,
she herself, with forged papers, under the American flag,
carried on an extensive trade. The counterfeit American
vessel was allowed to pass unmolested by British cruisers,
while the real American was seized. It was estimated that
England made fifteen thousand voyages per annum in these
disguised vessels, thus appropriating to herself all the
advantages to be gained by a neutral nation in trading with
the Continent, and using our flag as a protection.



These were the prominent causes of the war, sufficient,
one would think, to justify the American Government in
declaring it. One-hundredth part of the provocation which
we then endured, would now bring the two governments in
immediate and fierce collision.

But, notwithstanding England's desires and necessities,
she would never have committed these outrages, had she
not entertained a supreme contempt for our power, and
cherished an inextinguishable hatred of the nation,
rendering her utterly indifferent to our rights. The treaty of
1783, by which our independence was acknowledged, was
wrung from her by stern necessity. It was not an amicable
settlement of the quarrel—a final and satisfactory
adjustment of all difficulties. On the part of England it was a
morose and reluctant abandonment of a strife which was
costing her too dear—the unwilling surrender of her best
provinces under circumstances dishonorable to her flag, and
humbling to her national pride. This hatred of the rebel
colony was mingled with contempt for our institutions and
national character, exhibited in a proud assumption of
superiority and disregard of our rights and our demands. A
nation sunk in helpless weakness may submit to tyrannical
treatment, but one rapidly growing in strength and
resources, is sure to have a day of reckoning, when it will
demand a swift and complete settlement of the long-
endured wrongs.

Our wisest statesmen, aware of this state of feeling,
foresaw an approaching rupture. The elder Adams, as far
back as 1785, says, in writing from England: "Their present
system (the English) as far as I can penetrate it, is to



maintain a determined peace with all Europe, in order that
they may war singly against America."[3] In 1794,
Washington, in a letter to Mr.  Jay, after speaking of the
retention of posts which the British Government had, by
treaty, ceded to us, and of the conduct of its agents in
stirring up the Indians to hostilities, says: "Can it be
expected, I ask, so long as these things are known in the
United States, or at least firmly believed, and suffered with
impunity by Great Britain, that there ever will or can be any
cordiality between the two countries? I answer, No. And I
will undertake, without the gift of prophecy, to predict, that
it will be impossible to keep this country in a state of amity
with Great Britain long, if those posts are not surrendered."
Still later, Jefferson, writing home from England, says: "In
spite of treaties, England is our enemy. Her hatred is deep-
rooted and cordial, and nothing with her is wanted but
power, to wipe us and the land we live in out of existence."

Having scarcely recovered from the debility produced by
the long revolutionary struggle—just beginning to feel the
invigorating impulse of prosperity, the nation shrunk
instinctively from a war which would paralyze her commerce
and prostrate all her rising hopes. The Government
hesitated to take a bold and decided stand on its rights, and
urge their immediate and complete acknowledgment. This
forbearance on our part, and apparent indifference to the
honor of the nation, only increased the contempt, and
confirmed the determination of the British Government. Still,
remonstrances were made. Soon after the arrival of the
British Minister, Mr. Hammond, in 1791, Jefferson stated the
causes of complaint, followed up the next year by an able



paper on the charges made by the former against our
Government. This paper remained unanswered, and two
years after Jefferson resigned his secretaryship.

The next year, 1794, the British Government issued an
order of council, requiring her armed ships to arrest all
vessels carrying provisions to a French colony, or laden with
its produce. The American Government retaliated with an
embargo, and began to make preparations for immediate
hostilities. In a few months the order was revoked, and one
less exceptionable issued, that calmed for awhile the waters
of agitation, and Mr. Jay was sent as Minister to England, to
negotiate a new treaty, which was to settle all past
difficulties, establish some principles of the law of nations,
especially those affecting belligerents and neutrals, and to
regulate commerce. This treaty removed many of the
causes of complaint, but like all treaties between a weak
and strong government, it secured to England the lion's
portion. But with all its imperfections and want of
reciprocity, it was ratified in the spring of 1796, and became
a law. Met at every step by a determined opposition, its
discussion inflamed party spirit to the highest point, while
its ratification was received with as many hisses as plaudits.
Still, it brought a partial, hollow pacification between the
two governments, which lasted till 1806, when the orders in
council before mentioned were issued. Great Britain,
however, hesitated not to impress our seamen and vex our
commerce during the whole period, with the exception of
the short interval of the peace of Amiens. In 1803, with the
renewal of the war between her and France, impressment



was again practiced, though met at all times by
remonstrance, which in turn was succeeded by negotiation.

Those orders in Council seemed, at first, to preclude the
possibility of an amicable adjustment of difficulties. The
country was on fire from Portland to New Orleans. Cries of
distress, in the shape of memorials to Congress, came
pouring in from every sea port in the Union. Plundered
merchants invoked the interposition of the strong arm of
power to protect their rights, and demanded indemnity for
losses that beggared their fortunes. Scorn and rage at this
bold high-handed robbery, filled every bosom, and the
nation trembled on the verge of war. Jefferson, however,
sent Mr. Pinckney as envoy extraordinary to cooperate with
Mr.  Monroe, our minister to England, in forming a treaty
which should recognize our maritime rights.

In the spring of the next year Jefferson received the
treaty from London. It having arrived the day before the
adjournment of Congress, and containing so much that was
inadmissible, he did not submit it to that body.

In the first place, there was no provision against the
impressment of seamen; and in the second place, a note
from the British ministers accompanied it, stating that the
British government reserved to itself the right to violate all
the stipulations it contained, if we submitted to the Berlin
decree, and other infractions of our rights by France. This
reservation on the part of England was an assumption of
power that required no discussion. To declare that she would
annul her own solemn treaty, the moment she disapproved
of our conduct towards other nations, was to assume the
office of dictator.



In the mean time, the death of Fox, whose character and
conduct the short time he was in power had given
encouragement that a permanent peace could be
established, and the election of the dashing and fiery
Canning to his place, involved the negotiations in still
greater embarrassments. To indicate his course, and reveal
at the outset the unscrupulous and treacherous policy
England was henceforth determined to carry out, he had
ready for promulgation long before it could be ascertained
what action our government would take on that treaty,
those other orders in Council, blockading the continent to
us. He declared, also, that all further negotiations on the
subject were inadmissible; thus leaving us no other
alternative, but to submit or retaliate. Thus our earnest
solicitations and fervent desire to continue on terms of
amity—our readiness to yield for the sake of peace what
now of itself would provoke a war, were met by deception
and insult. England not only prepared orders violating our
rights as a neutral nation while submitting a treaty that
protected them, but plundered our vessels, impressed our
seamen, and threatened the towns along our coast with
conflagration.

We could not allow our flag to be thus dishonored, our
seamen impressed, and our commerce vexed with impunity,
and declared common plunder by the two chief maritime
nations of Europe. Retaliation, therefore, was resolved upon;
and in December of 1807, an embargo was laid upon all
American vessels and merchandize. In the spirit of
conciliation, however, which marked all the acts of
government, the President was authorized to suspend it



soon as the conduct of European powers would sanction him
in doing so. This embargo prohibited all American vessels
from sailing from foreign ports, all foreign ships from
carrying away cargoes; while by a supplementary act, all
coasting vessels were compelled to give bonds that they
would land their cargoes in the United States.

This sudden suspension of commerce, threatening
bankruptcy and ruin to so many of our merchants, and
checking at once the flow of produce from the interior to the
sea-board, was felt severely by the people, and tried their
patriotism to the utmost. Still the measure was approved by
the majority of the nation. New England denounced it, as
that section of the republic had denounced nearly every
measure of the administration from its commencement. The
effect of the embargo was to depress the products of our
own country one half, and increase those of foreign
countries in the same proportion. There being no outlet to
the former, they accumulated in the market, and often
would not bring sufficient to pay the cost of mere
transportation, while the supply of the latter being cut off,
the demand for them became proportionably great. Thus it
fell as heavy on the agricultural classes as on the merchant,
for while a portion of their expenses were doubled, the
produce with which they were accustomed to defray them
became worthless. But ship owners and sailors suffered still
more, for the capital of the one was profitless, and the
occupation of the other gone. It is true it helped
manufacturers by increasing the demand for domestic
goods; it also saved a large amount of property, and a vast
number of American ships, which, if they had been afloat,



would have fallen into the hands of French and English
cruisers.

But, while the embargo pressed so heavily on us, it
inflicted severe damage also on France and England,
especially the latter. The United States was her best
customer, and the sudden stoppage of all the channels of
trade was a heavy blow to her manufactures, and would, no
doubt, have compelled a repeal of the orders in council to
us, had not she known that we were equal, if not greater
sufferers. But while the two nations thus stood with their
hands on each other's throats, determined to see which
could stand choking the longest, it soon became evident
that our antagonist had greatly the advantage of us, for the
embargo shut ourselves out from the trade of the whole
world, while it only cut England off from that of the United
States. Besides, being forced to seek elsewhere for the
products she had been accustomed to take from us, other
channels of trade began to be opened, which threatened to
become permanent.

A steady demand will always create a supply somewhere,
and this was soon discovered in the development of
resources in the West Indies, Spain, Spanish America, and
Brazil, of which the British Government had hitherto been
ignorant.

The loud outcries from the opponents of this measure,
especially from New England, also convinced her that our
government must soon repeal the obnoxious act.

Under the tremendous pressure with which the embargo
bore on the people, New England openly threatened the
government. John Quincy Adams, who had sustained the



1809.

administration in its course, finding his conduct denounced
by the Massachusetts Legislature, resigned his seat,
declaring to the President that there was a plan on foot to
divide New England from the Union, and that a secret
emissary from Great Britain was then at work with the ruling
federalists to accomplish it. Whether this was true or false,
one thing was certain, an ominous cloud was gathering in
that quarter that portended evil, the extent of which no one
could calculate.

Under these circumstances the
embargo was repealed, and the non-
intercourse law, prohibiting all commercial intercourse with
France and Great Britain substituted.

While these things were transpiring an event occurred
which threatened to arrest all negotiations.

The Chesapeake, an American frigate, cruising in
American waters, had been fired into by the Leopard, a
British 74, and several of her crew killed. The commander of
the latter claimed some British deserters, whom he declared
to be on board the American ship. Capt. Barron denied his
knowledge of any such being in the Chesapeake; moreover,
he had instructed, he said, his recruiting officer not to enlist
any British subjects. The captain of the Leopard then
demanded permission to search. This, of course, was
refused, when a sudden broadside was poured into the
American frigate. Captain Barron not dreaming of an
encounter, had very culpably neglected to clear his vessel
for action, and at once struck his flag. An officer from the
Leopard was immediately sent on board, who demanded the
muster-roll of the ship, and selecting four of the crew, he



54 To “spike” a cannon means to disable an artillery piece
by driving a metal spike or similar implement into its
touchhole, preventing it from being fired until the spike is
removed; this was a standard tactic for rendering captured
guns temporarily unusable.

55 Joshua Barney (1759–1818) was an American naval
officer who commanded the Chesapeake flotilla during the
War of 1812 and led the battery at the engagement near
Bladensburg, where he was wounded and taken prisoner.

56 Admiral Cochrane refers to Sir Alexander Cochrane, the
senior British naval commander on the North American
station who in 1814 brought reinforcements from Bermuda
and supervised operations in the Chesapeake.

57 Rear Admiral Cockburn is Sir George Cockburn, a British
naval officer known for leading coastal raids during the War
of 1812 and playing a key role in the occupation and
burning of Washington in August 1814.

58 The battle of Bladensburg (August 24, 1814) was a
confrontation near Bladensburg, Maryland, in which British
regulars routed assembled U.S. militia, enabling the
subsequent British march on and burning of Washington.

59 Sir George Prévost was the British commander-in-chief
and Governor General in British North America during the
War of 1812; he led the 1814 land advance on Plattsburg



and retreated after the combined naval and land defeats at
Plattsburgh.

60 Confiance was the name of the principal British warship
(the flagship) engaged at the Battle of Lake Champlain in
1814, a large vessel mounting roughly thirty long 24-
pounder guns that was captured by the American fleet
under Thomas Macdonough.

61 A large, ocean-going merchant ship employed in trade
between Europe and Asia in the 17th–early 19th centuries,
often sailing under charter or license of an East India
Company and typically built and sometimes armed to carry
valuable cargoes over long distances.

62 Refers to the ship named John Adams operating as a
'cartel'—a vessel granted safe passage under a flag of truce
to carry prisoners, official dispatches, or exchanged persons
between belligerents across the Atlantic.

63 Lord Castlereagh (Robert Stewart, Viscount Castlereagh)
was Britain’s foreign minister and a leading diplomat at the
time, playing a prominent role at the Congress of Vienna
(1814–15) and in high‑level British negotiations during and
after the Napoleonic wars.

64 A meeting of New England Federalist delegates called in
late 1814 (convened December 15, 1814) to protest the War
of 1812, propose constitutional amendments, and address



regional grievances; its perceived disloyalty damaged the
Federalist Party and it did not result in formal secession.

65 A small coastal redoubt on Mobile Point commanding the
entrance from the Gulf to Mobile Bay; in September 1814 it
was famously and successfully defended by a U.S. garrison
against a British naval and land assault.

66 A town on the Gulf Coast then under Spanish authority;
during the War of 1812 it was used as a refuge and base by
British agents and allies, and was later occupied by
American forces.

67 The British war-ship HMS Hermes, which grounded and
subsequently blew up during the failed British attack on Fort
Bowyer in September 1814, resulting in heavy loss of life
among her crew.

68 Artillery rockets developed by Sir William Congreve and
used by British forces in the early 19th century; they
produced noisy, fiery displays and were employed as an
incendiary and psychological weapon in the Napoleonic
Wars and the War of 1812.

69 A bay on the northeastern Atlantic coast between what is
now coastal Maine and New Brunswick; its islands and
fisheries were among boundary and fishing-rights issues
referenced for settlement after the War of 1812.



70 Nickname of the USS Constitution, a heavy‑built U.S.
Navy frigate launched in 1797 that gained fame in the War
of 1812 for its resilience in combat; the name was popularly
used in the early 19th century to celebrate the ship's
durability.

71 A 'razee' is a warship (originally a ship‑of‑the‑line) that
has had one or more upper decks removed to convert it into
a large frigate or faster vessel, a practice common in the
late 18th and early 19th centuries.

72 Kentledge refers to permanent ballast, typically pig iron
or other heavy weights stowed low in a ship to improve
stability; in this passage twelve tons of kentledge were
jettisoned to lighten the vessel during a chase.

73 A carronade was a short-barrelled naval cannon
developed in the late 18th century that fired large-calibre
shot at short range; “thirty-two pound” denotes the weight
of the projectile it fired, indicating a heavy short-range gun
used aboard ships of the era.

74 Here the Plantaganet refers to a British warship; the
following ‘74’ most likely indicates a 74‑gun ship of the line,
a common third‑rate battleship in the Royal Navy during the
Napoleonic and War of 1812 period.

75 Fayal is an older English spelling of Faial, an island in the
Azores (a Portuguese archipelago in the North Atlantic) that


